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SECTION 1.0 
INTRODUCTION 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Tribal Project 

Environmental Document (EIS) for the proposed Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project 

(Proposed Action) was published in the Federal Register by the U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of 

Indian Affairs (BIA) on December 29, 2015, and the United States Environmental Protection Agency 

(USEPA) on January 15, 2016.  The Draft EIS was made available for a 62-day public comment period 

that concluded on February 29, 2016, with a ten day extension for the City of Galt, which concluded on 

March 10, 2016.  During the comment period, a public hearing was held at the Chabolla Community 

Center in Galt, California, on January 29, 2016, at which time written and oral comments on the Draft EIS 

were received.  Approximately 350 people attended this hearing. 

 

The responses to comments provided herein, along with the revised EIS text, will be considered by the 

BIA prior to rendering a decision concerning approval of the Proposed Action or an alternative.  This 

Final EIS has been prepared according to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA), which state that the lead agency shall consider and respond to all “substantive comments” 

received on the Draft EIS or “summaries thereof where the response has been exceptionally voluminous” 

(40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] § 1503.4).  Therefore, all substantive comments have been 

included within this portion of this Final EIS.  Comments received on specific topics are addressed 

through one or more of the responses contained herein. 

 

The Final EIS is organized into two volumes.  Volume I contains all comments received on the Draft EIS 

(Section 2.0) and responses to substantive comments (Section 3.0).  Corresponding text changes to the 

EIS are noted within the responses to comments.  Volume II is composed of the revised text of the EIS 

and provides new, revised, and supplementary appendices that were not included in the Draft EIS. 

 

Following the 30-day review period for this Final EIS, the BIA may make a decision on Wilton 

Rancheria’s fee-to-trust application.  At the time of the BIA’s decision, they will prepare a concise public 

Record of Decision (ROD), which states what the decision is, identifies all alternatives considered in 

reaching the decision, and discusses preferences among alternatives based on relevant factors including 

economic and technical considerations and the BIA’s statutory mission (40 CFR § 1505.2).  The ROD 

also will identify and discuss all factors that were considered in making the decision and whether all 

practicable mitigation measures have been adopted to minimize environmental effects.  If all practicable 

measures are not adopted, the BIA must state why such measures were not adopted.  The Council of 

Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires that, “[m]itigation and other conditions established in the 
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environmental impact statement or during its review and committed as part of the decision shall be 

implemented by the lead agency or other appropriate consenting agency” (40 CFR § 1505.3).  Specific 

details of adopted mitigation measures shall be included as appropriate conditions in the ROD. 
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SECTION 2.0 
COMMENT LETTERS 

2.1 COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIS 
This section provides all of the comments received by the U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of 
Indian Affairs (BIA) on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Tribal Project Environmental 
Document (EIS).  The comments presented herein were submitted to the lead agency by way of letter, 
email, written comment cards, and verbally at the public hearing held for the Draft EIS.  All received 
comments are indexed in Table 2-1 and presented in their entirety in this section.  Comments are 
organized into five categories: those submitted in writing by public agencies and other governmental 
entities (A); those submitted in writing by organizations or businesses (O); those submitted in writing by 
individual private citizens including comment cards received at the January 29, 2016, public hearing (I);
those submitted by collective organizations such as Change.org, (CO); and those given orally during the 
public hearing as recorded on the official public hearing transcript (PH).  Once submissions are 
categorized, each is assigned a unique number and then further demarcated into specific substantive 
comments, which are then numbered (e.g., A1-1) for ease of reference. Section 3.0 contains responses to 
comments received during the comment period and includes detail on text revisions to the Final EIS. 

TABLE 2-1 
COMMENT INDEX 

Government Agencies

Comment No. Name Affiliation

A1 Melissa Leal, PhD, Executive Director of Education Wilton Rancheria

A2 Bob Terry, Tribal Housing Executive Director Wilton Rancheria

A3
Larry F. Greene, Executive Director/Air Pollution 
Control Officer

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District

A4 Tina Bartlett, Regional Manager
California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife

A5
Eric Fredericks, Chief, Office of Transportation 
Planning, South Branch

California Department of Transportation

A6
Steve Hutchason, Executive Director, Environmental 
Resources Department

Wilton Rancheria

A7
John Lundgren, Senior Planner/Environmental 
Analyst

Sacramento County

A8 Laura S. Gill, City Manager City of Elk Grove

A9 Antonio Ruiz, Cultural Resources Officer Wilton Rancheria

A10
Kathleen Martyn Goforth, Manager, Environmental 
Review Section

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

A11 Pamela C. Creedon, Executive Officer
Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board
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Government Agencies

Comment No. Name Affiliation

A12 Mary R. Pakenham-Walsh, Senior Project Manager U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

A13 Raymond C. Hitchcock, Chairperson Wilton Rancheria

A14 Nicholas Fonseca, Chairman Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians

A15 Leighann Moffitt, Planning Director County of Sacramento

A16 Eugene M. Palazzo, City Manager City of Galt

Organization/Businesses

Comment No. Name Affiliation

O1 Paul C. Murphey, Ph.D. Rocky Mountain Paleo Solutions

O2 Steve Holman Galt Business Builders Networking Group

O3 Carol Louis El Dorado Council

O4 Rikki L. Shaffer, CEO Yuba-Sutter Chamber of Commerce

O5 Chris Newell Galt Sign & Screen Printing

O6 Ann Ulrich Galt District Chamber of Commerce

O7 Terry Parker Parker Realty

O8 Cheryl Schmit, Director Stand Up for California

O9 Cheryl Schmit, Director Stand Up for California

O10 Cheryl Schmit, Director Stand Up for California

O11 Alan Titus and Jarhett Blonien Robb and Ross

O12 Brandon Rose, President Environmental Council of Sacramento

Individuals

Comment No. Name Affiliation

I1 Dylan Perry

I2 Annette and Charles Nelson

I3 Janessa White

I4 Alexandra Toledo

I5 Janene Lawrence

I6 David and Cherise Canning

I7 Michael A. Hodge

I8 Laura Aleman

I9 George Bennett

I10 Joe A. Bermudez

I11 Laree Bermudez

I12 Rose LaVine

I13 Cheryn Nicolaus

I14 Juan Francisco Prieto

I15 Elizabeth Reising

I16 Cathleen Luckey

I17 Kirk Marchetti M&M Real Estate

I18 Maureen Constantino

I19 Renate Johnson

I20 Erin Hauge
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Individuals

Comment No. Name Affiliation

I21 Rachel Verdoorn

I22 Florence Pierce

I23 Dennis and Elizabeth Crockett

I24 Kunhuor Hak

I25 Connie Montalbano

I26 Mike Hamiel

I27 Son and Tammie Phan

I28 Gordon Christianer

I29 Lacie Marchetti M&M Real Estate

I30 Thomas Hingsbergen

I31 Mary Hinegardner

I32 Gene Holleman

I33 Barbara J. Thomas

I34 Lena M. Cortese

I35 Joseph F. Cortese, Jr.

I36 LaRee M. Bermudez

I37 Joanne Vinton

I38 Rick A. Hicks

I39 Jeannie Ferreira

I40 Cecelia Parker

I41 Katherine Sherman

I42 Truman Nicolaus

I43 David Cargill

I44 David and Eugenia Olson

I45 Gordon Weiss 

I46 Pam Lomax 

I47 Glenn Lomax

I48 Jack & Belinda Kral 

I49 Fred & Margot Lizardo 

I50 Deanna Asuncion

I51 Tim Raboy 

I52 John Trochet 

I53 Mahlon Picht 

I54 Michelle L. Gutierrez 

I55 Wayne Le 

I56 Monica Olvera-Walker 

I57 Sam Davidson

I58 Michael Monasky 

I59 Diane Owen 

I60 Mary DuBose 

I62 Akram Keval 
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Individuals

Comment No. Name Affiliation

I62 Genie Holleman 

I63 Bill and Barbara Griffin 

Collective Organizations

Comment No. Name Affiliation

CO1
Kristy Reed, Caitalin Hudson, Ashley Zaragoza, 
Danielle Walker, Cherise Canning

Change.org1

CO2
Mary Roberson, Betsy Webb, Susanne Wilson, Jim 
R, Sandra Powell

Change.org

CO3
David Wagner, Paul Lester, Whitney Wood, Mary 
DuBose, Cathie LaZier

Change.org

CO4 Jane Thompson, Teresa Coatlalopeuh, John Huls Change.org

CO5
Lisa Haley, Kristy Reed, Caitalin Hudson, Ashley 
Zaragoza, Danielle Walker,

Change.org

CO6
Howard Larimer, Denise Weiss, Judith Farnsworth, 
Susan Fritz, Karleen Gansberg

Change.org

CO7
Fabiola Mouriski, Barbara Badgett, Gloria Chadwick, 
Cynthia Alvarez, Francisco Romero

Change.org

CO8
Maddison MCafee, Mary Lou Ferreira, Barbara 
Kennedy, Denise Filakosky, Jessica Moore

Change.org

CO9
Angie Gaddini, Theresa Dickinson, Janessa White, 
Simone Pimentel, John Trochet, 

Change.org

Public Hearing  (January 29, 2016)

Comment No. Name Affiliation

PH1 Joyce Dozier Wilton Rancheria

PH2 Tracey Hansen
Consumes Community Services District 
Fire Department

PH3 Lee Ann McFaddin Galt District Chamber of Commerce

PH4 Alexandra Barnhill City of Galt

PH5 Steven Rudolph City of Galt

PH6 John Lundgren Sacramento County

PH7 Lee Acebedo
California Nations Indian Gaming 
Association

PH8 Rose LaVine Galt Chamber of Commerce

PH9 Ann Ulrich Galt Chamber of Commerce

PH10 Jamin Martinez Sacramento County Sheriff's Department

PH11 Dorothea Theodoratus California State University Sacramento 

PH12 Dahkota Brown

PH13 Elena Tarango Wilton Rancheria

PH14 Antonio Ruiz Wilton Rancheria

PH15 Melissa Leal Wilton Rancheria

PH16 Carrie Yuhre

                                                
1 Note that Change.org is an online venue where individuals or groups may start petitions and solicit signatures and 
comments on the petitions via email and other online avenues.  Change.org comments presented here were received 
directly by the BIA, pursuant to NEPA, in a series of nine emails, each containing multiple comments.  
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Public Hearing  (January 29, 2016)

Comment No. Name Affiliation

PH17 Nova Mastrogiovanni

PH18 Lisa Jimenez River Valley Miwok Indians

PH19 Derek Glantz River Valley Miwok Indians

PH20 Al Baldwin

PH21 Chris Newell

PH22 Mel Shamblen Comfort Inn & Suites

PH23 Laree Bermudez

PH24 Alice Henderson

PH25 Matt Weaver

PH26 Kathy Diaz

PH27 Carol Louis

PH28 Tonya Caldwell Wilton Rancheria 

PH29 George Leon

PH30 Janene Lawrence

PH31 Lynn Wheat

PH32 Jacob Cullers County of Sacramento 

PH33 Steve Holman

PH34 Linda Barz

PH35 Matthew Pratton City of Galt 

PH36 Mary Tarango Wilton Rancheria 

PH37 Bob Terry Wilton Rancheria

PH38 Darell Doan City of Elk Grove

PH39 Stan Kimbrough

PH40 George Rocha

PH41 Johnny Gayton

PH42 Charles Altekruse Wilton Rancheria

PH43 Veronica Kaufman

PH44 Barbara Woods

PH45 Lisa Jimenez River Valley Miwok Indians



LETTERS FROM GOVERNMENT AGENCIES



Comment Letter A1

A1-01

Wilton Rancheria 
,, 

·~\ ·'. ,. w. ·. _,, . 
-.·,·;. ... -~ ·: ~ -: . .: 

. /-. . ''~·· 

I I\ I' \. ·.'· .'· 

January 29, 2016 

Ms. Amy Dutschke 
Pacific Region Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) 
2800 Cottage Way, 
Sacramento., California 95825. 

9728 Kent Street, Elk Grove, C:A 95624 

Re: Commc~ots on the Wilton Rancberia Resort DEIS and Project 

Good evening. My name is Dr. Melissa Leal and I am very happy to be here to express my s.upport for 
Wilton Raneheria and the proposed project because of the many benefits it will bring to this Tribe and this 
community where my family bas long lived. 

I am a Galt High School Alum and I grew up in the Galt/Herald area along with 5 generations of my family 
who currently live in Galt. I am a member of the greater Native American Community and I have been 
working with American Indian students for 15 years. 

1 currently serve as the Director of Education for Wilton Rancheria. My job is to ensure that all tribal 
children are successful in school, graduate from high school, and go on to college or career/technical 
training. That task is often difficult. Unfortunately, and for reasons that are too extensive to discuss at this 
time, Native: American students have the highest high school dropout rate and highest rate of incarceration 
of any ethnic group in the country. But these obstacles and outcomes can and will be reversed because 
most Native Americans share a commitment to educate our native kids and adults - they just too often lack 
the resources to get the job done. 

So what can gaming do for us in regards to education? The financial support that gaming cru!l provide will 
allow my D<::partment to provide tutoring, scholarships, mentorships, youth empowerment programs, and 
cultural and linguistic programs that will allow our tribal children to be successful in the classroom and in 
their everyd1ay lives. 

Tribal government gaming revenue will allow the Tribe to create programs to teach children that they are 
important and have something to offer the greater community. It will allow me and other staff to help raise 
educated, compassionate, effective leaders. 

Casino revenue will also filter into the local schools and benefit all children. Many gaming tribes have 
community giving campaigns that support local schools and non-profits, provide scholarships to non-tribal 
students, and fund summer and extracurricular programs. 

For these reasons I believe the proposed Wilton Ranch.eria resort project will bring huge positive impacts, for 
our Tribe and community for generations to come. I ask that you move the project forward without delay. 

Thank you. 

~. 
Executive Directo of Education, Wilton Rancberia 
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A2-01

Wilton Rancheria 

January 29, 2016 

Ms. Amy Dutsahke 
Pacific Region Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) 
2800 Cottage Way, 
Sacramento, California 95825. 

9728 Kent Street, Bk Grove, CA 95624 

Re: Comments on the Wilton Ranch1eria Resort DEIS and Project 

Hello. My name is Bob Terry and I am the Housing Director for the Wilton Rancheria. My 
mission is to provide tribal memberB with safe, decent, and sanitary homes in order to 
promote healthy families. 

I am strongly in support of the proposed resort project as I feel it will produce great benefits 
in housing as well as other areas that will raise the quality of life for this Tribe and 
community at large. 

The Wilton Tribe bas a lot of unmet needs in the area of housing: 

~ Only 16% of our citizens own the~ir own homes·- compared to around 64·69% for the 
national population. That means1 74% rent or live with extended family. 

~ 5% of tribal citizens are homeless or in prison. 

~ Neady 1/3 of our citizens rely on some kind of social service safety net to get by. 
}> 72% of our citizens live within a 30·mile radius of the proposed site which means they 

live in a relatively higlrpriced housing market that squeezes our folks out of the market. 
);> We rely mainly on grant funding: that is neither stable nor adequate to meet our needs. 

Long term, the proposed project will help our Tribe address these challenges. With tribal· 
government gaming revenues, we w:ill be able to build more homes, bring our tribal 
ownership closer to the national average, purchase more land (fee not trust) for housing, 
plan better based on more reliable and adequate funding, and work with other community 
organizations and non-profits to partner in addressing regional housing needs. 

This project will do more than just add another Indian Casino in this part of California. It 
will also lead to many new and mucllrneeded jobs, especially in the building trades, and 
support for local schools, parks, and other public programs. These changes will boost the 
economy and overall standard of living in both our Tribe and community. 

For these reasons, I support the proposed project and hope it is moved forward quickly. 

Thank you, 

~~,i~l 
Bob Terry 
Wilton Rancheria Tribal Housing Executive Director 



Comment Letter A3

A3-01

~1\CRAM~Nl 0 MEl ROPOLIII\N 

AIR QUALITY 
MANAGEMENT DIH RICl" 

February '10, 2016 

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

DEIS ComLments, Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project 
(SAC201301478) 

Dear Ms. Dutschke: 

Larry Greene 
AIR POLLUTION CONTROl OFFICER 

The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) is obligated by 
State lawl to represent the citizens ofSac1·amento in influencing the decisions of olther 
public and private agencies whose actions may have an adverse impact on air quality. 
Since Sacramento County does not attain the Federal or State ozone standards, and an 
ovel\1\!hehning percentage of ozone precursor emissions come from mobile sources, the 
SMAQMD reviews proposed land use and transportation projects to encourage re~luctions 
in mobile source emissions as an air quality improvement strategy. 

SMAQMD is also required to prepare and implement the Sacramento Metro Area's portion 
of the California State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the Federal ozone standard. The SIP 
provides specific emission inventories, photochemical modeling, reasonably available 
control mteasure, provisions for transportation control strategies and measures, rate of 
progress and reasonable further progress demonstrations, attainment dem onstration, 
transportation conformity motor vehicle emissions budgets, and contingency measures to 
meet the Federal ozone standard. 

In this context, SMAQMD is providing the following comments on the draft environmental 
impact statement (DETS) and draft general conformity determination (DGCD) for the 
Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project. 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

t . Stationary source emissions (for exarnple, boilers and emergency generatOJrs) 
should be included in the air quality analysis. The current analysis does not include 
these emissions. 

J California Health and Safety Code §40961 

777 12th Str~t, 3rd Floor Sacramento, CA 95814- 1908 
916/874-4800 916/874-4999 fax 

www.<~irquality.org 



Comment Letter A3 cont.

A3-06

A3-02

A3-03

A3-04

A3-05

A3-01

(cont.)

Wilton !?ancheria f.ee-to-Trust and Casino Pt•oject 
Draft HIS'and /Jraftr:eneral Conformity Determination 
5'MAQMD Comments 
Februaty 10, 2016 
Pagel 

2. Stationary source emissions that will not require an air permit need to be includrd 
Ln the general conformity deterntination analysis, 

3. Emissions from construction activities are proposed to be mitigated to a less than 
significant level with the use of tier 3 or newer engines, and diesel particulate filters 
on all engines. ft may not be technically feasible to require diesel particulate filters 
on every engine working on the project. A contingency should be included in the 
miltigation to account for this possible situation, or the project could be constructed 
using only Tier 4 Final engines, which include particulate control devices. 

4. Th1e SMAQMD's construction threshold of significance for nitrogen oxide emissions 
(N Ox) is included in the DElS (Table 4.4-3), but the analysis docs not clearly' 
demonstrate if the proposed mitigation will reduce emissions to that threshold, or if 
additional mitigation would be necessary. The SMAQMD routinely works vvith other 
Federal agencies (Army Corps, Bureau of Reclamation) on mitigating construction 
emissions to the local threshold, and could offer assistance on this project as well. 

5. Operational emissions from energy1 water and wastewater from the casino are not J 
currently included in the air quality modeling. 

6. Mutltiple measures to reduce operational emissions of ozone precursors are listed in 
Section 5.4.2 of the DEIS. SMAQMD recommends the Bureau commit to implement 
the measures and estimate emission reductions that could be realized fi·om 
imjplementation. This could reduce the amount of emission reduction credits needed 
for mitigati.on. Also, mitigation measures implemented in the Sacramento Federal 
Oz1one Non-attainment Area assist SMAQMD in meeting the Federal and Sta.te ozone 
standards. 

7. Section 4.8 of the DEIS on transportation states the project will not impact existing 

sustainahle modes of transportation for land use projects. Since the project: wiJI 
create a large amount of vehicle trips, the SMAQMD encourages the Bureau to 
explore ways to incorporate walking, biking and transit infrastructure into the 
project not only to reduce vehicle trips and emissions from the project, but also to 

provide full transportation options to the customers and employees of the project. 
Other Tribal projects in the Sacramento Federal Ozone Non-attainment Area (cache 
Creek, Thunder Valley) offer shuttle services and also work with local 
transportation agencies to provide transit service to the casinos. 
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Wilton f?ancheria ree-to-Trust and Casino Project 
Draft HIS and /Jraft General Conformity Determination 
.">'MAQMD Comment.'i 
Februa1y 1 0, 2016 
Page3 

Draft General Conformity Determination 

1. Particulate matter (PM10) and carbon monoxide (CO) emissions should be included 
in the conformity applicability analysis since SMAQMD is a Federal maintemance 
area for both pollutants. 

2. The Bureau recognizes the need to mitigate operational ozone precursor em issions 
from the project to zero in order to make a positive conformity determina tion in 
accordance with Section 93.158 (a)(2) of the General Conformity Regulatio:nz. The 
draft general conformity determination identifies the purchase of emission 
reduction credits (ERCs) as the method to mitigate the emissions to zero. 

a. There is currently not an adequate amount of N Ox ERCs available in the 
Sacramento Federal Ozone Non-attainment Area to meet the needs of the 
project. 

b. If the Bureau is considering purchasing ERCs in the San Joaquin Valley (SJV), 
the Bureau must demonstrate that ozone emissions from the SJV contribute 
to the Sacramento Federal Ozone Non-attainment Area's violations. 

c. SMAQMD r equests the Bureau consider limiting SJV ERCs to those within 50 
miles of the project site. 

3. Section 93.160 of the General Conformity Regulation3 outlines the air qualilty 
mitigation requirements that must be met prior t o the Bureau making a positive 
conformity determination for th e project: 

a. Mitigation measures must be specifically identified; 
b. A process for implementation and enforcement must be described, i:ncluding 

an implementatlon schedule with e:h'P licit timelines; and 

2 Code of Federal RcguJations, Title 40, Chapter f, Subchapter C, Part 93, Subpart B, Determining Confonnity 
of General F'ederal Actions Lo Stale or Federal I mplemenlalio n Plans, Sec lio n ')~.15fl (a)(2) For precursors of 
ozone, nitrogen dioxide, or PM, the total of direct and indirect emissions from the action are fully o:ffset with iu 
the same nona ttainment or maintenance area (or nearby area of equal or higher classification provided the 
emissions from that area contribute to the violations, or have contributed to violations in the past, in the area 
with tlte Federal action] tJ.n·ough a revision to the applicable SIP or a similarly cufc.n-ccable mcasun~ that 
effecls e mis,sions reuuut ions so Lhat there is no nel increase 1n emissions of LhaL pollutanl. 

3 CodeofPederaLRegulations, Title40, Chapter!, Subchapter C, Part 93, Subpart IJ, Determining Conformity 
of General Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans 
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A3-07

(cont.)

Wilton f?ancheria ree-to-Trustand Casino Project 
Draft Ef.)' and Draft General Conformity Determination 
SMAQMD Comments 
February 10, 2016 
Page4 

c. Written commitments from the pcrsonsjagcncics providing mitigatiton must 
be obtained and provided. 

Th1ese elements are nut currently induded in the draft general conformity 
determination. 

General Comments 

I appreciate the Bureau providing the draft project documents to the SMAQMD for review 
and meeting with my staff to discuss the air quality components of the project. 

in summary, SMAQMD wants to ensure that air quaiity impads from the project are fuiiy 
ilisdused .and mitigated. Stationary source emissions and operational emissions from 
casino energy, water and wastewater use need to be included in the EIS and general 
conformity analysis. Construction emissions should be compared to the SMAQMD's NOx 
threshold and additional mitigation included to reduce the air quality impacts from 
construction. Operational emissions of ozone precursors and greenhouse gases should be 
red\.tced from the project by incorporating sustainable transportation modes and other 
measu-res listed in the EIS, which would also reduce the amount ofERCs needed to. mitigate 
the emissions off-site. To meet the General Conformity Regulation, the SMAQMD plrovides 
specific requests related to disclosure and purchasing ERCs. 

I'm requesting the Bureau provide the final environmental impact statement and final 
general conformity determination once the documents areavailahle. 

You may contact Karen Huss of my staff(916-874-4881 or khuss@airguality.org) 1ifyou 
have questions regarding the SMAQMD's comments or would like to have further 
discussions on air quality analysis, emission reduction credits, or existing mitjgation 
orog:rams. 
• v 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Larry F. Greene 
Executive Director I Air Pollution Control Officer 

Cc: CoJUnty of Sacramento 
Ci~y of Elk Grove 
Ci~y of Galt 
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DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 
North Central Region 
1701 Nimbus Road, Suite A 
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670-4599 
916-358-2900 
www. wildlife .ca.gov 

February ·11, 2016 

John Ryd4~ik 
Bureau of indian Affairs 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2820 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor 
CHARI.. TON H. BONHAM, 0/rec:tor 

Subject DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS) FOR THE VVILTON 
RANCHERIA FEE-TO-TRUST AND CASINO PROJECT, SCH # 20131124001 

Dear Mr. Hydzik: 

The Califotmia Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has reviewed the Draft 
Environm•:mtallmpact Statement for the Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino 
Project (pmject). 

As a trust•~e for California's fish and wildlife resources, CDFW has jurisdiction over the 
conservat1ion, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat 
necessary for biologically sustainable populations of those species (Fish & G. Code,§ 
1802). COFW may also act as a Responsible Agency (Cal. Code Regs.,§ 210(39) for a 
project where it has discretionary approval power under the California EndangE~red 
Species Act (CESA) (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.) and the Lake and Streambed 
Alteration Program (Fish & G. Code,§ 1600 et seq.). CDFW also administers tlhe Native 
Plant Protection Act, Natural Community Conservation Program, and other provisions of 
the Fish and Game Code that afford protection to California's fish and wildlife nesources. 

The Proposed Action (Alternative A) is located on a 282 acre site bound easVwest by 
Highway 09 and the Union Pacific railroad tracks, and north/south by an unnamed 
tributary to the Cosumnes River and Twin Cities Road. The project proposes to' acquire 
approximately 282 acres of fee land in trust by the United States upon which the Wilton 
o~ll'\l"horie. Ull'\1 ..... 1"1'\11'\C>frt ..... ~ l'lO""'ir\1"1 lo ... ilitu hnt.ol norl.rinn '!lr.oo 011'\A n+h.o,. 01"\ ... illonr 
1,0',1VIIVIICI VW'UUIU '-IUII.o:ILIUVl Q l:::fQIIUIIH U;;;tWIIU • .,ft I JV\.\;,il f t-'QII,tll~ UIV'Q I QIIU VliiVI Qfi\JIIJCiiiiJ 

facilities. 

CDFW is !Primarily concerned with the project's impacts to Swainson's hawk (B:uteo 
swainsoni) and tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor) foraging habitat and offers the 
following comments and recommendations for this project, focusing on Alternative A, In 
our role as a trustee of California's fish and wildlife resources. 

Swainson's Hawk 
The great1est threat to the Swainson's hawk population in California continues t:o be loss 
of suitable! foraging and nesting habitat in portions of the Swainson's hawks bmeding 
range duet to urban development and incompatible agriculture. This impact has; greatly 
reduced their range and abundance in California in the last century (California 

Conserving Ca{ijonzia 's WiCtf{ije Since 1870 
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Department of Conservation, 2011; Wilcove et al. 1986; Semlitsch and Bodie 1'998). 
Suitable fc)raging habitat is necessary to provide an adequate energy source for 
breeding :Swalnson's hawk adults, including support of nestlings and fledglings,. Adults 
must achieve an energy balance between the needs of themselves and the demands of 
nestlings :and fledglings, or the health and survival of both may be jeopardized. If prey 
resources; are not sufficient, or if adults must hunt long distances from the nest site, the 
energetic~; of the foraging effort may result in reduced nestling vigor with an inc:reased 
lit,.cllhnn~ nf ni~a<2~c ~n~/nr ~t~n,~tinn In rnnrc cvtrcrnc ,.~~c~ the hrcc~inn n!:>ir in -;:an 
IU,\;IUfiVUU VI '"'1\liiVQ\01\.1 Qlt._.f Vt \lii'UJ'WIW~,..,, .. "' ,,,....,.,._, " n U'-'Ifl"-' VU\IiiVQt " JIQ IJt"",.,..UUt~ t'"''" t 11 1 Q lf 

effort to a:ssure their own existence, may even abandon the nest and young 
(Woodbridge 1985}. 

Significant foss of agricultural lands and foraging habitat has occurred in Yolo, 
Sacramento, and San Joaquin counties due to residential development. According to 
the State ~of California's 2004-2006 California Farmland Conversion Report, southern 
California led all regions of the state with 47% of developed acres, while the SGtn 
Joaquin Valley ranked second with 23%, and the greater Sacramento Metropolitan area 
ranking third with 16% of new urban acres; Sacramento county's expansion of nearly 
10,000 ac:res was considered a record high. In addition, nearly 73% of newly u11>anized 
lands in the San Joaquin Valley took place on agricultural lands, of which a larg1e 
component included irrigated lands suitable for Swainson's hawk foraging. This; report 
also points out that while urbanization is a leading component of agricultural land 
conversion throughout the state, economic and resource availability factors (i.e. water) 
also lead to conversion of irrigated farming to more intensive agricultural uses. Lands 
converted from irrigated use were greatest in the San Joaquin and Sacramentc• Valleys 
(37% and 16% respectively). If current trends of habitat conversion to incompallible 
agricultun3 or conversion of compatible agriculture to urban development continue, the 
Central Valley Swainson's hawk population will likely continue to decline, followed by a 
reduction in range and contraction of the distribution. 

The Prop<> sed Action (Alternative A) would include the development of approximately 
138.52 ac:res of agricultural land. The DE IS states that at the time of the biologiical 
survey's atlfalfa (Medicago sativa) and com {Zea mays) were in production. Suitable 
foraging habitat for Swainson's hawk includes a variety of agriculture crops, native 
grassland, and lightly-grazed dryland pasture. In the Central Valley, Swainson's hawk 
, _ - - -- --- -- _ u_ __ !_ - !~- - ~ - - .-! -. _ ... __ ...,_. ·--.J- &.L..-.i. -~ -----...& ! .._: __ ... _ _. ._ _ _ .. --- -- '·~ -
rorage more onen m m1xeo agncun.ura• 1anu~ me:n ~UiJIJOn lrrl9C:Ilt::U IIC:IY \,;IOJJ~ \t::.g. 
alfalfa), as well as dryland pasture, grassy ruderallots, and some irrigated crops, due to 
a higher atccessibility and relative abundance of prey (Bloom 1980, Estep 1989, 
Babcock '1995. Smallwood 1995, Swotgaard, et.al. 2008). Alfalfa fields are more 
routinely used by foraging Swainson's hawks than any other crop type (Bloom 1980, 
Woodbridge 1985, Estep 1989, Babcock 1995, Semka 1999, Anderson et. al. ~!011). 

Although a portion of the land will remain in agriculture use. there will still be a 
significanlt loss of foraging habitat, further contributing to the reduction of Swainson's 
hawk ran~~e and abundance in Sacramento County and California. In order to r1educe 
the impac:ts to a less than significant level. the CDFW recommends acre for ac1re habitat 
replacement in the form of fee title acquisition with a conservation easement or 
acquisition of a conservation easement with the CDFW as a grantee to protect foraging 



Comment Letter A4 cont.

A4-06

A4-05

A4-03

A4-02

(cont.)

A4-04

A4-07

Wilton Rancheria 
February ·11 , 2016 
Page 3 of 6 

habitat. This measure should be applicable to any of the alternatives that will impact 
Swainson's hawk foraging habitat. 

Tricolored Blackbird 
Recent surveys combined with historical information indicate that tricolored bla~ckbirds 
have unde~rgone a long~term population decline, primarily due to losses of breeding and 
foraging habitats to urban and agricultural land conversions, and water diversiOtns 
fRt:u::!rhJ !:ln1rt ~~miltnn 1007 ~~miltnn At ~I 1QQQ l-4~miltnn ?nnn\ Thi~ ~nAr.iA!:: nf 
,~.....,"""._..1 ..,..,,,.,.. • ,..,.,,,,,.,_,, '"'.....,'I' '""'''' ' '•-•• - • _, , , ....,. .... _, 1 , _ , ,,,, .,._ , , - ---1• , , ,,...., -,.... ..... ..,, ...... ....,, - • 

J 

particular 'concern because it's colonial behavior makes it especially vulnerable' to large
scale nesting failures and its population abundance is now limited compared to 
historical conditions (DeHaven et al. 1975a, Beedy and Hamilton 1999, Unitt 2004). 
Ideal fora,Jing conditions for tricolored blackbirds are created when shallow flo()d
irrigation, mowing, or grazing keeps the vegetation at an optimal height (<15 ern). With 
the loss of a natural flooding cycle and most native wetland and upland habitat!s in the 
Central Valley, breeding tricolors now forage primarily in managed habitats. Prc3ferred 
foraging habitats include agricultural crops such as rice, alfalfa, irrigated pastures, and 
ripening or cut grain fields (e.g., oats wheat, silage, and rice), as well as annual 
grassland!s, cattle feedlots, and dairies. Tricolors also forage in remnant native habitats, 
including wet and dry vernal pools and other seasonal wetlands, riparian scrub habitats, 
and open marsh borders. 

Since some of the alternatives contain suitable nesting and foraging habitat, the 
Department recommends that surveys are conducted at the correct time of year (early 
March), wlhen both males and females are present at the potential nesting location. 
During incubation, mates form all-male flocks and may spend the day several k:ilometers 
from colonies. Females on nests are quiet during incubation. and active colonios may 
appear to be largely deserted (Beedy and_Hamilton 1997). Observation of the flight 
direction 01f adults with food in their bills is recommended, as once incubation has 
begun, detection probability decrease significantly. Furthermore, if it is determined that 
tricolored blackbirds are nesting in the project area, potential impacts should bt3 properly 
analyzed c:tnd mitigated. 

Tricolored blackbird is a candidate for listing and has protection under CESA. ~\ CESA J 
permit Sh()utd be obtained if the proposed project has the potential to result in take of 
State-iisted piants or wiidiife over the iife of the proposed project (Fish and Game Code · 
[FGC] §2CI81(b)). Issuance of a CESA permit is subject to CEQA documentation; J 
therefore the CEQA document must specify impacts, mitigation measures, and a 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program. If the proposed project will impact CESA 
listed species, early consultation is encouraged, as significant modification to the 
proposed project and mitigation measures may be required in order to obtain a CESA 
permit. A CESA permit may only be obtained if the impacts of the authorized ta1ke of the 
species are minimized and fully mitigated and adequate funding has been ensured to 
implemen1t the mitigation measures. The Department may only issue a CESA p1ermit if 
the Depa11tment determines that issuance of the permit does not jeopardize the! 
continued existence of the species. The Department will make this determination based 
on the best scientific information available, and shalt include consideration of the 
species' capability to survive and reproduce, including the species known population 
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trends and known threats to the species. Issuance of a CESA permit may take up to 
180 days from receipt of an application from the applicant. 

Summary 
As stated in the DEIS, the project site provides foraging habitat for Swainson's hawk 
and tricolored blackbird , however compensatory mitigation for the loss of foraging 
habitat is not proposed. Swainson's hawl< is listed as threatened in California and 
tricolored blackbird is a candidate for listing, which affords it the same protection. 
Additionally, both have protection under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and section 
3503.5 of the Fish and Game Code. For the reasons stated above the Proposed Action 
could result in a cumulative significant impact to these species unless adequate 
mitigation is incorporated. 

J 

CDFW requests written notification of proposed actions and pending decisions J 
regarding the proposed project. Written notifications can be directed to: California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife North Central Region, 1701 Nimbus Road, Rancho 
Cordova, CA 95670. 

Thank you for considering our concerns for the proposed project and providing the 
opportunity to comment on the DEIS. CDFW personnel are available for consultation 
regarding biological resources and strategies to minimize impacts. If you have questions 
please contact Tanya Sheya, Environmental Scientist, by e-mail at 
Tanya.Sheya@wildl ife.ca.gov or by phone at (916) 358-2953, and if you would like to 
request formal government-to-government consultation, please contact Steven Ingram, 
the Department's Tribal Liaison, by email at tribal.liaison@wildlife.ca.gov or by !Phone at 
(0 1 ~\ ~t:\1 .• 7Ll()1 
\ v I vI \J'\J I I -r"" I • 

Sincerely _ 

Tiw~~o 6MtrLtt-
Regional !Manager 

ec: Jeff Drongesen, Jeff,Drongesen@wildllfe.ca.gov 
Isabel Baer, lsabei.Baer@wildlife.ca.gov 
Tanya Sheya, Tanya.Sheya@wlldlife.ca .gov 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 

John.rydzik@bia.gov 



Comment Letter A4 cont.
Wilton Ra1ncheria 
February ·11 . 2016 
Page 5 of 6 

Referencets 

Anderson" R.. J . Dinsdale, C. Chun, K. Fien and R. Schlorff. 2011 . Foraging value of 
crops/habitats for Swainson's hawks of California's Central Valley- Final ProgrE~ss 
Report. Final report. Department of Fish and Game Resource Assessment Program, 
California Department of Fish and Game. Sacramento, CA, U.S.A. 

Babcock, K.1995. Home range and habitat use of breeding Swainson's hawks in the 
Sacrame111to Valley of California. Journal of Raptor Research 29(3):193-197. 

Beedy, E. C. and W. J. Hamilton. 1997. Tricolored Blackbird Status Update and 
Management Guidelines. (Jones and Stokes Associates, Inc. 97-099.) Sacramento, CA. 
Prepared ·for U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Portland, OR and California Department of 
Fish and Game, Sacramento, CA. 

Beedy, E. C. and W.J. Hamilton Ill. 1999. Tricolored Blackbird (Agelaius tricolor) . The 
Birds of North America, No. 423. American Ornithologists' Union. 24pp. 

Bloom, P. 1980. The status of the Swainson's hawk in California, 1979. Federal! aid in 
wildlife restoration, Project W-54-R-12, Nongame Wildl. Invest. Job Final Report 11-8.0. 
24p. + appendix. 

California Department of Conservation, 2011 . California Farmland Conversion Report 
2006-200a. http:I/WNW.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/pubs/2006-
2008/0oc!Uments/FCR_ 0608 _final.pdf. 

DeHaven, R. W., F. T. Crase, and P. P. Woronecki. 1975a. Breeding slatus of the 
tricolored blackbird, 1969-1972. Calif. Fish and Game 61 : 161-180. 

Estep, J. '1989. Biology, movements and habitat relationships of the Swainson's hawk in 
the Centml Valley of California, 1986-87. Report for the Calif. Dept. Fish and Game, 
Nongame Bird and Mammal Sec. Rep. 

Hamilton, B. (W.J., Ill], L. Cook, and K. Hunting. 1999. Tricolored blackbirds 19199 status 
report. Report prepared for Calif. Dep. of Fish and Game, Sacramento CA, and U. S. 
Fish and \Nildlife Service, Portland Or. 

Hamilton, W.J., HI. 2000. Tricolored blackbird 2000 breeding season census and survey 
-observations and recommendations, Report prepared for U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Portland OR; 61 pp. 

Semlitsch, R. and J. Bodie. 1998. Are Small Isolated Wetlands Expendable? 
Conservaltion Biology 12:1129-1133. 

~crnl.r!:» L(' 1 QQQ fi hinncnnr~nhir-o:al o;:ano;:alu~i~ nf ~\At~in~nn'~ h!:»IAII.-C hrccrfinn in the 
""'-"'. ""-~J t '" ~ ..,-t.t#V • ~ ""'''-"~"""'....,~' W,..l II'-#U1 U' Ui.AI~~·~ '"" ' ....., ... W~U I"'"'V I I~ 1 1g't'.1',;of VI VVUU 1~ U. U IV 

Central Valley of California. MS Thesis. Department of Biological Sciences, California 
State University Chico, Chico, California. 



Comment Letter A4 cont.
Wilton Rancheria 
February 11, 2016 
Page 6 of6 

Smallwood, S. 1995. Scaling Swainson's hawk population density for assessin!J habitat 
use across and agricultural landscape. J. Raptor Res. 29: 172-178. 

Swolgaard, C., K. Reeves, and D. Bell. 2008. Foraging by Swainson's hawks in a 
vineyard-dominated landscape. J. Raptor Res 42(3):188-196. 
http://www.bioone.org/doilabs/1 0.3356/JRR-07 -15.1 . 

Unitt: Philip. 2004. San Diego County Bird Atlas. San Diego Natural History Museum. 
San Diegt), CA. 

Wilcove Cl., C. Mclellan, and A. Dobson. 1986. Habitat fragmentation in the temperate 
zone. Pa~tes 237-256 in Soule ME, ed. Conservation Biology. Sunderland (MA): Sinauer 
Associates. 

Woodbridge, B. 1985. Biology and management of Swainson's hawk in the Butte Valley, 
California. U.S. Forest Service Report, 19 pp. 



Comment Letter A5

A5-01

STATEOFCALIFORNIA-CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 3 - SACRAM ENTO AREA OFFlCE 
2379 GATEWAY PAKS DRIVE. STE 150- MS 19 
SACRAMENTO. CA 95833 
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February 11,2016 

Mr. John Rydzik 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2820 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

EDMUND G. BROWN Jr .• Gov~mor 

Flex your p<Jii'erl 

Be energy e.fficiett/1 

032015-SAC-0215 
03-SAC-99 
SCH# 2013124001 

Wilton Rancheria Fee-To-Trust and Casino Project- Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) 

Dear Mr. Rydzik: 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the project referenced above. Caltrans' new mission, vision, 
and goals signal a modernization of our approach to California, s transportation system. We 
review this NOP for impacts to the State Highway System in keeping with our mission, vision 
and goals for sustainability/livability/economy, and safety/health. We provide these comments 
consistent with the State' s smart mobility goals that support a vibrant economy, and build 
communities, not sprawl. 

This DEIS is for the acquisition of approximately 282 acres of fee land in trust by the United States 
upon which the Wilton Rancheria would potentially construct a gaming facility and/or retail, a 
convention center, a hotel, and a tribal festival ground. The DEIS includes three potential alternatives 
for facilities locations, including a property located within the City of Galt Sphere oflnfluence Area in 
unincorporated Sacramento County, north of Twin Cities Road between State Route (SR) 99 and the 
Union Pacific Railroad tracks; a property near the proposed outlet mall in the City of Elk Grove; and a 
property located at the Historic Wilton Rancheria in the community of Wilton. The following 
comments are based on the DEIS. 

Encroachment Permit 

Some facility locations would require building improvements within the State's Right of Way 
(ROW), requiring an encroachment permit. To apply. a completed encroachment permit 
application , environmental documentation, and five sets of plans clearly indicating State ROW 
must be submitted to: 

Charles Laughlin 
California Department ofTransportation 
District 3, Office of Permits 
703 B Street 
Marysville, CA 95901 

"Provide a saf e, sustainable. integrated and e.lficlf!ll/ transportatwn 
sy.~temto enhance California's economy and ft l•abllity .. 
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Traffic Operations 

The location of the Wilton Rancheria gaming facility and proposed mitigation should take into J 
consideration the construction ofthe ultimate SR 104/SR 99 interchange which is planned to be built 
just notth of the present SR99/SR104 (Twin Cities Road) roundabout interchange location. 

West Stockton Boulevard is proposed to be closed between Mingo Road and just north ofthe SR 
99/Twin Cities Road. This needs to be approved and coordinated with the City of Galt, Sacramento 
County, and Caltrans. 

The widening of Twin Cities Road to four lanes and the widening of the existing roundabout to two 
lanes, proposed as mitigation for the construction of the gaming facility, must be developed and 
constructed in cooperation with Caltrans under an approved encroachment permit. Caltrans must be in 
agreement with the leading local agency that the proposed widening would be suitable mitigation for 
the gaming facility. 

Mi11go Road Interclza11ge 

As indicated in the DEIR, the project alternatives located near Twin Cities Road would require 
improvements to the Mingo Road/SR 99 interchange. As previously discussed, if this project location 
is ultimately selected, Caltrans would like to work with Wilton Rancheria and the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs to develop a cooperative agreement and Project Study Report (PSR) for the interchange 
improvements. The PSR would outline improvements, geometries, and other requirements needed for 
Caltrans approval. The PSR would serve as the report for mutually agreed assurances so Wilton 
Rancheria can move forward with interchange design and construction. The PSR will be required for 
obtaining a construction encroachment permit. 

Caltrans appreciates that interchange designs have incorporated complete streets features and also 
acknowledge the Caltrans ICE policy. 

Hydraulics 

J 

According to the DEIS, alternatives A, B, and C are expected to have impacts on SR 99 while J 
alternative F may also have an impact on SR 99. Once a final alternative is selected at a later date, we 
would like to examine a final drainage report and provide further comments. 

ROW Engineering 

The Lead Agency, County, City of Galt, or Caltrans may require a dedication of ROW to the State of 
California to mitigate the traffic impacts of the development. Any such dedication will need to be 
reviewed by Caltrans District 3 ROW Engineering for boundary correlation with existing state ROW. 

Any parcel or subdivision map created as a result of the development will also need to be reviewed by 
Caltrans prior to county approval for the means of boundary correlation with existing state ROW. 

Please provide our office with copies of any further actions regarding this project. We would 
appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on any changes related to this development. 

.. Provide a safe, sustainable. integrated and efficient tranJportation 
X)'Siemto enhance California ·s economy and hvabtlity" 

J 
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[fyou have any questions regarding these comments or require additional information, please 
contact Jacob Buffenbarger, Intergovemmental Review Coordinator at 916-263-1625 or by email at: 
Jacob.Buffenbarger@dot.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, ~ 

I ·0/ 
~£1-i .ru 6 

ERIC FREDERICKS, Chief 
Office of Transportation Planning- South Branch 

"Prnvide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficiemtransportallan 
sys/emto enhanc£' California 's economy and ftmhtli l)• ·• 
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Wilton Ra ncheria 

January ?9, 2016 

Ms. Amy Dutschke 
Pacific Region Director; Bureau ofindi an .Affairs 
2800 Cottag.e Way 
Sacramento, Califomi1:t 95825 

Re: Wilton Ralicheti a: Casino Project DEIS 

Dear Ms. :Dutschke, 

9728 Kent Street, Elk Grove, GA 95624 

Thank you fof' allowing me to .comment on the proposed project. My name. ts Steven Hutclras.on and I 
have been the: 'ExecutivE! Director of the Enviroium;ntal Resources Department at the Tribe for 
approximately 4 years. ): am 'al$0 a tribal member ana resident of Sacramento County. 

The Wilton Rancheria' s Environmenta!R~sourc.es Department is qedicated'to the preservation anq 
protection of all the environs. The Department is in full supp.ort of the Project. The Draft Enviqmm ental 
1m pact Statement recognizes that there are many potential impacts to 'th.e environment however, the 
document makes .sure each impact is well addtes.s·ed arid properly mitigated for,if need be. The· document 
.has approximately 3,oon pages of proposed miti.gation efforts .th.at will bring all impacts to less that 
significant. Proper eonsiderations to these impacts ate mentioned througlrout fh:e document for all of the 
a:ltematives. 

The Tribe's environmental progran1 IS underfunded and.understaffed With hundr.eds of projects per yeat 
commg aGros.s my de~k 1 am very limile.dto what proj~cts I can comment and .contlu.ct a govemment to 
government cbn.sultati on. on, for the protection of our resources. With. revenue generated from Indian 
Gaming the Tribe \vill f'inally have an environmental staff equivalent to. the City or -even the County 

Please consider these itE:ms when makmg your de.cision in favor of the Tribe. This opportunity will allow 
for 'the Environmental Resources Department to further preserve and protect the environment for .the 
community as a wlfole and for fhture generations. As you know, protecting and pres erving natural 
resources iS' ·an i:mp-ortru;tt ''a! ue among Native: Communities. 

Thank you for providi.nl} me with the opportunity to comm~nt.lf'you have atq questions, please contact 
me at the address above. orvia email at shutchason'@wiltonrancheria-nsn.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Executi v.e :Ri rector 
Environmental Resourc ~s Department 
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Department of 
Community Development 
Lori A. Moss, Director 

February 22, 2016 

Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific f~egion 
Attn: Chad Broussard 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W2.820 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

DiVisions 
Administrative Servic-es 

Building Permits & Inspection 
Code Enforcement 

County Engineering 
Economic Development & Marketing 

Planning & Environmental Review 

Via E-mail Only 
chad. broussa rd@bia. gov 

Subject: Comment Time Extensii'on Request for the Draft EISffPED for the Wilton 
Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casiino Project 

Dear Mr. Broussard: 

Sacramento County requests a 1 0-day extension of the comment period for the above 
referenced project to March 1 01

h, 2016, so that we may continue to work with the Wilton 
Rancheria (Tribe) on negotiating a MOU that addresses> our mitigation concerns. 

We are regularly meeting with th13 Tribe and feel that we are close to a mutually 
agreeable framework. At our last meeting with the Tribe on February 181h, vve 
discussed the County requesting this extension and the Tribe indicated they were in 
favor of the extension. 

Thank you for your consideration of our request. If you have any questions or concerns 
please contact me at lundgrenj@:saccounty_net or (916) 874-8043. 

Sincerely, 

J / ' / U . .;:;.' /J 
.;--~~~- ~--tJ·-

John Lundgre:n, 
Senior Planner/ Environmental Analyst 

ec: Raymond Hitchcock, Wilton Rancheria Tribal Chairman 
Rose. Weckenmann, Wilton Hancheria Tribal Attorney 
Britt Ferguson, Sacramento County CFO 
Leighann Moffitt, Sacrament'o County Planning Director 

827 7111 Street, Room 225 • Sacrametnto, California 95814 • phone (916) 874-6141 • fax (916) 874-7499 
www.per.saccountv.net 
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February 18:, 2016 

Mr. John Rydzik 
Chief Division of Environmental, Cultural Resource Management and Safety 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Sent via e-rnail john.rydzik@bia.gov and U.S. Mail 

ELK GROVE 
PR011[) llHliTAI.i~ BRIG ItT T lJTURE 

RE: Draft Environmentallmpact Statement/Tribal Project Environmental Document Wilton Rancheria 
Fee-To-Trust and Casino Project 

Dear Mr. Rydzik, 

The City of Elk Grove (City) has reviewed the above referenced environmental document. I submit this 
comment le·tter, as well as the attached technical memorandums, for consideration in the preparation 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Most of the comments in this letter and the 
attached teachnical memorandums are in regards to Alternative F because that is the only alternative 
within the City limits. While there is not an application at this time to take the Alternative F site into 
trust, our understanding is that this is still the appropriate time to comment on the Alternative~ F site. 

The discussion below is in relation to fiscal impacts on the City's infrastructure and services. F1urther 
discussion etf impacts will also occur in the attached technical memorandum. 

Police Services. Page 2-28 of the Draft EIS it states that, "The City of Elk Grove Police Departmaent EGPD 
in conjunction with Tribal security would provide law enforcement for the gaming facility and hotel 
complex." While this is an accurate statement if the facility were located within City limits, there is not a 
full discussion of how impacts to law enforcement would be mitigated. The EIS states the Project would 
generate a large volume of visitors to the City of between 8,100-9,000 on a week day and 12,900-14,200 
on a weekelnd. Page 4.7-13 states there is an MOU with the City to provide "a framework for the Tribe 
to compensate" the City for public services. However, there are no further specifics. The number of law 
enforcement officers patrolling at this time does not take into account a facility of this size. This concern 
is acknowledged on page 4.7-22, where it states: "Destination casinos, by their nature, increase the 
volume of p1eople in a given community." Wherever that volume of people is introduced the volume of 
crime but naot necessarily the severity fs expected to increase. In order to mitigate that volumt~ increase 
the City requests that those mitigations be worked out now between the City and the Rancheria to avoid 
impact to the City. 
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Tax Revenues. The City is also concerned about impact to tax revenue. If Wilton Rancheria was to 
submit an application to put the property identified as Alternative Fin trust, the property would no 
longer be subject to property tax, nor would the project be required to pay the City's impact or building 
permit fees. The property in question is currently zoned commercial, and the City would expect to 
receive significant sales tax from the property because it is adjacent to the approved outlet mall. In 
addition, any hotel on the property would not be subject to the City's uniform transient occupancy tax 
codified in Chapter 3.08 of the Elk Grove Municipal Code. As a former budget director, I can tE!II you that 
all of these revenue sources for the City are significant. While the EIS suggests that payments made to 
the local jurisdictions outweigh this lost revenue, there is not an analysis showing this to be true. Thus, 
the City requests working out the mitigation for lost revenues now. 

Public Facilities. The Project will also impact public facilities located in the City of Elk Grove, which 
Include but are not limited to libraries, trails, and parks. While the City is not the main agency that deals 
with parks, lit does own some parks. Page 4-27 states that the Project does not anticipate patrons would 
visit libraries and parks, so therefore, there is no impact. This statement does not take into ao::ount all 
of the empl1oyees that the project would need and likely necessitate relocation to the City for at least a 
portion. The economic impact statement included in the Draft EIS (Volume 2, Appendix H, page 81) 
states that the casino would generate an estimated 2,914 jobs. It is fair to assume that a portion of 
those individuals filling those jobs would not be current residents; thus, the new residents would 
generate additional need for City facilities. The EIS assumes that 80% of the positions would g'o to 
Sacramento County residents without a basis or explanation for this percentage. Further discussion and 
analyses wo•uld be useful to help understand any impacts to the City. 

The City acknowledges that this project is not subject to its existing codes, including the Lent Ranch 
Special Planning Area that currently controls the property described in Alternative F. However, a 
discussion o,f the City's Codes in relation to this Project is an objective measure by which the City can 
relay comments related to the casino project. Please find attached the aforementioned techniical 
memorandum from the City's experts. Those memorandums cover aesthetics, air quality, land use, 
cultural resources, noise, police services, traffic, transit, water, sewer, and solid waste. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you should have any questions, please feel free to 
contact me. 

Respectful!~', 

II ' U itra 
~.;A · IdUJi 
Laura S. Gill 
City Managt~r 
City of Elk Grove 
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Interoffice Memorandum 

January 28, 2016 
Date 

Laura Gill, City Manager 
To 
Christopher Jordan, AICP, 
Assistant to the City Manager 
From 

Wilton Rancheria Draft EIS Review 
Subject 

E[KGROVE 
PROUD HERITAGE. BRIGHT FUTURE. 

The following are comments and concerns with the Draft EIS prepared for the Wilton Rancheria 
Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project. 

Introduction 

The following are comments on Chapter 1 of the Draft EIS: J 
1. Figure 1-5 identifies the incorrect Assessor's Parcel Numbers (APN) for the site. The 

correct APN is 134-1010-001. 

Affected Environment 

The following are comments on Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS: 

2. Section 3.3.3 (page 3.3-15) provides incorrect information on groundwater level and J 
supply and references a City system. The City is not a water provider. This section 
should be updated to reflect the actual water provider, who is Sacramento County Water 
Agency. 

3. Section 3.4 (page 3.4-12) references sensitive air quality receptors near the Project J 
sites. For Alternative F, the discussion does not reference the proximity to approved 
residential Projects, such as Sterling Meadows. This is information that should be 
referenced in this section and used in the analysis portion of the document. 

4. Page 3.6-9 (Cultural and Paleontological Resources) identifies that Alternative F is over 
a half mile away from any residential concentration. The site, however, is 1,500 feet 
from the Hampton Oaks neighborhood. Additionally, approved residential projects are 
approximately 1 ,000 feet to the west of the site. This is information that should be 
referenced in this section and used in the analysis portion of the document. 

5. Section 3.9.3 (Elk Grove Mall Site, Land Use discussion)- The following is a summary 
of the issues with this section. Please see attached track changes for more details. 
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a. The governing zoning for the site is the Lent Ranch Special Planning Area, not a 
specific plan. The LRSPA, as applicable to the site, was last amended 1in 
October 2014. 

b. As an SPA, the LRSPA is a part of the City's Zoning Code (Title 23 of U1e 
Municipal Code). Where the SPA is silent, the balance of the Zoning Code 
prevails; where there is a conflict, the SPA prevails. 

c. The list of "zoning designations" on page 3.9-16 is actually a list of Gen~;)ral Plan 
I ___ I I I _ _ _ I __ ! _ _ _ J.!_ . _ _ 

L.ana use aesJgnatJons. 

d. There are no airstrips near the Mall site. ] 

e. In the Agricultural section, the City does not have an Urban Policy Area
1
, nor an J 

Urban Services Area. Rather, these are County provisions not applicable in City 
limits. 

f. Figure 3.9-3 is incorrect. Land uses conform to the property limits. Spe:cifically, J 
the entirety of the Project Site is designated Commercial. 

6. Pa!~e 3.10-10 

a. The nearest CCSD Fire Station is across SR 99 on Survey Road at the training J 
facility. A closer station is planned at Kammerer Road and Lotz Parkwa1y as part 
of the Sterling Meadows development, but has not been constructed. This 
should be referenced in the discussion . 

b. The nearest trauma center is the Kaiser South Sacramento facility at Mi:tck Road J 
in the City of Sacramento. See 
http://gis.oshpd.ca.gov/atlas/topics/tc dashboard. 

7. Pa!~e 3.11-5 (Noise)- The Elk Grove Noise Element should be referenced in this J 
seetion. It can be found online at 
.b!!.P:f/www.elkQrovecitv.org/city haJJ/departments divisions/planning/land use regulatio 
ns/genera l plan and community plans/. 

8. On pages 3.13-13 & 14: 

a. See previous comments re; land use and the LRSPA. 

b. A discussion should be added regarding Elk Grove Municipal CodE~ Chapter] 
19.12 (Trees). 

c. !he ~al.l site. h~~ ~~en main~ained. We~ds are mowed on an annual basis and J 
me Site IS patrouea oy secumy personnel. 

d. The viewsheds of Alternative F presented in section are all on-site of th1~ Project, 
unlike the other alternatives. The analysis that follows in Chapter 4 would be 
stronger if viewsheds from State Route 99 (driver perspective) and the residential 
areas to the north and west were included. This is especially important because 
the hotel would be taller than any building in the City or allowed by Codt~ (LRSPA 
has a maximum height allowed of 100 feet in the Regional Mall district). 

Environmental Consequences: Wilton Sites (Alternatives D & E) 

9. Impacts from these alternatives would substantially modify the character and quality of l 
the Wilton and Sheldon communities. Particularly, the traffic volumes and requirement 
improvements at Grant Line and Wilton and along Wilton Road are major physical 
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A8-26

A8-20

(cont.)

A8-21

A8-22

A8-23

A8-25

A8-27

A8-24

changes. Further analysis of the necessary mitigation measures on the environment are J 
encouraged. 

10. The Transit discussion on page 4.8-40 references the Twin Cities site, which is not J 
consistent with the intended purpose of the paragraph. This should be corrected to read 
'The Historic Rancheria Site ." 

Environmental Consequences: Mall Site (Alternative F) 

11 . The analysis in section 4.7 (Socioeconomic Conditions) only analyzes the primary region 
of impact (the City of Galt) and therefore only works with Alternatives A, B, and C. It 
may not adequately analyze the potential impacts on Unincorporated Sacramento 
County (Alternatives 0 and E) or Elk Grove (Alternative F). The analysis should be 
supplemented with a discussion of why the approach is valid/justified for Alternatives 0 , 
E, and F. 

12. Section 4.9.6 (land Use): 

a. If the Elk Grove site is selected, a determination of General Plan conformity is J 
required under the Memorandum of Understanding Among the County of 
Sacramento, City of Elk Grove, and the Wilton Rancheria (see Section 3(a)(iii)). 
As such, Policy LU-1 of the General Plan should be added to the analysis in 
Table 4.9-4. 

b. Specific discussion of consistency with the Lent Ranch Special Planning Area 
(zoning) should be included in this section. 

c. This section concludes that the Project would be consistent with the Mall project 
as it is a large retail facility. While this may be the case, an analysis of 
differences in floor-area-ratio, building height, setbacks, and other land use 
metrics should be included to help document the consistency. 

13. As previously mentioned, Kaiser South Sacramento is the designated trauma center for 
this area. Section 4.1 0.6 should be updated to reflect this. 

14. Section 4.11.6, Construction Noise: 

a. The analysis indicates that pile-driving is not proposed for the development. J 
Given the soil conditions in the Sacramento Valley, construction of a 12-story 
hotel may be more economical with pile foundation. Therefore , the analysis may 
not be sufficient, if pile driving is contemplated. 

b. The operational noise analysis only compares to the NAC and Sacramento J 
County thresholds. lt does not, and should, compare the Project to the City of 
Elk Grove Noise standards and policies. 

15. All of the viewsheds analyzed for Alternative Fare internal to the property. In section 
4.13.6, no analysis is presented on potential impacts from adjoining properties, 
including, but not limited to, the Kaiser medical offices, residential uses across Highway 
99, or views from the Highway itself. Further, the analysis identifies that the Project will 
improve the visual character of the area in comparison to the existing conditions. More 
information should be provided to document the impact of a 12-story hotel building on 
the broader surrounding conditions. There are no similar buildings in the Elk Grove area 
and such a project could have impacts on the visual character of the area not unlike that 
described in Alternative A. 

16. On Page 4.14-13 (Noise), the discussion references imposition of Elk Grove regulations l 
regarding noise. However, in the noise impact analysis section (as discussed above), 
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there are no references to these regulati.ons, nor an analysis of consistency with Elkj 
Gmve noise policies found in the General Plan. The document should be updated for 
consistency and to clarify what standards the Project will be following. 

17. Th4~ Indirect Effects from Utility/Infrastructure Improvements discussion in Section 4.14.2] 
excludes an analysis on the indirect effects of connecting to the public improvements in 
the Mall alternative . If not addressed elsewhere in the document, impacts to the sewer 
lift station and downstream trunk and interceptor capacity , as well as off-site~ well and 
treatment capacity for potable water, should be addressed. 

18. Table 4.15-2 lists Cumulative Development in the City of Elk Grove that is included in the 
cumulative impact analysis. This table is incomplete and, in some places, inaccurate. 
For instance: 

a. The Lent Ranch Special Planning Area is 295 acres in size. but its development 
is limited to approximately 3.1 million square feet of retail and 280 multifamily 
dwellings. No single family residential development is approved. 

b. The table does not include the Sterling Meadows project adjacent to Le!nt Ranch, 
which includes 976 single family units and 200 units of multifamily as proposed 
and approved. The Large Lot Final Map for the project has recc•rded and 
improvement plans for the phased subdivision are being reviewed. 

c. The Southeast Policy Area is not represented on the table. This projject has a 
maximum development potential of 4,790 dwelling units and 23,410 jobs . 

d. The Laguna Ridge Specific Plan is 1,900 acres, not 7,762. It has a1 build-out 
potential of 7,762 dwelling units. 

19. On page 4.15-49 (Land Use), reference is made to Section 4.9 and a statement that the 
Tribe would develop the site consistent with City land use and development re!gulations. 
No such statement is present in this section; rather, the section states "lrhe Tribal 
Government desires to work cooperatively with local and State authorities o·n matters 
related to land use.'' This section should be clarified. 

20. Pat;Je 4.15-52 (Aesthetics) states: " .. . the development of Alternative F would be 
generally consistent with the visual goals of Elk Grove land use regulations ." Given that 
the proposed hotel component of the Project is 12 stories, it would be helpful if the 
analysis described in more detail how the Project would not have an aesthetic impact on 
the community. 

Mitigation 

21 . Section 5.4.2 identifies mitigation relative to operation and climate change. Mitigation for 
GHG/climate change impacts should include broader mitigation requirements to conform 
to Tie·r 1 CaiGreen building efficiency standards, achieve Silver LEED standard (or 
better), or achieve other similar building efficiency standard as called for in the City's 
adopted Climate Actton Plan. This approach would provide a broader range of options 
to achieving GHG reductions than those specifically listed. 

22. 1n Mitigation 5.7.C on Page 5-16, is this payment consistent or similar to other mitigation] 
pa~rments for similar projects in the State? Additionally , shouldn 't the payment be 
annually adjusted based upon the local Consumer Price Index? 

23. I n~commend that the following additional mitigation measures be explore:d for thel 
Prqject: 
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a. Require that all landscaping be designed and installed consistent with the 

requirements of the local agency and the State of California Model Water 
Efficient Landscape Ordinance in order to reduce the use of potable water for 
landscaping purposes. 

b. Require the extension of the "Purple Pipe" treated wastewater system from the 
Laguna Ridge area to the Project site to provide water for irrigation and (to the 
extent feasible) toilet systems within the Project. This would help n~duce the 
overall water demand for the Project once the "Purple Pipe" system is operating 
with treated water from the Regional San plant after completion of the EcoWater 
Project. 

c. See previous comment on Section 5.4.2. 
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Recommended changes to Section 3.9.3 

3.9.3 ELK GROVE MALL SITE -ALTERNATIVE F 

Guidance Documents and Zoning Ordinance 

Land use Jplanning and development fo1· the Mall site is guided by the City of Elk Otove General Plan 

(.Elk Grove GP, 2009) and the Lent Ranch Specific Plan (2001 ). 

Elk Grove General Plan 

The objectives of the Elk Grove G.P. General Plan (adopted by City July 11 2000) an.: lo provWe 

guidance Ito the development and management of land within the City ofELk Grove (Elk Grove). Tite 

Elk Grove: GF General Plan summarizes its policies and implelnentation strategies as they rela1te to 

the City's goals and objectives. Tlte GP General Plan covers 16 elements, including Land Use. The 

Land Use Policy map describes what type of new land uses are desired or wJtether existing open 

lands will be t·etained for agriculture. habitat. or other uses. 

1n some alt'eas, the Land Use Policy Map shows future uses which differ from the existing land uses. 

The Land Usc Map portrays the ultimate uses ofland in and ar01md the community through land usc 

designa tions (Ciry of Elk Grove, 2009). T<t ble 3.9-3 depicts the;: Cily of Elk Grove 's s lr<Jicgics and 

policit:s applicable 1.0 (he Mall site. 

TABLE 
3.9-3 

CITY OF ELK GROVE APPLICABLE GENERAL PLAN ~~ "+eQII!!i "~!!;)POLICIES 
·~..-~ - ll Po1ic~.es Cit¥ of Elk Grove Planning Polices 

All land use approvals. including, but not limited to: 
·Zoning, 
· Planning documents (such as Specific Plans and Special Planning Areas), 

LU-4 Tentative Maps, 
Conditional Use Permits, 

• Etc., 
shall be required to conform \Mth the General Plan . 
The City encourages disclosure of potential land use compatibility issues such as noise, dust, 

LU-7 odors, etc. in order to provide potential purchasers With complete information to makel informed 
dfl",..;e;_..,e .-,h"' ' •+ ....,,, ,.,..h..,eo;n,.. nr--1"'\ar-hl 

CVI.,:,I\JI l..:t CJ.._..VUL tJU I VI IQOII I~ _}JIV)J\::001 L.Y 

Land uses in the vicinity of areas designated as "Heavy Industry'' on the Land Use P~l l icy Map 

LU -9 should Include transitions in intensity, buffers, or other methods to redtJce potentiallrnpacts on 
residential uses. Buffers may it1clude land designated for other uses, such as Light Industry, 
commercial, or open spaces. 
Land uses in the vicinity of areas designated as ''Heavy Industry'' on the Land Use Policy Map 

LU-35 
should tnclude transttlons tn tntens1ty, buffers, or other methods to reduce potenttal trnpacts on 
residential uses. Buffers may include land designated for other uses, such as Light Industry, 
commercial, or open spaces. 
Signs should be used primarily to facilitate business identification, rather than the advertisement 

LU-36 of goods and services. Sign siz.e limits and locations should be designated consistent Vvith this 
policy. 

Source: City of Elk Grove, 2009 

The Lwmt 'Raneh Marlc~tp)aee gpeeifie ~a~~ UW) a11 apprcwea bJ· Hll< Grew~ C'ity Co:enoil ofl :f:tl~ 
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2001, guidss aad eoakols the .Aatw--e ofdevslopmeat withia the Le.at Rat"too projset area, a per~ 

wl-li&h 1s tlAe site ef#le Jlrepmtea a~·e~Hflffieflt efth~MaH ~1!'e AlterHatiYe. The ~p JUO•l1aes staHaan:ls, 

g-uiaeliAes., a=Ad l*'oceal:lres Heeessal)· to sat1sf)· the tln:wisioHs 1A the City Code (City off:llt Gl·e:w; 

,\rsa (8Pi~ 

Tllli 295 !~re SPA ha.$l;le~ ~esi~te~ =ffirf\ffii:ffi ee~Jmreial htRd tlses ~ TlteM.iill5it!l is ('ljvi~ 

into five laRd uses consisting of a rsgion.1l mall, community commercial, office entertaimwmt; 

visitor eetUill:ereial, aad tnl:llti fat-ally residentiali:JSes aad is :ffineEl SPA LR l:ry the Cit;· (City E~ 

Gmvs, 2001) . 111s SPA is eoasistoot with l'lts Elk Grove GP aRd related regl:llatioas. policies. 

fli'ainanee!'l aR€1: ~r&gl'at'flS E!;A'<'8J'fliflg zonftlg a1'fletH4ments afiEl aElotltil'ln of gpA laRa lise f>ltttls . -+k& 

variol:lfi la·Ad uses fler~ttea v.·itrut'l the gpA are cot'lsisteHt witli the gea:lr., polieieA, aAEl geHeral..J.a:R& 

uses cles1:1ti eed 1ft llte General PluR. 

Elk Grolle Zoning Code 

TWc 23, Zoning1 uf the.: Elk Grove Municip;U Zomug Cvdc (Elk Grove Co<le) carries out Lhe poJicics of 

the Elk Grove GP General Plan by classifying and regulating the uses and development of land and 

structures within Elk Grove to be consistent with the GJl General Plan. The Zoning Code is adopted ro 

protect and promote the public health, safety and convenience, prosperity . .-.nd general welfare of 

residence and business in Ellz Grove. A descriptio11 of the a-ppl icabls zoLt:i:Rg desigaatio:B:S for t'he MaY 

site aAavi~nity a1·e asseribeallslow. 

Lent Ranch Special Planning Area 
The L~.:nl Ranch Special Planning Area CLRSPA) is a special pumost:: zoning district crcaLr;:d for the 

area sun·ounding and including the Mall site. T.he purpose of a special planning area ctisttict is to 

desi!mate areas for unique and imaginative planning standards and t·egtllations not provided ttu·ough. 

the applic.a.tion of standard zoning districts. The City established the LRSPA in June 2001 to Provide 

the standards, desi2n guidelines. and entitlement procedures for development within the SP 1\. 'D1e 

majotitv ctfthe 2.95-acre LRSPA is designed for commercial uses. including, the Mall site. 

Tars Cem:tRSl'Uial aesigRalioR is gertent.l!y CHCil'iiSieri~elJ t>y offiee, ~rofer:H~:ilffiitl , ns-ul rei ail: HHSS ~ 

Hl:i:x. Rssidertlial Hsss are BOl ~effflillrsEI. 

Com me,"(:: tai/Of.fiGe 

C'emmerc;ial/Offise aesigt'latieH io gel'terally sharacterize€1: hy office, l~fntessi:onal , aHa rstaH llfi~ 

Gommer:l::taMOf.fiGe/Mu#i Family 
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Gommerc:ial/Office/1\Mti :Family laaa use designation is geaerally cln:w:acterized by office, 

lWoiessinfilal, and t'etxlilases ifl aflY flliJL Ah;o inehutes high eensi1ry· resithmtial Ele'<elflf1FRBflt. 

Heavy Industrial 

±he llea")'ladustty land use designation. is generally characterized by 1ndustrial or 

manufacturing activities, which may occur inside or outside of an enclosed building. 

High Den&ity Residential 

Ths I-IigltDtlHsjty RasiflSBI:ial cJasigftaUOfl may eoHsisl ofapE!!Lffisal.s, aondonlimu.faS, o:r slusl'9fetl 

single fatnily (Clty ofBll< Gt-o'<'e, 2009). 

Ught !r:ldl':JIMal 

The Li~L lRi:htnhy aesi~'l.ftliee ia gaee:ru,lly eknt"uetetieetl ~· iiuhti11tiltl er :FRIIfHtfa:ettni-Bg aeth·i-

\Vhisk et:\e ttr attttrety ?lit.ftin aa aselesetl 8Hildittg. 

Lew DeRsity ResifiieRtJa/ 

The Low Density Resieefttlal eeAignatioft iA ellat·aetefiliHl by lot !>ines'l'lultvai'y, gef1entl1y 

froft'l atlPfOJtif'l~ately 6,GQQ to lO,QOO Sftllaf'8 met H~F). 

Regional and Local Setting 

The Mal11silc is located in tJ1e City ofElk Grove, inunciliat.ely west ()[Highway 99, norlh ofKammerer 

Road, and cast of Promenade Parkway. TI1e Mall silo was partially developed in 2008 with pmrking 

facilities and shell commercial slruclures rnsl~:tamg fls~urtHHlRl sl.orss ana U movie Lhuatsr; however, 

these commt:rcial structures arc only partially constructed and arc vacanl. Due to the downturn in the 

economy, the project has remained in a state of suspension for several years. In 2014. the Citv issued 

new appmvals for a portion of the site. Development ofthls area is pending. The partially Els>o1~ 

Doth the 2008 and 2014 project~ wa& are consistent with the City approved Lent Ranch SP LR:SPA. 

Site ancl Vicinity Land Use 

Land usc •on the Mall siLc is designated as Commercial in Lhe Elk Grove GP (Figure 3.9-3). Existing 

land US!.: t•:.> the immediate not1h of the MaU site is designated Comms:rsial Offies ana 
CollUm.:wial/O.fficc. Across SR 9.9, aad ftnthst· a01th n.l9Hg P:roHulflnlle PltdPN<I)' land use is designated 

Heavy Industrial and Light. Industrial . 

Land use 1to the west is zoned Commercial, Commercial/Office/Multi-Family, Medium Density 

Resieen:eer&Residenlial, and Low Density R~sieeaeesResidential (City of Elk Gtove, 2009). Land to 

the south 10fthe Mall site is outside of Elk Grove's boundalies and designated by the County a1s 

Agricultural Croplands (Sacramento County, 2011). Existing land uses notthwest and west of the 
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Mall site include vacant land and agricultural uses, to the ea-;t is industrial, and to the north is :primarily 

commercial. Tlie Rearest eiFStrip is epprrnfimfltely P.vo miles l'lOttlieest of the Mall site. 

Agriculture 

Prior to the incorporation of Elk Grove, the area ofthe Lent Ranch SPA and the surrounding parcels 

were in ag1icultmm production, but were undergoing change as the area developed. As paft o ~ 

City's t~la:rt.-Hftg, f>FOS988 efier t;lk Gtw.re Vift8 iR€OFflotate8, Lent RBRsl:!: £PA was ineh1:8e8 vliH~ 

City's UrhaH: Pol:icy A£ea at:Kl the Urban £ervke BOl:l:H.daty. Tl:!:e aesignatioo oftl:J.e areafor l:H:baH 

ae';elof*FitBFit aHa Sl:lbseEf1:1:9Ht 8e•.relopment botl:J. vJithiR aHa omsiae of t1:J.e gpA has remo·;ea Hlatft-ef 

tl:J.e 18:fld from agricaltaral: liSe. As part of the establislunent of the SPA, an Environmental hnpact 

Report .lli.!Bl was prepared (City of Elk Grove, 2000); this document addressed the environmental 

impacts to agriculture resources. These impacts were mitigated prior to construction in 2008Jpursuant 

to the mitigation measures established in the EIR. 

There are no fanning operations on the Mall site or infrastructure that would support land cultivation, 

Consultation with the NRCS has detennined that the Mall Site is not subject to protection under the 

FPPA due: to the fact that it has been set aside for utban development. Furthermore, the Mall :site is not 
under an active Williamson Act Contract (DOC, 20 12). 

The California FMMP classifies most of the Mall site as utban and built-up land. 

Corrected Figure 3.9-3: Elk Grove General Plan Land Use Designations 

... -· 
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Interoffice Memorandum 

February 11, 2016 
Date 

Laura Gill, City Manager 
To 
Robert Lehner, Chief of Police 
Elk Grove Police De~artment 
From 

Wilton Rancheria Draft EIS Review 
Subject 

E[KGROVE 
PROUD HERITAGE. BRIGHT FUTURE. 

The following are my comments and considerations as related to the Wilton Rancheria Draft EIS 
review: 

1. Section 3.1 0.4 Law Enforcement Services 
The Draft EIS (page 3.10-8) under the heading "Elk Grove Mall Site" states that the Elk 
Grove Police Department has approximately 207 staff positions, with 131 sworn police 
officers and 77 non-sworn management, administration and technical positions. 

As of 02/07/2016, EGPD staffing consists of 207.5 staff positions, 129.5 sworn positions 
and 78 non-sworn positions. 

Additionally in this section, the Draft EIS (page 3.10-8 and 3.10-9) states that the EGPD 
Communication Center answers an average of 186,000 emergency and non-emergency 
calls annually and that in the 2012-2013 fiscal year 97,068 calls for service were 
received with 52,266 resulting in a unit being dispatched. For the same period, EGPD's 
response time to top priority calls (from call to dispatch to arrival on scene) was five 
minutes and 57 seconds. 

Updated statistics for the calendar year of 2015 show that the EGPD Communication 
Center answered 154,623 emergency and non-emergency calls. During the 2015 
calendar year 98,098 calls for service were received with 43,836 resulting in a unit being 
dispatched. EGPD's response to top priority calls was 5.8 minutes for 2015. 

2. Section 4.7.6 Alternative F- Casino Resort at Mall Site 
The Draft El S (page 4. 7 -55) under the heading "Social Effects" states that the social 
impacts including pathological and problem gambling, and crime, would be similar to 
those of Alternative A (Galt site), since Alternative F is of the same size and scope. 
Alternative A discusses social effects as it relates to the Galt location (page 4.7-21 ). The 
subsection "Crime" (page 4. 7.22 through 4. 7 -27) discusses the impact that the proposed 
Casino might have on crime in the community of Galt. 
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Ba:sed on an analysis detailed in Appendix N, the Draft EIS estimates a project•sd annual 
increase of 461 law enforcement calls for service and 125 arrests. Projected di1rect costs 
of these increases were determined by both the 2014-15 Galt Police Department annual 
bu(:fget of $5,667,560 (page 4. 7-24 and 4.7-25) and the 2014 annual arrest records of 
the City of Galt which resulted in 949 arrests (page 4.7-25 and 4.7-26). 

Fut1her information would be needed to determine a projected annual increase in calls 
for service and arrests specific to the Elk Grove location, based on EGPD's 20114-15 
annuai budget of $35,458,468 or ihe 2015-16 budget of $36,582,714, and EGP:D's arrest 
records of 2098 arrests in 2014 (CJSC) or 2500 arrests in 2015 (EGPD Records) . 

3. Se•ction 4.1 0.6 Alternative F- Casino Resort at Mall Site 
Tht~ Draft EIS (page 4.1 0-26) under the heading "Law Enforcement" states that law 
enforcement services would be provided by the Sacramento County Sheriffs 
Department and/or the City of Elk Grove Police Department. Absent an MOU between 
the agencies, all law enforcement services would be provided by EGPD. 

4. Se•ction 5.1 0.3 Law Enforcement 
Tht~ Draft EIS (page 5.27 and 5.28) discusses the implementation of mitigation 
measures to minimize potential impacts related to law enforcement services. 
Sulbsection "P'' states that ''prior to operation, the Tribe shall enter into agreemEmts to 
reimburse the City of Elk Grove Police Department for quantifiable direct and indirect 
costs incurred in conjunction with providing law enforcement services." 

Further discussion would be needed to determine mitigation measures afforded to the 
Ci~~ by the Tribe, prior to the construction of the casino. If additional officers ne!ed to be 
hin~d by EGPD so that the City can continue to provide its existing level of service to the 
community, the hiring and training process can be lengthy and EGPD would need 
appropriate time to accomplish this. 
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Interoffice Memorandum 

January 28, 2016 
Date 

Laura Gill, City Manager 
To 

Farhad lranitalab, TE 
From 

Wilton Rancheria Draft EIS Review 
Subject 

E[KGROVE 
PROUD HERITAGE. BRIGIH FUTURE. 

I have reviewed the traffic study prepared for this Project. I offer the following comments and 
considerations: 

1. Page 3.8-2 & 3 (Transportation/Circulation): 
a. The description of Grant Line Road is not current as improvements to a 4-lane 

facility have been completed to Waterman Road. Additionally, the railroad 
overcrossing is complete. 

b. The description of Kammerer Road is not correct. The consultant should be 
referred City's General Plan Circulation Element as amended March 2015. Also, 
distinction needs to be made between the Capital SouthEast Connector and City 
improvements. A follow up with Public Works and Connector staff would be 
appropriate. 

c. No description of Promenade Parkway is provided. This is a major road and the 
primary access for Alternative F. 

d. In the Freeway Facilities discussion, reference is made to Elk Grove Road. The 
correct name is Elk Grove Boulevard. 

2. Table 3.8-4 provides a Level of Service ("LOS") rating for existing conditions at various 
intersections in and around the various project alternative locations. For the intersection 
at Grant Line Road and Sheldon Road, was this measurement before or after completion 
of the signalization project that the City recently completed? If it is before, this may 
impact the traffic analysis. 

3. Table 3.8-51ists LOS ratings for existing conditions along various roadway segments. Is 
it correct that the measurements for Grant Line Road are from prior to the Ci1y's project 
to grade-separate the segment from East Stockton to Waterman Road? Updated 
measurements may be necessary to fully understand the project impacts. 

4. Section 5.8, Transportation Mitigation 
a. Recommend that fair share traffic mitigation payments be made prior to the start 

of construction of the Project (including any related roadway improvements 
completed by the Tribe), not solely prior to the road improvements. If the 
improvements are not being completed by the Tribe (as described in the first 
paragraph), then the local agency collecting the mitigation needs the flexibility to 
have the funds on hand to combined with other traffic impact mitigation payments 



Comment Letter A8 cont.

A8-44

A8-43

A8-42

(cont.)from other projects to deliver the improvements in the most efficient ma1nner J 
possible. 

b. Mitigation F- this agreement should also include the City for alternative's D. E, J 
and F. 

c. Mitigation 0 (Grant Line Road/Wilton Road Intersection) -Impacts from this 
need to be further analyzed. Some conversation has occurred through the 
Connector project to realign Wilton Road with Pleasant Grove School Road to 
create a common 4-way intersection, rather than the existing off-set. 
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Interoffice Memorandum 

January 28, 2016 
Date 

Laura Gill, City Manager 
To 

Darren Wilson, PE, Development Services Director_ 
From 

Wilton Rancheria Draft EIS Review 
Subject 

The following are my comments on this document: 

E[KGROVE 
PROUD HERITAGE. BRIGJH FUTURE. 

1. Water Supply (Sections 2.7.2, 4.10.6, 4.15.8, 5.10.1 and Appendix 1): 

a. These sections repeat the statement that "SCWA has capacity to meet 
anticipated demand for domestic water use under Alternative F," however, 
Appendix I only provides the demand calculations for the alternative but does not 
actually analyze if SCWA's distribution system has the capacity or not within the 
service area. Therefore, it is unclear what the actual impacts to SCWA's system 
will be as a result of this alternative. 

b. Section 5.10.1 provides a broad measure (i.e. service agreement) for mitigating J 
off-site options or improvements without identifying the actual, specific impacts 
and associated improvements necessary to mitigate those impacts. 

c. Appendix I (page 24) states that "(SCWA's) distribution lines are more than J 
capable of delivering the daily water demand associated with Alternative F." 
However, information or analysis supporting this statement is not presented in 
the document. 

2. Wastewater (Sections 2.7.2, 4.3.6, 4.10.6, 4.15.8, 5.10.1 and Appendix 1): 

a. These sections provide the wastewater demands for Alternative F and state that 
there is available capacity to meet these demands at the SRCSD \fW\!TP without 
analyzing and identifying the impacts to the system in between (i.e. distribution 
and transmission systems, the Promenade Mall/Sterling Meadows Sewer Lift 
Station, and other facilities). 

b. Section 5.10.1 provides a broad measure (i.e. service agreement) for mitigating J 
off-site options or improvements without identifying the actual, specific impacts 
and associated improvements necessary to mitigate those impacts. 

c. Appendix I addresses wastewater demands for Alternative F, but states (on page 
37) that 'there is insufficient information available publicly for (the engineer) to 
perform an independent capacity study." It continues to read that "a capacity 
study will be required ... to confirm if upgrades will be required." This document 
should identify the specific impacts and associated upgrades necessary to 
mitigate those impacts. 
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Interoffice Memorandum 

January 28, 2016 
Date 

Laura Gill, City Manager 
To 

Jean Foletta, Transit Manager 
From 

Wilton Rancheria Draft EIS Review 
Subject 

The following are my comments on this document: 

E[KGROVE 
PROUD HERITAGE. BRIGIH FUTURE. 

1. Section 3.8.3 should be updated to clarify the status of e-tran services in this area. 
Specifically, the EIS should acknowledge the presence of bus shelters along Promenade 
Parkway but that no active transit service is currently operating. The EIS should go on 
to state that, based upon the forthcoming Comprehensive Operational Analysis, transit 
service would be initiated once retail and entertainment development occurs. 

2. There are no references in Section 3.8 to the planned extension of fixed transit service 
into the City and to the Mall site. These improvements have been identified in Regional 
Transit's planning and the City's General Plan for some time. 

3. The Traffic Study and Section 4.8 of the EIS describe the volume of trips generated by 
the proposed facility. However, there is no analysis on the number of trips that could 
occur through transit ridership rather than conventional automobiles. It would be helpful 
to understand the extent of transit ridership to and from the facility (whether users or 
employees), so that transit service can be adequately planned and budgeted. Further, it 
may be more efficient for these services to be provided by e-tran, rather than a shuttle 
bus operated by the Project as described on page 247 of the Traffic Study. 

4. There appears to be a disconnect between the Traffic Study and the mitigation 
measures presented in the EIS. Specifically, page 247 of the Traffic Study calls for the 
establishment of a shuttle service between the Project and points within the City, or the 
establishment of other services in cooperation with e-tran. This is not identified as a 
mitigation measure in Chapter 5 of the EIS and should be corrected. An additional 
sol uti on that is not mentioned is the extension of fixed transit to the Project site, which 
would provide service north into Sacramento. 
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Interoffice Memorandum 

E[KGROVE 
PROUD HERITAGE. BRIGIH FUTURE. 

January 28, 2016 
Date 

Laura Gill, City Manager 
To 

Heather Neff, Integrated Waste Manager _ 
From 

Wilton Rancheria Draft EIS Review 
Subject 

The following are my comments on this document: 

1. Page 3.1 0-7 - Republic serves residential customers and the City. Commercial users 
may be served from Republic or one of the other approved commercial haulers. See 
City website for more information. The City has a contract with Forward Landfill in 
Stockton for residential waste. Commercial waste goes to a number of different 
locations depending upon which facilities the 14-registered haulers are using (it is up to 
them to choose). The list offacilities they use is fairly extensive. 

2. Section 4.10.6, Solid Waste- The assumption that construction and demolition (C&D) 
and operation waste would be hauled to Kiefer Landfill is not accurate. See previous 
comments. Consideration in the analysis should be made for alternative locations for 
waste disposal. 

3. Page 4.10-26 notes that the Mall site "is located within the service boundaries of the J 
County DWMR". The Mall site is within the City of Elk Grove and is therefore in the 
service boundaries of Elk Grove where service is provided to commercial customers by 
private hauling companies that must be registered with the City. 

4. Page 4.15-50, Solid Waste- again, there is no guarantee that solid waste from the 
project would go solely to Kiefer. Consideration in the analysis should be made for 
alternative locations for waste disposal. 

5. Section 5.10.2, Solid Waste- For Alternative F, the Project should be required to comply 
with the City's C&D Debris Reduction, Reuse, and Recycling regulations (EGMC 
Chapter 30. 70) and the City's mandatory business recycling requirements (EGMC 
Chapter 30.60). Doing so will help to ensure that waste generated from the facility is 
reduced to the extent feasible, which is an improvement for the environment. 

J 
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Wilt.:>n Rancheria 

January 27, 2016 

Ms. Amy Dutschke 
Pacific Regil:::>n Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) 
2800 Cottage Way, 
Sacramento. CA 

9728 Kent Street, E lk Grove, C A 9S624 

Re: Comments on the Wilton Rancheria Resort DEIS and Project 

Hello. My name is Antonio Ruiz and I am the Cultural Resources Officer for the Wilton 
Rancher! a. ! have worked in this fie!d for nearly a decade and for this Til be foi the last ye:ar and 
a half. I am also a Tribal member of the Wilton Rancheria and a resident of Sacramento County. 

The propose·d Wilton Resort Project will support my Department's activities in ways likely· to 
benefit both our Tribe and community at large. 

Our mission is to protect places of culturally significance and preserve sacred sites and artifacts 
for the youth and future generations to come. In carrying out these duties, we work closely with 
federal, state, and local government agencies that communicate with our office on a daily basis 
requesting fmmal consultations for proposed projects that are under their jurisdiction and within 
our ancestral territory. 

Our work is 80 important for a Tribe like ours that had its history, if not its existence, eras1ed for 
nearly half a century -- and is still trying to claw back the losses that resulted from its unlawful 
termination. 

Financial support from this project will help reverse these losses and enhance true tribal 
sovereignty. 'We will be able to put the pieces of our history and culture back together again by: 

> building a cultural center 
) ravitalizing tiadltional piactices such as ianguage, songs, and dances 
>- providing public outreach programs to the greater non-Indian community. 

Cultural enrichment of this sort benefits not only Wilton tribal citizens but other Native people of 
the region as well as non-Native people eager to understand and experience the full richness of 
this area's history. 

1 
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Regional growth and development may also benefit: better, more predictable funding from the 
project means we won't have to rely on government grants to hire and train staff needed to keep 
up with the steady stream of requests for cultural consultations. 

Regarding our own proposed project, the DE IS document indicates no known cultural resources 
of significance in any of the proposed Alternative sites and therefore little anticipated impact on 
Cultural Resources. Just in case, mitigation measures have been identified in Section 5.6 of the 
DE IS for the treatment of unanticipated archaeological discoveries [which my department would 
be responsible for managing]. 

In summary, I appreciate you taking my comments into consideration and giving us the 
opportunity to comment on this project. I ask that we have the full support of you and the greater 
community to move this project forward without any delays. Thank you for your time this 
evening. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Antonio Ruiz 
Cultural Resources Officer 
Wilton Rancheria 

2 
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I 
J UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY ~ / 

REGION IX Reg Dir (L LJ \/ / 

Amy Dutschke 
Pacific Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affai rs 
2800 Cottage Way 
~ - -~--~----- • - ,-, _ l ~l"' ---- · - 1\.C"Ort.c .)acramemo, L.altrorma 'J:::>OL..1 

75 Hawthorne Street - 17 
San Francisco, CA 94105 Do.:p RD Trnsl 

February 25, 20 16 

Dep R&..I.S :;:;-::~-::-::~-
Roulc ue_U:m:S 
Rcspnnst: Rcqllir~d __ _ 
Due Date _____ _ 
Mcmo ___ Ltr __ _ 
Fax _____________ __ 

Subject: EPA comments on Wilton Ranchcri<1 Fcc-to-TnlSl and Casjno Project Draft 
Envirotm1cntal Impact Statement (DETS). Sacramento County, Cali romia 
(CEQ# 20 160000) 

Dear Ms. Dutscl1kc: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced doCIIIl1Cnt 
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regulations (40 CFR Pans 1500-1508), and our NEPA rev iew au1Lhurity under Section 309 or the Clean 
Air Act. Our detailed comments are enclosed. As n coopera ting. agency for lJ1e project, EPA reviewed 
sections of the Administrat ive DEIS and provided comments lo the Bureau of indian Affairs (81/\) on 
Apri l 13. 2015. 

The Proposed Action would take 282 acres near Galt in Sacramcmo County into federal u·usl for 
developmem or a casino. event cemer. hotel, and associated facillitics. The project includes ortions for 
water and wastewater uti li ties, including development of an onsite drinking water system a11d 
wastewaler treatment plant. The DEIS evaluates several alternatives. including projects un two 
alternative s ites: an historic Rancllcria site and a mall site in Elk Grove. 

Based on ouJ review. we have rated the Proposed Action and all other action alternatives as J 
Environmental Concerns - lnst(/.flcienr ''!(ormation (EC-2) (see enclosed "Summ.ary of Rnting 
Definitions"). Our concerns regard the completeness of the dral'll General Conformily Dctcrminnlion 
under Clean Air Act. section 176(c)(4). which ensures that a rcderal action docs not illtcrfcrc vvith the 
local air di stri ct' s plans 10 a11ain the National Arnhien t f\ ir Quality Standards. The Sacramemo 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District may not have en~)ugh Clll iss ion reduction credits 10 full y 
of'r'sctlhc project ' s emissions. as propol->ed i11 the draft General Conformity Determination (Appendix T). 
tr the project proponent will obtain offsets from 011tside of the air district, the General Conrormity 
Determination should explain how emiss ion orfsels would origi111atc from an area that conLributcs. or has 
contributed in the past , to the violat iom in the project area. [n addition, it is not clear whether all 
emiss ions from the possible import of fill for the Twin Cit ies s ite have been accounted for in Lhe 
emissjons estimates. 

The DE1S indicates rbm, or tl1e action alternmivcs, Alternative Fat the Elk Grove Mall site wou ld rc~ult J 
in the least adverse environmental impacts. overall. For this rea~;Orl. we recommend it he dc"ignatcd the 
envi ronmemally preferable alternative and that B lA and the Tribe strongly consider this site for the 
project. Conversely. we have substant ial additional concerns regarding the historic Rancheria site. since l 
the alternatives on that site would be constructed in the 100-year floodplai11, adversely impnctthrc<ltcncd 
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and endangered species. and locate the wastewater treatment planr in a wetland. We recommend against J 
.;,electing Alternatives D and Eon the hi.storic Ram:heria site. 

I ~PA appreciates the opportunity to review this DEIS. When the Final EIS i1> released for public review, J 
plca .... c :-end one copy to the address above (mail code: ENr-4-2). If you have any questions, please 
contact me at (-1.15) 972-352 1. or contact Karen Yitulano. the lead reviewer for this project, at 415-947-
4178 or ' itulano.kan:n (!! CiJa.~n . 

Enclo!)urc: Summary of EPA Rating Definition::. 
EPA's Detailed Comments 

Sinc~lv. 
J 

cc: Karen Huss. Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Managemem District 

2 
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SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS* 

This rating system was developed as a means to ·ummari/C the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's 
(EPA) level of concern with a proposed action. T he rn tings arc a c.:ombinati on of <'l lph<'lbctic.;al categories fnr 
eva luation of the envi ronmental impact or the proposa l and numerica l Cl1tcgorics for eva luation of the 
adequacy of the Environm..:nwl Impact Statement ( EIS). 

ENVI RONMENTAL IMPACT OF T HE ACT ION 

"LO '' (Lack of Ohjectio/1.\:) 
The EPA review has not identified any potentia l environmenta l impacts requi ring substantive changes In the 
proposal. The rcvie\ ma_ have disclosed npportunit ies for appl ication of mitigation measures that could be 
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. 

''EC .. (Euviroumelltttl Conce'f"ll.\) 
The EPA review has identi1ied env ironmental impacts that should be ;woided in order to fully protect the 
environment. Correcti ve measures lll<IY require changes to the preferred alternative nr applica tion or 
mitigation measures thai can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work w ith the lend agency 
to reduce these impacts. 

''EO'' (Environmental Objections) 
The EPA rev iew has identi fied significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to provide 
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require ·ubstantial changes to the 
preferred altern<Jti vc or consideration ol" ::;omc other project alternati ve (including. the no action alternative O l' 

a nevl<llternnt ivc). EPA intends to work '' ith the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

" E U ,. (En l'iroumenro/ly Unsmi5j ttctfJr]') 
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impact.\; thai a re or sufficient magnitude thHt they nrc 
unsatisfactory from the st;:mclpoint of public hea lth or wclli u·c or env ironmental qual it) . EPA intend to work 
with the lead agency to reduce these i111pacls. II' the potentially 11nsatisfactory impacts arc not corrected at the 
final EIS stage, this proposed will be recommended fo r referral to the Council on Env ironmental ()uality 
(CEQ). 

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT 

Category ''1" (Adequate) 
CPA believes the draft GIS adequately sets rortll the environmental irnpact(s) of th e preferred altcrm1 tivc and 
those of" the alternatives reasonably available to the proj ect or action. Nll fLniher analysis or da ta t:(J IIcctinn is 
ncl;cssary, hut tile rev iewer may suggest the <Jddition of clarify ing l ~1nguage or informnt ion. 

Cater:ory ''2 '' ( Iu.H~(jicient fi~{Mmatiou) 
The draf't 131 docs not contain suf"ric icnt in forlllation for CPA to fully assess environmental impacts tlwt shoultl 
be avoidcd in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA rev iewer has identified new reas(mahl;. 
;.w ailablc alternati ves that nrc within tile spectrum or alternati ves analyzed in tile drafl EIS, which could reduce 
the env ironmental impacts or the action. The identified additionAl information. data. analyses. or discussion 
should be included in the fi nal EIS. 

Cate;:ory "J .. (lnarlequate) 
EPA does not believe th ::~t the draft CIS adequately assesses potentially signi ficant environmenta l impacts of the 
action, or the EPA reviewer has identi fied new. reasonably ava ilablc altcrn<tt ives lhal are outside or the peel rum 
of' alternat ives a na l~qcJ in thc drafl F.IS. which . houltl be analyzed in order to reduce the potentiall y sig,n ificant 
environmental impacts. EPA belie cs thnt the identified additionn.l in formation. data. analyses. or discussions 
are of such a mng1litudc 1hat they should have full public review nt a drart singe. EPA does nol believe that the 
draft EIS is adequate for Lhe purposes or the NbPA ::~ nd/or ection 309 review, and thus should be formally 
rev ised and made available for public comment in a ·upplemental or revi~ed clr(l fl EIS. On the basis or the 
potential significant· impacts involved. this proposal cC>uld be a candidate for referral to the CEQ. 

*f-rom EPA Manual 1640. Policv :llld Procedures for [he Review of Federal Acrions lmpactin!l. the Environment. 
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EPA DETAILED C'OM I'vlENTS ON T ! fE DTW:"f GNVIRONMI:!NTAL IMPACT !>TATEMENT. WILTON RANCHER! /\ 
FEE-TO-TRUST AND CASI 0 PROJECT. SACRAMENTO COUNTY. CAUFOXNIA. FEBRUARY 25. 2016 

Preferred and Envit·onmentally Preferable Alternati ve 
The DETS docs not identi fy a prefen·ed alternative. While the Proposed Action is Alternative A at Lhe 
Twin Cities site ncar Gall, the DEIS slates that Alternative Fat the mall site in Ell Grove would re~ull 
in Lhe least adverse environmental impacts because most of IJ1c required infraslructurc is alxeady in place 
at that site and lhe s ite, itself, is already parti ally developed (p. 2-34). Nevertheless, the DEIS concludes 
that Altcrnut ive A is the altcmalive that bes t meets the purpose <llld need of the Tribe lO eswbl ish and 
maintain a long-term. sustainable revenue stream, whi le address ing environmental concerns in both the 
proje<.:t des ign and with mitigation measures (p. 2-35). lL is un<.:J ear how it was detcrmineu that 
Alterm:ni ve A would beuer establish and maintain a long-term sustainable revenue stream tJmn 
Alternative F. The facilities would be practi call y identical in ~ izc, with both alternatives propos ing the 
same square rootage for the cas ino, retail and other front house services. restaurants. convention center. 
and casino support. The hotel · izes are comparoble (225,2!{0 f1 2 and 302 mom. nnder Alternati ve A, 
and 229.680 ft2 and 307 rooms under Alternative F). There would be more surface parking at the Twin 
Cities site. but the Elk Grove site offers more public transit opportunities. While the Twin Cities :;itc 
would provide additional fu ll-time jobs (2,000 vs. I ,750), both Caci litics would prov ide a number of'j ohs 
in excess or the Tribe's population of 700. and both facililies would serve the same number of pnt ro n!':. 
Because, as stated in 1he DEIS, Alternative F would have I he least adverse environmental illlpacts, i1 
would better address environmental concerns Lhan would Allern:ntive A: therefore, it appears Alternati ve 
F would bes t meet the purpose and need. We underst,mcllhat an agreement is not currently in rlac:c for 
the purchase or the Elk Grove Mall (\ite by the Tribe. . 

Recommendation: Identi fy AlLernative F as the cnvironnnenLall y preferable altermHi vc and 
strongly consider the Altemative F Elk Grove Mall :-;ite for the projecl. rn the Final ElS. clearl y 
demon~ lrale U1e bas is [or the determination of which altcmalive best meets the rurpose and need 
for lhe projeci. 

Air Q uality Impacts 

General Conformity - Emission Offsets!Emi.\·sion Reduction Oredits 
The drart General Conformity Determination in Appendix T specifics that the emissions of nitrogen 
oxides (NOx) and Reactive Organic Gases or Volatile Organic Compounds (ROO or YOC) would be 
nff!->et through Lhe use of Emiss ion Reduction Credits (ERCs) frqm the Sacramento Metropolitan Air 
Quality Management District. We are aware that the District hni; communicated to B fA that it may not 
have sufficient ERCs to allow the project 10 proceed. EPA rcgul.ations al low ERCs to be obtained [rom 
u ··nearby area of' equal or higher class ification provided the crni :-ii ions frum that area contrihutel" I tn the 
violations, or have contributed to violation. in the past, in the area with IJ1c Pederal action·· (40 Cf.R 
93.1 58(a)(2)): therefore. B lA may be able to offset the emiss io11i' for Lhis project by obtaining credi ts 
from another nir d istrict. We note. however, that the guidance co,ntni ncd in the preamble to the 
modification of the general conformity rule Lhat allows out-or-a1~cn offsets reconunends that "federal 
agencies show that they have met the requ irements or §93.158(a)(2) ~- Llltl t the emiss ion offsets originate 
from an area that contributes to the violations, or have contrihutc'~d to violations in the past, in the areas 
wilh the federal action." 1 The preamble furd1cr states that lhis tkmonstration should use the same 
techniques that EPA has aprroved for demonstrating contributing emiss ions in otherS LP-relatcd 
determinations. The document Air Quality Modeling Technical ,Support Docwnentfor the 2008 Ozone 

1 75 FR 17254. April 5. 2010 
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NMQS Cross-Stale Air Pollution Rule Propo~·al (November 2015i identifies a recent tec~nique EPA 
used to assess out-of-state contributions to nonattainrnent areas. While not directly applic,ble to the 
Sacramento ar.ld San Joaquin Valley, it does demonstrate EPA's method for ac;sessing cont ibutions 
between Lwo areas. 

Recommendations: If BIA plans to use out-of-area offsets, revise the General Conf;'ormity 
Determination to demonstrate that the nearby nonattainment area of equal or higher; classification 
contributes, or has contributed in the past, to the violations of the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards. 

lf BIA can make the above demonstration, obtain ERCs from near the sources of the expected 
emjssions to the extent possible, prioritizing ERCs from the Sacramento metropolitan area first, 
followed by the northern portion of the San Joaquin Valley, andfmally from the so1uthem portion 
of the San Joaquin Valley, if necessary. 

I 

Geueral Conformity- Fill Import Emissions 
The Twin Citi.es site would require an extensive amount of fill -- approximately 640,000 cubic yards (p. 
2-11) -- and the DEIS indicates that this fill might be taken from other areas of the site or imported from 
off-site (p. 4.2:-3). The DEIS' estimate of 16 material hauling trips per day during consuuc:tion (p. 4.11-
2) does not ap·pear to take the possibility of off-site import of fill into consideration. 

Recommendation.: EPA recommends that the Final EIS clarify where on the site thje fill would 
originate and indicate the likelihood that off-site fill would need to be 'imported. Update the 
General Confonnity Determination for the construction phase, if applicabLe. I 

Significance :rhreshold Terminology 
The DEIS uses the General Conformity de minimis thresholds as significance thresholds in the NEP A 
impact assessment methodology; however, the DEIS refers to these levels as "Council on llnvironmental 
Quality (CEQ) Reference Points (RP)". This terminology is confusing. The only usc of the term "CEQ 
Reference Point" that we are aware of is in reference to the 25,000 metric tons/year greenhouse gas 
emissions value that Js cited in CEQ's Draft Guidance for Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 'Plimate 
Change Impacts3• We are not aware of the use of this te.rm for criteria pollutants, and its unconventional 
use may be co,nfusing to the reader. · 

Recommendation: In the Final EIS, explain the use of the term "CEQ reference po:int" in 
relation to criteria pollutants. If no clear CEQ association exists with these values, .we 
J:ccommend using the General Conformity de minimis terminology. 

Tribal New S.rJurce Review 
The OBIS states that the Tribe may be required to apply for a permit under the newly implc~mented 
minor New Source Review (NSR) requirements of the Clean Air Act, and that an associate;d minor NSR 
permit would only be required if the USEPA promulgates both class-speciftc guidelines fof casino 
resorts and regulations that require the Tribe to obtain a minor NSR permit (p. 4.4-4). This is not 
entirely correct. A minor NSR permit would be required prior to construction if the projected aggregate 
operational ennissions from stationary emission units at the facility would exceed the minor NSR 
thresholds listed in Table 4.4-1 in the DEIS. Based on the information in the DEIS, it appears tl1at most 

2 hllp;//www.ep\ll.tWV/airmnrkets/air-guullty-modelinl!-technicul-support-document-1008-ozone-oaags-cross.-state·ait 
3 hllps://www.whltehouse.gov/i!dtninistration/eop/ceq/iniliatives/nepa/ghl!·guidance 
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alternatives' aggregate operational emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG) fr01n stationary emission 
units would be above the 2 Ions per year (tpy) minor NSR permilling lhreshokl. The propfsed casino 
project would! require a site-specific minor NSR permit if EPA has not promulgated a clas ·-specific 
general pc.r!.~1~t or permit by. rule for c.asinos. boilers. and/or stationary compre~sion ignition engines. If a 
class-spcctttc' genera l permtr or permtl by rule has been promulgated. the applicant would lwve the 
option of requesting coverage under such a general permit in lieu of applying for and obtaining n sile
specifie minor NSR permit. As or this time, no general permit or permit by rule for ca~inos , boilers. 
amVor stationary compression ignition engines has been promulgated by EPA; therefore. a site-specific 
minor NSR P'ermit may be required. 

RecDI~IIIIelldCIIion: Amend the discuss ion of Tribal NSR in Lhe Final ElS to include 1he 
claril'ication provided above. If you have any questions regarding the Tribal NSR permitting 
process. please comact Lawrence Maurin in EPA Region 9':-: Air Division at (4 1 5) 972-3943 or 
Maurin.Lawrcnce<i!1epn.um . Also .. we note that Table 4.4-1 on page 4.4-4 include::; a Tribal 
Minor NSR threshold for nitrogen dioxide (N02) i11 audition to NOx.. This appe~u:.; to be an 
error; perhap:; i1 was meant to li ~ t PM. which wou ld cotTespond to the listed threshold or Hl tpy. 

Air Quality a~ul Climate Change i\tlitigation 
The D EIS includes n number of measures in Section 5.4.2 to rnitigate both criteria nir pollllllants and 
greenhouse g:;1s (Gl IG) emissions. One measure that addresses GHG emissions. alone. st<nes that the 
Tribe shall pu1rchasc GHG cmis:-: ion reduction cred it:-. (ERCs), and the reduction in emissions from this 
purchase would reduce project-related GHG emiss ions to below the CEQ Reference Point1of 25.000 
metric tons or C02c (p. 5-7). 

Recnlllll1 elufntion : EPA recommends that all of 1he mitigation measure. in Section'1 5.4.2 be 
implemenrcd. With regard to the GHG ERCs, we recommend U1at the purchase of credits be 
from a program thatlw" bcctt validated w~ing rigorous protocols and guidnncc to cns11rc lhc 
crecliu; are real, additional, and surplus. The Cal i fomin Air Pollution Control Offic:ers 
Association has developed the Greenhouse Gas Credit Exchange for tJ1is purpo.;;c. Sec 
www.ghgrx.org. ln addi tion. any indivi.dual can register as an individual general n:tarket 
panid panl and open a compliance instrument accoum in California's Cap and Tracie Progr::nn. 
even if Lhey don't have a compliance obligation under that program. See 
ht tp://wwv .. mh.ca. gov/cdcapandt radcfc:tl )alldtrade.hlm. 

Water RcsoUirccs 

Wastewater Treatment .for t!t e Twin Cities Site 
The DEIS include:- 2 options Cor wastewater treatment for the Twin Ci ties alrernni ives: I ) construction 
of on onsite wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) and 2) offs ite cOilJlection to the ex isting .municipal 
WWTP. We note that tJtc City of Galt 's WWTP i:-. located on the parcel directly adjacent ~o the Twin J 
Cities si te. Till is proximity could provide advantages for an offr.;ite connection. including ~·~rcatcr 
feasibility and simplici ty of project operations. 

The DEIS indic:-~tes that. i f an onsi te WWTP is constructed. recycled water may he u:-;cd l'ur landscape 
irrigation, toil.ct Oushing. and cooling tower~, '>Vith eli . po"al of the remaining treated efnuenL by sub
surface disposnl, or a combinat ion of spray di. posal and . ub-surface disposal. Sub-surface disposal 
requires good perco lation and several feet of' clearance above the highest groundwater levels. The DEIS 
indicates that a majority of the o il on the Twin Cities i1e has low and very low infiltrat ion rates (p. 3.3-
2), but also smtcs that. even with very conservat ive assumptions of soi l suitability, the suh:~urface areas 
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are sufficient for disposal and the Twin Cities site has over 80 acres .of land that could be used and 
would be sufficient for wastewater disposal. The DEIS states that percolation testing and soil 
evaluations would be needed before finalizing the design and sizing of the subsurface system (p. 4.3-3). 
If spray disposal is used, iL is important to ensure that soil conditi,ons at the site would absorb the 
proposed volumes of spray wastewater without runoff. Runoff and water discharges to waters of the 
U.S. would be in violation of the Clean Water Act unless a Natio1nal Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) pemlit had been obtained. 

The text of the DEIS contains some wording that can be misinterpreted to imply that an on-site WWTP 
will be regulated by EPA, which might not be the case. For example, mitigation measure A states that 
the Tribe shall apply for and obtain applicable USEP A permits and approvals prior to operation of the 
WWTP on the Twin Cities site (p. 5-3). As we noted in our ADBIS comments, subsurface disposal can 
be regulated hy EPA as a Class V well under the Underground ~jection Control Program, and the first 
step is the provision of inventory information to EPA's online da1tabase, but a permit may or may not be 
required. Similarly, mitigation measure C states lhat for all on-site treatment options, the on-site WWTP 
shall be staffed with operators who are qualified to operate the pLant safely, effectively, and in 
compliance with all permit requirements and regulations, which ·implies EPA permits will be 
obtained~ l-astly; rne DET~ states on p. 4.3-3 that the proposed vtWTP, including either of the selected 
disposal options, would meet the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency wastewater disposal criteria; 
however, it is not clear what criteria this refers to. 

Finally, we appreciate the inclusion of our recommended mitigat~on measure that installation and 
calibration of subsurface disposal lines be closely monitored by the responsible engineer to ensure the 
spray and subsurface effluent disposal system is operating effectively. 

Recommendations: 1 

• For the alternatives on the Twin Cities site, consider selecting the off-site WWTP option. 
• Ensure percolation testing and soil evaluations occur prior to project construction to 

confrrm the suitability of soils for effluent disposal, and include a requirement for this 
testing iu the mitigation measures for wastewater. 

• Remove the permit compliance reference for operator qualifications in mitigation 
measure C, but keep 'the mitigation that ensures operators are qualified. Clarify the 
r~fcrence to EPA wastewater disposal criteria. 

• Indude in the mitigation measures a commitment to subxnit a Class V Underground 
Injection Program inventory to EPA's online database, per 40 CFR 144.26. lf there are 
any questions regarding the UIC program, please q:ontact Leslie Greenberg, who can be 
reached at 415-972-3349 or Greenberg.leslie@epat.gov. 

Groundwater/Dri,lking Water Mitigation 
The DEIS includes a discussion of the Safe Drinking Water Act ~md its requirements and states that an 
onsite water supply option would be classified as a non-transient :and non-community (NTNC) public 
water system subject to EPA Drinking Water Standards (p. 3.3-9). The mitigation measures for 
groundwater state only that, "if on-site groundwater is used as a water supply, groundwater sampling 
and analysis shall be performed to determine if treatment is necessary. If treatment is necessary, an on
site water treatment plant shall be constructed to treat drinking w;ater to USEPA standards" (p. 5-4). The 
Groundwater Study (Appendix K, p. 17) includes a recommendation that, "if new wells are to be 
installed on the Twin Cities Site, wells should be positioned so as not to create a new negative impact on 
existing wells and surface water features in the ~icinity of lhe Twin Cities site". 

4 
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- ------------ - - -- ------------

.l?.ecom.mer:datio:t: Include ixl ~b.e Final EJS a commitment to consult wiU1 EPA early iR the 
process of setting up the public drinking water system, and to conduct baseline monitoring and 
submit the results to EPA prior to public water use. The Tribe should contact David Albright, 
Section Chief of Region 9's Drinking Water Office, at (415) 972-3971 or 
albright.david@epa.gov to coordinate the clevelopment of the drinking water system. 

Include as mitigation a requirement Lhat any new wells be positioned so as not to create a new 
negative impact on existing wells and surface water features in the vicinity of the project site. 

5 



Comment Letter A11

Cantral Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 

26 February 2016 

John Rydzik 
Chief, Division of Environmental, C~lltural Resource 

Management and Safety 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific Re~Jional. Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
Email: john. rydzik@bia. gov Via electronic mail 

Subject: DE IS Comments for the V'Vilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project. 
Sacramento County, California (SCH# 2013124001) 

Dear Mr. Rydzik: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
for the proposed Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project (Project). We appreciate 
the opportunity to respond early in the environmental review process. The Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Vall.ey Water Board') may be a responsible 
agency for this Project, as defined bty the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQ.A) for any 
projects occurring on non-trust iand:s. Discharges directiy to waters of the state ·or discharges 
that occur off of Indian trust lands are subject to permitting by the Central Valley Water Board. 
The Central Valley Water Board has jurisdiction over the quality of state waters including ground 
and surface waters {including wetlands) and the protection of the beneficial uses of such waters. 

The DE IS contains six alternatives that entail three different types of development that could 
occur on any one of three potential locations, as summarized in the below table: 

Casino resort: 

Reduced intensity 
Casino resort: 
Retail development: 

Twin Cities Site Historic Rancheria Site Elk Grove Mall Site 

Alternative. A Alternative. D Alternative F 

Alternative B Alternative E 

Alternaltive C 

Alternatives A B and C are located at the 282-acre Twin Cities site in unincorporated 
Sacramento County, within the City of Galt Sphere of Influence area. The Twin Cities site is 
dominated by agricultural productior~. Depending on the Project alternative and options 
selected for the final Project design, the Project could create -53 to 63 acres of new impervious 
area and entail the discharge of storm water runoff to Laguna Creek, a tributary to the 
Cosumnes River, and the discharge: of treated wastewater to on-site leach fields or the 
combination of on-site leach fields a1nd spray fields. Another Project option described in the 
DE IS for Alternatives A, B and C is 1for the City of Galt to provide wastewater treatment via 
connection to the City's conveyanCE! system and wastewater treatment plant. 
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Alternatives D and E are located at the 75-acre Historic Wilton Rancheria site Within the 
unincorporated community of Wiltort, approximately eight miles northeast of the Twin Cities site. 
The site is undeveloped grassland with two residences. The Project could create -41 acres of 
new impervious area and entail the discharge of storm vvater runoff and treated vvastewater to 
the Cosumnes River that could require a National Pollutant Discharge Elimtnation System 
(NPDES) permit from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

Alternative F is located at the 28-aclre Elk Grove Mall site in the City of Elk Grove, Sacramento 
County. This site Was previously defveloped as a regional shopping center but never completed. 
The Project could create -12 acres of new impervious area at the site. Under Alternative F. the 
Tribe. would obtain a services agreement with the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation 
District (SRCSD) and the Sacramento Area Sewer District to provide sewer service to the Mall 
site. In addition, the site is within Sacramento County's municipal separate storm sewer system 
(MS4) service boundary. Discharge!S from this MS4 are regulated by an NPDES permit issued 
by the Central Valley Water Board. The development of Alternative F would include 
connections to the existing storm dr;ainage system previously developed on the Mall site, which 
is routed to an off-site stormwater dtetention basin that drains to Shed C Channel (an agricultural 
drainage ditch) and waters with the Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refug~ that ultimately drain to 
the Sacramento River in the northern Delta. 

Without adequate mitigation, the proposed Project alternatives have the potential to create 
significant water quality impacts to waters of the United States and waters of the state. 
Specifically, discharges of wastewaiter and storm water runoff as well as dredge and fill 
activities, if not properly mitigated, c:ould impact ground and surface water quality. In the 
following pages we provide recommendations for ways to minimize the potential for water 
quality impacts. 

Storm water management and California Wetlands Conservation Policy 

Alternatives A through F of the DEIS incorporate storm water treatment best management 
practices (BMPs) for both during construction and after construction (low-impact development), 
and hydrotnodification management. Central Valley Water Board staff recommends that the 
final Project design incorporate storm water treatment BMPs and hydro modification 
management controls such as thoso identified in the Sacramento County MS4 NPDES Permit1 

and Apri/2009 Storm Water Quality Improvement Plan, 2 and the State Water Resources Control 
Board General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land 
Disturbance Activities3 to minimize t:he potential for storm water discharges from the final Project 
site to cause or contribute to exceedances of water quality objectives in receiving waters. To 
minimize potential impacts to surface water quality by construction-related discharges, Central 
Valley Water Board staff recommends that no discharge to surface waters occur during 
construction of the Project. 

' The Sacramento County MS4 NPDES Pe·rmft is available at: 
http://wvvw.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board_decisions/adopted_orders/sacrarnento/rS-2015·0023.pdf 

2 The Sacramento County MS4's April 200!9 Storm Water Quality Improvement Plan is available at 
http :l/www. waterboards. ca. gov /centralva I ley/board_ decisions/adopted_ orders/sacramento/rS-201 O
nn17 ?()()Q<::nin r'lrlf 
-- •. . -------"'1'r"' ' l"'--' 

3 
The State Water Resources Control Board General Permit for storm Water Discharges Associated with 
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities is available at: 
http://'N'N'N.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.shtml 
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The proposed Project alternatives have been designed to minimize permanent impacts to 
wetlands. Central Valley Water Board staff prefers that the final Project does not permanently 
impact weltlands. If this cannot be achieved, Central Valley Water Board staff recommends the 
final ProjeGt comply with the State of California's California Wetlands Conservation Policy.4 The 
primary goal of this policy is to ensure no overall net loss and to achieve a long4erm n•et gain in 
the quantity, quality, and permanence of wetland acreage in California. To comply with this 
policy, the final Project should provide mitigation for any permanent impact to wetlands; at a 
minimum 'I :1 ratio. 

Wastewater treatment and disposal and use of recycled water 

Due to the concerns and challenges related to wastewater treatment and disposal, Cer1tral 
Valley Walter Board staff strongly requests that the wastewater generated from the fina1l Project 
be convey,ed to either the City of Galt's or the SRCSD's existing wastewater treatment facilities. 
Both facilities are equipped to provide reliable treatment and disposal. Both the State 1VVater 
Resources; Control Board (State Water Board) and the Central Valley Water Board have 
adopted re~solutions and policies5 in support of regionalization, reclamation, and recycliing for 
wastewater treatment. These resolutions and policies promote coordinated management of 
water supplies and wastewaters on a regional basis to achieve efficient utilization of Wi:tter. 
Further, these resolutions and policies advocate that regional solutions for wastewater collection 
and treatment be considered in all cases where feasible and desirable to implement sc1und 
water quality management programs based upon long-range economic and water quallity 
benefits to an entire basin. 

Should an on-site wastewater treatment option be implemented, Central Valley Water !Board 
staff recommends that the facility provide primary treatment to remove solid materials; 
secondary treatment to digest dissolved and suspended organic material, as well as the nutrient 
nitrogen: dlisinfection to kill pathogenic bacterial ; and tertiary treatment including nitrification and 
denitrification to meet standards per Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations for use as 
recycled Vllrater within the final Project area. Meeting the Title 22 standards Vl/Ould help minimize 
the potential for recycled vvater use to cause or contribute to groundwater and surface water 

4 
Executive Order W-59-93, signed by Governor Pete Wilson on 23 August 1993, established state policy guidelines 
for wetlands conservation ("California Wetlands Conservation Policy"). The Executive Order is availabl~~ at: 
http://WvW.i'. wateroo<:~rds.ca , gov /water _issuesfprog rarns/cwa401/docslwrapp2008lexecutive _order_ ~9 __ 93. pdf 

Additional information about the State and Regional Water Boards' efforts to implement the California Wetlands 
Conservation Policy is available at http;J{VoMNI/. WC~terboards .cagov!water_issues/programs/cwa.40 1 twra pp.shtml 

5 Central Va I ley Water Board Resolution No. RS-2009-0028 is available at: 
http://~·. waterboards.ca. gov /centralva I ley/board_ decisions/ad opted_ orderslresolutions/r5-2009-0021:1. pdf 

The State Water Board's Recycled Water Policy and associated Resolution Nos. 2009-0011 and No. 2013-0003 
are available at: http:/lwww.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/water_recycling_policy/ 

State Water Board Resolution No. 77-1 , Policy with Respect to Water Recfamation in California, is available at; 
http://INvwv•. W<:~terboa rds.ca .gov /board_ decisions/adopted_ orders/resolutions/1977/rs77 _ 001 . pdf 

Resolution No. 77-1 includes the principle that the State and Regional Water Boards shall encourage re1clamation, 
rel.lse, and water conservation. The Legislature has also repeatedly expressed a strong policy favoring water 
recycli119 <i1nd reuse. (See Water Code sections 13510-13511 , 13576, 14051 .) 

In addition , the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins (Basin Phan) includes 
a wastewa1ter reuse policy that encourages the reclamation and reuse of wastewater where practicable. This Basin 
Plan is available at: http://www waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_fssues/basin_plansiindex.shtml.. 

J 
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quality impacts. The use of passive treatment and disposal systems, such as unlined treatment J 
ponds, is ~;trongly discouraged. 

We also re!commend that the wastewater generated from the final Project be recycled llo the 
greC!test e)<tent practicable in accordance with Title 22. The State Water Board's Recycled 
Water Policy (see footnote 5) states the State and Regional Water Boards will exercisE~ the 
authority granted to them by the Legislature to the fullest extent possible to encourage the use 
of recycled water, consistent with state and federal water quality laws. 

Any wastewater not recycled is recommended to be applied to land rather than discharged to 
surface Welters. Any discharges of wastewater to land disposal systems (land applicatiion areas, 
spray fields, or storage ponds) should not degrade or impair water quality beyond existing 
conditions or water quality objectives. Application of wastewater should be at agronomic rates 
and crops or other vegetation (including pasture grass.es, native grasses and trees and /or 
ornamentail landscaping) should be grown and harvested in the land application areas to 
maximize 1nutrient crop uptake. In addition, we recommend the use of spray and drip irrigation 
in lieu of fl1ood irrigation when applying treated effluent to land to ensure irrigation uniformity due 
to higher a1pplication rates and longer infiltration periods. Irrigation systems should be designed 
to distribute wastewater evenly across each field rather than to the bottom end of the fi:eld. 
Additionally , we encourage the use of earthen structures such as berms and tailwater !Systems 
to capture and recycle water for irrigation or return any runoff during land application OIPerations 
back to tho treatment facility for additional treatment. 

Groundwater quality and known impairments 

Groundwater quality data available for municipal wells within one mile of the Twin Cities site 
(Aiternativ1~s A, 8, and C) and Historic Rancheria site (Alternatives D and E) do not indlicate any 
existing nitrate issues. The highest quality source water with the lowest salinity levels (whether 
it be local !groundwater or City of Galt supplied water) should be considered when selecting a 
water supply for the final Project. Using higher quality supply water should help minimize 
potential salinity-related impacts to ground and surface waters. In addition, the design and 
operation of the tertiary wastewater treatment plant proposed in Alternatives A through E should 
incorporat•~ efforts to minimize salinity to reduce potential salt loading to ground and surface 
waters. 

Surface water quality & known impairments 

In accorda nee with the provisions of Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act ("303(d) 
list"), the Gosumnes River is identified as impaired by sediment toxicity, invasive speci1es, and 
Escherichia coli. Alternatives A through E of the proposed Project would increase imp1ervious 
surface ar•~a. vehicle traffic, urban uses and landscaping, and post-construction storm water 
runoff and wastewater discharges to the Cosumnes River and its tributaries such as Laguna 
Creek WOI.dld constitute a new source of pollutants to surface waters. Any wastewater and storm 
water disclharges from the Twin Cities and Historic Rancheria sites may need to be cof'lsidered 
by current and future total maximum daily load development efforts to address these 
impairments and any additional impairments identified by ongoing and future water quality 
assessments. 

The DEIS's Grading and Drainage Feasibility Study (Appendix J) indicates hydromodification l 
mitigation parameters were selected using the State Water Board's Post-Construction 
Standards to offset the impacts of the development. Central Valley Water Board staff 
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encourages the lmplementation of storm water mitigation and treatment measures, such as 
those identified in the Sacramento County MS4 Permit and the April 2009 Storm Water Quality 
Improvement Plan, as well as in the State Water Resources Control Board General Permit for 
Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, to 
minimize the potential for storm water discharges from the Project site to cause or contribute to 
impairment of surface waters, including the Cosumnes River, Laguna Creek, and their 
tributaries. (See footnotes 2 and 3 for website links for the Storm Water Quality Improvement 
Plan and General Permit.) 

Finally, Central Valley Water Board staff recommends that thE~ final Environmental Impact 
Statement clearly identify all surface waters that receive indirE~ct as well as direct storm water 
discharges from the final Project site, and identify potential impacts and appropriate mitigation. 
For example, the Grading and Drainage Feasibility Study (ApiPendix J, pages 11 and 12) noted 
the following for Alternatives 0 and E at the Historic Rancheria S1te: 

(a) Existing conditions: Two existing stock ponds on the east side of the parcel drain 
southward into the double culverts to the east of the diriveway, which "cross under Green 
Road and appear to drain into a channel running east to west along Green Road and to 
a channel on the property south of the site." 

(b) Post-construction: Storm water runoff would drain to a detention pond and then a 
drainage ditch along the southern edge of the property. 

However, the Grading and Drainage Feasibility Study does not include an offsite-drainage 
evaluation to identify whether the channel on the property soLith of the site and the drainage 
ditches along Green Road are waters of the United States or ·the state, or flow to waters of the 
United States or the state. 

Thank you for considering our comments for this proposed Project. If you have any questions, 
please contact Michelle Wood at (916) 464-4650 or michelle.wood@waterboards.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Pamela C. Creedon 
Executive Officer 

cc: State Clearinghouse 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, SACRAMENTO DISTRICT 

1325 J STREET 
SACRAMENTO CA 95814-2922 

~(PlY 10 
AnlNTION Or 

February 24 . 2016 

Regulatory Division SPK-2015-00486 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office 
Attn : Mr. John Rydzik 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Dear Mr. Rydzik: 

We are responding to your request for comments on the Wilton Rancheria 
Fee-to-Trust and Casino project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), dated 
December 2015 The approximately 282-acre project site is located near the 
interchange of Twin Cities Road and State Highway 99, within the City of Galt Sphere of 
Influence area, Sacramento County. California. 

The Corps of Engineers' jurisdiction within the study area is under the authority of 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for the discharge of dredged or fill material into 
waters of the United States. Waters of the United States include, but are not limited to, 
rivers, perennial or intermittent s1treams, lakes, ponds, wetlands, vernal pools, marshes, 
wet meadows, and seeps. Proje·ct features that result in the discharge of dredged or fill 
material into waters of the United States will require Department of the Army 
authorization prior to starting work. 

To ascertain the extent of waters on the project site and/or sites considered as 
project site alternatives, the applicant should prepare a wetland delineation, in 
accordance with the "Minimum Standards for Acceptance of Preliminary Wetlands 
Delineations" and "Final Map and Drawing Standards for the South Pacific Division 
Regulatory Program" under "Jurisdiction" on our website at the address below, and 
submit it to this office for verification. A list of consultants that prepare wetland 
delineations and permit application documents is also available on our website at the 
same location. Our office has received a request for delineation verification for the 
282-acre project s1te and is actively processing the request at this time. 

The range of alternatives considered for this project should include alternatives that 
avo1d 1m pacts to wetlands or other waters of the United States. Every effort should be 
-r.~- " - -· ·-=..J _.,._: __ • ~--·· ·---- ... .. L-...:-L.... ..---· . :,..,... '""" - ......1 :--k-,-,..,- -~ ,..,,.-,.~,..,....~ - ... t:ll ................ +,....,.;~• 
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into waters of the United States. In the event it can be clearly demonstrated there are 
no practicable alternatives to filling waters of the United States, mitigation plans should 
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be developed to compensate for the unavoidable losses resulting from project J 
implementation. 

Pleast~ refer to identification number SPK-2015-00486 in any correspondence 
concerning this project. If you have any questions, please contact me at U.S . .L\rmy 
Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Division , California Delta Branch, 1325 J Streeit, 
Room 1350, Sacramento, CA 95814-2922, by email at 
Mary.R.Pakenham-Walsh@usace.army.mil, or telephone at 916-557-7718. For more 
information regarding our program, please visit our website at 
www.spk. usace. army. mil/Missions/Regulatory. aspx. 

cc: 

Sincerely, 

Mary R. Pakenham-Walsh 
Senior Project Manager 
California Delta Branch 

Ms. Leana Rosetti , U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Rosetti.Leana@epa .gov 
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Amy Dutschl<e 
Pacific Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Oftke 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Wilto11 Rancheria 
9728 Kent Sh·eet 

Elk Grove, C/\ 95624 
Phone: (916) 683-6000 Fax: (916) 683-6015 

February 29, 2016 

Re: Comn1cnts Regarding Draft Envi ronmental [mpact Statemenl 

Dear Ms. Dutschke: 

Wilton Rancheria ("Tribe") appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (''DEIS") fo r the Tribe's land-into-trust application. The 
Tribe has formally requested that the Bureau of Indian Affairs ("BII\'') take into trust on 
behalf of the Tribe a 282-acre parcel of land in unincorporated Sacramento County, 
California, for purposes of developrnent of a casino, hotel, and associated facilities. 

As detailed within our land-into-trust app lication, the Tribe has a strong need for 
the proposed siLe Lo be taken into trust in order to improve the Tribe's economic 
conditions and promote its self-sufficiency. The Tribe's proposed gaming facility would 
improve economic conditions for both the Tribe and the local community through the 
creation of jobs for both tribal members and non-members. In addition. the gaming facility 
will provide a source of revenue to fund Wilton Rancheria's triba l government and social 
services. 

For your convenience, the Tribe has included its comments by relevant section or 
appendix. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ES.S Summary Matrix 

Table ES-1, General Comment: Please refer to the Tribe's comments on the J 
Sections 1.0 through 5.0 of the DEIS and modify the appropriate portions of the 
Executive Summary in conformance with any changes made to these Sections. 

Table ES-1, Operational Vehicle and Area Emissions Mitigation Measure 9: To l 
allow flexibility in obtaining GHG emission reduction credits, please add this 
sentence at the end of this mitigation measure: 
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A13-03

A13-04

A13-05

A13-06

A13-07

As all or part of mitigation of GHG impacts associated w ith the Tribe's casino resort 
project, the Tribe may purchase carbon emissions reduction credits from the 
Cl imate Action Reserve, the Verified Carbon Standard, the American Carbon 
Registry, and/or an equivalent carbon emissions reduction credit trading market 
that has the same or more stringent standards for carbon sequestration projects 
which reduce atmospheric GHGs or reflect direct GHG emissions reductions 
achieved by existing GHG emitte rs. 

SECTION 1.0 - INTRODUCTION 

Section 1.1 1ntroduction 

Paragraph 4 on page 1-1 discusses the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act. In th is case, J 
the relevant exception to IGRA Is the ''restored lands exception," not the "initial 
lands exception." 

Section 1.2.3 Elk Grove Mall Site 

The DEJS includes new language about distance from the Twin Cities Site to the J 
Historic Rancheria property. Please add language regarding the Elk Grove Mall 
Site's distance from the Historic Rancheria. 

SECTION 2.0 - ALTERNATIVES 

Section 2.4 Alternative C 

To be consistent with the choice to include patron estimates in the discussions in J 
Sections 2.2.5, 2.3.1. 2.6.1 and 2.7.1 for Alternatives A. 8, E. and F, respectively, 
similar discussion of patron estimates should a lso be included in Section 2.4 for 
Alternative C. 

Section 2.5 Alternative D 

To be consistent with the choice to include patron estimates in the discussions in J 
Sections 2.2.1, 2.3.1, 2.6 and 2.7 fo r Alternatives A, 8, E, and F, respectively, similar 
discussion of patron estimates should also be included in Section 2.5 for Alternative 
D. 

Section 2.9.6 Reduced Intensity a nd Retail on the Mall Site 

The reta il a lternative for the Mall site was eliminated, in part, because it would be in J 
direct competition with the retail outlet stores that the current owner of the Mall 
site plans to develop on its adjacent Promenade property. 

2 
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A13-08

A13-12

A13-09

A13-11

Section 2.10.2 Comparison of Environmental and Economic Consequences 

Altc~rnative D bullet, fourth sentence: This sentence reads: "Alternative D would 
provide the Tribe with a good opportunity for maintaining a long-term, sustainable 
revenue stream." The following would be more accurate: "Alternative D would 
provide the Tribe with a good opportunity for maintaining a long-term, sustainable 
revenue stream, but the revenue stream would be significantly lower than that 
associated with Alternative A" 

Alternative F Bullet: Please explain the meaning and significance of the first 
senltence in this bullet Also, by way of update, it would be more accurat'e for the 
fina l sentence in this bullet to read: "The Tribe is in discussions with the current 
owner over the terms of an agreement to purchase the Mall site." 

SECTION 31.0 - AFFECTED f;_NVlRONMENT 

Section 3.3 Water Resources 

The reference to "Section 3.4, Biological Resources" should be to "Section 3.5, J 
Biological Resources" 

Section 3.:12 Hazardous Waste 

Subsection 3.12.3 Existing Conditions, Twin Cities Site: 

The last paragraph of this section refers to Appendix R, the Limited Phase II 
t"- -- 1~ ---- nl - ..- A _..--. ..... ..J! ... # n ! ... ,.. ... 1: -- ... -- -.. ...... -- - - '7 ....... _ .. - I :-... : .. ,..... ....1 ElL... .... ,..,... II 
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Environmental Site Assessment will be prepared after receipt and review of 
laboratory analytical reports. What is the status of this Limited Phase II rE!port? If 
availlable, a completed Limited Phase II report shoul.cl be included as an appendix in 
the Final EIS, and the results should be evaluated in the Final EIS. 

SE_(:.JION 4f.O -_ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Section 4 .3 Water 

Witlh respect to Alternative F. page 4.10 Groundwate r Supply refers the reader to 
Section 4.10 fo r an ana lysis of the associated impacts of a service agreement with the 
Sacramento County Water Agency. However, Section 4.10.6 on page 4.10-24 then i.ndicates 
that impacts to water resources, including groundwater supply, are discussed ir:t Section 
4.3. Thus, ithe reader is unable to identify a discussion of impacts to groundwater supply at 
Alternativ€' F. 

3 
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Section 4.8 Transportation 

On page 4.8-10, data from Table 4.8-5 is incorrectly stated in the Trip Generation J 
paragraph. There will be 15,993 new Saturday trips and 2055 new tr ips in the 
Saturday P.M. peak hour. 

SECTION 5.0 - MITIGATION MEASURES 

Section 5 .4 Air Quali ty 

1. CEQ Reference Point vs. EPA Conformity Thresholds: Please limit aJI 
references in the EIS to ''CEQ Reference Points or CEQ RPs" so those terms are only 
used in relation to GHG emissions. When referring to emissions of criteria air 
pollutants in a non-attainment or maintenance area in the context of a conformity 
determination, it is more accurate to use the term "EPA conformity thresholds" 
which is consistent with the EPA general conformity regulations that cover non
transportation projects. See 40 CFR 93.153(b)(l) and (2). 

2. Application of Substitution Effects Analysis Will Reduce Numbe r of 
Customer Vehicles Modeled in the Conformity Determination and in the 
Calculation of GHG Emissions: The substitution analysis in the DElS looks at the 
number of customers predicted to drive to the Tribe's new casino, who-if that new 
casino weren't available-would have driven instead to another tribal casino. See 
DEIS. Section 4.7, pages 4.7-6 and 4.7-7, and Appendix U (GMA July 2015 Economic 
Background and Competitive Effects Study). To be fair, calculations of the emissions 
of criteria pollutants or precursors (for conformity purposes) and of GHG emissions 
associated with each alternative project should have been modeled using only the 
emissions from those vehicles of new customers driving to the Tribe's casino 
alternatives, and should have not include emissions from the vehicles of 
"substitution" customers. By including the vehicles of the substitution customers in 
the modeling for the conformity analysis and the modeling of vehicular GHS 
emissi.ons meant that the Tribe may have to pay to mitigate for more vehicular 
emissions than can be fairly attributed to operation of the new casino. Appendix A to 
these comments provides further discussion of how application of the substitution 
effect analysis would reduce the number of tons of NOx and ROG ERCs the Tribe 
might have to purchase under the conformity determination and reduce the number 
of metric tons C02-e of GHG reductions or offsets that the Tribe might have to 
purchase or otherwise provide. 

3. Inapplicability of Using "Indirect Emissions" of Criteria Air Pollutants from 
Vehicles in Conformi ty Determinations may make Conformity Determination 
for Alternative A or the Othe r Action Alte rnative Unnecessary: Emissions of 
criteria pollutants from customer vehicles associated with operation of the 
proposed casino (Alternative AJ at the Twin Cities Site, or associated with any other 
action alternative, are not "indirect emissions" that BlA needs to account for in its 
conformity analysis because they are not emissions that BIA can practically control, 
nor are they emissions over which the agency has continuing program 

4 
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responsibility. See 40 CFR § 93.158(a) (describing the criteria for det,ermining 
conformity of federal actions, stating that an agency must consider the "total of 
dirE!Ct and indirect emissions from the action") and 40 CFR § 93.152 (defin ition of 
"indirect emissions" for conformity purposes). Thus, if the total emissions of NOx 
and VOC associated with the operation of a proposed casino or retail mall. without 
counting emissions from customer vehicles, are below the applicable conformity 
threshold of 25 tons per year, then no conformi ty determination is required for the 
proposed casino or any of the action alternatives. A more detailed presentation of 
this argument is included as Appendix 8 to these comments. 

4. !Emissions of Greenhouse Gases (GHG) from Customer and Employee 
Ve hicles: To our knowledge, no Tribe in California or e lsewhere in the U.S. has ever 
been directed by an agency implementing the federal NEPA process to purchase 
emi ssion reduction credits, offsets, or al lowances for the emiss ions of GHGs 
associated with the vehicles driven to a cas ino project by its customers and 
employees. If BIJ\ concludes that the Tribe must offse t these veh icula r emissions, 
the following should app ly: 

a. In modeling GHG emissions associated with the action a lternatives, "credit" 
should be calculated for the reductions of emissions from the implementation of 
California Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32) and other state and local measures that will 
reduce the greenhouse gas emissions associated with the project. For instance, 
begin ning in january 2015, AB 32 required certain wholesale dealers of 
transportation fuels to offset the carbon emissions from the eventual incomplete 
cornbustion of those fuels in vehicles by have the dealer using its "allowances" 
and/or purchasing carbon offsetc;. To count a ll the GI!G emissions from customer 
and employee vehicles during the operation of the casino would be to require the 
Tribe to offse t em issions that have a lready been reduced by AB 32 and otlher state 
and local measures that address carbon emissions. 

b. Modeling of GHG emissions from cus lomer and employee vehicles driving to 
the new Wilton Rancheria casino s hou ld tal<e in to account the number of 
"substitution" customers who are not new customers to the new casino, but a re 
simply driving there instead of going to another tri bal casi no in the area. See 
discussion of substitution effects in general air quality comment No.2 above. 

Section 5.13 Aesthetics 

Paragraph G, Page 5-32: The last sentence which begins "Use of earth tone•s .... " J 
should probably be preceded by the number 2. 

Section 5.4.2 Operation and Climate Change, Mitigation Measure 5.4.2.( .9: 

To ia llow fl exibility in obtaining GHG emission reduction credits, please add this l 
sentence at the end of th is mitigation measure: 

5 
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As all or part of mitigation of GHG impacts associated with the Tribe's casino 
resort project, the Tribe may purchase carbon emissions reduction credits 
from the Climate Action Reserve, the Verified Carbon Standard, th1~ 

Am1erican Carbon Registry, and/or an equivalent carbon emission:s 
reduction credit trading market that has the same or more stringent 
standards for carbon sequestration projects which reduce atmospherk 
GHGs or reflect direct GHG emissions reductions achieved by existing GHG 
emitters. 

5.6 Cuiturai and Paieontoiogicai Resources 

Subsection 5.6 A 

1. The Tribe recommends preconstruction archaeological testing at l.ocations 
where Tribe deems necessary with a Tribal representative present. The lead federal 
agency and CRM firm shall consult with the Tribe to develop a preconstruction 
archaeological testing plan. 
2. The Tribe recommends preconstruction meeting with Tribal representative 
and construction crew and management for cultural awareness training (CAT). 
3. The Tribe recommends development with lead agency and Triibe of a 
treatment and dispos ition plan for cultural resources. This plan sha ll touch on 
procedures for curation, treatment of cultural resources, and other items deemed 
necessary by the Tribe. 
4. If cultural resources are encountered. there shall be a 100 feet buffer zone 
put into place. 
5. No testing or destructive analysis of any cultural resources found un less 
agneed upon by the Tribe. 
6. All finds shall be left in situ until agreed upon with Tribe to remove. 
7. Any reports written by a professional archaeologist shall be at the discretion 
of tlhe Tribe. 

Subsection 5.6 B 

1. The Tribe recommends a 100 feet buffer if any paleontological resources are 
,::,.,. .. ,~..! 
lVUIIIU, 

2. The Tribe shall be contacted if any paleontological resources are found. 
3. Paleontological resources shal l be subject to determination of cultural 
significance by the Tribe. 
4. If deemed culturally significant by Tribe, procedures shall be outlined in 
treatment and 
5. No testing or destructive analysis of any paleontological resources found 
unltess agreed upon by the Tribe. 
6. Curation will be outlined in the treatment and disposition plan. 

6 
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Subsection 5.6 C 

1. If remains are encountered and believed to be human an osteologist meeting 
the Secretary of Interior's standards shall be consul ted to make the determiination if 
the remains are human or not. 
2. If human remains are encountered a 100 feet buffer zone shall be 
implemented. 
3. If human remains are encountered and they are deemed to b1e Native 
Amcerican then Federal National NAGPRA shall take into effect not Mo::;t Likely 
Descendant (MLO). M LD is a state regulation for private or state owned landls. 
4. The Tribe recommends a NAGPRA plan of action be put into place with the 
lead federal agency and the Tribe before any construction takes place. 
5. If Native American remains are found then the Tribe along with the lead 
federa l agency shall implement the treatment and disposition plan, and the NAGPRA 
plan of action, which wi ll outline treatment of Native American human remains. 

Subsection 5.6 D 

1. In the event that off-s ite traffic mitigation improvements are implem1ented 
then the Tribe shall be consulted on what is to be done. location of where it will be 
done, and what timelines are for any grou nd disturbing activities. This consultation 
will take place for protection and preservation of cultural resources that ma,y be 
encountered. 
2. The treatment and disposition plan shall be implemented for any encounters 
of off-si.te cultural resources due to the mitigation of this project. 
3. Staging areas and any soi ls being brought in for use on the main project area 
or mitigation areas shall be in consultation with the Tribe, to make sure that c.:ultural 
resources will not be impacted from these actions. 

APPENDIX I 

We disagree with the wastewater production quantities shown in Appendi>c l, Table 
2-1 and the Detai led Water Production Table, Alternative A. The Peak Flow Total is 
shown to be 308,000 GPO and Average Flow at 231,000 GPO. We believe this is an 
ove1rly conservative estimate. We acknowledge the lack of a single standard to assist 
in c.alculating flow. See the attached revised calculations and notes. We believe a 
conservative, and perhaps more accurate Peak Flow would be 206,476 GPO and 
Average Flow of 154.859 GPO. See the attached comments. It is recommended that 
all 111egotiations regarding connections to offsite faciliti es be from actual ERIU fixtu re 
counts and no t by the theoretical calculations in the EIS or the Tribe's revised 
calculations in these comments. 

APPE_NDIX: J 

A very preliminary Grading and Drainage Study was performed for all the 
Alternatives. For Alt.-A, the study acknowledges that a deta iled offs ite hydrology 
and hydraul ic study needs to be performed to accommodate flow from SR 99 to the 

7 
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site. It also states that study used elevation contours from Google Earth software to 
perform the onsite analysis .. The on-site analysis states that apprQ} .. 'imately 640,000 
cubic yards of fill, worst case scenario, will be required to satisfy drainage 
requirements. It also states that other engineering options such as a Stormwater 
pump station, or gravity drainage to the north to Laguna Creek could be used. We 
agree. We feel that a far more efficient design based on detailed topography, that 
makes use of perimeter bio·-swales to convey runoff to the north would result in far 
less imported material and would enhance water quality. 

APPENDJXT 

The Draft Conformity Determination in Appendix T is based on modeling using 
vehicle emissions factors derived from EMFAC2011 with the model CalEEMod. 
2010. On December 14, 2015, EPA approved a newer vehicle emissions factors 
model, EMFAC2014. 
See https://wwwJederalregister.govjarticles/2015/12/14/2015-31307 /official
release-of-emfac2014-motor-vehicle-emission-factor-model-for-use-in-the-state-of
california. 

EPA established a ''grace period" that allows EMFAC2011 to be used for conformity 
determinations such as this one until December 14, 2017. However, the 
EMFAC2014, which should! reflect a newer cleaner fleet of vehicles with lower 
emissions factors, can be used before the end of the grace period. We understand 
that EMFAC2014 can only be used with the MOVES model rather than the 
CalEEMod. 2010 model. 

The Tribe reauests that the BIA and itc: environment::~! r.onsult;mt ARS_ u.c:e the ------ ---- - ---~ ---~ ---~ - ·- ·~- ---- ___ ....,.. --- --· --- ---"'!------ ------- ·--, -----· --- ----
EMFAC2014 vehicle emissi:ons factors and run the appropriate MOVES model to 
determine if the amounts olf emissions of criteria pollutants of concern and of GHGs 
from vehicles associated with the proposed project would change, Then BIA is 
allowed to perform its confiormity analysis with whichever model is most beneficial 
to the Tribe. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the DElS. Please do not hesitate 
to contact me if you have any queslions regarding the Tribe's comments. 

Sincerely, 

~lj~OI/I,.)A ih-k.~oc\c:.. 

8 

Raymond C. Hitchcock 
Chairperson 
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Addendum A to Feb. 29, 2016 Wilton Rancheria Comments on DEIS 
Further Discussion oflmpact of Substitution Effects 

on Emission of Criteria Pollutants and GHGs 

The studies of the substitution effects from the Tribe's proposed full scale casino at 
the Twin Cities Site (Alternative A) or its potential full scale casino at the Mall Site (Alternative 
F) are calculated as between 0.9 percent and 10.9 percent at each of other the tribal casino 
analyzed. See Table 4.7-5 in Section 4.7 of the DEJS based on the table entitled "Projected 
Substitution Effects Summary" at page 32 of Appendix U (GMA july 2015 Economic Background 
and Competitive Effects Study). 

If the figures in Table 4.7-6 in the DEIS entitled "Projected Substitution Effects 
Summary - Gaming (Mi ll ions)"- which is based on the table entitled "Projected Substitution 
Effect Summary" on page 34 of Appendix U- are used as surrogates for the number of 
"substitution" customers from other tribal casinos who wi ll drive their vehicles to the various 
Wilton Rancheria alternative casino projects in the DEIS. the percentages of such substitution 
customers driving to each of the alternative Wilton Rancheria casino projects are as fo llows: 

Alt. A: 37.17% 
Alt. 8: 31.6% 
Alt. D: 32.8% 
Alt. E: 29.9% 
Alt. F: 37.36% 

To be fair, calculations of the emissions of criteria pollutants or precursors (for 
conformity purposes) and of GHG emissions should be modeled using only the emissions from 
those vehicles of new customers driving to the Tribe's casino alternatives. and not include the 
"substitution" customers. To include the substitution customers in the modeling includes more 
veh icular emissions than can be fairly attributed to each of the Tribe's new casino alternatives. 
Here's an example of how the calculation of the percentage of substitution customers would 
work fo r Alternative A usi.ng the figures from Table 4.7-6 in the DEIS: 

$364,640,928 Project Local Revenue 
-$135~9.365 Substitution Effect (Money /Customers from other tribal casinos) 
$229,101,563 New Mar ket Growth 

Alt. A Substitution Customer Percentage= 135,539.365/364,640,928 =37.17% 

If the modeling properly used inputs of customer vehicles that excluded substitution 
customers, 37.17 percent is approximately the percentage reduction of NOx and ROG criteria 
pollutant ERCs that the Tribe would be required to purchase as a result of the conformity 
determination lassuming a conformity determination is required-see argument below 
regarding the definitjon of "indirect emissions" in the general conformity context) . Note that 

1 
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(cont.)

these numbers are only approximate because they ignore vehicular emissions from employee 
vehicles and lthe non-vehicular emissions associated with the operation of Alternative A. 

Similarly; if the modeling of GHG emissions properly used inputs reflecting GHG 
emissions from customer vehicles that excluded vehicles of substitution customers; for 
Alternative A and the Tribe's other casino alternatives, the EIS would likely recommend that the 
Tribe offset fewer metric tons of the GHG emissio.ns. 

2 
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Addendum B to Fe b. 29, 2016 Wilton Rancheria Comme nts on DEIS 
"Indirect Emissions" Argument of Wilton Rancheria 
That Conformity Determina tion May Not Be Neede d 

Summa ry: Emissions of criteria pollutants from customer vehicles associated with the 
proposed casino [Alternate A) at the Twin Cities Site or associated with any other casino 
alternative, are not "indirect emissions" that BIA needs to account for in its conformity analysis 
because they are not emissions that BIA can practically control. nor are they emissions over 
which the agency has continuing program responsibility. Thus, if the total emissions of NOx and 
VOC associated with the operation of a proposed casino, without counting emissions from 
customer veh icles, are below the applicable conformity th reshold of 25 tons per year. then no 
conform ity determination is requ ired for the proposed casino. 

The Conformity Process: Section 176( c) of the Clean /\ir Act ("CAA") requires federal agencies 
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action if approved will conform to the applicable State Implementation Plan. 42 USC § 
7506(c)(l) (2012). In particular, federal agencies must ensure that an action wi ll not result in 
emissions beyond de minimis levels of any criteria pollutant for which the area of the action is 
designated as a nonattainment or maintenance area. 42 USC§ 7506(c)(5). This is referred to as 
the confonn i1ty applicability analys is. The Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") regu lations 
implernenting the CAA general conformity program, 40 CFR §§ 93.150 - 93.165, provide that for 
a conformity applicability analysis an agency must determine (usually by modeling) the annual 
quantities of all direct and indirect emissions of criteria air pollutants from the action. 40 CFR § 
93.158(a) (descr ibing the criteria for determining conformity of federal actions. stating that an 
agency must consider the "total of direct and indirect emissions from the action"). The agency 
must then compare the quantities of each criteria pollutant emitted to its respective de minimis 
rate (which varies for each criteria pollutant) and with the severity of the nonattainment a rea or 
maintenance area applicable to the project. 40 CFR § 93.153(b). If the annual total d irect and 
ind irect emissions of a criteria po ll utant equals or exceeds the applicable de minimis rate set out 
in the regu lations, then a full confor mity determination is required for that criteria pollutant, 
and all emissions from the criteria pollu tant must be offset or mitigated so that there is no net 
increase in emissions. 

"Direct Emissions" in the Conformity Process: "Direct emissions" are those emissions of a 
criteria pollurtant or its precursors "that are caused or initiated by a federal action and occur at 
the same time and place as the action. 40 CFR. § 93.152 (emphasis added) . Since vehicular 
emissions from customers of a proposed cas ino wi ll not occur until after the casino is 
constr ucted atnd opened - which will be well after the Secretary of Interior in Washington, D.C. 
decides to take land for the casino project into trust and determines that the land is eligible for 
tribal gaming - these emissions will not "occur at the same t ime and place as the action" and 
thus are not direct en1issions. 

3 



Comment Letter A13 cont.

"Indirect Emissio ns" in th e Conform ity Process: Indirect emissions are not merely emissions 
incidental to an action; for the purposes of a conformity determination, "indirect emissions" are 
only those: 

(1) That are caused or initiated by the Federal action and originate in the same 
nonatta inment or maintenance area bu t occur at a different time or place as the 
action; 
[2) That are reasonably foreseeable; 
(3) That the agency can practica lly control; and 
(4) For which the agency has continuing program responsibility. 

40 CFR. § 93.152 (definition of "i ndirect emissions"). Thus, it is not enough that a federal action 
is the cata lyst for subsequent incidental indirect emiss ions. Instead, the regulatory definition 
requires federal agencies to mainta in control over any indirect emissions resulting from an 
action and have continuing program responsibility for the emissions. Otherwise, the emissions 
do not have to be included in a conformity analysis. 

Applyin g the "indirect emissio ns" d efinition : Key to identifying w hether indirect emissions 
should be considered in a conformity analysis are elements (3) and ( 4) of the regulatory 
definition: an agency must have the capability to ''practica lly control'' emissions and maintain 
"continuing program responsibility" fo r the activity or project being approved. 40 CFR § 93.152. 
As EPA s tated when it first promulgated the General Conformity Regulations in 1993, Congress 
did not intend for the conformi ty analysis to apply to "cases where. although licensing or 
approving action is a required initial step for a subsequent activity that causes emissions, the 
agency has no contr ol over that subsequen t activity, either because there is no continuing 
program responsibility or abi lity to practically control." 58 Fed. Reg. 63214, 63221 (Nov. 30, 
1993); see also 75 Fed. Reg. 17254, 17260 (where in the preamble to the 2010 revisions to the 
general conformity regulations, EPA cites to this language from the preamble to original 1993 
general conformity regulations). 

Courts and agencies that have addressed the meaning of "indirect emissions" in the context of 
the general conformi ty regulations have generally found that agencies do not have control over 
or program responsibili ty for air emissions that occur from vehicles associated with the 
operations of a government-approved project or facility. 

In Dep't of Transp. v. Pub. Citizen, 541 U.S. 752 (2004), the Supreme Court emphasized the 
importance of agency control in order for emissions to meet the regulatory defi ni tion of "indirect 
emissions" for a conforrnity determination. There, the Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration ("FMCSA") within the U.S. Department of Transportation ('' DOT") began 
registering Mexican commercial trucks after Pres ident George W. Bush lifted a moratorium on 
such registration. /d. at 762. Public Citizen challenged the agency action as be ing in violation of 
the CAA conformity requirement because it would lead to increased vehicle emissions once the 
Mexican trucks entered the U.S.-a fact the FM CSA had fa iled to consider in a conformi ty 
ana lysis. /d. However, the Court rejected Public Citizen's argumen t, stating that the "FMCSA 
cannot practicably control, nor will it maintain control, over these emissions," nor could it 
"contro l the routes the carriers take, and cannot determine what the t rucks will emit." /d. at 772-
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73. As a result. even though the agency action was the ''but-for" cause of emissions increases, 
without continuing agency control over the emissions, they were not "indirect emissions" under 
the conformity regulations, and therefore the FMCSA did not violate the CAA by failing to 
perform a conformity determination. /d. at 773. 

Consistent with this Supreme Court decision, when the FMCSA recently proposed safety rules 
that would result in foreseeab le emissions from idling commercial motor vehicles, it determined 
that any increase in emissions did not meet the regula tory criteria for "indirect emissions" 
because control ling commercial motor emissions was beyond the statutory authority of the 
agency. 79 Fed. Reg. 17656, 17685 (Mar. 28, 2014). As a resu lt, the FMCSA decided that it did not 
have to perform a general conformity analysis. /d. 

Related to control over emissions is the requirement that agencies exercise continuing program 
responsibi lity over any emissions caused by a project-otherwise, the emissions need not be 
considered in a conformity ana lys is. Nothing in the CM nor in EPA's general conformity 
regulations "requires that a Fed era l agency attempt to 'leverage' its legal authority to influence 
or control nonfederal activities that it cannot practicably control, or that are not subject to a 
continuing program responsibility, or that lie outside the agency's legal authority." 58 Fed. Reg. 
63214, 63221. Thus, when the Federal Energy Regulatory Connnission ("FERC") permitted a 
pipeline project. it did not have to complete a conformity review regarding emissions caused by 
end-users burning the transported gas. S. Coast Air Quality Mgmt. Dist v. F.E.R.C., 621 F.3d 1085, 
1100 (9th Cir. 2010). Because the gas quality standards were set by a state regulatory agency, 
and the state agency exercised continuing control over the quality of gas in the pipeline, the 
Ninth Circuit determined that exercis ing continuing control over the project was beyond FERC's 
legal author ity. Jd. at 1100-01. As a result, FERC's failure to file a conformity determination was 
not a viola t ion of the CAA. /d. 

In the preamble to EPA's in itial 1993 general conformity regulations, the agency provided an 
excellent example of which indi.rect emissions are within an agency's control or continuing 
responsibility: 

Where a [U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ("COE")] permit is need ed to fi ll a 
wetland so that a shopping center can be built on the fill, general ly speaking, the 
COE could not practicably maintain control over and would not have a 
continuing program responsibi li ty to control indirect emissions from 
s ubsequent construction, operation, or use of that s hopping center. Therefore, 
only those emissions from the equipment and motor vehicles used in the filling 
operation, support equipment, and emissions From movement of the fill material 
itse lf would be included in the analysis. 58 Fed. Reg. 63214,63223. 

Thus, in preparing a conformity de termination for a construction project that req ui res an agency 
permit or license as an initial matter, resulting traffic from later of use of the site does not 
produce "indirect emissions" u nder t he EPA general conformity regulations unless the agency 
has the authority to con trol or regula te those emiss ions. Where, as with the COE, an agency has 
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A13-29

no authority to regulate vehicle emissions or control vehicle traffic traveling to or from a facility, 
vehicle emissions from end-users need not be considered in a conformity analysis. 

Applicability of this Analysis to Proposed Casino Project: The above examples indicate that 
an agency does not need to consider all emissions indirectly caused by a federal action, but only 
those over which it can exercise continuing control. In some cases, however, if the approval 
allows the construction of a building or other project, then the vehicle and equipment emissions 
associated with the construction of the building may arguably be included in the conformity 
analysis. However, in the case of vehicle emissions during the operations of a building or project 
such as a tribal casino, an agency must have (a) the ability to control vehicles of customers, 
workers and other corning to or from the approved, permitted, or licensed facility, or (b) the 
authority to actually set vehicle emissions standards. Although the BIA may approvE~ the taking 
of land into trust for a casino project. because BIA has neither the ability to control casino traffic 
or operations, nor any environmental regulatory authority over air emissions, thE~ emissions 
from vehicles of customers, workers, or others driving to a casino are not "indirect emissions" 
nnilo,. tho J:oD.d gono>'-:~ 1 ,.,....,.f .... ..-..nH·u .. .,m.la"innC' 'T'hAilnh t-hg 5 4 ,.....,; .... ;,...,., .,. ....,.,,, ,..,..,_. ..,f-ih.t-a .;.,,-l;,..,.r+ 
u.&au. ..... a Ul\,. &.I& .r-i. \... 14\, .. &.Q& \,.VIII VI IIIli..) 1 1W6U.IQ\.&VIh),. I l.lVUE;&J. ~llC t; C 1lU_,.;;J1VU.;:) IIIOJ \..VJJ..3L.lLI;..tW..c; 111\.111 t:l,L 

effects under NEPA, this fact in no way requires them to be analyzed as '1indirect emissions" in a 
conformity determination. 
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A13-31

A13-32

A13-30

Detailed Wastewater Production Table 

Alternate- A, Revised Calculations Notes 

(a) Casi'no Slot Machines/ Tables 

It is acknowledged that it is difficult to assign a use frequency and GPO to gaming positions. The 

Summit Engineering ana lysis used (15) uses for each of the 2,520 gaming positions at (3) gallons 

per use. Using the reasonable assumption of (3) uses per guest, this wou ld equate to 12,600 

gue:sts. The Traffic Study prepared by Kim ley Horn for the EIS is based on about 12,000 guests 

and 1,860 employees on a peak day (Saturday). The water use for many of those guests has 

bee1n accounted for in other ways, for example guests in hotel rooms. See the attached Gaming 

Customer Count Reconciliation with Traffic Study spreadsheet where guests otherwise 

accounted for are removed from the Casino usage. Using the 12,600 guests for Casino and the 

other 5,941 guests accounted for, we have 18,541 guests impacting wastewater, or about 1/3 

more than visited the facility on a peak day. 

Guest habits va ry. Not every hotel or restaurant guest also visits the casino, and not every 

casi1110 guest will stay overnight. There are also guests that will make use of all the facilities, but 

it is not possible to have maximum impact at the hotel, at the F&B outlets and at the casino by 

any guest on the same day. Some diversity must be applied. Here the diversity is applied at the 

category of least impact per guest. We estimate guests not otherwise accounted for at 6,059, 

with a Peak Flow at about 54,000 GPO. 

Another reasonable method to determme diversity among Slot Machines and Table guest count 

is to look at the anticipated occupancy factor for gaming positions based on shift. As much as 

we wou ld like for every gaming position to be occupied for every shift, the reality is that there 

will be more activity in the evening than very early morning hours or Graveyard Shift. It is 

cert.ain that the Socio-Economic impacts presented in the EIS were based on a similar level of 

service and not every position filled at every hour of the day. See the attached Gaming Position 

Dive·rsity. In this case we assume 60% of positions filled on Day Shift, 85% on Evening, and 30% 

on Graveyard, which is in keeping with a healthy peak day operation. Thls diversity results in 

very near the same as above at about 55,800 GPO. 

(b) Casino FOH - No notes, accepted as calculated. 

(c) Food and Beverage 
Usage for Food service venues references the use of North Carolina Office of Administration 
Hea1rings section 15 NCAC 02T.0114 and the Uniform Plumbing Code. The North Carolina (NC) 
Cod1:! states "Wastewater flow calculations must take hours of operation and anticipated 
maximum occupancies/usage into account when co/culating peak flows for design." The NC 
cod(! assigns 40 gallons per seat for a full service restaurant. The study in the EIS uses (3) turns 
at 1B gallons per turn for a total of 54 gallons per seat. It is not known why the higher value per 
seat was used. We are assuming 15 gallons per turn, which is still more conservative than the 
NC Standard. 

J 
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A13-32

(cont.)

A13-34

A13-35

A13-33

In the case of this project, there are a variety of food venues to serve the guests needs. Not all 
are open for full service (three nneals a day) by nature of their food offerings. A Steakhouse for 
example, would not be open for' breakfast and lunch, but the Cafe would be. See the attached 
Food and Beverage Shift Diversity spreadsheet that identifies the anticipated operating shifts of 
each food venue. The weighted average of use frequency is 2.414. rhe result is a Peak Flow of 
40,200 GPO when hours of operation are factored into the equation. 

When we look at the Food Venu1es with maximum occupancy in mind, we have to factor in 
seating diversity. It is not practical to assume that every seat in a restaurant will be filled during 

the hours that typically bracket ·each meal time. Parties of two take up a table for rour, parties 
of six take up two tables for four, etc. It can also be assumed that some meals are more popular 
than others. For example, hotell guests may take advantage of breakfast, but there will be less 
guests that drive to the facility for breakfast. Dinner is by far the most popular meal on a Peak 
Day, and Graveyard shift has the least number of dinning guests. See the attached Food and 
Beverage Seating and Shift Diversity spreadsheet. A very conservative estimate is for 70% of the 

seats to be filled for breakfast and lunch, 85% for dinner and 40% for graveyard shift. In all 
likelihood it will be much less. Ely this approach! the Peak Daily Flow would be 26,048 GPD. 

We are using the more conserV<Itive 40,200 GPD taking into account hours of operation only, 

(d) Convention Center 
The number of seats for the Convention Center was assumed to be 5,000. We have prepared a J 
seating diagram that takes into :account internal egress, bars within the room and space 
required for production equipment and queuing. The result is net seating for 2,280. To be 
conservative, we have increased that number to 3,000 for the pul'pose of these calculations. 
See the attached Seating Diagram. 

(e) Hotel Rooms 
The Summit EIS study allots 200 GPD for hotel rooms based on a ''casino wastewater treatment 
plant operators prior experienc1e". The NC standard allots 120 GPD for a Hotel Room without in

room cooking facilities. It allots 200 GPO for Resort Hotels, which presumably takes into 
accovnt other services such as spa and fitness rooms that this study calculates separately. The 
NC standard also allows for 120 GPD per dwelling unit based on a two person occupancy, and an 
increase of 60 GPO per additional occupant. That would equate to 120 GPO for a King room and 
240 GPO for a Queen/Queen ro10m. 

This is a very intuitive allotment. That would be equivalent to a use frequency of 4 for the toilet 
and lavatory and a 30 minute shower for each occupant. 

See the attached Room Type Diversity spreadsheet. There are more King rooms and Suites than 
there are Queen/Queen rooms. Based on 100% occupancy, with two people in every King room 
and Suite, and four people in every Queen/Queen room, a condition that is highly unlikely to 
ever occur, the Peak Day Flow would be 51,360. 

(f) Employees 
The employee' count is estimate:d at 1,860. The Wastewater Production Table Indicates this as 
800 employees for each shift, o1r 2,400 total employees. The calculation has been corrected to 
align with the anticipated count: at 620 per shift. J 
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Peak Day (Saturday) Gaming Position Diversity 

Position #of Units Shift 
Occupancy 

Factor 
Occupants 

Use 

Frequency 

Slot Machines 2000 Day {7 :00am- 3:00pm) 0.6 1,200 4 

2000 Evening (3:00pm- 11:00pm) 0.85 1,700 4 

2000 Grave (ll:OOpm- 7:00am) 0.3 600 4 
Totals 

Table Games 520 Day (7:00am -3:00pm) 0.6 312 4 
(104 tables x 5) 520 Evening (3:00pm- 11:00pm) 0.85 442 4 

520 Grave (ll:OOpm- 7:00am) 0.3 156 4 
Totals 
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I~ 

GPO/Unit Peak Flow 
Average 

Daily Flow 

3 14,400 10,800 

3 20,400 15,300 

3 7,200 5,400 
42,000 31,500 

3.8 4,742 3,557 

3.8 6,718 5,039 

3.8 2,371 1,778 
13,832 10,374 

Flow 

Totals 55:832 41;874 
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A14-01

SHINGLE SPRINGS SAND 

OF" MIWOK INDIANS 

Shingle Springs R ;:w c h o ria 

(Verona Tract), Ca lifornia 
5 168 H onpie Road 

Placerville. CA 95667 
Phone : 530-698-1400 

shinglespr in gsranc h e ria.com 

February 26, 20 16 

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

Rc: DEIS Comments 

--

The Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Ind ians (''Tribe") submits tllis comment ir. 
response to the Draft Environmentallmpact Study (DEIS) for the Wilton 
Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project (" Project"). Specifically, this 
comment will address the Tribe's preference for the historical Ranchcria site. 
transportation, and annexation. 

Support for· Historical Raocheria 

The Tribe supports Altematives D and E for the Project. These Alternatives are 
ideaJ because they are located on the historical Wilton Rancheria. All other 

· alternatives are located at least 10 miles from Wilton's historical Ranchcria. 
Therefore, any gaming activities on those sites would constitute off-reservation 
gam mg. 

lt is important for the legitimacy of Indian gaming that all tribes be treated 
similarly. Because otl1er tribes have not been allowed to operate off-reservation 
gaming activities, it would be unfair for the Wilton Rancheria Project to be 
approved on any of the off-reservation Alternatives. On November 4. 20 14, the 
voters of California resoundingly voted against off-reservation gami ng when 
they defeated Proposition 48. Proposition 48 would have ratified the North Fori 
Rancheria's compact, which would 've allowed that tribe to acquire land in 
Madera County, approximately 38 mi les from that tribe's reservatio.n. and to 
build a casino and hotel on it. 60% of voters said no to allowing North Fork 
Rancheria's compact. f fthe North Fork Rancheria was not allowed to engage ir 
off-reservation gaming, neither should Wilton Rancheria. 

Putting land from Gall or Elk Grove into trust for the purpose of gaming 
activities amounts to reservation shopping. Every tribe desires to have their 
gaming facility near a large population center. However, they've been restraine1 
by heing required to having tlleir facilities on their original Rancheriias. rf Wilto1 
Ranc.;hcria is allowed to engage in reservation shopping for off-reser vation 
gaming, then every Tribe should be allowed to do so. 

lt might be argued U1at Wilton Rancheria docs not possess thei r orig inal 
Rancheri a, which is true. However, the site of the historical Rancheria is 
adjacent to and shares 4 acres with the original Rancheria and is available. This 
land certainly bas more connections to the Tribe than the AJtcrnatives located I 0 
mjfes away. I 
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A14-02

T ransportation 

The Tribe supports the Alternati ves D and E located at the Historical Rancheria 
because it appears to impact traffic/freeways Jess than any of the other 
Alternatives. lf either the Twin Cities or Elk Grove Mall sites are chosen, it wil l 
require extensive changes to the roads and freeways sLu-rotmding those sites. 
flhose sites arc located off major freeways and near populous areas. Therefore. 
construction on any of the surrounding roads will have a greater impact on traffic 
than construction near the historic.:al Rancheria would. Furthennore, placing a 
casino off of a freeway, as the Twin Cities and Elk Grove mall sites propose. will 
create increase<.! loads and congestion to the roads of an already populous area. 
Comparing all the Altematives, increased loads and congestion at the remote 
hi storical Rancheria would impact fewer people than at the populous Elk Grove 
antd freeway adjacent Twin Cities sites would. 

Specifically, Kammerer Road, located at the Elk Grove site, is already a dangerous 
t\\to-lane road. Increasing loads a.nd congc$tion w!!! cause a signific:L'1t impact by 
making it even more dangerous. Twin Cities Road. located at tbc '1\\ in Cities site. 
1s also a two- lane road that intersect with a train track. Increasing traffic to a road 
that is often slowed down by train crossings will cause a significant impact. 

There are also additional concerns for public safety when a casino is placed near a 
major freeway. The potential Cor drunk driving on heavily used roads is greater at 
the Twin Cities and Elk Grove mall sites because of lheir proximity to freeways. 
Because the historical Rancberia is more remote it provides an incentive for 
intoxicated individuals to remain at the Casino/Hotel rather driving on 
roads/freeways. 

Tbe Tribe basis its opinion on the information below. which is reported in the 
DEIS. 

7\vin Cities Site 

As stated in the DEIS, with the addition of Alremative A traffic, four intersect ions 
(West Stockton Boulevardffwin Ci tie Road, East Stocklon Boulevardffwin Cities 
Road_ West Stockton Boulevard/] lwy 99 SB Ramps. Grant line Road/East 
Stockton Boulevard) are projected to operate an a tUlacceptable levels of service. 
Alternative A would create considerable amount of additional traffic to the Twin 
Ci1ties roundahouts, which wonld contribute to the congested conditions at these 
locations. With the addition of Alternative/\, Highway 99 SB between Mi ngo 
Road and Arno Road would operate an unact.:cptable level of service. With the 
addition of Alternative A. four freeway ramps (Hv.ry 99 SB Off-Ramp at Twin 
Cities Road, Hwy 99 SB Off-Ramp at Mingo Road, l-h"Y 99 SB On-Ramp at 
Mingo Road. 99 NB On-Ramp at Mingo Road) would operate at an unacceptable 
level of service. The increase in u·affic generated by Alternative A would 
contribute to unacceptable traffic operations nt n number of locations. Altcmati ve 

2 
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A14-03

A is anticipated to add up to 2,700 vehicle trips per day to East Stockton 
Boulevard between Mingo Road and Twin Cities Road, where exiting daily traffic 
volumes are very low. Because the existing pavement condition is very poor, in its 
cuJTent condition, tllis road would not support traffic generated by Alternative A. 

Elk CJrove Mall Site 

As stated in the DEIS, wiith the addition of Alternative F traffic. two intersections 
would operate at an unacceptable level of service (Promenade Parkway /Bilby 
Road, Grant Line RoadJEast Stockton Boulevard). With tl1e addition of 
Alternative F traffic, five roadway segments (Fermoy Way to Marengo Road. 
Waterman Road to Brads.haw Road, Bradshaw Road to Wilton Road, Wilton Road 
to Calvine Road, Calvine Road to Jackson Roa<.l) arc projected to operate at an 
unacceptable level of service. Alternative F would not cause any freeway mainline 
segments to operate at an WJacceptable level of service. Alternative f traffic will 
cause three freeway ramps to operate at unacceptable levels of service (Hwy 99 SB 
Off-Ramp at Twin Cities Road, Hwy 99 SB On-Ramp at Mingo Road, Hwy 99 NB 
On-Ramp at Mingo Road). Nternative F is anticipated to add up to 1,500 trips per 
day to Kammerer Road~ which would need widening and shoulders added to be 
able to support traffic generated by Alternative F. 

Historical Rancheria Site 

Alternative D will cause seven roadways (Grant Line Road/East Stockton 
Boulevard, Grant Line Road/Bond Road, Wilton Road/Green Road, Grant Line 
Road/Wilton Road, Wilton Road/Conswnnes Road, Green Road/Project Dr iveway 
1, Green Road/Project Driveway 2) to operate at an unacceptable levels. However 
no freeway mainlines will operate at an unacceptable level of service. Alternative 
D traffic would result in three offrarnps operating at an unacceptable level (lhvy 
99 SB Off-Ramp at Twin Cities Road, Hwy 99 SB On-Ran1p at Mingo Road, Hwy 
99 NB On-Ramp at Mingo Road). Alternative D would add to the background 
eongestjon of the freeway mainline and ramps. Alternative D is anticipated to add 
up to 3,000 -3, 100 trips p1er day to the certain roads. The roads' conditions range 
from very poor to fair. Therefore, roadways would need improvement to support 
traffic generated by Altennative D. 

As shown from the DEIS excerpts above. Alternative 0 at the Historical Rancberia 
will not impact specific freeway mainlines to the extent the Twin Cities site will. 
Nor is it projected that Alternative D will impact freeway ramps to the level of the 
Twin Cities site. Finally, Alternative Dis not projected to impact intersec6ons like 
the Twin Cities and Elk Grove sites will. Alternative D will impact more 
roadways and create a higher percentage increase of trips per day. All of the 
Alternatives will have significant impacts on traffic if not mitigated. However, it J 
appears that overall Alternative D will have the least amount of impact on traffic. 
Therefore, the Tribe suppc:nts placing the project at Wilton's Historical Rancheria. 

3 
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A14-04

A14-05

A14-06

Annexation 

The City of Galt is reported to be moving towards rumexing the Twin Cities site. 
If tl1is were to occur, the loss of property ta'C revenue on the City will be different 
than what ha8 been estimated in the DEIS. As such, the DEIS should be updated 
'-~ ~.J .J .. ___ .. t.. ~ ~----~• -- .t._ ~"'~•·· ~en.- •• :J:>••·- _: .. ~ :- ~---~··-.J rr•.: - ·· ·-··•.J -=-·~ -11 
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parties involved a better understanding of the in1pact of the Twin Cities site. 

}'urthermore, the Tribe suppmts a 30 day extension to the comment period as: 
requested by the City of Galt's attorney, Alexandra Barnhill. Ms. Barnhill claims 
that because of the City's small staff it has been clifficult to review the DEIS in 
time. Tt is reasonable to extend more time to the City. If the BIA is going to work 
lo address the concerns of the City of Galt and its residents, the City should be 
given ample opportunity to voice its concems. 

Addressing both of these issues will help create goodwill between the Wilton. 
Ranche.ria atJd residents of Galt. 

Conclusion 

The Tribe believes that Wilton's historical Rancheria is the ideal site for any future 
project. Placing a casino on the historical Rancheria would be consistent witln not 
:allowing tribes to reservation shop for the purpose of off-reservation gaming. 
Also, placing the project on the historical Rancberia appears to have the smallest 
:impact on traffic. 

The Shingle Springs Band of Miw ok Indians appreciates the opportunity to 
tvomment on this Project, and the work that the BIA performs to assist Tribe's in 
acquiring trust land. 

Jlfyou have any questions please contact tlJe Tribe's Attorney General, AmyAnn 
Taylor, at (530) 387-4194. 
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A15-01

A15-02

Department of 
Community Development 

March 10, 2016 

Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific Region 
Attn: Chad Broussard 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W2820 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Divisions 
Administrative Services 

Building Permits & Inspection 
Code Enforcement 

County Engineering 
Economic Development & Marketing 

Planning & Environmental Review 

Via E-mail Only 
chad.broussard@bia .gov 

Subject: Sacramento County Comments on the Draft EIISITPED for the Wilton 
Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project 

Dear Mr. Broussard: 

Thank you for including Sacramento County (County) as a Cooperating Agency in the 
federal process that is considering taking land into trust for the Wilton Rancheria (Tribe). 
This process also contemplates the Tribe locating a cas1ino/resort at several potential 
locations in the County. At this time, the County does nc>t have a position regarding the 
above actions; however, in recognition of the Tribe's status as a sovereign government, 
County staff has been working collaboratively with the Tribe to address County needs 
and the mitigation necessary should the action be succe~ssful. 

County staff has reached a tentative, mutually acceptab!le framework for a 
memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the Tribe adldressing mitigation of impacts 
to Sacramento County. The MOU, once finalized , will undergo public review and will 
not be binding unless and until approved by the County Board of Supervisors at a public 
hearing. The County and Tribe have invested substantial time and resources over the 
last year in building the foundation of a respectful and cooperative relationship that we 
expect to rely upon in the future. 

In addition to addressing mitigation required by the Draflt EIS, the MOU framework also 
provides for mitigation of local impacts not recognized by the federal process. The Draft 
EIS is also labeled as a Tribal Project Environmental Document (TPED). From the 
County's perspective , the TPED needs to apply California and local standards of 
significance in its determination of impacts and mitigation. The BIA in preparation of the 
Draft EISITPED did not apply California or local standards; however, the County is 
satisfied that the MOU framework will adequately address our local concerns. The 
MOU framework also provides for County service and/otr program enhancements 
beyond those identified as requiring mitigation in the Draft EIS. 

The County understands that the Elk Grove alternative site may have merit as a J 
potential location for the project. The MOU framework addresses the County's needs 
regardless of whether the Mingo Road site or Elk Grove site is ultimately selected. 
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Comment Letter A15 cont.

If you have any questions or concerns please contact Jlohn Lundgren at 
lundgrenj@saccounty.net or (916) 874-8043. 

Sincerely, 

4~n1fl4 
I oinh-:.nn I\J1,...ffiH 
'-'-'1~1 ICAI Ill IVIVIJI\\ 

Planning Director 

ec: Sacramento County Board of Supervisors 
Navdeep S. Gill, Interim County Executive 
Rob Leonard, Chief Deputy County Executive 
Britt Ferguson, Sacramento County Chief Financial Officer 
Michael Penrose, Director SacDOT, Interim Director Dept. of Community Dev. 
Robyn Driven, Sacramento County Counsel 
Krista Whitman , Assistant County Counsel 
John Lundgren, Senior Planner 
Raymond Hitchcock, Wilton Rancheria Tribal Chairman 
Rose Weckenmann, Wilton Rancheria Tribal Attorney 
John Schultz, Wilton Rancheria NEP.A Counsel 
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Comment Letter A16

A16-01

Office of the City Manager 

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL AND ,E-MAIL 
March 10, 2016 

Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific Regional Office 
Attn: John Rydzik 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W2820 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
Email- john.rvdzik@bia.S!ov 

Re: Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust & Casino Project DEIS Com.Jrnents from the City of Galt 

Dear Mr. Rydzi.k: 

Thank you for providing the City of Galt (City) with a copy of the Draft Environmental hnpact Statement 
(DEIS) for the Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project (l•roject). City staff and our consultants have 
reviewed the document and present the following comments for contsideration. 1 We appreciate the extension of 
the deadline for providing comments; the additional time enabled us; to provide more comprehensive comments. 
As this letter demonstrates, we are concerned about the adequacy of the DEIS. We look forward to 
coordinating and collaborating with the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and the Wilton Rancheria Tribe (Tribe) 
to share our localized expertise to make this a more defensible document before a final EIS is prepared. 

INTRODUCTION 

While the City looks forward to serious consideration of all of its comments, the following comments are of 
utmost concern to the City: 

• ~ere is no substantive basis for the characterization that the analysis in the DEIS meets the 
requirements of a Tribal Environmental Impact Report (TEIR) and Tribal Project Environmental 
nnrnmPnt fTPJ?n' UJhil'h h,.,,. o h"""',t,. .. """ ... '" A:«~--• •'- -~-'- -1...1. -& .; _:r. ---- · """-' -- -- -· ' t' ----•••-••~ '1. •• <OJ&~ I) n •uvu ..... ,,.. .. VlVUU._L "'-V}'"'t \.I,UU;II;UL UJI1C;)IJVIU::t Vl ::tl~lUUI.:afli::C, Q.uU JDOre Stnngen 
analysis and mitigation of impacts. 

1 Please note that corrunents that staff previously made on the Administrative DEJS (ADEIS) for the Project which either were not 
addressed adequately. or at all, have been reiterated herein. We believe this is incc,nsistent with the requirements of 40 CFR ISO 1.6(3}, 
which requires the BIA as lead agency to use the environmental analysis and proposals of cooperating agencies to the maximum 
extent possible consistent with its responsibility as lead agency. We expect the BlA will bear this in mind as it prepares the final EIS 
(FEIS). In addition, we expect that the BIA will follow the requirements in the Pl:esident' s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
NEPA Regulations. 40 CFR Part 1500, when responding to comments. The CEQ !Regulations generally recommend that comments be 
addressed if they are: "1) Substantive and relate to inadequacies or inaccuracies in the analysis or methodologies used; 2) Identify new 
impacts or reconunend reasonable new alternatives or mitigation measures; 3) Involve substantive disagreements on interpretations of 
significance and scientific or technical conclusions." 
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A16-04

A16-03

A16-02

A16-05

A16-06

• The DEIS fails to acknowledge that the entirety of the Twin Cities Site will be incorporated into the 
City's boundaries and zoned for commercial development as soon as the winter of 2016 and is likely to 
be developed in the near term, absent the land being taken into trust. This inaccuracy skews the analysis 
throughout the document as the No Action Alternative assumes, without factual basis, development 
would 'only occur in the longer tenn. This is contradicted by the commercial demand data used to 
support Alternative C as well as evidence the City sets forth herein. The BIA should defer to the City 
with re:spect to the foreseeability of development and revise the analysis accordingly in order to 
adequately inform the public of the environmental impacts of the alternatives. 

• Under 25 CFR 151, when considering whether to take land into trust, the Secretary must consider the 
need for the land, the proposed use and the impact of the land's removal from state and local tax rolls, 
the juri!sdictional problems and land use conflicts that may arise, and environmental compliance, among 
other things. There is no evidence that the 206-acre portion of the Twin Cities Site that will not be 
developed must be taken into trust to meet the Tribe's purpose and needs. In fact there is no evidence 
that the: Tribe bas any intent to utilize this land whatsoever, even in its current agricultural state. Nor 
does the DEIS analyze the environmental impacts of continued agricultural operations (or more likely 
commercial development as is acknowledged by the DEIS) on the Site. The City has slated this property 
for conunercial, office and industrial use, so taking it into trust unnecessarily represents a significant 
fiscal oost and impai..1'!!1ent to land use p!anning. These factors 3.1~ relevant to both the environmental 
analysi~; and the application as a whole. We believe the Twin Cities Site should be redefined as 
including only the 76 acres slated for development as doing so would meet the needs of the Tribe while 
not depriving the City of vital tax and other revenue and the ability to regulate development in this small 
community. 

• The analysis of the service options for water and wastewater are incomplete and internally inconsistent, J 
the conclusions about the level of significance of the impacts are not supported by the evidence, and the 
mitigation measures are inadequate to minimize the environmental effects or ensure that the Tribe pays 
its fair Bhare of the costs associated with the service options. 

• The socioeconomic analysis regarding the impact of the casino alternatives on crime is based upon 
inconsistent statements, unsupported conclusions, and a methodology that does not conform to 
generally-established social science research principles. The data, analysis and conclusions regarding 
the impact of a casino on crime and local law enforcement are unreliable and unsubstantiated and should 
be revi!ied. 

• The economic impact statement and analysis is seriously flawed in that it fails to quantify non-casino 
substitution effects, overstates operational revenues and tax revenues, fails to disag~g~te fisc~l 
impacts, and references only gross fiscal effects instead of net figures (i.e. figures adjusted for any 
offsettiJng revenue losses). Thus, the conclusions that the Project costs on the City and surrounding 
communities would be fully offset by increases in economic activity are unsupported and require 
revision. 

We anticipate that the BIA will give special consideration to these concerns, given its duty to give deference to 
state and local governments' concerns regarding jurisdictional problems. potential conflicts of land use, and the 
removal of the land from the tax rolls.2 The City also has concerns other than those listed in this letter, but 

1 See e.g .• Sectiom 151.11 of 25 C.F.R. Part 151, requiring greater weight to be given to state and local concerns regnrding the trust 
acquisition's potential impacts on regulatory jurisdiction, real property taxes and special assessments. See also, Dept. of Interior 
.. Guidance on taking off-reservation land into trust for gaming purposes" available online at: 
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A16-07

believes that these concerns are better addressed via a meeting of the BIA, City and the Tribe, as is provided for 
under 40 CFR 1501.6(a)(3). 

COMMENTS 

EXECUTIVESU~RY 

• ES.l Introduction - The document purports to not only satisfy the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) but also the requirements of a TEIR and TPED? The analysis in the 
DEIS is inadequate to meet the standards of either a TED~ or TPED for the reasons discussed in the 
following paragraphs. 

As the DEIS anticipates, a condition of awarding a Tribal-State Compact, the State of California (State) 
will require the Tribe to prepare a comprehensive TEIR analyzing the potentially significant off
reservation environmental impacts of the Project. 4 The Trilbe must prepare, certify and make this TEIR 
available to affected local governments prior to entering into an intergovernmental agreement to 
mitigate Project impacts.5 One component of a TEIR is an Off-Reservation Environmental Impact 
Analysis Checklist (Checklist).6 The BIA included a Checklist in Appendix G, to allegedly 
demonstrate that the DEIS addresses specific TEIR issue areas. Notably, though, not a single box across 
the nine-page Chec¥Jist was mar!r,ed. Nor could it have belen, based on the information included in U'ie 
DEIS. Completing the Checklist requires a CEQA-level of analysis of the project's impacts beyond the 
boundaries of the site.7 The analysis in this DEIS is limited to a NEPA-level analysis of the Project's 
onsite impacts. 

The BIA left the Checklist blank and merely included internal cross-references to the NEPA document, 
for certain - but not all - Project alternatives. In some cases a conclusory statement was also added that 
no impacts would occur. without any factual support. Cross-referencing a NEPA analysis is insufficient 
to satisfy the requirements of a TEIR, which bas a broade1r scope, different thresholds of significance, 
and more stringent analysis and mitigation of impacts. For example, a TEIR must evaluate additional 
types of impacts and implement all feasible mitigation mea:sures, as can be seen in Attachment 1 to this 
letter.8 A TEIR also must evaluate impacts against specific thresholds of significance.9 The DEIS does 

hnp://www.indianaffairs.gov/cs/groups/public/documents/textlidc-OO 1896.pdf, inidicating these considerations are relevant regardless 
of the distance between the reservation and the casino. 
3 See DEIS pages ES-t, 1-13. 
4 See e.g., Sec. 11 .8.1 of the Tribal-Smte Compact Between the State of California and the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria 
(Graton Compact), available online at httos://www.go~.ca.gov/docs/Graton Compact executed.pdf. Note that compact termS and 
conditions in the state of California are fonnulaic. Therefore, for the same reasons it is reasonable for the BIA to presume the 
Checklist requited by prior compacts will be used in the TEIR for the Wilton P~ject, it is also reasonable to assume that the 
substantive requirements ofTEIRs in recently executed compacts will be impose1d upon the Wilton Tribe and Project. 
s See e.g., Sec. 11 .8.4 of the Graton Compact. 
6 See Appendix B to the Graton Compact. 
7 See e.g., the Karuk Tribe Casino Project Tribal Envitonmentallmpact Repon (October 20 13) available online 31 

hgps ://www.co ,siskiyou.ca.uslsites/ddault/file~docsfKarukTribeCasinoProjectDraftTEIR.pdf, as an example of the level of analysis 
ordinarily included in a TEIR. 
8 See Graton Compact Section 11.8.1 (b), providing "Fonnulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future 
time ... " and requiring that the •'The TEIR must include sufficient jnfonnation abcJut each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, 
analysis and comparison. The TEIR shaH also contain an index or table of contents and a summary, which shall identify each 
Significant Effect on the Environment with proposed measures and alternatives that would reduce or avoid that effect, and issues to be 
resolved1 including the choice Mnong alte_mAtiVf}S and wh~l~er and ho\v to rr.itigate t.'1e Significant Effects on th~ Environment~.,. 
The Compact then requires ''The timely mitigation of any Significant Effect on tlne environment. .. , where such effects are attributable 
in whole or in part. to the Project. .. " via the negotiation with local jurisdictions of an enforceable intergovernmental agreement. (See 
Graton Compact Section 11.8.7) 
' See e.g., Sections 2.24 and 4.4 of the Graton Compact, excerpted in Attachment 1 to this letter. 
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A16-09

A16-07

(cont.)

A16-08

A16-10

noi evaiuate the Project against these thresholds. Nor does the DctS evaluate the Project against the 
City or County's impact assessment and mitigation methodology, as would be required in a CEQA
altemari·ve analysis such as the TPED. 

For all Otf these reasons, it is incon:ect to state that the analysis in the DEIS meets the requirements of a 
TEI.Rfi'PED, as there is no substantive basis for that characterization. We are not aware of any other 
EIS appJ:'Oved by the BIA or NIGC that purported to satisfy the requirements of a TEIR.10 

• Table ES-1 - Summary of Potential Environmental Effects, Mitigation Measures, and Significance 
-As a global comment, please note that the entirety of this Table will need to be updated based on the 
input in this letter. 

Also notte that, in numerous instances, an impact is identified as less than significant, but a mitigation 
measure is nevertheless provided. In most instances, we believe that the level of significance before 
mitigation was more properly characterized as significant and that the mitigation measures are necessary 
to reduc1e the level of significance. 

• Table ES-1 Section 4.7 Socioeconomic Conditions: Substitution Effects, ES-27- Based on the 
comments in this letter, this section should be amended to read: 

Alternative A contains a casino component that is projected to cause a decline in revenue of 
<:ornpeting facilities. However, the substitution effects resulting from Alternative A are not 
anticipated to significantly impact these casinos, or to cause their closure, or to impact the ability 
(>f the related tribal governments to provide essential services. Alternative A is also expected to 
result in a decline in business for local restaurant and entertainment businesses. Some portion of 
~his decline in economic activity may be offset by increases in economic activity stemming from 
the casino operations. 

The discussion within Table ES-1 does not adequately differentiate the economic impact of the Project 
on the tCity versus the other local jurisdictions. Each jurisdiction will be impacted uniquely, so an 
analysis that lumps "local jurisdictions" together is inherently inadequate, as is described herein. 

• Table ES-1 Section 4. 7 Socioeconomic Conditions: Fiscal Effects, ES-28 - Based on our comments 
in this letter, this section should be amended to read: 

Alternative A would increase demand for public services, resulting in increased costs for local 
!governments to provide these services. Tax revenues would be generated for federal, state and 
~local governments from activities including secondary economic activity generated by tribal 
gaming. Alternative A would include transfer of seven parcels from fee status into federal trust 
for the benefit of the Tribe, resulting in the loss of local property taxes, sales taxes, transient 
1occupancy taxes and other taxes, assessments and fees derived from future development of the 
!Proposed casino site. Such lost taxes, assessments and fees would be offset by tax revenues 
generated for state and Local governments from economic activity associated with construction 
and operation of Alternative A. However, it is unclear if these positive tax effects would 
outweigh the increased costs for providing public services and the loss of revenue to be derived 

10 If and when the State grants a gaming compact to the Tribe, it is reasonable to assume the Tribe will be required to prepare a TEIR 
as a condition of that agreement given the fonnulaic terms of such agreements described above, but it is unclear how the analysis 
required to be included in a TEIR could be inCOfllOrated into an EIS before the project-specific terms and conditions of a gaming 
compact have bee:n established. 
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A16-10

(cont.)

A16-11

A16-12

from future alternative development of the site and the reduction in fiscal and economic activity j 
due to substitution away fre~m local businesses. 

• Table ES-1, Fiscal Effects, Mitigution Measures ES-28-29- Based on our comments in this letter. 
this section should be amended to read: 

The Tribe shall make in-lie~u payments adequate to replace revenues lost by Sacramento County 
and the City of Galt due to reduced taxes, assessments and fees received by the County and City 
from those land parcels taken into trust. The amount of the payments shall be adjusted to take 
:ntl"\ a~r-n.unf' nO,IY"r'\A't'\t~ ii"'Ant~ho.A ;., ~o,..finn C "1f\ fnr uoMnnco rnun~,..:nol COArtl:J'"IoAC 
.I.IU.V "'-'"'VU.l.U. t'U.] U.J.WJI-...;) IU\JIJLIAJ.\JU lU "-'"'"'•ava& -'it.A.V .LVL 't' UJ.1VU..-:J J.U\LIU'-'.lj'IU.& .>""".I. Y J."'V..-:J• 

Payments made pursuant to local agreements between the Tribe and local governments~ 
including Sacramento County and/or the City of Galt, and/or the City of Elk Grove represent off
site mitigation measures required by the Compact to offset the off-site impacts of the Project and 
provide suppon for publi1c services (including law enforcements), community benefits, and 
utilities. 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.2 AL TERNA T1VE SITE LoCATIONS 

• 1.2.1 Twin Cities Site, p. 1-2- Only a 76 acre ponion of the 282 acre Twin Cities Site (Site) is slated 
for development. There is no evidence in the record that the additional 206 acres must be taken into 
trust to meet the purpose and needs of the Tribe. 

Plainly, the Tribe's purpose and nteeds can be met by taking only the 76 acres of the Twin Cities Site 
into trust, given that a 75 acre site (Alternatives D and E) and a 28 acre site (Alternative F) were found 
to be adequate. Further, no development is proposed to the southerly 206 acres (p. 2-3), thus it is clear 
on its face that this additional acreage is unnecessary .11 While the Project would span across more than 
one of the seven separate parcels <!omprising the Twin Cities Site, we understand the land is held in fee 
by a single property owner. Th'us, there is no impediment to undertaking a lot line adjustment to 
separate the 76 acres needed for the Project and take only that ponion into trust.12 

The remaining 206 acres is a prime location identified in the City's General Plan for future commercial 
development that will benefit frorn the proximity to the freeway. Taking nearly 3 times as much land 
into trust as is necessary to serve the Tribe's needs represents a significant fiscal and opportunity cost 
for planned and regulated development within the City. 

Moreover, the remaining acreage will not remain undeveloped for long. Including the additional 206 
acres without analyzing the likely development thereof (either by the Tribe or a third pany under the No 
Action alternative) seems to be piecemealing and results in an incomplete analysis across the board; 
understates the environmental eff(:cts of Alternatives A. B and C (as well as G); and avoids practicable 
mitigation measures. 

11 The DEIS does not contain clear information about whether and what ponion of the additional 206 acres would be used for on-site 
service facilities. However, connection to off-site municipal service is also feasible, so using the land for onsite services is 
!lJlnecessarv and is an environmentally inferior opttion. Even if some additional acreage is used for on-site services. a sismificant 
~nion of the 206 acres of land remai~s surplus artd is in excess of what is needed to ~eet the Tribe's needs. -
2 A more detailed discussion between the City, T1ibe, BIA and landowner of the options for reducing the land taken into trust at the 

Twin Cities Site would be beneficial for all involved. The owner's prior offer to sell all of the parcels together does not preclude an 
alternative arrangement, particularly where the parcels could be reconfigured via lot line adjustment(s), 
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A16-13

A16-12

(cont.)

A16-14

A16-15

A16-16

Given that the land is unnecessary to meet the Tribe's needs and considering the concerns about the land J 
use and. financial impact of removing such a significant portion of the City's fut1llre commercial 
development, the Twin Cities Site should be redefined as just the 76 acre site needed for the 
development. 13 

1.4 OVERVIEW OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

• Overvit!W, 1-10-This section characterizes the BIA and several cooperating agencies a:s overseeing the 
rl~fhnn nf th lc- ~1'\I"'U...,Qnt ("!;.,.,.~ ~~"'. -~~· ~& •'-~ c:•••1- ------•- -n aL - A. '"'r.Tt" -- -= -- ' • ' a' -. ........ 6 .... YUO uv ..... u ..... u •• VlO\•ll UJCU utv;n V1 Ulv uy b ~VUllllt:lll~ u 1 uu:: 1'\.lJCl.;) we . .. JlO( mcorporate 
and the BIA has not met with the City to discuss the document, we do not believe this is a fair 
characte:rization of the document in its present state. We are hopeful that our comments on the DEIS 
will be incorporated and collaborative meetings will be scheduled, so that such a statement would be 
accurate~ in the FEIS. 

1.6 AGREEMENTS WITH STATE AND LOCAL GoVERNMENTS 

• City of Galt Letter of Intent and MOU, 1-12- These agreements are mischaracterized and should be 
revised. 

The Ci~y's Letter of Intent establishes the parties' good faith intent to negotiate- at the Tn'be's expense 
- a miti:gatioo agreement that offsets the impacts of the Project and provides for certai1n services. The 
MOU is not a substantive agreement "focused on addressing off-reservation impacts 1of the Proposed 
Project ·on Galt," (p. 1-U ) but rather a reimbursement agreement It simply provides that the Tribe will 
pay for the City's expenditures in analyzing the Project's impacts and sets forth the term·s and conditions 
for doiug so. The parties contemplated entering into a separate agreement to address tht~ off-reservation 
impacts. 

1.7 TRIBAL-STATE GAMING COMPACT 

• Compact, 1-13 - This section indicates the State is expected to require the Tribe to prepare a TEIR and 
this DEIS addresses all relevant Checklist items. As described in our comments on ES • .l, the DEIS has 
not addressed the Checklist items or satisfied the requirements of a TEIR. Doing so would require 
incorporating different thresholds of significance, analyzing a different scope of dhe Project, and 
incorporating additional mitigation measures, among other things. 

1.8 REGULATORY REOUIREML"''TS, PERMIT AND APPROVALS 

• Table Jl-1 Potential Permits and Approvals Required- The field on page 1-14 in Table 1.1 for the 
City of Galt should be revised to include: (l) possible approval of water/wastewater 1connections and 
service agreements, (2) negotiation and approval of an off·site mitigation agreement pursuant to the 
State Compact, and (3) possible approval of Law enforcement services agreement with the Galt Police 
Department 

13 If the BIA does not revise the ~alysis and continues proposing that all 282 acres be taken into trust.. it would need to specify the 
purpose and need for including those additional acres. The document would also need to evaluate development of the entire site based 
upon a probable development scenario such as the one contemplated by the Galt General Plan. However, we believ'e doing so would 
require recirculation of a Draft EIS under 40 CFR I 502.9(a), as no analysis to this effect has been prepared to date. 

Page 6 of67 
OAK #4822-3335-09$7 v8 



Comment Letter A16 cont.

A16-18

A16-17

A16-20

A16-19

2.0 ALTERNATIVES 

2.2 ALTERNATIVE A- PROPOSED TWIN CITIES CASINO RESOR1: 

• 2.2.1 Project Location and Access, 2·1- The Twin Cities Site description needs to be revised. 

The Site should be characterized as just the 76-acre property needed to meet the Tribe's purposes and 
needs, as described in our comments above on Section 1.2.1. 

A majority of the Site is described as being within Gaif s sphere of influence. Tnis is inaccurate. The 
entirety of the Site is within the City's sphere. Moreover, it :is subject to a pending annexation process, 
which we expect to be completed by the end of 2016. The reasonably foreseeable possibility that the 
land will soon be incorporated into the City's boundaries and zoned for commercial development is a 
critical aspect of the Project which the BIA bas failed to analyze. Just as the BIA analyzes various 
service arrangements in the alternative (e.g. onsite vs. offsilte), the DEIS must analyze the impacts of 
Alternatives A, B and C in the alternative depending on the timing/outcome of the annexation. 

Access to the Site is described as being "provided via a driveway constructed as part of the proposed 
Project located along West Stockton Boulevard, to the northwest of the existing Highway 99 and West 
Stockton Boulevard off-ramp." This is not accurate because it characterizes the construction of the 
Mingo Road interchange as a mitigation measure, when it should be pan of the Project description with 
the impacts analyzed throughout the DEIS. Similarly. the closure of West Stockton Boulevard should 
be part of the description of Alternative A and analyzed. These two roadway projects have major 
implications on circulation in the region and should not just be buried in the traffic chapter, but stated in 
the description and analyzed throughout the DEIS. 

• 2.2.4 Tribal-State Gaming Compact, p. 2·3 - This section lists key provisions of recent California 
Compacts likely to be included in the Wilton Compact, such as the requirement to prepare a TEIR and 
adopt various health and safety standards. This list should also include: "The Tribal Government will 
enter into enforceable intergovernmental agreements with local jurisdictions to provide services and 
mitigate any significant effect on the environment." This is also a requirement of every Tribal-State 
compact and is an important prerequisite to Project development 14 

• 2.2.5 Alternative A Project Components, p. 2·3 to 2-7 -

Explain what is meant by the statement that "No developm(:nt is proposed on the southeni part of the 
site." Does this mean that no development would ever occur and that the land would remain as 
agricultural uses in perpetuity? If so, a discussion of the nature of the agricultural uses and a mitigation 
measure to prohibit any other development is needed. Contversely, does this statement mean that no 
development is proposed at the present time, but may/will occur at a later date? If so, then this 
document is seriously flawed and incomplete in that nc• analysis of the impacts of this future 
development is included.15 

The description goes on to state (page 2-6) that the facility is .. anticipated to be constructed to meet the J 
International Building Code.'' What does this statement mc:an? If not constructed to meet this code, 
then under what code will the Project be constructed under, if any? Please clarify. 

14 See e.g., Graton Compact Section 4.4 excerpted in Anacluneot 1 hereto for refen:nce. 
u See our comments on Section 1.2.1 and Section 2.8 re the likelihood of development on this Site. 

Page 7 of67 
OAK H4822-333S-09S7 vB 



Comment Letter A16 cont.

A16-22

A16-21

A16-27

A16-23

A16-24

A16-25

A16-26

A16-28• 

We do not believe that construction beginning in 2017 is a realistic time frame given that as of March J 
2016 tht! environmental review is pending and extensive additional federal, state and local pennits and 
approvals are required. as is described in Table 1-1, before construction could begin. Please revise this 
date. 

Table 2-1 provides a breakdown of the parking to be provided for the casino/resort. However, there is 
no mention as to what parking ratio was used to detennine whether this amount of parking is sufficient. 
See our comments on Section 3.9 below for other relevant concerns. 

The discussion of the hotel and casino mentions "a large sign will be placed near the freeway'' to 
identify the facility. However, there is no discussion anywhere within the DEIS regrurding the sign's 
location, height, materials, style (digital vs. static), illumination, etc. Further, there is no discussion of 
this sign's compatibility with local zoning regulations and no analysis about how this sign will impact 
the environment (i.e. will off-site light and flashing messages affect nearby native habitat, distract 
motorislts on Highway 99, be incompatible architecturally with the proposed and surrounding 
development, affect migrating birds, etc.?). The DEIS should be updated to analyze the impacts of this 
sign. ThJs comment is applicable to Alternatives Band Cas well. 

The DEIS uses inconsistent numbers for the Pr-oject's projected water supply demand. On pages 2-7 and 
4.3-4, the DEIS states that the estimated average daily water consumption for domestic: and landscape 
irrigatio'n needs of Alternative A is 295,000 gpd, citing DEIR Appendix I . Appendix I, however, 
focuses (as it should) on maximum or peak water demand and concludes that Alternative A will require 
maximuun daily water of 437,000 gpd for domestic and landscape irrigation needs. Appendix I also 
notes that an additional 720,000 gallons of water are Fequired for f1re protection needs at a minimum. 
Accordi.ngly, given these critical discrepancies and omissions, the DEIS' water supply impact analysis is 
incomp[ete and inadequate until accurate, complete and stable water demand information is known and 
provided. 

J 

The description of the on-site supply alternative (Option l) is unclear about the continued use of the J 
existin~; on-site wells. Will the Tribe continue farming/agricultural operations and utilize the wells or 
not? The answer significantly affects the water supply analysis throughout the document .. 

The on··site supply alternative (Option 1) also inaccurately states that water for fire protection will be 
provided by on-site wells. Appendix I provides that a f1re water storage tank of up to 20 feet high and 
110 feet in diameter would be required. The description should be revised and DEIS should analyze the 
impacts. the fire water storage tank on the environment, as no analysis was included. Additionally, the 
DEIS slilould analyze the aesthetic impacts associated with the water storage tank, and include mitigation 
measur1es to reduce the visual blight from this structure. 

The off-site supply alternative (Option 2) describes the extension of a pipe to Galt's water system. A J 
separat(~ pipe for recycled water is also mentioned. There is no discussion of the infrastructure and 
construction that would be required for either connection. Describe the sizes of the pipes and scope of 
construction required to achieve these water service connections and incorporate any mitigation 
measU!Ies that would be required. 

2..2.5 Alternative A, Wastewater Treatment and Disposal, 2-8 -Sizing the WWTP to treat the peak l 
flow assumes that no additional development will occur. However. the document is inconsistent on this 
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pomt. Either the WWTP should be sized to meet the needs of all development on the Twin Cities Site or J 
it should be conditioned to prohibit additional development This analysis would be more 
straightforward if only the needed 76 acres were being taken into trust. 

• 2.2.5 Alternative A, Memorandum of Understanding· What is the purpose of the discussion on page 
2-12 of the MOU between the Tribe, the County of Sacramento and the City of Elk Grove? Assuming 
there is some substantive reason for this discussion, why isn' t the City of Galt's MOU included as well? 

• 2.2.5 Alternative A • Best Management Practices -Alternative A incorporates "industry standard" 
Best Management Practices (BMPs). Galt has its own BMPs for construction and operation which 
incorporate state and local BMPs. We have proposed significant revisions throughout Section 5.0 to 
incorporate Galt's BMPs. These mitigation measures must be incorporated in order for the document to 
accurately state this meets industry standards and minimizes the adverse effects of development. 

2.3 Alternative B ·Reduced Intensity Twin Cities Casino and 2.4 Alterative C- Retail 

J 

Similar comments to those stated above apply to Alternatives B and C and should be cross applied throughout. J 
2.8 Alternative G- No Action 

The No Action alterative analysis is legally flawed. According to the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ), pursuant to Section 1502.14(d)~ the no action alternative analysis requires an analysis of taking no 
action compared with the effects of the proposed activity or an alternative activity to go forward. 16 Specifically, 
where a no action choice results in predictable actions by others, the consequence of the no action alternative 
must be included in the analysis. 17 Even when the alternative may be outside the jurisdiction of the BIA, it still 
must be analyzed. 18 

Here, the BIA acknowledges that the Site likely will be annexed and improved with highway commercial 
development. But, the no action alternative incorrectly assumes - without factual support- that the Twin Cities 
Site would not develop in the "near tenn" and/or that the development is not reasonably foreseeable. 19 

The likelihood of developing this site in the near tenn (absent the casino development) is supported by several 
factors, most importantly the pending annexation process which we expect to be completed this year and the 
relative lack of retail development in the City currently. 

According to data from the California State Board of Equalization, as of 2013 (the most recent year available), 
the City had just $5.65 in taxable sales per capita, the lowest of artlc incorporated city in Sacramento County and 
substantially lower than the $27.37 per capita statewide average. 0 The City has also extensively analyzed the 

16 See 46 Fed. Reg. 18026, "Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations," 
Question #3. 
17 /d. 
IS Jd. 
19 The distinction hetween short and long term for the purposes of this analysis is not defined. Given that it will likely be several years 
before the Tribe can secure all of its regulatory approvals and construction may begin, the construction phase itself wiU take at least 18 
months, and a gaming compact is valid for 20 years, the development potential of the Site under the no action alternative should be 
reviewed using this same 20 year+ timefra.me. 
10 California State Board of Equalization: http://www.boe.ca.gov/news/20 13/citv a 13.xls. 
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extent of retail leakage in the community including the Twin Cities Site.21 This data strongly suggest that the 
City is ripe for additional retail development. 

As is acknowledged on page 2-29, the Twin Cities site offers desirable access to Highway 99, has reasonable 
highway visibility, and is close to recent commercial development The Site also comes at a land cost 
advantage relative to neighboring Elk Grove to the north. For example, an examination of recent vacant land 
sales revealed that Elk Grove land costs are approximately 27% higher relative to similar sites in the City of 
Galt 22 In addition, the City currently has just 50 acres suitable for commercial development of this type. 
Additional vacant land within the City limits may become available if the proposed annexation is completed, 
however, the proposed casino site will «mjoy a cost advantage relative som·e other portions of l:he proposed 
annexation territory owing to its proximity to the City's waste water treatment plant. Sites on the east side of 
Highway 99 are expected to have higher infrastructure costs to connect to this facility. Therefore, the proposed 
casino site represents one of l:he most likely future development sites for the City. 

ln fact, the City bas planned for l:he anne:l{ation and commercial development of this site for a number of years. 
The City examined the site in the 2005 to 2008 period during its general plan evaluation. In 2009, the proposed 
casino site was added to the City's sphere of influence and in 2015 the Galt City Council initiated the 
annexation process with the Sacramento County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO). We expect 
the Council to consider approval of the formal annexation application mid-year in 2016 and for the LAFCO 
proceedings to be completed before the end of 2016. 

All of this suggests that the proposed casino site is a very likely candidate for a future retail development in l:he 
near term. Indeed. EIS Alternative C suggests just such an alternative, confirming that such a project is 
reasonably foreseeable, practical and feasible at the Site from both a technical and economic standpoint. 
The size, scope and timing of possible dt:~velopment projects is within the City's local expertise and something 
that we can further elaborate upon via a staff to staff meeting. Including an analysis of the commercial build 
out of the Twin Cities Site under the No Action Alternative is necessary to satisfy the requirements of NEPA.Z3 

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.5 BIOLOGICAL REsOURCES 

• State Listed Species, 3.5-18 to HI- The discussion of the Swainson's Hawk and Greater Sandlu1l Crane 
indicates that the nearest record of a sighting of a Swainson's Hawk in the Project vicinity is from 2003 
and that there are no records of Greater Sandhill Crane sightings within five miles of the site, and goes 
on to further speculate that the Site would not be sufficient habitat for the Greater Sandhill Crane. 
However, the biology report prepared for the project (Appendi.x L) does not analyze these species. 
Further, the City of Galt has established the Galt Swainson's Hawk Habitat Preserve to the immediate 
west of the subject site for the spedfic purpose of providing natural habitat for these species. Therefore, 
since this habitat exists immediate:ly adjacent to the site and provides habitat for such species, and since 
the project's biology report did not provide analysis about these species and the Project's potential 
impact on them, the analysis is incomplete until such studies are conducted. Refer also to the comments 
on biology in Section 4.5, below. 

11 See generally, Galt Retail Trade Area Data available online at http://www.ci.gaiLcn.us/index.a.spx?oal:!e-734: see also, Twin Cities 
Road & Highway 99 Retail Site Assessment (May· 2011) available online at 
http://www .c i. galr.ca. us~todules/ShowDocument.asolC?documentid-6848. 
12 Sales of vacant land for parcels larger lhan one acre located in proximity to Highway 99. 
13 40 CFR Section 1500.l(a) 
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3.7 SOOOECONOI\-UC CONDITIONS 

This Section is missing an analysis of tribal gaming in the vicinity of the Project sites. Othe:r environmental J 
documents for Jfee-to-trust casino projects include an analysis of nearby Indian gaming casinos.24 The data to be 
provided should include the distance from the proposed sites, the size of the facilities, the construction costs, 
numbers of patmns per day, transportation methods, casino revenues per slot and per table game: per day. 

3.8 TRANSJl'ORTATION/CIRCULATION 

• Table ~J.S-4, page 3.8-7 - As noted in the City's April 13, 2015 response to the ADEIS, the Twin J 
Cities/Carillion, Marengo and Cherokee intersections are outside the lA mile from state routes and the 
target LOS should beD, not E. Please revise the DEIS accordingly. 

3.9 LAND lJSE 

As noted in the City' s April 13, 2015 response to the ADEIS, the City has implemented a n~~w Development J 
Code, which would be used to regulate development standards for projects. 

C':--- .. t.._ '1"' •• • !-, .f"":•!- .... C'!• ..,. !,_ --• ! - •L...,. -!•• • t:-;.,... •:&...-.--- ! .... -- ~.: ••. -.-.-!-- :...t --- •;&.. ..:-- A-L- -=•- TS : ... .... ~ .:- a.L.-. 
~llli,;C U.IC ~ W IIJl ~.IUC:S JUt:: .lo:l IIVI. lll UJC I,;U)' l.llJJJl;) Ult::lt:: .1;) UU ~.IL)' GUIUU!; lUCUU~Yill!; Ult:: :SUe. ll ll Wt::Ie lll We 

city limits, the: most likely zoning would be Highway Commercial (HC), consistent with similarly located 
properties localted along Highway 99 and designated as Commercial on the City's General Plant Land Use Map. 
However, it should be noted that the casino would not be a permitted use. There is no zone: within the City 
limits that permits a gaming operation. Thus Alternatives A and B conflict with the City's land use plans and 
policies. 

The DEIS laclks site detail, including, but limited to, landscape plans, floor plans, lighting photo metrics, J 
pedestrian and bicyclist access and parking, utility plans, and building elevations along with color and material . 
. As a result, a detailed analysis of how the site conforms to the City Development Code cannot be accomplished. 
However, based on the provided information, the following is an initial analysis of the casino being located in a 
HC zone. 

Maximum Hei:gh! 

The proposed 12-story hotel significantly exceeds the 50-foot height maximum in the HC zone. In fact, this J 
height is in ex1:ess of the height limits in every zone and would not he compatible with any other development 
in the City or iJn the vicinity of the Site. 

Parking 

The DEIS proposes three alternatives for development of the Twin Cities Site. Alternative A includes the 
casino, hotel, tretail, personal services, a variety of restaurants, and other non-detailed uses. The total square 
feet in this scenario is 601,780 and the total number of off street parking is 3,500 spaces (including employee 
parking). The City does not have a parking calculation for a casino. However, estimating one space per 200 
square feet (gr•:>ss) for all of the site uses, the total parking requirement would be 3,009 spaces. The site appears 
to be adequatelly parked in this scenario. 

Aiternative B includes the same uses above without the hoteL The total developed squar1e footage equals l 
292,775. The parking requirement using the same one space per 200 square feet (gross) totals 1,464 off street 

24 See Graton FEIS. Section 3.0, pg. 3.7- 13 et seq. 
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A16-46

A16-47

A16-48

A16-49

parking spaces. The parking layout for Alterative B is the same as Alternative A at 3,500 spaces. Therefore, in J 
this scenario the site is over parked and not maldng best use of available land. 

Alternative C includes a variety of commercial uses without the hotel and casino. In this scenario, the proposal 
includes a total of 686,000 square feet of commercial use. The total proposed parking is 3,320 spaces. The 
requirement, using one space per 200 square feet (gross) totals 3,430 spaces. Consequently, the site is under 
parked. However, due to the size of the parcel and the potential for the development of a variety of uses that, 
other than the anchor uses, have not been identified, the parking ratio required for Alternative C could vary 
greatly. 

• Table 3.9-2 City of Galt Applicable General Plan Strategies and Policies - While Table 3.9-2 
contains a fairly comprehensive list of policies that are applicable to the proposed Project, the following 
policies should also be discussed within the Table, as they a:[e also applicable to the proposed Project: 
LU-1.1-b(l), LU-1.8, C-1.2, C-4.1, C-4.4, C-4.7, COS-2.1, COS-7,3, COS-7.23, ED-1.1, ED-1.2, ED-
3.3, ED-3.4, PFS-1.11, PFS-2.5, PFS-2.7, PFS-2.9, PFS-2. 13, PFS-3.8, PFS-4.4, PFS-4.6, PFS-11.2, SS-
4.5 and SS-4.6. 

• Page 3.9-10 - A discussion of a land evaluation and site assessment system to establish a Farmland J 
ConveiSion L-npact Rating (FCIR) score is provided; howe·ver, the actuai score(s) of the Site is not 
provided. Therefore. it is not possible to ascertain how the FClR score is applicable to the Site and 
whether further evaluation is required. 

3.10 PuBLIC SERVICES 

• 3.10.1 Water Suppl~, 3-10·1 -The DEIS uses inconsistent descriptions of the number of City wells. J 
Please correct and revtse. 

• 3.10.2 Wastewater Services, 3.10-4 - Please revise the description to make dear that new development J 
is always required to construct the sanitary sewer collection system components associated with their 
projects. 

• 3.10.3 Solid Waste Services, 3.10·6- Please update the description of the City's franchise agreement J 
with CWRS to reflect that the agreement bas been extended to February 28, 2019. 

• 3.10.4 Law Enforcement, 3.10-7 - Please include the location of the nearest Sacramento County J 
Sheriffs Department (SCSD) substation to the Twin Cities Site and include standard response times for 
priority calls so that an accurate comparison of services can be made between Galt Police Department 
and SCSD. 

• 3.10.8 Libraries and Parks, 3.10-12- Please include the folUowing information in the document about J 
the City's visitor serving amenities. The City's park to resident ratio is 3.24 persons/household I 1,000 x 
5 acres. A list of parks along with their amenities. is providled below. The City also bas the Littleton 
and Cbabolla Community Centers available to the community. 
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3.11 NOISE 

• Table 3.11-7 - Indicate in the title of Table 3.11-7 that the table pertains to the City of Galt Noise J 
Element (similar to how Table 3.11-6 was titled). 

3.13 AEsTHETICS 

• 3.13.2 Twin Cities Site - Alternatives A, 8 and C - Within the list of City of Galt General Plan J 
policies (page 3.13-3), add Policy CC-1.10, art in public places. 

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

• General Comment - As noted above, the discussions of the environmental consequences for 
Alternatives A, B and C only pertain to the buildout of 76 of the overall 282 acres at the: Twin Cities Site 
proposed to be taken into trust. While the DEIS alternatively states that the remaining acres would 
continue to be used for agricultural purposes or not be developed, there is no discussion of whether this 
would be in perpetuity. It is also unclear whether portions of the remaining acreage may be used for 
other uses, such as wastewater treatment areas (see discussion below). Additionally, no discussion of 
the environmental consequences associated with development of the remaining acreage (on project
specific and cumulative levels) is provided in the DEIS. notwithstanding the fact that the document 
acknowledges commercial development is likely, which is consistent with the City's evidence. 
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Consequently, the DEIS is flawed because it contains an incomplete analysis of the potential J 
environmental consequences that may occur with buildout of the 282-acre Twin Cities Site. 

• GeneraJ Comment- Section 4.0 fails to clearly state the threshold of significance I significance criteria 
for each impact type. As a result, the conclusions that a particular impact is less than significant are 
meaningless, because the criteria against which an impact is being measured has not been made clear. 
Significant revisions to Section 4.0 are needed to show how substantial the various impacts are in 
relationship to both the baseline environment and the threshold of significance. 

4.2 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

• 4.2.1 Alternative A -Site Topog:raphy, 4.2-1 - The discussion on page 4.2-1 of Alternative A's site 
topography indicates that approximately 620,000 cubic yards (cy) of fill would be required for the site. 
Page 2-11 indicates that 640,000 cy of fill is necessary according to Appendix J . Please reconcile these 
numbers. The discussion further !indicates that only 16,000 cy of fill may be available from on-site 
excavation of the two detention polllds. As a result, a significant amount of fill would need to come from 
"other locations" on the Twin Citi•es Site or imported from off-site locations. Please specify where the 
fill would come from and analyze the impact thereof. 

The discussion on page 4.2-1 provides that the grading and fill efforts would not be anticipated to result 
in significant impacts to geology, air quality, biological resources or "other areas." This is wholly 
inadequate for several reasons. First, what is meant by "other areas''? Second, none of the text or figures 
included in the DEIS or its appendices indicate where this soil needed for fill will be excavated from on 
the Site or, alternatively, where it would be imported from beyond the Site. Assuming the fill comes 
from the southern portion of the Site, the disturbance of this area will be much larger than shown on 
Figures l, 2 and 3 in Appendix K The lowering of the Site, would impact existing drainage patterns, 
water and air quality and biological resources. Thus, there are no facts to support the conclusion that 
this excavation is harm.les& Third, the math is incomplete as 620,000 cf .of needed fill minus the 16,000 
cf of soil excavated to create the drainage basins equals a total need for 604,000 cf of fill , not 304,000 cf 
as stated in the DEIS. Even if 304,000 cf of fill is somehow shown to be the correct amount of fill 
required, this is still very significant as this would require 60,800 truck trips (30,400 trucks (carrying 10 
cf of soil) x 2 trips (delivery and r~eturn). And, if 604,000 cf of soil is required as it appears, then those 
truck trips would essentially be doubled. Fourth, since there has been no plan provided for the 
development of the remaining 206 acres beyond the casino portion and consequently, no analysis bas 
been provided regarding impacts o•n the remainder of the 282-acre site, there are no facts to support the 
conclusion that this excavation is harmless. 

Presently, the analysis is incomplete and flawed for those numerous reasons. In addition to impacting 
the DEIS' analysis of geology and soils and construction water quality impacts, these inadequacies 
clearly extend into the impact analyses for biological resources, air quality and traffic to name a few, 
especially if significant quantities of fill are needed to be imported from off site. The revised drainage 
study must be completed to satisfy the "bard look" requirements of NEP A. 

4.3 WATER REsOURCES 

• 4.3.1 Alternative A, Wastewater ·- On-Site Treatment & Disposal (Option 1), 4.3-3 

The DEIS' discussion of the on··Site treatment and disposal option is inadequate. Because no soil 
analysis bas been performed, the DEIS does not and cannot accurately describe the amount of 
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agricultural land that would be converted to subsurface disposal facilities.25 Consequently, the DEIS J 
does not and cannot fully and fairly evaluate the impacts associated with construction and operation of 
such facilities (laying of underground piping and the construction of underground inflltration 
chambers).26 

The EIS should be revised to evaluate the Project water demand with respect to hourly, druly, and J 
monthly peak demands as well as comparing these estimates with other similar projects. 

The discussion of Option 1 states that the Twin Cities Site has over 80 acres of land that potentially 
could be ·used for wastewater disposal. This is a vague statement. Since there is allegedly no plan for 
the buildout of the entire 282·acre site, and since no analysis of the environmental cons:equences related 
to the buildout of the site has been provided within the DEIS, it is not possible at this time to detennine 
the significance of the statement regarding using up to 80 acres of land for wastewater disposal on this 
site. Nor is there any indication of which acres ofland are eligible, how much of this acreage would be 
needed or to what extent this acreage would be affected by the extensive excavation needed to provide 
fill for the development. 

The DEIS does not properly analyze the interrelationship between the Tribe's wastewater disposal and 
the groundwater impacts, particularly as it relates to the City's WWTP permitting requirements. 
Pursuant to the tenns of its operating pennits, the City must monitor groundwater conditions 
surrounding the WWTP and changes in the immediate groundwater could impact the City's ability to 
continue its current treatment/disposal processes. Thus, a comprehensive analysis is nt:eded to evaluate 
the impacts of Option 1 on the City's current treabnent/disposal processes. The sltudy should also 
identify feasible mitigation measures, which the Tribe should be required to implement. 

Based on our reading of the DEIS and all appendices related to wastewater treatment, up to 3 separate 
above· ground tanks will be required for the on·site wastewater treatment option · one fm recycled water 
use at casino site, one for treated effluent disposal via subsurface (leach field) and surface (spray) 
discharge, and one for biosolids to be trucked and disposed of at a landfill accepting lbiosolids. Given 
the restrictions on surface spray discharge of wastewater during the rainy months, tht~ treated effluent 
disposal tank will need to hold 550,000 gallons. None of the figures in the DEIS slbow where these 
tanks will be located or analyze their impacts. 

Another aspect of on-site wastewater service that the DEIS fails to address is the lack of regulatory J 
oversight over such facilities. Local governments do not have jurisdiction and the state,' s role is limited. 
In some cases, under the terms of the gaming compact, the state can only investigate in the absence of 
regular federal inspections, which means the state has no ability to inspect to ensure th(: on·site facilities 
are not a threat to public health. 27 

• 4.3.1 Alternative A, Wastewater- Off-Site Treatment and Disposal (Option 2), 4.3·4 

The discussion of the off-site wastewater treatment option - connection to the City 'WWTP - does not 
adequately analyze impacts associated with construction or operation of the proposed F'roject. especially 
impacts associated with construction of infrastructure to extend wastewater facilities to the Twin Cities 
Site. Instead, the DEIS concludes this option would have no potential significant impac:t based solely on 
the fact that the City~s WWTP treats and discharges effluent pursuant to an approved NPDES pennil. 

25 See DEIS 2-8to 2.10. 
26 See DEIS at2.2-5 and 4.3-J. 
21 

See "Gambling in the Golden State," pg. 76 available online at hnp://oag.ca.!!:ov/sites/aiVfileslmrweb/pdfsl!:mmb Jing/GS98.pdf 
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Current Jpennitting compliance does not avoid environmental impacts so the conclusion Clf no significant J 
impact is not supported by the evidence in the record. 

The DEI:S does not contain any discussion of the impacts associated with the constructio:n and operation 
of the wastewater treatment infrastructure that would be required to make this trJeatment option 
feasible. 28 For example, one of the two options for extending wastewater delivery pipes from the casino 
to the Ci.ty's WWTP would require a new 3,600 or 4,200 foot pipe to be constructed underground in the 
center of the Twin Cities Site (referred to as Drainage 3 in Figure 3.5-1). What impacts will thls have? 

The wastewater infrastructure needs of the Twin Cities Site alternatives for both collection and treatment 
will vary based upon the Project timing, volume and loading. Because the Project's peak sewage 
(average: 230,000 to peak 300,000 gallons per day), would bring the plant close to its current 3.0 million 
gallons 1per day (MGD) capacity under current service demands, if other development projects come 
online before this Project (which is likely given the extensive permitting and approval1~rocess that the 
Tribe m.ust complete prior to construction), servicing the Twin Cities Site may trigger the need to 
expand 1the WWTP. Because the WWTP may not have the capacity to accept Project flows without 
expansion. this impact must be considered significant. 

The DE!!S also fails to make clear that if the Tribe disposes of wastewater off-site to the City's WWTP, 
the Tribt~ would be required to extend from existing service in a manner that is consistent: with the City's 
Master Plan and pay the appropriate connection fees for regional Master Plan improvements and 
ongoing service fees for wastewater treatment and recycled water and fair share costs of future 
expansion/improvements. 

The DEIS must analyze, mitigate and monitor the effects of implementing the off-site water supply 
improvements with the rest of the proposed Project and may not simply note that these Project elements 
are nece:ssary and will be built, while leaving proper environmental analysis to some future time and 
other parties. This is particularly true, here, where the DEIS purports to also be a TEIR!fPED. 

• 4.3.1 Alternative A, Groundwater, On-Site Water Supply (Option 1), 4.3-4 

The DE'IS does not fully inform the public and decision makers regarding the proposed Project's water 
usage and the consequences of such usage. There are critical discrepancies and omissions, described in 
this section below, that make the DEIS's water supply impact analysis incomplete and in1adequate. 

While the DEIS discusses the water usage for operation of the casino complex under Option 1 (the use 
of water drawn from the Consumnes Aquifer via on-site wells), it does not disclose the amount of water 
that wiUI be used during project construction. 29 

With relipect to potential impacts to groundwater and neighboring wells, the DEIS essentially concludes 
on page: 4.3-5, based on analysis in Appendix K (groundwater study) there will be no impact, or, if 
anything, a beneficial impact, because Project water demand will be less than current agricultural water 
use at the TS site. The DEIS, however, fails to support this conclusion because it does not ever make a 
direct/appropriate comparison of existing use versus Project water demand. 

Specific:ally, the DEIS states that the current agricultural water use at the Twin Cities Site is 933 gallons 
per minute, hut that agriculturai water use caicuiation oniy covers the irrigation months (June-

uSee DEIS 5-26. 
19 See DEIS at 4.3-4 to 43-5. 
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September) and is based not on actual water usage data for the site, but rather, on an estimate based on 
types of crops grown on the site (com and alfalfa) and crop water consumption rates.30 Because the 
DEIS has provided no information on water usage for the remaining 8 months of the year, it impossible 
to determine whether the Project, on average, will actually use less water than is currently used on-site 
for crop growing. With respect to this critical estimate, Appendix K expressly notes as follows - .. this 
estimate, and all subsequent calculations based on it, was performed using very rough numbers, has a 
large margin for error, and is onJy intended for impact analysis and general planning purposes." Thus, 
the document itself acknowledges the lack of reliability of this information. Also, the existing 
agricultural operations would not use 933 gallon per minute for 24 hours a day for four months. A more 
accurate compadson would be to identify the total amount of water used on an annuai basis for each use 
for an accurate comparison, i.e. , acre feet per year. 

The DEIS also uses inconsistent numbers for the Project' s projected water supply demand. On page 4.3· 
4, the DEIS states that the estimated average daily water consumption for domest~c and landscape 
inigation needs of Alternative A is 295,000 gpd, citing Appendix l Appendix I, however, focuses as it 
should on maximum or peak water demand and concludes that Alternative A will require maximum 
daily water of 437,000 gpd for domestic and landscape irrigation needs. 

Moreover, while the DEIR is silent as to water required for fire protection needs, Appendix I notes that J 
an additional 720,000 gallons of water are required for fire protection needs at a minimum, and that a 
fire water storage tank of up to 20 feet high and 110 feet in diameter would be required. 

Further, the DEIS is inconsistent about the use of the remaining 208 acres, but does describe the land as 
remaining in agricultural use. This additional water demand is unaccounted for in the DEIS's analysis 
of Alternatives A, B and C. CenainJy the combination of agricultural use plus Project use cannot be 
characterized as an insignificant impact or beneficial. 

The EIS should be revised to include a comprehensive study of Option 1 including an evaluation of the 
Project water demand with respect to hourly, daily, and monthly peak demands as well as comparing 
these estimates with other similar projects and an analysis of the impacts of meeting this demand on the 
existing aquifer over the various development phases from pre-construction to buildout. The study 
should also identify feasible mitigation measures, which the Tribe should be required to implement. 

As described above, the DEIS also fails to acknowledge that the City's wastewater treatment/disposal 
system will be impacted by the onsite system. The City currently monitors groundwater conditions 
surrounding the WWTP in accordance with the related permits. Any on-site treatment/disposal by the 
Project will impact the immediate groundwater and may impact the City's ability to continue its current 
treatment/disposal processes. The DEIS is incomplete without a comprehensive study to identify 
groundwater impacts of on-site treatment/disposal and its effect on City's continued WWTP operation 
under its pennits. 

The water supply impact analysis also fails to provide the type of analysis of a formal water supply 
assessment that evaluates whether the projected water supply for the next 20 years- based on normal, 
single dry, and multiple dry years - will meet the demand projected for the Project, plus existing and 
planned future use, including agricultural and manufacturing uses. In this time of protracted drought 
and continued exclusive reliance on groundwater, these issues must be analyzed in order to take the 
required "hard look" under NEPA and inform the public regarding the potentially significant impacts of 
the Project. Funher, because this document purports to be a TEIR/fPED, under SB 610 and 221, this 

30 See DEIS at 4.3-4. 
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level of analysis is mandatory. A Water Supply Assessment in compliance with California Water Code J 
Section L0910-10915, that evaluates the groundwater impact of a project of this size when there are 
multiple dry years needs to be prepared. 

In sum, the DEIS' groundwater supply impact analysis is at best confusing, and at worst incorrect A 
direct comparison of historical water use versus Project water demand, using equal units of 
measurement (i.e., average gallons per day or acre feet per y,ear) and accounting for all water uses (i.e. 
Project uses, fire water, and continued ag uses) needs to be presented to adequately inform the public 
and conduct impact analysis. 

• 4.3.1 Alternative A, Groundwater, Off-Site Water Supply (Option 2), 4.3-5 

The Draft EIS' discussion of water supply Option 2 (use of water provided by the City) is highly 
speculative in nature. As noted above in our comments on Option 1, the water needed for the project 
has not been sufficiently identified in the DEIS. 

The DEIS also does not discuss the infrastructure that would be required to connect the Project to the 
City water service system and does not discuss the physical impacts associated with such infrastructure 
construction and operation. Instead, in Appendix I (page 391), it describes preparing an analysis of the 
City's system to identify the required facilities, execution of a Utility Service Agreement with the City, 
payment of connection fees and monthly water rates (including a 25 percent Out of City Surcharge), and 
providing financing to the City for the construction of the: site specific facilities (probably a well, 
treatment system, storage ta.nk. and transmission mains). This analysis cannot be deferred to some later 
time, particularly if this document is meant to satisfy the requiiements of a TEIR!fPED. 

For the City and Tribe to negotiate and reach an agreement for the City to provide water service to the 
Site, an environmental impact analysis is a prerequisite. 

• 4.3.1 Alternative A, Groundwater, Groundwater Recharge~, 4.3-S 

The Draft ElS contains a single paragraph relating to groundwater recharge on page 4.3-5. The 
discussion in this paragraph contains no quantitative analysis or explanation to support the conclusion 
that converting 63 acres of permeable surfaces to impermeable surfaces will have no appreciable impact 
on groundwater recharge. To satisfy the ''hard look" rc:quirement under NEPA, the potentially 
significant impact of the Project on groundwater recharge mtlst be analyzed. Even if, after undenaking 
such analysis, it is detennined that the impact would be less than significant, to minimize impacts, the 
BIA should require all runoff to be required to be treated by appropriate stormwater BMPs. 

4.4 AIR QUALITY 

• Alternatives A and B include a casino that will essentially double the daily population of the small Galt 
community in a day or two, increasing traffic congestio1n and air pollution. According to other 
communities with casinos, deterioration of air quality in the vicinity of gaming and resort projects is a 
significant issue that is largely unaddressed, and the major road improvements needed to ~revent 
development of air pollution ''hot spots" take years to construct, under the best of circumstances. 1 This 
document needs to analyze and mitigate these impacts. 

31 See "Gambling in the Golden State," pg. 76 available online at http:l/oa!!.ca.l!ov/!;ite$/ull/files/agweb/pdfs/!!ambling/GS98.odf. 
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4.5 BIOLOGICAL REsOURCES 

• As noted above in our comments on Section 3.5, the DEIS failed to recognize the neighboring Galt J 
Swainson's Hawk Habitat Preserve to the immediate west of the subject site that provides natural habitat 
for both the Swainson' s hawk and the Greater Sandhill Crane. Appendix L, the biology report, failed to 
analyze these species. 

• Page 4.5·4 identifies the Site as suitable foraging habitat for both Swainson's hawk and the Greater 
Sandhill Crane. The discussion identifies that the southern portion of the site will n:main as suitable 
foraging habitat and notes that the Swainson's hawk mitigation. in conjunction wilth the mitigation 
measures for migratory birds and maintenance of the non-developed portions of the site, would reduce 
the impacts to less than significant levels. Mitigation measures in Section 5.5.1 include pre-construction 
surveys for nesting migratory birds and light and glare; however, mitigation is not included for foraging 
habitat and mitigation specific to Swainson's hawk. In addition, avoidance of remaining habitat does 
nothing to mitigate the habitat lost due to development. Consequently, the DEIS in not accurate with 
regard to reducing impacts on Swainson's hawk to less than significant levels. 

• Further, the DEIS failed to analyze numerous aspects of the Project in Alternatives A, B, and C, as J 
described herein such as the extensive grading that may take place to produce tht! fill needed for 
development, the above ground storage tanks, and large freeway sign which may be digital or 
illuminated. These elements of the plan could also affect sensitive species and require analysis and 
mitigation. 

• The Greater Sandhill Crane discussion notes that !he site provides winter foraging habitat and that the 
mitigation measures recommended for Swainson's hawk and nesting migratory birds i:n Section S.S, as 
well as the avoidance of the remaining foraging habitat reduced the impact to less than significant levels. 
Again, !l'itigation specific to Swainscn·~ hawk is net included and avoidai1Ce of remaliuing habitat does 
nothing to mitigate the habitat lost due to development. 

• Additionally, the discussions regarding the Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp, Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp, 
Giant Garter Snake, Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle and Tricolored Blackbird all indicate that the 
respective habitats for these species will be maintained by avoidance of development on these portions 
of the 282-acre Twin Cities site. However, as noted above, and in the letter regarding tlhe ADEIS dated 
April 13, 2015, there is no guarantee that these portions of the site will be kept in their current 
agricultural state. ·.If they are to be developed in the future, as both the DEIS and City ~~vidence show is 
likely, then the statements contained in the DEIS are inaccurate and misleading. Furthe1r, if development 
on the remaining 206 acres of the Twin Cities site is to occur, then the DEIS is lacking any discussion 
about the site-specific and cumulative impacts of such development on biological resow:ces. 

4.7 SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

• General comment - The DEIS fails to analyze the impacts of putting the 282-acre Twin Cities Site into 
trust by not providing an analysis of revenues and jobs generated, taxes paid, ere. under the no action 
alternative in which the land remains within the City's sphere and is annexed and built out per the City's 
General Plan and Development Code. The reasons this development is reasonably foreseeable in the 
near tenn are discussed above in our comments on Section 2.8 regarding Alternative G. Further, since 
the DEIS does not include a discussion of the plans for the development of the remainung 206 acres of 
the Twin Cities Site, it is not possible to determine at this time the effect development of this Site with 
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commercial uses would have on other commercial sites within the City. This includes undeveloped sites J 
as well as existing centers wherein existing business may be lured to new locations on the Twin Cities 
site, thus leaving vacancies elsewhere in the City. 

• General comment - The Fiscal Effects discussion lists revenues anticipated to be generated by the 
Project, including from property taxes, in some sections, but then counters this in other sections. A 
concise discussion of which revenue sources will and will not occur because the land is put into trust 
should be included to fairly infonn 1the public about these impacts. J 

• Page 4.7-9 and 4.7-10- The DEIS: states there will be a fiscal impact from the "Counties' and City of J 
Galt's evaluation of Alternative A." What is meant by this statement? Define "evaluation" and explain 
what incremental costs. are contemplated. 

• 

• 

Summary of Economic Effects, p1. 4.7-16- The last sentence is inconclusive based upon the lack of J 
analysis noted above. 

General Comment - The DEIS aclknowledges that there are a relatively large number of casinos in the 
area (4.7-22), yet fails to analyze wltlether adding another casino would result in market saturation and/or 
siphoning off of patrons from tihose neighboring casinos such that it negatively impacts those 
communities/tribes. Without this wnalysis, it is not possible to detennine whether the casino alternatives 
will produce the claimed benefits and meet the purpose and needs of the Tribe. 

• Substitution Effects, Alternatives A, B and C, 4.7-6 et seq. - The EIS does not adequately address 
substitution effects from non-casino businesses, which will result in reduced economic activity and tax 
revenues for the City. 

• 

The report identifies substitution e·ffects on competing local casinos, however, concludes that because 
st:-.1dies regarding effects on non-caHino businesses are ineonciusive, there witi not be negative effects on 
other local businesses such as hotels, restaurants, retailers, and entertainment related businesses. This 
ignores the basic principle that pi!ltrons have a finite amount of money they will spend on hotels, 
restaurants, retail and entertainmentt and introducing a new venue will necessarily come at the cost of 
other venues. Specifically, under Alternatives A and B, at least some portion of the Project's restaurant 
and spa business would come at the~ expense of local restaurant and entertainment businesses in the City. 
Under Alternative C, a substantial portion of the increased retail activity at the site would come at the 
expense of Galt retailers and other businesses. 

These economic losses would resul£ in reduced taX and other revenues for the City. These negative 
effects must be netted against any increases in tax revenues stemming from the economic activity 
generated by the casino or shopping center. 

Substitution Effects, Alterative C, 4.7·36 et seq. · The substitution effects from Alternative Con local l 
retail businesses are detennined to be a significant impact; however, no mitigation is proposed, contrary 
to the requirements of NEPA.32 

32 See 46 Fed. Reg. 18026, "Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations," 
Question #19. "Mitigation measures must be considered even for impacts that by themselves would not be considered 'significant.' 
Once a proposal is considered as a whole to have significant effects, all of its specific effects on the environment (whether or not 
'significant') must be considered, and mitigation m•~asures must be developed where it is feasible to do so." 
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There is a finite amount of retail that can be developed and absorbed within a given market area 
Development of the retail center on tribal land would preclude the development of similar retail centers 
in the City, thereby depriving the City of planned for and much needed tax and oth•er revenue from 
future commercial development necessary to support City services. As noted in the City's April 13, 
2015 response to the ADEIS, mitigation should be provided, including a requiremen1t that the Tribe 
negotiate an agreement and make payments to the City to make the City whole. Mitigation measures 
must be proposed to minimize the impacts of the substitution effects on local businesses. 

• General Comment - Substitution Effects - Alternatives A, B and C - Since it is unknown what the 
Tribe intends to do with the 206 acre remainder of the 282 acres they are seeking to place into trust, it is 
possible that additional commercial development within the remainder of the 282 actres of trust land 
would also have significant impacts. However, since the DEIS does not address auy plans for the 
remainder of the site, it is impossible to ascertain the exact level of impact at this time.. In light of the 
known potential impacts of Alternative C, and the potential impacts from future development of the 
remainder of the Twin Cities Site, mitigation is needed since the majority of any lost revenue from the 
substitution effects and the elimination of development potential by removing the property from the 
City's sphere of influence/incorporated boundaries and placing it into trust would impact the City. If, as 
the DEIS states, the remainder would not be developed, a mitigation measure precluding development 
thereon is necessary. The DEIS needs to be clear whether agricultural uses would continue or whether 
the land would be converted to open space or some other use. 

• General Comment - Fiscal Effects, Alternatives A, B & C • Fiscal effects of Alternatives A, B, and C 
are not adequately identified; these effects must be disaggregated in order to make a determination as to 
whether the impacts on specific local jurisdictions are significant. 

The DEIS indicates (pages ES - 28, 4.7-11, 4.7-31, 4.7-38, etc.) that the lost property taxes resulting 
from the transfer of the proposed Twin Cities Site into trust would be more than offset by additional tax. 
revenues generated for state and local governments from economic activity associated vvith construction 
and operation of the proposed casino. HoweverJ the fiscal effects of the proposed devt:lopment are not 
separately identified in the report. Neither the amount of the property tax loss, nor the amounts of 
additional revenue accruing to each local jurisdiction is presented. 

Furthermore, no estimate is made of the lost revenues to the City should the Twi1n Cities Site be 
prevented from being developed as currently envisioned in the City's General Plan. This should be the 
basis for any calculation of the net fiscal effect of the Project. Mitigation should be paid to the City for 
lost property taxes, sales taxes, transient occupancy taxes, assessments and fees resulting from ·the 
removal of the Twin Cities Site from the City's tax base (in addition to any revenue losses stemming 
from the substitution of local economic activity from current businesses to the casino). 

Because of the lack of such disaggregated estimates, it is not possible to determine from the report 
whether the lost property and sales taxes and other fiscal effects of the proposed casino1 would be offset 
by the increased revenues stemming from the casino development. 

The EIS should separately identify not just the total amount of tax. revenue accruing to all jurisdictions, 
but the specific amounts accruing to each individual jurisdiction, including the City of Galt. 

• Fiscai Effects, Aiterative A - The Environmental Effect discussion acknowledges that it is unknown l 
whether any positive tax revenues would outweigh the increased costs of the Project (see e.g. Table ES-
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1, ES-28). Without factual support, however, it concludes there would be a less than significant net 
fiscal impact. There is no evidence to support this conclusion. 

As is described in detail in our comments on the Appendices below, there is substantial evidence to 
show that the fiscal benefits of Alternative A are overstated and the costs are understated or ignored. 
Again, this requires a finding of a significant impact and appropriate mitigation. 

• Fiscal Effects, Alternatives A, B and C - In spite of the fact that the report recognizes the likely 
development of the site (see e.g., ES-4 and Alternative G), which is reasonably fores~eable in the near 
term (see our comments on Alternative G), no mitigation measures are included to compensate the City 
for the loss of revenues that would result should the parcels comprising the site be placed into trust, 
thereby foreclosing the opportunity for alternative development of the Site. This Site, wlhen annexed and 
fully developed, would generate a substantial amount of additional taxes, assessments, fees for the City. 
A substantial fraction of this revenue would be lost to the City in the event that the land is placed into 
trust. These lost revenues constitute a significant fiscal impact on the City. The level of significance 
before mitigation should be identified as significant. 

The mitigation measure discussion should be updated to differentiate between the County and City as 
well as to reflect that the payments made pursuant to intergovernmental agreements do not simply 
"provide support for" public services and benefits (see Table ES-1), but are obligations required by the 
Compact to offset the off-site impacts of the Project. 

• Fiscal Effects, Alternatives A, B and C - The Project will have numerous direct and indirect fiscal 
impacts on the City not accounted for in the DEIS. For example, the casino will drive out some 
established local businesses and attract other gambling-linked businesses, such as payday lenders, pawn 
shops, auto title lenders, and check cashing stores. As a result, moratoriums, land use sttudies and zoning 
changes will be necessary to respond to this new demand. 33 The City will also ne.ed to develop a 
comprehensive sign program for the Project and contingency plans for dealing with traffic congestion 
and increased levels of law enforcement deployment, particularly during the opening and special events 
at the casino. Additionally, there will be increased usage of City parks and recreation facilities, and 
increased maintenance and care of these facilities will be required. The City will need to dedicate staff 
time to administer the terms of the various service and mitigation agreements with the Tribe and fulfill 
the various inspection, reporting and monitoring requirements. In light of these examples, mitigations 
must be imposed requiring the Tribe to offset these impacts via payments and other af:firmative actions 
made under an agreement with the City. 

• General Comment, Fiscal Effects, Alterative B-C - Similar comments to those made above for 
Alternative A apply to Alternatives B & C. To summarize, the environmental E:ffect discussion 
acknowledges even less new tax revenue from these alternatives, with an increase in costs, but again 
fails to conclude there would be a significant net fiscal impact. The effects should be identified as 
significant, the impacts on the City should be differentiated, and mitigation measures should reflect the 
requirement that the fiscal effects on local government be fully offset. 

• Cumulative Effects - Socioeconomic Conditions, Alternatives A- C • The envir~;>nmental effects l 
discussion acknowledges the impacts of the Project on the local labor market, housing, problem 
gambling and other governmental impacts. Yet, without factual support concludes lhese cumulative 
effects would be insignificant for Alternatives A and B due to existing economic and housing capacity 

33 See e.g., ''Rohnen Park officials prepare for casino growing pains" article in the Press Democrat available onlim! at: 
http://www. oressdemocrat.com/csp/mediapool/~jtes!Press Democrut/News/storv.csp ?cjd-2120 I 20&sid=55 5& fid= ll81 
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regionally. For the reasons stated in this letter, Alternatives A and B should also show significant J 
impacts both before and after mitigation. Mitigation measures should be required for Alternatives A, B 
and C, to ensure the fiscal effects on local government are minimized. 

Employment 

• Employment {operation), 4.7-54 -55 -This section is incomplete. Additional analysis is needed to J 
detennine the impacts based upont the buildout of the resort casino plus the remainder of the 282-acre 
Site if in trust in comparison to if the Site were built out per the City's General Plan and Development 
Code. 

Social Effects 

• General Comment - Please refer to our comments on Appendix N, below for a detailed critique on the 
analysis done. In sum, we find the socioeconomic analysis to be fatally flawed, which makes the 
analysis in Section 4.7 and the mitigation measures in Section 5.7 incomplete and inadequate. 

A socioeconomic analysis that is more balanced and relevant to the Project was recently incorporated 
~ 1'\f'n fl"' l:;'Cl~ ;1"\,. tJ.-o ,-:,.'l._t""" ("',"'.;.,..,, ~ .... D-h-.o..t o,.. .. l ,. 34 n"' .. •1... .... ... .. -~ • .J: .... , ___ , 1 ........ -- ~-------- .. -- ----!--1 • .-v .... L ..... v lVl u .... uunvu 'r<&o>~.I.IU Ul 1'-UUIJ ... J.~ 1 CU.l\. . l""Cl Ullll :Jluuy, lUI,;i:U li1W ClUVli.:C:UlC:lll agcrtl.:lCS 

report that the typical crimes and/or calls for service that have increased following a casino opening 
include, but are not limited to: driving under the influence, personal robbery, credit card fraud, 
burglaries, auto thefts, traffic collisions, thefts from vehicles/businesses disorderly conduct and assault, 
nighttime prowlers and suspicious personsJ fraud and embezzlement, graffiti/vandalism and false 
alarms.35 This link to serious criimes is also acknowledged in a report requested by the California 
Attorney General. 36 The increase in crime often occurs after a lag of several years, consistent with the 
theoretical predictions of the role of problem and pathological gamblers. 37 

A revised analysis of the impacts of the Wilton casino on crime is necessary in order to accurately and 
adequately evaluate the extent of 1tbe socioeconomic impacts and reformed mitigation measures will be 
necessary. 

• General Comment - The DEIS can and should provide infonnation on the types of additional law 
enforcement services and infrastructure that will be needed by local agencies as a result of the proposed 
Project This would include, but not be limited to, information about the proportionate responsibility for 
response to the Site based upon mutual aid and service agreements; the number of new officers required 
to serve the development; the new vehicles and equipment required to provide law enforcement services; 
the need for a new substation artd the costs and environmental impacts of that infrastructure. The 
proposed Project would double U1e City's daily population in a day or two, drawing the public to a 
gambling venue that promotes alcohol consumption and is primarily accessed by cars. This is a recipe 

34 See Graton Casino FEIR, Appendix N, Socio-E<:onomic Impact Study for the Proposed Graton Rancheria HoteVCasino Project 
available online at http://er.uoneis.com/documents/draft eis/files/appendices/vol2/ Appendi:<. N.pdf. See page 52 e1 seq. and 
Appendix F: Crime Survey Summary. 
Js As predicted by the Graton FEIS and the studies referenced therein, notwithstanding mitigation efforts, Rohnert Park's crime rates 
have spiked since the opening of the casino in its community, with a distinct increase in these aforementioned types of crimes in the 
precinct that includes the casino property. See Rohnert Park Public Safety Annual Report on Crime available online at: 
http://rpcitv.routicu.-;.cortliYletaViewer.php?view id=3&clip id~694&meta id:::;57221 . 
36 See "Gambling in the Golden State: 1998 Forwa..rd" (May 2006) available online at 
hup://oag.ca.eov/sitesl311/tiles/3.gweblpdfs/!!ambling/GS98.odf 
37 See "The Curious Case of Casinos and Crimes" (March 2001) available online at http://uss
mass.org/documents/casioos and crime grinols rnusw.rd.pdf. 
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for criminal behavior and emergencies. These risks can be managed if they are properly analyzed and 
mitigated, but the DEIS has not done so. 

• General! Comment - The DEIS completely fails to describe the secondary impacts of crime on the City, 
such as: (a) the costs to victims of crimes in the local community and (b) the need for municipal code 
changes to address nuisance businesses (such as secondhand stores and check cashing !businesses) and 
nuisance~ behavior (such as panhandling, prostitution, etc.) attracted to the dientele of a 
hoteUca:sino/reson. 38 The EIS also needs to account for proximity of crimes to occur i:n Galt. In other 
words, while there may be statistics identifying average increases in crimes throughout the county, Galt 
would experience a higher proportion of the overall number of crimes that will occur in its community 
given tbe proximity of its population to the Project. This information must be used to a1chieve effective 
mitigati,on of this significant impact. 

• General Comment - The DEIS seems to conflate contracting for law enforcement services with the 
appropriate mitigation of the increased crime. The availability of Jaw enforcement se:rvices does not 
elimina!te the impacts of crime on the Galt community and beyond. Indeed, according to the literature, it 
is the norm for California tribes to make annual payments to affected communities tOt mitigate crime 
impacts from casinos, separate and apart from the payments made for law enforcemc::nt services and 
criminal justice system costs. 39 The City of Galt will be the most directly impacted by any increase in 
crime, regardless of whether its Police Department provides the Tribe with law enforcement services. 
Thus, the DEIS needs to acknowledge that a combination of funding for law enforc:ement services, 
criminal justice system costs and crime impact mitigation is necessary to mitigate the crime impacts to a 
less than significant level. 

• Page 4 .. 7-22- The first sentence of the second paragraph on this page concludes that there would be no 
anticipated significant increase in problem gambling rates in the local area due to the relatively large 
number of existing casinos in the greater Sacramento area. This conclusion needs to be quantified in 
much greater detail. For instance, how is "relatively large number of casinos" quantified? Additionally, 
there a:re no casinos in the immediate Galt area and therefore, why wouldn't the Project create an 
increas.e in problem gambling in the immediate (Galt) area, since this would bring a casino to a location 
that would be close and convenient to the local population, where one does not currently exist. 

Additionally, this paragraph mentions a 2011 MOU between the Tribe and local cities and Sacramento 
County·. However, Galt is not a party to this. Therefore, mitigation will be necessary for Galt to 
obtaini'Provide services for its residents. 

J 

• Pages 4.7-22 to 24- the DEIS does not assess the amount of crime associated with the entire Twin J 
Cities Site, including the casino resort and buildout of the remaining 206 acres, so this analysis is 
incomplete. 

• Page 41.7-24- The second full paragraph (beginning with: ·~Below are two methods ... ") states that the 
followiing analysis does not include the likely decreases in crime associated with a lowe:r unemployment 
level. However, as a recent study in criminology's flagship journal notes, "The association between 
unemployment and crime remains a matter of debate ... [I]t remains unclear whether unemployment 
causes crime or whether both are a reflection of underlying traits in the people most llikely to become 

38 See Rohnen P;uk Graton Mitigation Program Budget 2014-15 Year End Update showing the need to expend milf,igation funds on 
effons to revise municipal code related to nuisance businesses and behavior, available online at; 
http://rocitv.srranicus.com/MecaViewer.php?view id=3&clip . id=698&meta id=57680. 
19 http://l!mtoneis.com/documeots/fmal eis/files/appendices/vo12/Appendix N.odf. See also, Graton FEIS at page 5-32. 
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A16-109

A16-111

A16-106

A16-110

A16-107

A16-108

unemployed and criminally activ~."40 In addition, studies of unemployment levels and crime rates (such 
as in cities, counties, or states) often reach different conclusions than studies of individual-level 
criminality as it relates to a person's employment status. Unemployment may be connected to specific 
crime types, but the relationship is complex.. Blanket assertions that more employment in an area will 
result in crime reductions are shaky and largely unsupportable. 

• Page 4~.7-25, Table 4.7-16 - What are the assumptions noted in the footnotes based upon? J 
• Page 4t7-27 - The summarizing paragraph for the section regarding crime is lacking a discussion of the J 

growth-induced increase in crime and costs for service. 

Communittv Effects - Schools 

• Page 41.7-27- This paragraph should include a statement regarding the payment of development impact J 
fees to the school districts that will serve the site. 

4. 7.3 Altemative C- Retail on Twin Cities Site. Economic Effects, Substitution Effects 

• Page 4.7-36- The discussion of the substitution effects of Alternative Con existing businesses in Galt 
needs to include an assessment of whether ex.isting merchants will be impacted severely enough that 
they are forced out of business, and if so, whether such displacement would lead to long-term vacancies 
and de.terioration of buildings, which would ultimately culminate in adverse physical changes that lead 
to conditions consistent with blight. Further, additional analysis is needed on the Alternative's effect on 
undew~loped properties designated for commercial uses in the City. If the Twin Cities site is taken into 
trust and subsequently built out with commercial uses, the impacts on the City of Galt - i.e., loss of 
property tax revenues, revenues from sales raxes paid, pennit and impact fees paid, etc. - need to be 
evaluated. 

4.8 TRANSPORT A TIONICrRCULA TION 

4.8.1 Analysis Methodology 

• General Comment - It appears that the DEIS skips identification of current existing traffic baseline 
conditiions and inappropriately starts its traffic baseline in 2018 (adding anticipated near-term traffic to 
2014 traffic data provided by the City and actual traffic counts taken by Kimley Hom in 2014 for 
intersections and roadway segments not included in the City-provided data.) A typical traffic impact 
analys,es identifies the current baseline conditions and provides impact analysis for existing plus Project, 
near-tenn cumulative plus Project and long-term cumulative plus Project scenarios. ln other words, it 
appear·s that the DEIS did not calculate/isolate traffic impacts under the ex.isting conditions plus Project 
scenario. 

4.8.2 Alternative A - Twin Cities Casino Resort 

• Pages 4.8·12 to 13 contain discussions regarding impacts to Grant Line Road (within Table 4.8·6 and 1n l 
the paragraphs below the table, and in Table 4.8-7). However, since the Alternative A site, Twin Cities, 

<10 See "Examining lhe Generality of me Unemployment-Crime Association" in Criminology. Volume 00, Number 0 (20 13) available 
online at http ://re~thinking.c:ualvstdemo .net.nz/eserv/rcp:76l!E:mminjng the !:!eneralitv of the unem.odf. 
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A16-115

A16-114

A16-112

is located in the City of Galt's sphc:re of influence and Grant Line Road is located in Elk Grove (location J 
of Alternative F), bow is this discussion applicable to Alternative A? 

• The City does not support the proposed mitigation referenced on Page 4.8-16 and detailed in Section 5.8 
of closing/abandoning West Stockton Boulevard. The connection of West Stockton Blvd. from Mingo 
Road to Twin Cities Road is part of the City's circulation systems in the City's General Plan. Closing 
West Stockton Blvd will make local trips use Highway 99, which Caltrans does not 
support. Additionally, West StO<:kton Blvd. would create a secondary point of access for Wilton 
Rancheria Casino, which is necessary to provide emergency access by police and flre departments. The 
analysis and mitigation measures must be revised accordingly. 

4.9LANDUSE 

4.9.1 AL TERNATlVE A- TWIN CITIES CASINO RESORT 

• General Comment • The DEIS is lacking with respect to its analysis of the compatibility of the 
construction and operation of a lrurge-scale, Vegas-style gaming and resort complex under Alternatives 
A and B next to potentially incompatible rural residential, agricultural, wildlife refuge and open space 
uses.41 The DEIS merely states tlltat the Project "would not physically disrupt neighboring land uses" 
and would not "conflict with neighboring land uses" and cursorily concludes that "significant land use 
effects would not occur.'t42 Tbte Draft EIS does not provide sufficient evidence to support this 
conclusion. 

As we have noted, a casino is no1t a listed use in the City's land use policies. Contrary to the DEIS's 
statement on page 4.9·1 otherwise:, Alternatives A and B would be in direct conflict with an extensive 
list of the City's land use polic:ies, goals and objectives. Further. the DEIS contains evidence of 
significant land use impacts associated with siting of casinos, such as a change in community character, 
decrea.c;e in n"'iohhnrino nrnrn>rtv ,,~lnPc: 43 ~nrl 11 c:nilrP in rrin>in.:>l <;>l'ti"i"' 44 "-n:;'P A ,.,.,.,.;,.,.., •""• •"'""'" 

- - - ----- -- --~ 4o-- ---o r--r--.1 ·---w, ----- .,.t'_,_ ••• ........... ....._. .............. w •.a."J• .. ,&.., • .1"""1 "'-"'i"'-&.&'-'-> U J.a.&. UJ'"""''"" 
inconsistencies be reconciled and that the City's concerns with respect to land use incompatibilities 
receive special consideration. The DElS fails to satisfy these requirements. 

• General Comment - The DEIS fails to clearly state the threshold of significance for a land use impact. J 
Conflicting with applicable land U1se plans, policies and goals, for example, or physically changing the 
environment in a way that is substantially incompatible with existing land uses, are examples of impacts 
that should be considered significant and properly mitigated. 

• Page 4.9-1 - A conclusion is made that Alternative A would be consistent with most, but not all, goals, 
objectives, and policies of the City (of Galt's General Plan). This is an inaccurate conclusion in that the 
City's General Plan calls for commercial, industrial and office uses for the Twin Cities site, whereas the 
proposal for Alternative A (as well as Alternatives Band C) eliminate the industrial and office land uses 
altogether, and appear to propose agricultural uses for the remaining 206 acres of the site not proposed 
for development. Additionally, while a casino and hotel may fall under a commercial zoning 
designation, casinos are not a pennined use in the Galt Development Code. The conclusion should be 

. , See DraftEIS at 3..9-llto 3.9-12. 
42 See DraftEIS at4.9-l. 
43 See Draft EIS at 4. 7-13 citing !he NAR Report "The Impact of a Casino on Home prices in the Vicinity of the Casino is Generally 
Negative." 
44 See Draft EIS 4.7-22 to 27 and Appendix Nand our comments thereon. 
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A16-116

revised to state that Alternative A is inconsistent with numerous goals, objectives and policies of the J 
City. 

Table 4.9-2: City of Galt General Plan Consistency- Alternatives A. Band C 

• The DEIS' s description in Table 4.9-2 of the Project' s consistency with the City's various General Plan 
policies is inaccurate and unsubstantiated. The City believes the Project would be inconsistent with key 
City General Plan 2030 policies, including the following: 

o LU- L.l -As described herein, the City will annex the Project site prior to Project construction 
and operation. 

o LU-1.2- While the Project site may be located within Phase IT, the General Plan Land Use map 
calls for commercial, office and industrial uses, which are different than what is being proposed 
with these Alternatives. Therefore, how is a resort casino consistent with this policy? 

o LU-1. 7 - See our comments on Section 4.7 and the related Appendices N and U for a discussion 
of the inadequate I inaccurate analysis of fiscal impacts of the Project on the City. 

o LU-1.12- See our comments in Section 5 on the mitigation measures regarding need to enhance 
mitigation measures to require fair share payments. 

o LU-2.3- The DEIS refers oniy to Section 2.0 which does not contain evidence demonstrating 
that it maximizes smart growth or sustainable land use practices such as solar power, permeable 
surfaces, and walking/biking connections. For example, the consistency conclusion is 
incomplete in that the DEIS does not address pedestrian or neighborhood connections. Further, 
since the portion of the site proposed to be developed will not be connected to existing 
development, this can be construed as sprawl, which is the opposite of using Smart Growth 
Principles and sustainable land use practices. 

o LU-2.4 - The mitigation is inadequate for the reasons described above. For example, using 
native building materials will not mask a 12-story building in a community with 50-foot height 
limits. Nor will it address the glare or shadows caused by such a massive building. 

o C-1.3 - The Twin Cities/Carillion, Marengo and Cherokee intersections are outside the lA mile 
from state routes and the target LOS should be D, not E. 

o C-1.9 - The Mingo Road interchange should be part of the Project description, not a mitigation 
measure. 

o C-3.2- The Twin Cities Site is adjacent to residential areas and the Project will directly impact 
the streets in those areas, which do not have adequate infrastructure to handle the projected 
increase in traffic. 

o CC-1 . 11 and COS-2.9- The DEIS does not analyze the freeway sign (height, message boards, 
light intensity. impact on adjacent sensitive species, nighttime lighting of the sky. etc.) or 
proposed mitigation. Therefore it is inconsistent with this policy. 

o PFS-1.2 , 1.4 and 1.9 - See our comments on the need to revise mitigation measures regarding 
off~site service connections. 

o PFS-2.2- See our comments on the groundwater analysis regarding the inaccurate calculations 
and other inadequacies. 

o PFS-3.4 - The option of on-site treatment would be in direct violation of this policy which 
requires sewering; a pennaoent WWTP is within the scope of a package treatment plant. 

o PFS-6.4- See our comments on inadequate crime analysis in the sections on socioeconomics. 
o PFS-6.5 - See our comments on the necessary revisions to the DEIS re the analysjs of and 

mitigation measures for police services. 
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Agam, the Tribe is obligated to make a good faith effort to mitigate all direct and indirect impacts 
associated with Project construction and operation. The DEIS' finding that these land usc~ policies are of 
no import once the land is taken into trust does not satisfy this obligation. Nor doe:s it satisfy the 
obligation of 40 CFR Sections 1502.16 and 1506.2, which require the impact statements to discuss the 
objectivtes of the local land use plans and policies for the area concerned and reconcille the proposed 
action with the plan. 45 The BIA is obligated to carefully acknowledge and answer in the EIS whether 
there are any possibilities of resolving the conflicts and what mitigation measures are bdng imposed to 
lessen adverse impacts of the proposal. 46 

• The analysis is incomplete as it does not discuss all applicable policies. The DEIS needs to add/include 
discussicons of the following Policies: COS-2.1 (sensitive species protection); COS-7.3 (VMT 
reduction); COS-7.4, 7.5 and 7.6 (energy efficient buildings, design); Policy PFS-2.7 (water 
infrastmcture); PFS-2.9 (water conservation); PFS-2.13 (reclaimed water); PFS-4.4 (project design
stormwater); PFS-4.6 (erosion control plan); PFS-4.7 (stormwater runoff); and SS-4k5 (firefighting 
resource:s); LU-1.6 (otdecly growth); Policy C-1.2 (street planning); Policies C-4.4 and C-4.7 (parking 
lot visibility and size). 

Land Use- Agriculture 

• Page 4.9·11 ·The DEIS fails to evaluate the magnitude of impact associated with removing the 76 acres 
of agric:ultural land that has significance as farmland (and that Sacramento County has particular 
replacement mitigation requirements for such land).47 The DEIS merely states that, bec:ause the Project 
site will be taken into trust and become "reservation land," regulations regarding the removal of 
farmland will no longer apply.48 The DEIS also alternatively argues that, because the impact associated 
with the removal of 76 acres of farmland can be quantified as falling below particular federal protection 
thresholds, impacts to farmland are less than significant. 49 Doing nothing to compensate for loss of 
agricultural land simply because the land becomes trust land does not represent a good faith effort to 
work cooperatively with local agencies on land use matters or mitigate all direct and imdirect impacts 
associated with the constru~J! .and 2peration of,th_s Pr,.9ject.50 The,P.aftEIS' a!ten!.~!iYe e~_lanation is 
also laclking. Under NEPA, mitigation measures must be proposed for all project-related impacts, even 
those df:termined to be less than significant. Here, no mitigation is provided for the removal of 76 acres 
of significant farmland.51 As in other areas of the DEIS, because no threshold of significance was 
established, the conclusion that a less than significant impact occurs from converting 76 acres of 
farmland is meaningless. The Sacramento County General Plan Policy AG-5 requires mitigation at a 1:1 
ratio for conversion of over 50 acres of farmland. Thus, per the County's thresholds, converting over 50 
acres does have significant impacts that require mitigation. However, contrary to NEPA's requirements, 
there is no discussion regarding proposed mitigation per this General Plan policy. 
We recommend that the Tribe comply with the County's replacement ratio as appropriate mitigation of 
this impact. 

~5 See, CEQ's 40 Questions, supra, at Question #23. Notably, this guidance document makes clear that"Proposed plans ... being 
pursued by officials of the jurisdiction" and ''proposals for action such as the initiation of a planning process" must be analyzed for 
conflicts between the federal proposal with local land use plans, policies and controls. Thls is the case with the City's annexation 
r:oceeding. 

I d.; 40 CFR Sec-tion 1505 .2. 
'"Su DraftEIS alt3.9-11 to 3.9-12. 
48 See DraftErS an 4.9-1 , 4.9-11. 
'
9 Set DEIR at 4.St-11. 
~ See Draft EIS a1t 4. 9-1. 
" See Draft EIS alt 5-26. 
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A16-121

A16-122

A16-125

• Page 4.9-11- The second paragraph on this page states that the majority of the Twin Cities site would 
remain in agriculture. As noted above, is this to be in perpetuity? If so, a discussion of how this will 
occur is needed. If not, then this is a misleading statement and as noted above, the DEIS is incomplete 
due to a lack of discussion of potential environmental consequences associated with future development 
of the remainder of the Site. 

• Note that these comments are generally applicable also to the discussion of agriculture under Alternative 
B (page 4.9-12). 

Alternative C- Land Use 

• Page 4.9-12- The DEIS concludes that Alternative C would be consistent with most goals, objectives 
and policies of the County and the City. While Alternative C would be more consistent with the City of 
Galt General Plan than would Alternatives A and B~ an expanded discussion is needed to demonstrate 
the differences in the level of consistency between this Alternative and Alternatives A and B in order to 
support this conclusion. Developing the 76 acres commercialJyand keeping the remainder in agriculture 
is not the same as the City's vision of the site which would involve a mix of commercial, office and 
industrial uses. 

Alternative C -Agriculture 

• The paragraph on the top of page 4.9-13 needs to be revised. in that it incorrectly states that Alternative 
C would convert 76 acres of the Twin Cities site to a casino-resort facility, whereas throughout the 
remainder of the DEIS, Alternative Cis described as a retail center with no resort or casino component. 
The comments noted above regarding Alternative A also Dteed to be incorporated into the discussion 
regarding Alternative C. For this reason, many of our comm•::nts above are applicable here. 

4.10 PuBLIC SERVICES 

• General Comment - The DEIS fails to evaluate the impacts of the Project on City services besides 
water supply, wastewater supply and Law enforcement. The~ casino will service 10,000 people or more 
per day in a community that has a population of only 25,000 people. Doubling Galt's daily population 
in a day or two will have proportionate off-site impacts and trigger the demand for the full spectrum of 
government services. For example, Alternatives A, B and C will also have impacts on the City's parks 
and pU;blic works department, including triggering ]public street, signal and infrastructure 
maintenance/improvements, litter ·removal, increased park and recreation maintenance, and traffic 
control efforts. The DEIS assumes that casino employees and patrons will spend money in retail 
establishments in the Galt community, yet fails to acknowledge that there will similarly be increased 
demands on City parks, libraries and other recreation amenities. These impacts must be accounted for 
and mitigated appropriately. 

• 4.10.1 Alternative A- Twin Cities Casino Resort, Water Supply - See our comments above in 
Section 4.3 (Water Resources) detailing our concerns about the inadequacies of the impact analysis on 
water supply. The Tribe's preferred option- the off-site water supply (Option 2) is to connect to the 
City's system. However, there is no current physical conntection at the Site and there is currently no 
signed agreement for water services between the City and the Tribe, thus the DEIS correctly identifies 
this impact as significant and includes mitigation measures designed to reduce impacts to less than 
significant level. However, we have additional comments on the inadequacies of the mitigation 
measures, below. 
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A16-130

• 4.10.1 Alternative A- Twin Cities Casino Resort, Wastewater Supply - See our comments in 
Section 4.3 (Water Resources) above detailing our concerns about the inadequacies of the impact 
analysis on wastewater system. The Tribe's preferred option ·- the off-site wastewater supply (Option 2) 
is to connect to the City's sewer system. The City' s WWTP is nearing capacity and a planned 
expansion is necessary. There is currently no physical conne.ction to the Site or a signed agreement for 
wastewater services between the City and the Tribe. Thus, tl1e DEIS correctly identifies this impact as 
significant and includes mitigation measures designed to redluce impacts to less than significant level. 
However, we have additional comments on the inadequacies of the mitigation measures, below. 

• 4.10.1 Alternative A- Twin Cities Casino Resort, Law Enforcement • See our comments in Section 
4. 7 and in Appendix N detailing our concerns about the inadequacies of the analysis of the impact on 
law enforcement. The City bas the closest police station to the Twin Cities Site and one option is for the 
Tribe to contract with the City for law enforcement services. Regardless of which entity contracts for 
service, the City will be required to serve the Site under applicable mutual aid obligations1 the impact of 
which needs to be analyzed in the DEIS. For the reasons described in this letter, the analysis of the 
demand for services is seriously flawed and the need for adlditional facilities, equipment, and staffing 
required to meet the increased demand is understated. The impact of the Project on the City would be 
significant and the mitigation measures proposed must be revised as described herein to reduce impacts 
to a less than significant level. 

• General Comment- The above comments are generally applicable to Alternatives Band Cas well. J 
4.11 NOISE 

• General Comment- The DEIS only references the non-transportation noise thresholds identified in the J 
Galt General Plan. The DEIS sbould recognize the Land Use Compatibility Chart from the General Plan 
UJhil'h irlPntihPc <>I'I'Pnt<>hlP nnicP t .. .,,.t., 
•• _ .. ....,,., ,...,...,.~ .......... ........,;r u"""""""'t'...._"'~,_. ••v•.;,- .a""'._.._., . 

• General Comment - The DEIS only references Federal and County standards regarding noise from J 
construction and traffic increases on Highway 99 and Twin Cities Road. City standards should be 
referenced as well. 

4.13 AEsTHETICS 

• Page 4.13-1 -The DEIS states that urban nature of the Project would not be incompatible with other 
urban uses in the "immediate" vicinity. However, the visual simulations of Figure 4.13-1 show that the 
12 story and 6-7 story casino (see Figure 2-2) are the onl)r urban features in the immediate vicinity, 
which is otherwise rural-agricultural in nature. As such. the DEIS' conclusion that the Project would be 
in harmony with the aesthetic features of the surrounding landscape is not supported by substantial 
evidence and is, in fact, plainly contradicted by the evidence (see Figure 2-2). The impacts that 
Alternatives A and B would have in terms of altering ~he visual resources and aesthetics of the 
surrounding neighborhood must be considered significant. 

• Page 4.13-1 -The DEIS acknowledges that the Project wo1uld impact a designated aesthetic resource, l 
specifically the portion of Twin Cities Road that runs adjacent to the Site. In designating this portion as 
an aesthetic resource, Sacramento County provided as follows: 

Page 30 of67 
OAK ~822·33JS.09S7 118 



Comment Letter A16 cont.

A16-132

(cont.)

A16-136
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A16-135

A16-137

A16-133

One additional road that warrants scenic corridor protection is Twin Cities Road 
from Highway 160 east to Highway 99. This road travels through rich farm lands 
and riparian lands of the Cosumnes River and Snodgrass Slough areas. It, Like the 
three above, runs mostly through planned Permanent Agricultural land and is 
agriculturally zoned.52 

The Project will dramatically alter the viewshed for those traveling along this road. Travelers will no 
longer see ''rich farm lands'' or "riparian landsH at the Site, but will instead see a large commerciaL 
gaming and resort establislunent with expansive paved parking lots, with several large above-ground 
water and wastewater tanks (see F'igures 2-1 and 2-2). Nevertheless the DEIS concludes that the impact 
to aesthetic resources is less-than-significant and provides no mitigation measures to reduce or avoid this 
impact. 53 This finding is not supported by substantial evidence. 

• The DEIS at page 4.13-3 makes an extremely conclusory statement regarding the Project's consistency 
with the City's 2030 General Plan land use designations. While it is true that 2030 General Plan 
proposes some commercial use at the Site, there is nothing to suggest that the proposed height, massing 
and scale of the casino Project would be consistent with the City's proposed future commercial zoning 
designation. In fact, all areas witlhin the current City limits that are zoned for commercial uses contain 
smaller-scale retail establishments, none of which exceed 2-3 stories in height. 

• General Comment- Moreover, the DEIS ignores the fact that the remainder of the Site is earmarked for 
office professional and light industrial uses. None of the Project components (casino, hotel, vast surface 
parking lots and effluent disposaJ areas) are compatible with these two future zoning designations.54 

This incompatibility of uses is 111ot addressed or reconciled in the DEIS, as is required by 40 CFR 
1506.2. 

• General Comment- The description of Alternative A and B notes that the casino and hotel would be 
irt ..... tifiPil h" o;a I<II"OP eitrY'I nl<lf'Pil ..,,.,.,. th~> f..,.,.,.,o, th<>t ntnnlil h .. \loc ihl .. tn t'""""''"'""' nn u,.,., 00 A 
_,.,......,&.L .. &&&t""'"'--o VJ W. &fiU.f)....- .;r&£:,&&. t'&YV'-'._.1 &n., ......_ w...&-W .&.6.....,""Y"'fA} ""·"'4" "UU-l.U U\J Y&->&UJ.'-' \.V t..&.~Y,.,.._.lW".J..;;J VU A.I. Y'J 7 _., ._ ~ 

detailed description of the heighlt, area, materials, and illumination is not provided. Typically, such 
casinos have a large electronic message board. The photo simulations show a large sign a significant 
distance from the buildings and with an appearance of several stories in height. The aesthetic (or other) 
impacts of this sign are not addressed in any of the envir9nmental consequences discussion. A fuU 
description of the sign is needed in the description of the Alternatives and an analysis of the aesthetic 
impacts must be provided in Section 4.13. Further, please note that animated signs are and billboards 
are not a permitted use per the City's Development Code (Sections 18,56.050.0 and 18.56.050.1, 
respectively). 

• Figure 4.13-1 -With respect to Uight and glare, the visual simulations presented in the DEIS at Figure 
4.13-1 depict an extremely lar1ge, stand-alone electronic sign that will presumably flash digital 
advertisements 24-7 as is typical (>f other tribal gaming facility signs. However, this new source of light 
and glare is not addressed in the Section 4.13 of the Draft EIS and no mitigation is provided for this new 
source of light and glare. 

• General Comment • The aesthetic impact discussion of the proposed Project notes that the City's l 
General Plan anticipates that the sJte would be developed for commercial, office and industrial land uses 
so the Project is consistent. While the City's General Plan does designate the site for commercial uses, 

51 See Sacramento County General Plan, Circulation Element p. 33. 
Sl See DEIS at 4.13-3, 5-32. 
~See DEIS Figure 2-1, Galt General Plan 2030 Figure LU-1. 
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the City~ s Development Code limits heights to 50 feet. Therefore, the 275-foot tall ~otel structure is 
over five times the height allowed and is not consistent with the type of development anticipated in the 
City's General Plan. Due to the amount of land proposed to be taken into trust (282 ac:res), there does 
not appear to be a reason as to why the height of any structure associated with this Project needs to be 
taller than 50 feet. A height of 275 feet is not consistent with any development in the vicinity of the 
Twin Cities Site. 

• Operatiional Impacts, 4.13-3 - The conclusion of the DEIS that the development would not be visually 
incompatible with urban development in the immediate vicinity along the Highway 99 corridor is 
incorrect, not only due to the height of the proposed hotel, but also because there is no urban 
development anywhere in the immediate vicinity of the Site. Additionally, the statement found on the 
top of page 4.13-3 which reads: "Alternative A would result in a visually cohesive development that 
may be considered more aesthetically pleasing than other regional strip development" is highly 
speculative. How is this statement quantified? What "other regional commercial strip development" is 
the proposed resort/casino being compared against? This sentence should be deleted. Moreover, the 
statemelllts made in the remainder of this paragraph with regard to the previous modifications to the site 
by agric.ultural uses and cellular towers and that the proposed architecture would not be out of character 
with typical roadside development along Highway 99 are also misleading or incorrect. The proposed 
275-foot tall hotel building will be much more massive and noticeable to viewers than are cellular 
antenna:s and as stated above, there is no development along this portion of Highway 99 in the 
immediate vicinity of the proposed casino site. Further, the City of Galt General Plan EIR concluded 
that the future development of the City would change the visual character from rural! agricultural to 
urban development and that this impact would be significant and unavoidable (this would apply to 
Alternatives A, Band C). 

• Operatiional Impacts, 4.13-3 - In addition, the statement in the DEIS that the motorists traveling on 
Highway 99 would only view the Project for a short time is incorrect. Because of the height of the 
building and the fact that no building exceeds two stories for miles from the Site, the Project would be 
visible for a great deal of time for motorists traveling along Highway 99. Further, while: vantage points 
from along Highway 99 were depicted in the DEIS, vantage points from along Twin Cities Road were 
not included, although they were requested in the City's previous response to the ADEIS, dated April 
13, 201.5. Due to the proximity of the project to Twin Cities Road and the proposed 275-foot height of 
the hote:l tower, it is necessary to provide vantage points from Twin Cities Road and not just from along 
Highway 99 in order to provide a more complete analysis of the potential aesthetic impact of the Project 
on the p1roperties within the City of Galt to the south. 

• Operational Impacts, 4.13-3 - The environmental consequences discussion notes that mitigation 
measures would further reduce the impacts. The mitigation measures identified in Section 5.13 
primari11y relate to building and parking lot lighting. Mitigation is not included for anything related to 
the larg;e free-standing sign. The mitigation also notes that design elements be incof']porated into the 
Project to minimize the impact of buildings and parking lots. The elements identified in the mitigation 
referenc:e landscaping. Landscaping cannot minimize the impacts of a 275-foot tall buildling. 

• Page 4.13-7- viewpoints of Alternative D are mentioned in the discussion of the Project, but are not J 
actually provided in the DEIS. This is also the case for Alternative F (refer to page 4.13-11). 

Page 32of67 
OAK #4822-3335-0957 v8 



Comment Letter A16 cont.

A16-150

A16-149

A16-147
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A16-146

A16-145

A16-144

A16-142

4.141NDOO:CT AND GROWTH-INDUCING EFFECTS 

• Section 4.14.3 - This section identifies the growth-inducing effects of the proposed a1 tematives. The J 
effects addressed include the need for housing due to increased employment and potential commercial 
growth due to the increased fiscal output. The growth-inducing effects should also address the potential 
impacts due to the new fuU interchange at Mingo Road and Highway 99. 

4.15 CUMU'LATIVE EFFECTS 

• General Comment· Consistent with the Project description notes above, the cumulative effects should J 
include the full-buildout potential of the 282-acre site, rather than just the 76 acres. 

• In addition, Table 4.15-1 requires updating as follows: (a) Walker Park is 50 acres in size; (b) delete J 
referenc:e to the Village at Lexington Heights, as this Project is built-out; (c) Cedar Fl:ats Estates is 30 
acres in size; and (d) Eastview/Liberty Ranch is 504 acres in size, with up to 1744 residential units. 

• Land Use, p. 4.15-18 - As noted above, the proposed casino is a use that is not currently allowed by the 
Galt Development Code or the considered in the City's General Plan. Further, since the Project is being 
proposed in the middle of agricultural fields and away from any existing development, it can be 
considered urban sprawl. Consequently, the Project is not consistent with the City's General Plan or 
Development Code in these capacities and the Project could result in an adverse cumulative effect to 
land use planning. 

• Fire Protection and EMS, p. 4.15-21 - Revise the ftrst sentence to reflect that fire service is provided J 
by the CCSD Fire Department and not the City of Galt nor the County of Sacramento. 

• Aesthettics, p 4.15-23 - As noted above, the proposed 275-foot tall 12-story hottel building per J 
Altemaltive A is not consistent with City regulations. Further, as noted above, the City of Galt General 
Plan EllR concluded that the future development of the City would change the visual character from rural 
agricultural to urban development and that this impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

• Aestheltics, p 4.15-23 - Although the development per Alternative B would remain significant and J 
unavoidable, the aesthetic impacts would be reduced due to the elimination of the hotel tower from the 
proposaJ. The reduction of aesthetic impacts should be discussed further in this section. 

• Alternative C, p. Aesthetics, p 4.15-23 - The conclusion that is provided for Alte.mative C is not 
entirely accurate. Alternative Cis the only alternative that is compatible with the City's General Plan 
Land Use Map and therefore the differences between this alternative and Alternatives A and B need to 
be vettc::d out further. Additionally, as with Alternative B, although the development per Alternative C 
would remain significant and unavoidable, the aesthetic impacts would be redaced due to the 
elimination of the hotel tower from the proposaL The reduction of aesthetic impacts should be discussed 
further in this section. 

• Alternative C Non-Gaming Substitution Effects, p. 4.15-30 - Whlle staff agrees that the overall 
impacts. would be significant and unavoidable, the discussion and conclusion are inaccurate and do not 
provide a nexus between the impacts and conclusion. Additionally, the only business discussed in the 
paragraph is the Raley's Market. However, a Wal-Mart Supercenter opened in June 2014 across the 
street from Raley's and it is not discussed, nor are other businesses such as Tractor Supply, Save-Mart, 
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A16-152

A16-153

etc. Fu1rther, as noted above, a discussion of the Project's potential effects on vacant commercially J 
zoned properties in the City is also needed. 

5.0 MITIGATION MEASURES 

5.1 Introduction 

• In general, as noted above, the discussions of the environmental consequences for Alternatives A, Band 
C only pertain to the buildout of 76 of the overall 282 acres at the Twin Cities Site proposed to be taken 
into trust. While the DEIS mentions that the remaining acres would continue to be used for agricultural 
purposes, there is no discussion of whether this would be in perpetuity, nor are the cumulative 
environmental impacts of such continued use evaluated in conjunction with the proposed Projects. 
Becaust: the impacts have not been properly identified or analyzed, it is not possible at this time to 
determi:ne the adequacy of the mitigation measures proposed for Alternatives A, Band C. 

• Additionally, the mitigation measures should, in general, identify the timing and the entity responsible 
for ove:rseeing the implementation of the mitigation measure. For example, Water Resources 
Mitigation Measure I notes that the Tribe shall implement water conservation measures, which may 
include but are not limited to ... , and lisis severai options. w-ho detennines which options are 
appropriate and ensures that they are incorporated into the plans? Another example is Air Quality 
Mitigation Measure Bl, which requires that the Tribe control criteria pollutants and GHG emissions 
during ~Construction and the measure lists how. The measure concludes that the Tribe shall employ 
periodic: and unscheduled inspections to accomplish the mitigation. This is allowing the Tribe to 
monitor itself without oversight. Other mitigation measures state "to the extent practical." Who 
determines what is practical? These examples illustrate the inadequacy of the current drafting of the 
mitigation measures. 

• A number of other mitigation measures are not quantifiable. For example, to reduce C{)z, Air Quality 
Mitigatjoo Measure C7 requires the Tribe to plant trees and vegetation on-site or fund such plantings 
off site. There is no means provided to know if compliance with this measure has been accomplished. 
Who ll:views the Tribe's action to determine if compliance has been achieved? Public Services 
Mitigatjon Measure I states that parking areas will be well lit. How is "well lit" measured? For the 
Twin Cities Site, the parking areas should be lit to the standards of the City of Galt. These are just a 
couple of illustrations of the issues associated with the mitigation measures. All measures should be 
reviewed and rewritten to include measurable standards and note which entity is the overseeing entity 
that must review for compliance. 

• Per the: CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA, 40 CFR § 1505.2, all practicable mitigation 
measurtes must be adopted to minimize the environmental effects, otherwise the BIA must state why 
such mteasures were not adopted. Thus, each mitigation section should reiterate the level of significance 
the Project has on that resource and specify the level of significance of the impacts following 
implementation of the measures. (fa mitigation measure is not being imposed as infeasible, that should 
be explained and the document should discuss any significant impact that remains even with mitigation. 

• Please note that in addition to commenting on the DEIS's mitigation measures, we have proposed 
additional mitigation measures that reflect standard requirements and best practices for such 
development. These measures are recognized for minimizing environmental impacts and generally 
accepted as practicable and not cost prohibitive and have been included in similar tribal casino Projects. 

Page34 of67 
OA~ 1t-1822-3335·09!i7 v8 



Comment Letter A16 cont.

A16-155

(cont.)

A16-157
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Accordingly, if the BrA does not incorporate them, an explanation of why it is infeasible would be J 
necessary to satisfy NEP A requirements. 

5.2 Geology and Soils 

• Add a new mitigation measure for Alternatives A. B and C requiring the Tribe to prepare a revised 
drainage study that is acceptable tel the City. At a minimum the revised study shall: 

o Resize the detention basins for the larger of the 100-Year, 24-hour storm event and the 100-year, 
10-day storm event using !the Sacramento City/County Drainage Manual, Volume 2 Hydrology 
Standards. The resizing should also use a hydrologic/hydraulic modeling of both pre
development and post-devc:lopment conditions. Detention/retention basin analysis shall be based 
on the worst-case storm dlUration and performed using an approved computer program such as 
SacCalc, HEC-RAS (unsteady) or XPSTORMJXPSWMM. 

o Ensure the total detention basin volumes are the sum of the drainage volumes and the water 
quality volume. Flood detention volume shall be calculated (and provided) separately from the 
water quality volume in detention basins that provide both flood detention and stormwater 
quality treatment. For the purposes of this standard, the water quality volume is defined as the. 
entire basin volume which drains through the restrictive outlet designed to meet stonnwater 
quality treatment requirements (i.e., the entire volume beneath the 100-year high discharge weir 
or pipe) plus the volume that is contained in a permanent pool beneath the elevation of the lowest 
discharge outlet. 

o Evaluate potential off-site impacts (both upstream and downstream) with hydrologic/hydraulic 
computer models of existing conditions and the proposed system. 

o Evaluate potential off-sile impacts (both upstream and downstream) with hydrologic/hydraulic 
computer models of ex.istiug conditions and the proposed system that includes quality, pollutant, 
and degradation studies. 

• Add a new mitigation measure for Alternatives A, B and C requiring the Tribe to take the following 
actions: 

o Monitor electrical conduc'tivity, temperature, and dissolved oxygen, and Priority Pollutants in 
Laguna Creek. upstream and downstream of the WWTP discharge channel and provide annual 
evaluations regarding the water quality trends due to the Project discharges. 

o Evaluate the remnants of Skunk Creek drainage regarding capacity. The evaluation should 
include the WWTP dischrurge and surrounding irrigation discharges. 

o Evaluate drainage needs llf direct discharge of direct Project runoff flows into Laguna Creek 
rather than into the WWTP discharge channel (Skunk Creek remnant drainage). 

o Im.plement a Hydromodifkation Management Plan and post-construction source and treatment 
controls consistent and pursuant to Sacramento Stonnwater Quality Partnership fmal draft 
STORMW ATER QUALnrY DESIGN MANUAL for the Sacramento Region, May 2014. 
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• Add a mitigation m~asure for Alternatives A, B and C requiring the Tribe to conduct all grading and 
clearing after April 15 and before October 15 of any year, depending on rainfall and/or site conditions to 
minimize erosion. Access roads and routes will be limited, as well as the construction staging area, to 
the minimum size required to achieve the goals of the Proje:ct. A speed limit of 15 mph on dirt roads 
shall be maintained. These practices will limit erosion and du~;t borne particles. 

• Add a mitigation measure requiring all construction be designed in compliance with the California 
Building Code (CBC) Building Code (Article VI Chapter 6.(>4) current at the start of construction such 
that risks to the health or safety of workers or members of the public from earthquake hazards are 
rPrlni"Pn tn ~ 1Pc:c:_th~n-c:i <n>\fi,.<>nt ''"'""' .,..,._..,._,__.W. "'"" ""'.&....UOQ '-LA......_. -~&6&U&.I.\,orUJll .1.\,; •"I• 

5.3 Water Resources 

5.3.1 Wastewater 

• The second sentence of Mitigation Measure A should be revised to read: J 
The Tribe shall apply for and obtain all applicable permits and approvals from the US EPA 
and/or state/regional water quality control boards prio1r to operation. 

• If the off-site (Option 2) service is used, add a mitigation measure for Alternatives A. Band C requiring 
that, as is described in Appendix I, pages 16 and 40, if the Ciity is to be the wastewater service provider, 
the Tribe shall enter into a Utility Service Agreement acceptable to the City that covers the cost of 
preparing the sewer conveyance and wastewater treatment study to identify the preferred connection 
approach (and associated costs) and detennine if any specific WWTP improvements are needed (and 
associated costs). The agreement shall also address payment of connection fees, monthly sewer rates 
(including a 25 percent Out of City Surcharge and potentially a "High Strength Wastewater Surcharge") 
and other costs unique to providing the waste water service. The Utility Services Agreement shall be 
executed prior to the start of construction. Terms of the Utility Services Agreement shall be approved 
by the City. 

• The City currently has a WWTP Facilities Master Plan that dloes not address the Project Alternatives A, 
B or C. If the off-site system (Option 2) is used, add a miti~~ation measure for Alternatives A, B and C 
requiring that the Tribe fund a revision or addendum to th1e City's existing WWTP Facilities Master 
Plan. The revision/addendum shall include the evaluation of facilities needed to provide wastewater 
service to the Project. This revision or addendum shall be: completed ahead of the Utilities Services 
Agreement as discussed above. 

• If the Tribe will use recycled water from the City's WWTP for Alternatives A, Band C, as indicated by J 
Mitigation Measure B, require the Tribe to enter into an agreement with the City establishing the terms 
and conditions of such service and make payments for the service costs and the Tribe's fair share of 
other operations and maintenance. capital improvement and other direct and indirect costs. 

5.3.2 Groundwater 

• As described above, because the use of the remainder of the Twin Cities Site is unclear, the DElS does 
not specify whether the existing wells will continue to be used, abandoned, or used as monitoring wells. 
Absent that analysis, we cannot identify the amount of water used or the appropriate mitigations. 
Nevertheless the following measures would reduce the impact of the Project on groundwater resources: 
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o The Tribe shall participate in the cr,eation of or create an off-site artificial recharge project, such 
as purchasing a groundwater well ila the sub-basin and retiring the weU from service in order to 
offset a portion of the groundwater used by implementation of the Project (in lieu recharge). 

o The Tribe shall contribute to belp establish or support the study of the groundwater basin and 
implementation of water conservaJtion and conjunctive water use measures. The Tribe shaU 
provide funding of an equitable share that is proportionate with other participating non-tribal 
stakeholders, and that considers ilts fraction of lhe municipal groundwater demand in the 
groundwater basin. Further, lhe Tribe shall participate in the identification and implementation of 
reasonable measures or action pl<ms developed through the study, in the same manner as 
participating non-tribal stakeholder;s. and in proportion to its contribution to any basin decline 
identified by lhe study. 

• For the on-site service option (Option 1) in Alternatives ~ B and C, to reduce the impacts associated 
with interference drawdown resulting from the Project, add a mitigation measure requiring the Tribe to 
provide COffipensation for pOtentially aJffc:;cted groundwater USerS, including out not lifiiii:eo to 
reimbursement for the cost of well deepening~ lowering of pumps, increased pUlllpinglelectrical costs, 
well replacement. rehabilitation to restore reduced capacity, and/or connection to an alternative water 
supply. 

• Add a mitigation measure for Alternatives A, B and C requiring the Tribe to adopt and comply with the J 
water quality and safe drinking water standards that would apply to a City development. This would 
reduce the impacts of the Project on public health and safety. 

• Add a mitigation measure for Alternatives A, B and C requiring that, as described in Appendix I, page 
18 and page 39, if the City •s to be the water provider, the Tribe shall provide for the preparation of an 
analysis of the City's system to identify th(: required facilities, execute a Utility Service Agreement with 
the City, pay connection fees and monthly water rates (including a 25 percent Out of City Surcharge}, 
and ,provide financing to the City for the construction of the site specific facilities (probably a well, 
treatment system, storage tank, and transmission mains). The mitigation measure should further require 
that the Utility Service Agreement shall be acceptable to the City and address the expansion and 
extension of lhe City water system to the P1roject and require the Tribe to pay water impact fees and rates 
and costs unique to this system expansion and extension. The Utility Services Agreement shall be 
executed prior to the start of construction. Tenns of the Utility Services Agreement shall be approved 
by the City. 

• Add a mitigation measure for Alternatives A, B and C requiring the Tdbe to install recycled water J 
plumbing/purple pipe for use of recycled water consistent with the standards of a City development and 
the requiring the Tribe to tie the Project into the City system when it is available. 

• Add a mitigation measure for Altemativ'es A, B and C requiring the Tribe to fund a revision or 
addendum to the City's Water System Master Plan to evaluate the facilities needed to provide water to 
the Project This revision or addendum sh:all be completed ahead of the Utilities Services Agreement as 
discussed above. 

J 
• Add a mitigation measure for Alternatives A, B and C requiring the Tribe to identify and grant land l 

(ranging from 1.3 to 2.1 acres) to be deedt:d, at the Tribe's expense, to the City to locate a City owned 
on-site well, treatment system, and storage tank consistent with the infrastructure requirements identified 
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in the revision of the City's Water System Master Plan and as revised by the Project estimates. J 
Easeme:nts for water distribution shall also be identified and granted by the Tribe to the City, at the 
Tribe's 1expense, as necessary. 

• Add a mitigation measure for Alternatives A, Band C requiring the Tribe to develop a phasing and time 
table if any existing on-site wells are not to be used. They shall be identified and shall be abandoned in 
compliance with State standards to prevent potential contamination of the groundwater. Any 
abandonment shall occur prior to the construction of Project-owned or City-owned water facilities. 

• The Tribe should be required to comply with standard water conservation measures includiing, but not 
limited Ito: 

a. Use reclaimed water for landscape watering, cooling tower makeup water, and toilets. 
b. Check steam traps and ensuring return of steam condensate to boiler for reuse. 
c. Limit boiler blowdown and adjusting for optimal water usage. 
d_ Use low flow fauce.ts and/or aerators in casino and hotel. 
e. Use low flow showerbeads in hotel. 
f. Encourage voluntary towel re-use by hotel guests. 
g. Use pressure washers and water brooms instead of hoses for cleaning. 
h. Use garbage disposal on-demand in restaurant. 
i. Incorporate a re-circulating cooling loop for water cooled refrigeration and ice: machines in 

restaurants. 
j. Serve water to customers only upon request at restaurants. 
k. Use air-cooled units in central plant. 
[. Use low volume spray rinse valve for pre-cleaning dishes. 
m. Use low volume dishwasher. 
n. Operate dishwashers with full loads only. 
o. Use high pressure/low flow spray rinsers with alJtomatic shut off for pot w~hing, 
p. Reuse dishwasher wastewater for low-grade purposes such as pre-washing and garbage 

disposals. 
q. Use self-contained (connectionless) vegetable steamers. 
r. Reduce flow to minimum necessary in scrapper troughs, wash down, and frozen food thawing. 
s. Use air-cooled ice machines. 

Surface Water 

• Add a mitigation measure requiring that the Tribe prepare a stormwater sampling and monitoring 
program to be developed and implemented to assess the quality of surface water enteri.ng and leaving 
development sites. At a minimum, sampling sites shall include but not be limited to: a location 
upstream above all proposed development; and a location downstream of all development. Analyses 
shall include total suspended solids (TSS), oils and grease. 

J 

• For the: on-site wastewater treatment option (Option 1) in Alternatives A, B and C, add a mitigation J 
measw-e requiring construction of the discharge's outfall structure be undertaken during the dry season 
and under permit from the Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers, if required. 
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• The foUlowing mitigation measures should be added to address operational impacts of Alternatives A, 
BandC: 

o Application of fertilizer shaH be limited to the minimum amount necessary and shall be 
adjusted for the nutrient levels in the water used for irrigation. Fertilizer shall not be applied 
immediately prior to anticipated rain. 

o The garbage bin area shall be covered. Any runoff or drainage from the garbag1e bin area shall 
be directed to the sewer system and treated by the wastewater treatment plant (W'WTP). 

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

o Surface parking and hardscape areas shall be constructed of pervious surfaces to the maximum 
extent feasible. 

SA Air Quality 

• A new mitigation measure should be added for Alternatives A. B and C requiring the T:ribe to adopt and J 
comply with the air quality standards that would apply to a City development. Those standards are set 
by Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District and we understand they have submitted 
their own comment letter on this DEIS. 

• A new mitigation measure should be added for Alternatives A, B and C to avoid or reduce potential 
significant odor effects associated with the potential wastewater treatment and disposal facility, 
requiring that the Tribe implement the following measures if the on-site wastewater treatment option 
(Optiolt l) is chosen: 

o The WWTP shall be constructed with comprehensive odor control facilitie:s, including the 
injection of odor control oxidants at the sewage lift station and construction of a covered 
headworks with odor scrubber at the WWTP. 

o Spray drift from the WWTP or spray disposal field shall be monitored daily dwring operation by 
qualified personnel. Spray drift from these two sources shall not be allowed to migrate out of the 
plant's property boundaries. In the event that spray drift emanating from spraytiield does migrate 
outside of the property boundaries, operational measures shall be taken to eliminate offsite drift 
of spray. 

o Spray field irrigation will cease when winds exceed 30 mph. 

5.5 Biologiical Resources 

• As notc!d above in our comments on Section 4.5, a mitigation measure needs to be included for foraging 
habitat for migratory birds and mitigation specific to Swainson's hawk. The standard City of Galt 
mitigation measure for captor foraging habitat is as follows: 

The project applicant, in consultation with CDFW, shall mitigate for loss of any captor foraging 
habitat at a ratio of one acre of suitable foraging habitat for every one acre utilized by the project. 
Project proponents shall provide for the long-term endowment of compensatory mitigation lands 
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A16-179

A16-178

A16-180

by funding a management endowment (the interest on which shall be used for managing the 
mitigation lands) at a per acre rate (adjusted annually for inflation and varying interest rates). 
The project proponent shall submit a letter of approval from CDFW for the mitiigation program 
to the City of Galt prior to the issuance of grading permits; or, the project applicant shall 
purchase conservation easements or fee title to suitable raptor foraging habitat to protect the 
habitat from urban development; or the project applicant shall purchase mitigation credits at an 
agency-approved mitigation bank. 

An equivalent mitigation measure should be applied to the Tribe. 

• Regarding Giant Garter Snake Mitigation Measure C, the snakes should not be "encouraged to leave," 
rather simply require the USFWS-approved biologist to oversee their relocation, 

• A new mitigation measure should be added for Alternatives A, B and C requiring the Tribe to tum off as 
many exterior and interior lights as possible during the peak bird migration hours of micilnight to dawn to 
reduce potential building collisions with migration birds. 

5. 7 Socioeconomics 

• The EJS should be updated to reflect that the Twin Cities Site could be annexed to the City as soon as 
the end of this year. Currently, Mitigation Measure A only requires the Tribe to make in-lieu payments 
to Sacramento County. If the site is annexed, mitigation for lost tax revenue would need to be paid to 
the City. Therefore, Mitigation Measure A on page 5-15 should be amended to read: 

For Alternatives A, Band C, the Tribe shall enter into binding agreements and m:ake in-lieu 
payments adequate to replace revenues lost by Sacramento County and the City of Galt due to 
reduced property tax, sales tax, transient occupancy tax, and similar taxes, assessments and fees 
received by the County and the City of Galt from those land parcels taken into tn:tst. The amount 
of the payments shall be adjusted to take into account payments identified in Section 5.10 for 
various municipal services and shall reflect the increase in revenues that would b1~ received from 
the likely future development of the proposed site. 

• In light of the direct and indirect fiscal impacts of the Project described in our comments on Section 4.7, 
Mitigation Measure B should be amended to read: 

For Alternatives A, Band C, the Tribe shall enter into binding agreements with Sacramento 
County and the City of Galt and take such actions and make payments adequate to offset direct 
and indirect costs on the County and City and to provide support for public services (including, 
but not limited to, law enforcement), studies, staffing and infrastructure, community benefits, 
and utilities. 

• The National Gambling Impact Study Commission estimates that each pathological gambler costs 
society $1,200 per year and each problem gambler costs society $715 per year. Th1~ amount of the 
Tribe's contribution to a program that treats pathologicaUproblem gamblers under Miti1gation Measure 
C should be revised to be based upon these societal costs, rather than some arbitrary number. 

• Add a new mitigation measure to address the impacts of crime associated with the influtx of visitors to 
the community, requiring the Tribe to negotiate and enter into an enforceable agreemen1t with the City 
of Galt and Sacramento County to mitigate crime impacts on the local jurisdiction. As noted in our 
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comme1!1ts in Section 4.7, these costs are distinct from the law enforcement services costs. The J 
combination of funding for law enforcement services and crime mitigation funding would serve to 
mitigate~ crime impacts. 

• For Altc~rnatives A and B. the mitigation measures identified by the study conunissioned by the Attorney 
General 55 should be incOiporated to reduce the impact of the crime induced by the casino: 

o The Tribe shall fund enhanced law-enforcement activities in casino and adj;acent counties, 
including road patrols, especially in areas around bars. 

o The Tribes shall fund community assistance, such as creating and activating neighborhood
watch programs. 

o Tribes should not sell alcoholic beverages in their casinos. 
o Drug-detection units of state police should be enhanced and made available to sheriffs and 

police. 
o Police officers and prosecutors in all counties should include gambling screenilng questions in 

all arrest reports and crime reports. 

5~8 Transp1ortation 

• Mitigattion Measure F should be amended to ensure that the Tribe funds its fair ~;hare of vicinity J 
roadway maintenance and improvements for those roadways located in the City of Gal~, including those 
to be annexed into the City. 

• A new mitigation measure should be added for Alternatives A, B and C requiring the Tribe to comply 
with the City's and Caltrans' requirements, standards and proce~;ses for the 
design/1envirorunental/construction of the Mingo Road interchange. J 

• A new mitigation measure should be added for Alternatives A, B and C requiring the~ Tribe to design J 
and construct the Mingo Road interchange to min.irn.ize throwaway construction whent the east side of 
the interchange is fully developed. 

• A new mitigation measure should be added for Alternatives A, B and C requiring tlb.e Tribe to PCI J 
(pavement condition index) for West Stockton Blvd and East Stockton Blvd, between Twin Cities Road 
and Mingo Road, shall be brought up to an acceptable level. 

• A new mitigation measure 'Should be added for Alternatives A, B and C requiting the Tribe to pay all J 
their aJ~propriate traffic impact and other development fees. A sample fee estimate is attached as 
Attachment 2, hereto for reference. 

• Mitigation Measure G should be deleted. As discussed in our comments on Section" 2.2.1 regarding J 
the pro~ect description, the Mingo Road Interchange is an integral part of the project that should be 
discussed and analyzed throughout and should not be treated as a mitigation measure. 

• Mitigation Measure I should be deleted. As discussed in our comments on Section 4.8 above, closure J 
of Wes:t Stockton Boulevard would create significant traffic impacts and impede eme:rgency access to 
the Prqject. 

'
5 See Gambling tn the Golden State pages 5-6, available online at hnp://oa2.c:u!Ov/sites/allltiles/agweb/pdfs/~aretblin!UGS98 .pdf 
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• A new mitigation measure should be added for Alternatives A. B and C requiring the Tribe to pay all 
their appropriate traffic impact fees. The fee is used to construct Galt regional projects, such as the 
widening of Twin Cities Rd from Fennoy Way to Marengo Rd and the Walnut Interchange. The Walnut 
interchange will result in some traffic being diverted from the Twin Cities ramp to Walnut interchange. 
The improvements that are constructed as part of the City's traffic fee will alleviate traffic issues from 
future growth, inclusive of the Project traffic. 

• On page S-18, Mitigation Measure J for Alternative C calls for the widening of the Twin Cities Rd 
Bridge over SR 99 in addition to the SR 99 I Mingo interchange. It appears that Alternative A and B 
should also have this mitigation included. J 

• The Project will result in transit demand and ultimately transit service, in both dial-a-ride and fixed route J 
service, to the site. Transit service is currently subsidized; therefore A new mitigation measure should 
be added for Alternatives A, B and C requiring the Tribe to contribute to the City of Galt's transit 
service. 

• A new mitigation measure should be added for Alternatives A, Band C requiring the Tribe to provide a J 
park and ride lot to reduce regional vehicle miles traveled. 

5.9 Land Use 

• The mitigation measures addressing the land use impacts are incomplete and inadequate. 56 A handful of 
measures are proposed to minimize the effect Project construction activities will have on surrounding 
land uses (in particular, the sensitive receptor residential land uses), but these need to be enhanced. For 
example, Project construction should be limited to weekdays so as to avoid disturbance to nearby 
residents.57 Further, no mitigation is provided for Project operational impacts such as offensive odors 
and hannM criteria pollutants from the thousands of gaming patron vehicles that will enter and exit the 
Project site daily or the on-site treatment of wastewater. 58 

• Given the extensive inconsistencies with the City's policies, a new mitigation measure should be added 
for Alternatives A, B and C requiring the Tribe to pay for its fair share of amendments to any General 
Plans, Specific Plans, regional plans, and other land use policies. J 

• As discussed elsewhere, a new mitigation measure should be added for Alternatives A. B and C J 
requiring the Tribe to pay all their appropriate traffic impact and other development fees, which are 
estimated in Attachment 2 hereto, in order to minimize the impact the Project will have on planned 
development in the City. 

• For the reasons discussed in our comments on Section 4.9, A new mitigation measure should be added 
for Alternatives A, Band C requiring the Tribe to mitigate the conversion of farmland at a L: l ratio. 

56See Draft EIS at 5-26 
57 See Draft EIS at5-30. 
58 See Draft EIS at S-4 to 5-5 and 5-17 to 5-18. 

OAK 148~·3335.0057 v8 
Page42of67 

J 



Comment Letter A16 cont.

A16-206

A16-204

A16-202

A16-201

A16-199

A16-203

A16-200

A16-205

5.10 f!!!ilijc Services 

5.10.lJDff-Site Water and Wastewater Services 

• See ow· comments on Section 5.3 above. J 
• Mitigation Measure A should be amended to ensure that the improvements meet the City's engineering J 

standards and regulatory requirements for the water system and/or wastewater system. 

• A new mitigation measure should be added for Alternatives A, B and C requiring the Tribe to extend 
from eJ<isting service in a manner that is consistent with the City' s Master Plan and pay the appropriate 
connection fee for regional Master Plan improvements and other applicable fees. 

5.10.2lSolid Waste 

J 
• To mitigate incompatibility with Galt General Plan policy LU-2.3 and others, a new mitigation measure J 

should be added for Alternatives A, Band C requiring the Tribe, to the extent commercitally reasonable, 
to implement recycling, green waste diversion, and design buildings using green buildintg techniques. 

• A new mitigation measure should be added for Alternatives A, B and C requiring that the Tribe adopt a 
solid waste management plan that addresses recycling and solid waste reduction on the tsite, with goals 
that ma.tch or exceed applicable state and/or local diversion, reduction, recycling and reuse requirements. 

• A new mitigation measure should be added for Alternatives A, B and C requiring the T[ibe to pay all 
standard fees for trash collection and disposal. 

5.10.3 ]Law Enforcement 

J 
J 

• Mitigation Measure I should be revised to require that the parking lot and other exterior lighting shall J 
be lit liLCcording to the City's standards for Alternatives A, B and C. Tiris establishes a quantifiable 
mitigation measure as opposed to the qualitative one that is included in the DEIS now. 

• Regardless of which agency the Tribe contracts with for police services, the City's law enforcement 
services will be impacted by Alternatives A. B and C because of the increased traffic:, population and 
tourism in the community. The Galt Police Department will also have to respond to the Twin Cities Site 
under the terms of applicable mutual aid agreements. And given the proximity to the Project, the City 
will be:ar the brunt of increased criminal activity associated with casinos, described above. These 
impacti will begin at the time of construction, not operation. The Project will have both quantitative and 
qualitaltive impacts on law enforcement. For these reasons, Mitigation Measure N should be deleted 
and the following measures should be added: 

o Prior to construction, the Tribe shall negotiate and enter into an enforceable agreement with the 
City of Galt Police or Sacramento County Sherriffs Department for the provision of law 
enforcement services on the Twin Cities Site and shall pay the full cost of such s;ervices. 

o Prior to construction, the Tribe shall negotiate and enter into enforceable agreements with both 
the City and County to pay for the direct and indirect law enforcement costs. These payments 
will reimburse local governments for their costs incurred in responding to crimes in their 
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jurisdiction by casino patrons (such as ours and traffic accidents) and as a result of mutual aid 
agreements. 

o (As noted in Section 5.7;1 Prior to construction, the Tribe shall negotiate and enter into an 
enforceable agreement with the City of Galt and Sacramento County to mitigate crime impacts 
on the local jurisdiction. On average these payments are $700,000, but because this casino is 
larger than average, the Tribe would be expected to pay no less than a proponionately Jarger 
amount. 

To reduce law enforcement responses to the Project and its patrons and mitigate the impact to law enforcement 
resources, mitigation measure should be added for Alternatives A and B: 

• The Tribe shall adopt and implement employee training programs and policies relating to responsible 
beverage services and shall support local law enforcement efforts in conducting DUI checkpoints and 
other programs known to reduce the impacts of alcohol on the community (support shall include fully 
funding at least one DUI checkpoint in the vicinity of the development monthly or less frequently at the 
discretion of local law enforcemen.t providers). 

• The Tribe shall provide traffic control with appropriate signage and the presence of peak-hour traffic 
control staff. This will aid in the prevention of off-site parking, which could create possible security and 
safety issues. 

• The Tribe shall adopt rules prohibiting anyone under 21 years of age from gambling. and adopt programs 
and policies which discourage gan;g members from visiting the gaming facilities. 

• For Alternative A, hotel manage:ment shall work collaboratively with school and law enforcement 
personnel to prevent the use of hotel rooms for parties involving minors and the hotel shall have an 
internal monitoring program to reduce the incidence of such ~...es. 

5.1 0.4 Fire Protection and Emergency Services 

• Revise Mitigation Measure R to require Tribe to enter into a memorandum of understanding and/or J 
service agreement for fire protection services and emergency medical response services prior to 
construction, rather than prior to operation, as emergencies and fires can happen at any time. 

• Add the following mitigation mea~;ures for Alternatives A, Band C: 
a. The Tribe shall use fire wsistant construction materials and equip all enclosed buildings with 

automatic sprinkler systems. The automatic sprinkler systems shall be designed to meet or 
exceed the NFP A standards governing the different occupancies associated with the Project 
structures. 

b. The Tribe shall employ the most modem construction and flre-engineering techniques in their 
automatic fire containment system designs so that any flre encountered is contained to the room 
of origin. 

c. Through the use of modern flre engineering technology, the Tribe shall create and maintain a 
facility equipped with earlly detection systems that assure an initial response time to any fire 
alarm (automatic, local, or report) within three minutes. These systems shall include automatic 
sprinkler systems in the occupied areas and smoke detection, along with automatic sprinkler 
systems, in the areas of lthe facility that are nonnally unoccupied, such as storerooms and 
mechanical areas. 
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d. [f only one fire pump is provided, it will be either diesel. or provided with emergency power; J 
thereby, meeting the requirements of the CFC, and th~: California Building Code (CBC). 

5.10.5 Electricity. Natural Gas and Telecommunications 

To mitigate incompatibility with Galt General Plan policies LU-2.3, for Alternatives A. Band C, a photovoltaic J 
(solar) system should be evaluated and, depending on the impacts, required as a potential mitigation for both air 
quality and energy consumption. 

5.12 Hazardous Materials 

• The following are best management practices and should be added as mitigation measures for all 
Alternatives: 

a. The amount of hazardous materials used in Project c()nstroction and operation shall be kept at 
the lowest required volumes. 

b. The least toxic material capable of achieving the inttended result shall be used to the extent 
practicable. Non-toxic alternatives shall include garden care products and organic non-toxic 

c. A hazardous materials and hazardous waste minitm.ization program shall be developed, 
implemented, and reviewed annually by the Tribe to detennine if additional opportunities for 
hazardous materials and hazardous waste minimization are feasible, for both Project 
construction and operation. 

d. Use of pesticides and toxic chemicals shall be minimized to the greatest extent feasible in 
landscaping; or tess toxic alternatives shall be used. 

• The following measures shall be required for all alternatives ,with on-site treatment options: 
a. Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) shall be available to casino and emergency personnel and 

to janitors that identify emergency procedures, safe handling and storage practices. 
b. A Hazardous Materials Business Plan for the WWTJP shall be prepared to address emergency 

response and employee training in flrst aide in the: event a spill of citric acid and sodium 
hypochloride occurs that compromises the chemical storage containment vessels. 

c. For all on-site wastewater options, a Waste Water Contingency Plan shall be prepared for the 
WWTP prior to construction that shall identify potential system failures and containment 
measures. These containment measures shall be madle part of the WWTP design to ensure no 
untreated wastewater will be released from the WWTP in the -event of a system failure. 

S.13 Aesthetics 

• Mitigation measures proposed for purposes of "screening" ~he Project site from the adjacent land uses 
will not be effective given the size and massing of the Proj~:ct. "Landscape amenities" and the "use of 
earth tones and coatings. and native building materials" will not mask a twelve-story building 
constructed in a location where the height limit is SO feet and no other structures of comparable height 
exist for miles. 59 Thus, it should be clear that this impact is not fully mitigated. 

• To address the impacts of the proposed freeway sign on aesthetics, a new mitigation measure should bel 
added for Alternatives A, Band C requiring the Tribe to limit the height of the freeway sign to no taller 

59 See DEIR 5-32 to 5-33. 
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than 100 feet and to obtain a Conditional Use Permit for the sign per City of Galt regulations, to prohibit J 
the use of animation or spillover of light and glare off the sign, and to require the sign to be 
architecturally compatible with the primary on-site structures. 

APPENDICES 

Appendix G. Grading and Drainage Feasibility Study J 
In Appendix G, the document's Appendix H, floodplain Support Calculations, exhibit for Alternatives A, B, 
and C shows the outline of the site incorrectly. Please revise. 

Appendix H- Economic Impact Statemtent 

The City has numerous concerns and comments about the DEIS's Economic Impact Statement. Our concerns 
are summarized below. 

• The EIS fails to quantify the non-casino (retail and entertainment) substitution effects, yet asserts that these 
effects would be fully offset by increases in economic activity stemming from the proposed casino 
,/~"nlA~-~-• C'-._,.;&;,.nlloo +l.n 'CTC' ____ _._ -- n--- 1 1! •L-• <V""'lA" A .> •• • --• -- •' - ' - a~e- net' su'osu''t'ut't'on ue vcauymeru. ~1-'"''-ll l wa.u,y, Ull; 01~ Cl;);)CUlS" UU CiiJ;IC .1.;> UUH, \JIVJ.J'\. UUt:S DOl ailUClp' l 

effects with respect to retaiL food and beverage. ( .. F&B") or hotel venues, as there will likely be some 
spillover benefits from gamers and casino resort workers patronizing local businesses, potentially resulting 
in revenue growth for each of those venues.'' However, no factual basis is provided for this assertion. In 
fact, it is not known whether there will be net substitution away from Galt businesses in favor of the retail, 
dining, and entertainment options at the Site. One Harvard study shows that for casinos where there is little 
tourism base, like Galt, there is evidence that on average, the opening of a casino will lead to a 9% decrease 
in the earnings of restaurants and bam, a 17% increase in recreation establishments, and a 10% increase in 
the general merchandise sector. 60 

The EIS should be amended to elimir.rate the unsupported conclusion that there will be no net substitution 
away from local businesses or evidem:e should be provided to support it. Conclusions within the EIS based 
upon this conclusion slzould be revised correspondingly. To the extent that quantifying the substitution 
effects requires information not avail£Jble, a qualitative analysis must be provided for, as has been the norm 
in prior Indian casino EIR/Ss.61 

• The estimated operational revenues presented in the Economic Impact Statement for Alternatives A and B 
are overstated, although evaluating these revenue estimates is difficult as no explanation of the approach or 
methodology is provided. Because these revenue estimates directly drive the economic impact estimates 
which in turn drive the fiscal impact e:stimates, the result is that the fiscal impact estimates are overstated as 
well. Specifically, page 16 of Appenrdix N presents the total operational revenue estimate of $449 million. 
This figure includes both gaming and! non-gaming revenue. Alternative B consists of an identical gaming 
facility, but no hotel. Alternative B is anticipated to generate $349 million from gaming and related food 
and beverage and retail sales. An analysis of comparable casinos, however, suggests that these figures may 
be overstated. For example, the Graton casino in Rohnert Park reported annualized revenues of 

60 See, Johnathan B. Taylor et al, "The National Evidence on Socioeconomic Impacts of American Indian Gaming on Non-Indian 
Communities." April, 2000. 
61 See e.g., Graton Casino FEIS, Appenilix N, page 6 - , available online at 
http://gratoneis.com/documents/final_eislfiles/appendices/vol2/ Appendix_N. pdf 
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approximately $380 million for 2014.62 The Graton casino does not have a hotel or entertainment venue, and 
is roughly comparable to the casino proposed under Alternative B, however, the Graton Casino is roughly 
50% larger, with approximately 3000 slot machines and 144 gaming tables.63 Adjusting for casino size, this 
suggests that the Wilton casino could expect revenues in the range of $265 million, not the $349 million 
estimated in the EIS. 64 

Similarly, hotel revenues appear to be: overstated. These non-gaming revenues appear to total approximately 
$100 million (the difference between Alternatives A and B). To achieve this result would require room 
revenues per day of approximately $900 (302 rooms times $900 times 365 days= $99.2 million). This value 
is substantially larger than the likely range for comparable hotels, particularly in this area. For example, 
Thunder Valley offers rooms starting; at $99 per night. 65 lt also does not account for vacancies or comped 
rooms. Because the revenues from both casino and hotel operations are overstated, the total size of the 
fiscal and economic effects are similarly overstated. 

The EIS should be revised to reflect ,a more realistic estimate of casino revenue, with resulting changes in 
the estimated economic and fiscal effects presented in Appendix N. Additionally, the basis for the revenue 
estimates should be provided. 

• Fiscal Impact Estimates are Not Adequately Disaggregated. The fiscal impact estimates presented in 
Appendix H for all three scenarios at the Twin Cities site as well as for the City of Galt are shown in an 
aggregated fashion in which all state and local taxes are shown together. These taxes will be shared among 
the state, counties, cities, schools, and special districts. Without a disaggregated estimate of the amount of 
revenue that will accrue to affected lo,cal jurisdictions (specifically the City of Galt), the EIS does not have a 
basis for making an assessment of the overall fiscal impact on the City. Furthermore, the fiscal impact 
estimates presented are gross, not ne1t figures (i.e. they do not take into account any losses in tax revenues 
from substitution away from local businesses to the Casino or proposed retail development). This fact 
should be noted in the report. 

Appendix H should be revised to rejlt:ct disaggregated figures for the fiscal impact estimates and label these 
estimates as gross, not net figures. This level of analysis is required to satisfy the requirements of NEPA, as 
well as the requirements of a TEIR/l"PED, which mandate the mitigation of off-site impacts on the human 
environment. Other casino EIRIS's contain a detailed fiscal analysis of the impacts of various Project 
alternatives on local agencies, including a city whose sphere of influence would be affected. 66 

• Estimated tax revenues for constructlon phase are overstated. On pages 20, 31, and 46 the report presents l 
the estimates of the total fiscal impac::t of the construction phase of the three Alternatives evaluated for the 
Twin Cities site. The report states tha.t, "In some cases there may be tax exemptions due to purchases by the 
Rancberia" but apparently makes no effort to adjust the estimates prepared by IMPLAN (the economic 

62 The Press Democrat, August 15, 2014 and November 15,2014: http:/lwww,pressdemocratcom/news/2538027·181/revenues-droo
at-rohnert·pnrk and http://www.pressdemocrat.com/news/3026937·181/a-vear-later-rnuon-casinos?tmllerv=3411451 &artslide-0 
63 http://500nntions.com/casinos/caGratonRancheriaCasino.aso. 
64 Graton casino gaming positions estimated nt 30100 slots plus 6 positions at 144 lables (864 positions) for a total of 3,864 positions. 
Total daily revenue per position equals $269 ($37'9.8 million/3,864 positions/365 days= $269 per position per day). Applying this 
same rate to the proposed Wilton casino results it11 an estimated $265 mimon in annual revenues (2000 slots plus ll6 tables with 6 
~sitions each equals 2,696 positions times $269 per position per day equals $265 million). 
5 To the extent thar the difference between AJtematives A and B reflects both gaming and non-gaming revenue (i.e. the assumption 

that the casino would generate more gaming reve111ues with the hotel added), the result would then be an even larger overstatement of 
the casino revenues relative to the estimates prese:nted above. 
66 See Graton Casino FEIS, Appendix N, page 24 et seq. Here BAE analyzed the impacts of the casino on Rohnen Park. even though 
taking the land into trust would eliminate it from the City's Sphere oflnfluence, because the Project alternatives included options to 
contract with the Rohnert Park for service and the! Project would put more t.roffic on city roads, etc. 
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modeling software used to prepare the estimates) to reflect the likelihood that many of tbe purchases of 
constructio1n materials, for example, will be exempt from sales tax. Additionally, the construction phase 
fiscal impllict estimates report an increase in property taxes. However, it is not clear wher.e these propeny 
tax effects would come from. The trust land itself is exempt from local property taxation. It is unlikely that 
equipment purchases by the contractor or suppliers would be sufficient to justify the incrl::ase in property 
taxes reported. For example, on page 21, the report presents an estimated increase in property taxes of 
$4,339,093. This equates to an increase in assessed value of $433.9 million. Since none o1f this increase is 
due to increased property values at the site (due to its trust status), it must be entirely due to increased 
equipment purchases or increases in land values or improvements due to contractor or supplier purchases. 
However, irt is very unlikely that such equipment purchases or improvements on the part of suppliers would 
be of such a magnitude. These property tax estimates therefore appear to be overstated. These same 
considerati~::>ns apply to the fiscal impact estimates presented for the City (starting on page St~). 

Appendix H should be revised to reflect accurate construction phase fiscal impact estimates. 

• Estimated ,taxes during operations phase are overstated. The fiscal impact estimates for the operations 
phase apprurently contain an adjustment to reflect the fact that the casino operations would largely be exempt 
from state and local taxes. However, the resulting figures still appear to be inaccurate. For example, the 
operations phase estimate for Alternative A reports an estimated increase in property taxe:s of $3,075,237. 
At Califo.mia's l percent property tax rate, this equates to an increase in assessed value of more than $307 
million. Ellsewhere in the EIS, the authors assert that the substantial majority of the worke1rs employed due 
to the prop1osed Project would come from the eJtisting workforce and that there would be no significant 
impact on area housing. Therefore, these property tax revenues must come from incre:ased equipment 
purchases IJr new construction by local suppliers. However, no justification is provided for the implied 
assertion that the casino' s local purchases would stimulate such a large amount of new construction or 
equipment purchases. Property tax estimates for the other alternatives considered and for the City of Galt 
specific estimates appear similarly overstated. 

Appendix lJ should be revised lo reflect accurate operations phase fiscal impact estimates. 

• City of Gal't Economic and Fiscal Effects are Overstated. The estimated economic and fiscal effects for the 
City of Galt are presented starting on Page 50. These impacts "are based on IMPLAN multipliers for the 
zip code int which the City of Galt and surrounding areas are located." 67 However, the population for the 
zip code in which Galt is located (95632) is approximately 24 percent larger than the population of the City 
of Galt.68 Therefore the economic and fiscal results, which are presented for the larger area, overstate the 
likely impact on the City of Galt itself and should be adjusted to accurately reflect the impact on the City. 
Because lrurger areas have less economic "leakage" relative to smaller areas, this overstatement is substantial 
and likely exceeds the 24 percent relative difference in population among the two areas. 

Appendix H should be revised to reflect accurate estimates of the economic and fiscal effects on the City of 
Galt. 

Appendix I. Traffic Studv 

• The intem~ctions below need to be evaluated because a significant amount of traffic uses the ramps, thus l 
impacting lthe intersections for the 2018 and 2035 years: 

61 EIS Appendix H. p. 50. 
61 According to the 2010 Census, the population for zip code 95632 was 29,269 whereas the population for the Cit)/ of Galt was 
23,647. 
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o West Stockton Blvd I SR SB 99 on/off ramp (near Twin Cities) 
o East Stockton Blvd I SR NB 99 on ramp (near Twin Cities) 
o East Stockton Blvd I SR NB 99 off ramp (near Twin Cities) 

While the City didn't specifically ask for these intersections to be included from the MOA, dated April 14, 
2014, the intent was to include them in the analysis. This is demonstrated by the no project volumes 
provided by Omni-Means for these intersections. 

Appendix J. Grading and Drainage Feasibility Study 

• The first paragraph of the "STORMWATER DETENTION (HYDROMODIFICATION MITIGATION)" 
section on Page 7 states the following, "This site falls outside of Sacramento County's MS4 pennit 
boundary (Figure 3-7, Applicability Map, from Sacramento Storm water Quality Partnership 
Hydromodification Management Plan, February 14, 2013). Therefore, hydromodification mitigation 
parameters were selected using the State Water Resources Control Board's (SWRCB) Post-Construction 
Standards to offset the impacts of the development." If the City annexes this area as currently proposed, 
that statement would be no longer correct in that the area would be within the City's MS4 pennit boundary. 

• The Twin Cities site is 282 acres, and about 79 acres would be developed. Of the developed area, about 63.4 
acres would become impervious surfaces. Drainage flow rate and runoff volume impacts are to be addressed 
through on-site detention basins. Stonnwater quality impacts are to be addressed through on-site grassy 
swales and water qualitylhydromodification basins. If this site is selected for development. a revised 
drainage evaluation is to be prepared using current topographic mapping. The revised drainage evaluation 
should also use hydrologic and hydraulic modeling of the drainage system extending from the east side of 
Highway 99 to Laguna Creek downstream of the City WWTP discharge. All studies/evaluations prepared 
should note that the remnants of Skunk Creek drainage appears to be at capacity due to the WWTP 
discharge and surrounding irrigation discharges. Any further drainage additions will cause significant 
impact to the WWTP discharge ability without mitigation. 

• The Project includes water quality and hydromodification ponds based on an 85th percentile storm event, 
bioswales, biostrips, oil and grease separators, and other water quality Best Management Practices (BMPs). 
The proposed BMPs will help reduce the pollutants in the Project's runoff, but will not eliminate all 
pollutants. An evaluation should be performed examining the existing surface water quality, including the 
WWTP discharge at the build-out capacity of 6.0 MGD, along with the discharge pollutant estimates 
generated by the proposed site storm water discharges. 

• Some of the proposed development drains to the same channel that the WWTP discharges to, so pollutants 
from the development would be mixed with treated effluent from the WWTP prior to flowing into Laguna 
Creek. The City monitors electrical conductivity, temperature, and dissolved oxygen, and Priority Pollutants 
(as identified in Attachment E of the ''Waste Discharge Requirements for the City of Galt Wastewater 
Treatment Plant and Reclamation Facility Sacramento County, Order RS-2015-0123, NPDES No. 
CA0081434) in Laguna Creek upstream and downstream of the WWTP discharge channel. Runoff from the 
development may adversely impact these water quality parameters. The Project should be responsible to 
perform similar monitoring in the discharge channel both upstream and downstream of the WWTP effluent 
discharge to the discharge channel to determine if the Project is causing increases in these constituents. If 
monitoring reveais increases in these constituents, mitigation efforts must be undertaken, such as storing 
effluent in tanks and holding ponds tQ reduce temperature, restricting discharge of effluent during certain 
times of year or during certain environmental conditions, etc. 
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• The Sacramento City/County Drainage Manual, Volume 2 Hydrology Standards is cited as the document 
used for sizing drainage improvements. Also, the 100-year, 24-hour storm was used for the evaluation and 
sizing of the drainage facilities (page 5). This is the correct manual. However, Sacramento County 
typically requires detention basins to be sized for the larger of the 100-year, 24-hour storm event and the 
lOO-year, 10-day storm event. The drainage study should be revised to also evaluate the 100-year, 10-day 
storm event. 

• The on-site detention basins were sized based on the change in runoff volume from pre development to post 
deveiopment conditions. Tne basin sizing needs to be revised using hydroiogic and hydraulic computer 
models that evaluate the flow versus time for existing conditions and for developed conditions with the 
basins to ensure that there is no increase in peak flow and no increase in flow at any time during the design 
storms. This is needed because the timing of the maximum water level in Laguna Creek could occur after 
the peak runoff from a storm over the Project site. 

• No off-site evaluation of potential drainage impacts has been performed. This approach prevents the 
identification of all potential environmental impacts that could affect the WWTP. It is recommended that 
this off-site evaluation be performed if any of the Twin Cities Site alternatives are selected for development. 
This evaluation should also identify if there are potential impacts to the City's WWTP resulting from higher 
water levels in Laguna Creek or in the WWTP discharge channel (Skunk Creek remnant drainage). 

• The hydromodification basin sizes are estimated at 0.60 to 0.88 acre-feet depending on the land use 
alternative. This volume appears to be provided in the same basins as the drainage basins. It appears that 
the hydromodification storage volume is included in the drainage/flood control volume. The basins should 
be enlarged to account for the potential that the hydromodification volume may be partially full when the 
flood control design storm event occurs. This approach is typically required by Sacramento County. 

• The EIS states that for Alternative A there will be about 640,000 CY of fill needed, but only about 16,000 
CY of fill will be available from the on-site detention basins. The remaining fill will come from the land on 
the southern portion of the site or be imported. If the remaining fill is taken from the southern portion of the 
site (lowering the entire southern portion by about 2 feet), the area of disturbance would be much larger than 
shown on Figures 1, 2, and 3 in Appendix E. The lowering of this site may impact existing drainage 
patterns and should be evaluated. 

Appendix N. Socioeconomic Analysis 

• As noted in the letter commenting on the ADETS, dated April 13, 2015. the fo!lowmg !terns regarding the 
Socioeconomic Analysis have not been addressed in the revised analysis and remain inadequate: (a) the 
various General Fund revenues, inclusive of property taxes, sales tax, franchise fees and transient occupancy 
tax in Galt and the other assessments and fees described in Attachment 2 to this letter, and (b) the various 
City departments, primarily the General Fund departments, and more specifically the police department, 
roads/transportation, as well as parks and recreation. 

• Appendix N makes inconsistent statements about the impacts of casinos on crime, presents unsupported 
conclusions, and utilizes a methodology for estimating these impacts that does not conform to generally
established social science research principles. These issues are further described below. 

Appendix N should be revised to more accurately reflect the impact of the proposed casino on crime and 
local law enforcement agencies. 
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• Methodology for estimating increased demand for law enforcement services does not conform to generally
established social science research p•rinciples and appears 10 understate the likely effects on local law 
enforcement; the methodology and data should be revised/replaced with an updated and more credible 
analysis. The EIS Appendix N reports that "GMA conducted interviews with various city and police 
department officials and analyzed police department data from communities where gaming facilities have 
recently been established." There are several problems with this approach: 

a. It is unclear whether the sample of surveyed agencies was representative of all communities where 
casinos have begun operations or eompiit'abie io the proposed Wilton casino. For exampie, no 
infonnation was presented in the survey about whether the casinos surveyed have hotels as the 
proposed Winton casino wouldl nor was any effort to control for differences in the number of visitors 
presented. The absence of a clear sampling protocol makes the conclusions suspect. Absent a true 
random sample, analysis shou!ld be based on facilities that are directly comparable to the proposed 
Wilton casino. 

b. It is not clear whether the locatllaw enforcement agencies covered by the survey (and the literature 
review) received casino funding to cover the costs of additional law enforcement services. To the 
extent that a limited impact on crime was reported, this may be due, in part, to additional law 
enforcement funding. To the extent that a similar level of law enforcement mitigation funding is not 
provided for the local agencies serving the Wilton casino, the results observed elsewhere may not be 
applicable. 

c. It is not clear whether multiple law enforcement agencies were affected by the casinos listed. For 
example, it is possible that botlh a local city police department and a county sheriff would experience 
impacts from a casino. The results presented in terms of calls for service do not make clear whether 
they cover all casino impacts, or just those for a single agency. 

d. It is conventional in social scie:nce research to report on the measures used, in this case the questions 
asked. Without a clear indic.ation of the interviewing protocol, little can be gleaned from the 
findings. 

e. Details concerning who was targeted for interviews and why are also lacking. For example, why in 
one city was a staff member from criminal records consulted, but in another a paralegal was called 
on? 

f. The range of reported calls for service per gaming position demonstrates a very large range, with 
some jurisdictions reporting more than 10 times as many calls for service as others. The casino with 
the highest number of calls for service pe.r gaming position is the Graton casino in Rohnert Park, 
perhaps the facility listed which is most directly comparable to the proposed Wilton casino. This 
wide range and the fact that the lone Califorrua facility was the facility with the highest number of 
calls for service casts doubt em the choice of casinos surveyed and the methodology employed to 
collect the data. Preliminary analysis conducted by the City of Galt suggests that the estimated 
number of calls for service is U!nderstated (see discussion below). 

The methodology and data utilized in the analysis presented in Appendix N should be revised or replaced 
with an updated and more credible analysis. 

• Estimated impact on local law enforcement is understated. Appendix N presents an estimated number of 
calls for service and arrests based on data for several casinos around the country. Preliminary research into 
other California casinos suggests that the rate of calls for service for California casinos is likely more than 
twice as large as the average rate reported in Appendix N. For example, the Placer County Sheriff reported 
that in 2015, there were 1457 calls for service at the Thunder Valley casino, or approximately 0.35 calls per 
gaming position. Yolo County reporte:d that the.re we.re 1288 calls for service to the Cache Creek casino, or 
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approximately 0.41 per gaming position. And, the San Bernardino Sheriff's Department reported that there 
were 3,122 calls for service to the San Manuel Indian Bingo and Casino in 2015, or 0.46 per gaming 
position.69 These figures compare wilth 0.41 calls per gaming position at the Graton casino in Rohnert Park, 
as reported in Appendix N on page 40. The average for these four California casinos is 0.41 calls per 
gaming position. This compares with an average of just .17 for the casinos included in the Appendix N 
survey (or 0.13 if the Graton Casino in Rohnert Park, the lone California casino, is excluded). Data from 
California therefore suggests that the tnumber of calls for service is likely more than twice the rate estimated 
in the EIS. 

Appendix N uses the reported survey !data to estimate an annual number of calls for service and arrests at the 
Wilton Rancheria casino. SpecificaUy, Appendix N estimates that there will be 471 calls for service and 
121 arrests at the proposed Wilton Rancheria casino. However, based on data collected for four similar 
California casinos, a preliminary analysis suggests that there will be 1,151 calls for service and 307 arrests. 

Such an increase in calls for servic:e and arrests would have a significant impact on the Galt police 
Department For example, 307 arrests would constitute a 43% increase in the number of annual arrests. The 
Galt Police Department has detennined that the proposed casino would increase the need for staffmg, 
equipment, and capital facilities. Specifically, the department would need to hire additional police officers, 
increase management oversight p~l.rticularly during evening hours, add personnel for follow up 
investigations in the detective unit, and increase staffing in the communications center and support 
functions. The Department would need to add to its vehicle fleet. IT equipment, front line supplies and 
equipment for officers. Funding would be required to replace each of these items at their end of life cycle. 
The Department would also need to linvest in additional office space and associated equipment and would 
need to address a move of a seconda:ry Emergency Operations Center closer to the proposed Project. The 
Department would further need to en:sure that, with the increased staffing, a recruitment and retention plan 
was put in place to ensure that it could hire, train, and retain the officers and professional staff over the long 
tenn. 

The estimated number of arrests and calls for service should be updated based on a comparable selection of 
California casinos. 

The mitigation measures for socioeconomic impacts should be revised to require adequate compensation Jo 
the Ciry to respond to this increased crime and demand for services. 

• The findings and data presented in Appendix N are not consistent with the stated conclusions. Appendix N 
states on page 25 that "the operation of the casinos evaluated have not required additional staffmg or costs 
to manage casino related incidents." Appendix N also states on page 42 that "there seems to be very little 
deieterious impact on community S1~rvices in areas in which a casino has opened." These assertions 
however, are not supported by the facts presented in the report. For example, on page 19 of Appendix N, the 
report states that a casino will draw a large number of people to the community and "whenever that volume 
of people is introduced into a community, the volume of crime is expected to increase." The report further 
states that "more people bring more crime" and that "within any large group of people there is a segment 
that is prone to commit petty crimes. "70 

Appendix N also presents evidence of increased calls for service from local law enforcement agencies 
related to casino operations. For ,example, the Graton casino in Rohnert Park funds additional law 
enforcement services for both the City of Rohnert Park and the Sonoma County Sheriff. These funds are 

69 Assumes 6 seats per gaming table. Number of slot machines and rnble games from http://SOOnutions.com. 
10 EIS Appendix N, p. 19. 
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used, in part, to cover the added costs of responding to the 1,700 calls for service to the casino each year, 
according to the data presented in the report. Responding to these 1700 calls (about 5 per day on average) 
most certainly does impose additional costs on the Sonoma Co'Unty Sheriff's Department and the Rohnert 
Park Department of Public Safety. Prior to the Graton CasiJILO opening, the Tribe agreed to one time 
mitigation payments of $500,000 for special law enforcement activities; $3,750,000 for a new public safety 
building; $1,200,000 for a ladder fire truck and $410,000 for public safety or other city vehicles. After 
opening, the Tribe agreed to recurring annual mitigation payments of $500,000 for law enforcement, plus 
$2,369,000 per year for additional staffing levels in public safety and other city service departments, as well 
as $5.000,000 per year of unrestricted funds (in addition to other payments not directly applicable to law 
enforcement and crime impacts). Aithough the Graton Tribe contracts with the County Sheriff for law 
enforcement services, Rohnert Park has purchased vehicles and surveillance equipment and policing 
supplies and hired additional officers as well as records clerks ;and administrative staff with the mitigation 
funds provided by the Graton tribe to meet this increased demand. 71 

Other casinos in California reported similar increases in workload and costs stemming from the operation of 
casinos in their community. For example, Yolo County reported that the Sheriffs Department responds to 
nearly 1,300 calls for service each year at the Cache Creek Casino and the Placer County Sheriff reported 
that there were some 1,457 calls for service to the Thunder Valley Casino. In both cases, responding to 
these calls for service imposes additional costs on the affected agency. In Yolo County, the Rumsey Indian 
Rancheria Tribe pays for a specialized sheriffs unit and designated and trained deputies on a 24n patrol in 
response to the significant increase in calls for service to the Cache Creek casino.72 

The conclusions presented in Appendix N should be revised to more accurately reflect the evidence 
presented in the repon and the actual data regarding the impact of casinos on crime and local Jaw 
enforcement. 

• Findings presented in Appendix N with respect to incidencE~ of crime are not reflected in suggested 
mitigations. fn addition to recognizing that the overall level of 1crime is likely to increase as a result of the 
influx of a substantial number of casino patrons and employees, Appendix N makes reference to specific 
types of crimes which may be influenced by the presence of a casino. For example, on page 20 the report 
presents infonnation from a GAO study suggesting that the incidence of white collar crime may be 
correlated with the presence of casinos, specifically reporting da.ta on embezzlement arrests which the GAO 
found were higher in Atlantic City relative to the statewide or national averages. On page 21, the report 
suggests that the presence of casinos in Las Vegas attracts a large number of male visitors who in tum 
increase the demand for prostitution. Data from Atlantic City also confinns that prostitution is likely higher 
where casinos are present. While some of the increase in pro$titution may occur at the casino itself, it is 
likely that at least some of this increase in prostitution will take place at other locations in the surrounding 
community. Embezzlement crimes are similarly likely to occur ;at sites removed from the casino. In spite of 
these explicit references to increased crime (which are confmned by the experiences of other casinos, as is 
referenced above) which results directly from the presence of the~ casino but may take place at sites removed 
from the casino, the EIS does not suggest adequate mitigation for the effects of increased crime (instead 

71 See Graton Mitigation Program Budget 2014-2015 Year End Update, available online at 
http://rncitv.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view id=3&event id=506&meta id=:57488 detailing the expenditures of $7.8M for FY 
2014-15 primarily to replace lost revenue, roadway improvements, staff salaries and benefits for 2 officers and a senior analyst plus 
non-dedicated staff time, contractual and legal services, and vehicles. 
12 More infonnation on the Tribe's contribution to the Sheriffs Department is avajlable online at 
hnp://www.volocountvsheriff.com/.services/patroUcapav/. For more information regarding the link between casinos, crime and the 
need for enhanced Jaw enforcement, see also, hnp:/lnapavallevreruter.com/new.s/local!rural-indian-casinos-brin!!-traffic-crime·as
well·as-jobs/artide 6c033a00-73b0-ll e0-b4'3d-OO I cc4c002eO.html. A Grand Jw:y Rep on regarding the impacts of Cache Creek 
Casino on Yolo County is available online at http:/lwww. volocounty.orcz/home/showdocument?id-1354?. 
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suggesting payments for Local law enforcement only sufficient to compensate for the added calls for service 
to the casino itself). To satisfy the r,equirements of NEPA as well as a TEIR!I'DEP, these impacts to the 
human environment (both direct and indirect) must be accurately accounted for and fully mitigated. 

The EIS should be revised to provi,de mitigation for the surrounding community to offset the costs of 
increased crime. 

• Statements relating to staffing levels Grre unsupported. Appendix N makes several statements with respect to 
supposed lack of need for staffing increases due to the opening of the casinos discussed. For example, the 
report states on page 25 that "the operation of the casinos evaluated have not required additional staffmg or 
costs to manage casino related incidellts." Several specific cases in which staffing levels did not appear rise 
are also reported, such as the statement in the section on Cincinnati that "The police department did not 
need to add any staff in response to the opening of the casino" or the statement with respect to the casino in 
Bethlehem Pennsylvania that "the department did not need to add any staff or equipment in response to the 
opening of the casino." These statemtents are more or less baseless, as staffing levels are dictated by a host 
of criteria, including most notably the local agency's budget. Since many of the reported results are from the 
period of the "great recession" during which many local governments across the country suffered budget 
cuts, the lack of staffmg increases dUtring this period was likely due to factors completely unrelated to the 
casino. As noted above, other police departments, such as the City of Rohnert Park, did need to hire 
additional staff and secure equipment in response to the opening of a casino.73 

The report's conclusions with respect to tlze lack of a need for staffing increases are unsupported and do not 
establish a causal connection between casino operations and law enforcement staffing levels and should be 
removed from the report. 

• Statements regarding the lack on an increase in crime are unsupported. Appendix N states in several places 
that the casinos reviewed did not re,sult in an increase in crime. For example, Appendix N states in the 
section on Cincinnati that, 'The de:partment nas likewise seen a reduction in total annual 911 calls, 
indicating that the opening of the Horseshoe Casino has bad no effect on crime in the city. "74 However, 
while the figures reported span the pe:riod 2003 to 2013, the casino opened in 2013. the last year of911 call 
data reported. Therefore, there is no basis for a conclusion that the casino opening bad no impact on crime. 

Unsupported statements regarding the impact of casinos on crime should be removed from the report. 

• Appendix N implies that a casino is responsible for a drop in crime when the drop in crime predated the 
opening of the casino. For example, on page 34, Appendix N states in reference to the Graton casino in 
Rohnert Park that "overall crime statistics have trended downward since 2010 and "the number of annual 
DUIIDWI arrests has dropped significantly since its peak of 205 arrests in 2008. These statements imply 
that the casino is somehow responsible for these trends. However, the casino opened to the public in late 
2013, well after these apparent trends began. 

These statements are irrelevant to t/u! conclusions presented and convey the misimpression that the casino 
was somehow responsible for the change. These statements should be removed from the report. 

73 See Footnote 65. supra, see also "Crowds Aock to new Rohnert Park Casino, clogging roadways" available online at 
hnp://anicles.latimes.com/20 13/nov/05/local/la-rne-ln-!rraton-casino-20 131105. 
74 EIS Appendix N, p. 27. 
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Toe Depamnem of Pubiic Safety in Rohnert Park recentiy reported that there has been a significant increase J 
in crime since the Graton casino opening, particularly in the precinct where the casino is located.75 

Appendix N and the DEIS should be revised to show the actual effects of the Graton Casino on Rohnert 
Park. 

• As a result of the limitations discussed above, the reported conclusions in Appendix N are of little value. 
The conclusion that several of the law enforcement agencies did not add staff in response to the casino are 
unsupported as are the conclusions indicating that the casinos discussed did not lead to an increase in crime. 
And, the reported estimate of calls for service for the Wilton casino appear understated based on data from 
at least four California casinos. Finally, none of the estimates reported include a reliable estimate of the 
increase in crime for the surrounding community. 

The data, analysis and conclusions reported in Appendix N are unreliable and unsubstantiated and should 
be revised to more accurately reflect the impact of a casino on crime and local law enforcement. 
Comparable data for similar California casinos should be used to estimate the impact of the proposed 
Wilton Rancheria casino. 

• The BIA and NlGC have recognized the inherent connection between casinos and crime and the need to 
mitigate the impacts in similar contexts; this data should be used to inform the mitigatiofl measures in this 
case. For example in the Final EIS for the Graton Casino, the consultant hired to do the economic analysis, 
Bay Area Economics, found that literature suggests that casinos result in increased auto thefts, violent 
crime, property crime.76 To mitigate these impacts to a less than significant level, minimum mitigation 
payments for crime impacts were required in that FEIS, which were separate and apart from the 
requirements to pay for law enforcement services. A similar quality of analysis should be prepared and 
comparable mitigation measures included to minimize impacts in the case of the Wilton casino. 

Appendix U. Economic Background and Competitive Effects Study 

• The discussion regarding the projected retail substitution effect provided on page 37 is incomplete. As 
noted in the letter commenting on the ADEIS, dated April 13, 2015, Appendix U only addresses potential 
retail impacts on existing Native American casino retail establishments, and, evidently, there is very little of 
that within the competitive area. The study should evaluate the potential impacts on existing retail 
establishments that are not a part of an existing Native American casino operation. As stated above, there is 
no discussion regarding the development/permanent use of the remaining 206 acres of the Twin Cities site 
and any related impacts. Further, a discussion of the substitution effect on existing businesses within Galt 
and on the potential for development on other commercial properties within the City (including those 
proposed to be annexed), such as the properties at Simmerhorn Road/Highway 99. or across Highway 99 
from the Twin Cities site is needed. 

75 See Rohnert Park Annual Crime Report - bnp://rncitv.!mlnicus.com/Meta Viewer.php?view id=3&dip id=694&meta id-5722 1. 
76 See Appendix N pages vii and 53 et seq, Socioeconomic Report in the Final EJS for the Graton Casino at: 
linp ://gratoneis.comldocument~lfinal eis/files/apoendiceli/voi2/AppendilC N.pdf 
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CONCLUSION 

In summary, the City wants to ensure that me impacts from the Project are fully disclosed and mitigated. The 
fonnat of a cotnment letter is limiting in tenns of being able to identify the document's inadequacies and share 
our localized ex:pertise. Though our requests fm a staff meeting have not yet been accepted, we are hopeful that 
the BIA will collaborate with us on the preparation of the final analysis. If you would like to schedule a meeting 
or have questio111s regarding our comments, please contact me at 209-366-7100 or epalazzo@ci.galt.ca. 

Cc: Galt Cilry Council 
Steven Rudolph, Galt City Attorney 

Sincerely, 

CITY OF GALT 

~~~ 
Eugene M. Palazzo 
City Manager 

Raym011d Hitchcock, Tribal Chairman, Wilton Rancheria 
Alexandra Barnhill, Burke, Williams and Sorensen 
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ATTACHMENT 1.: 
TRIBAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT REQUIREMENTS 

(Excerpted from the Gratonl Compact) 

SECTION 2.0. DEFINITIONS 

Se-c. 2.24. "Significant Effect(s) on the Off-ResetVatioo EnvironmenC is the 
same as "Significant Effect(s) on the Environment .. and occur(s) if any of the 
following conditions exist: 

(a) A proposed Project bas the potential to degrade the quality of the off
reservation environment, curtail the tange of thte en"'li.ronment., or 
achieve short-tetm.. to the disadvantage of long··tenn. em;iroomental 
goals. 

(b) The possible effects of a Project on the off-reservation environment 
are individoally limited but cumulatively considerable. As used 
herein. .. cumulatively considenble" me&JlS that; the inaemeotal 
eflects of an individual Project are considerablE: when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other cuaent 
projects. and the effects of probable future proj•ec:ts. 

(c) The off-reservation environmental effects of a Project will cause 
substantial adv-erse effects on human beings, ei1ther directly or 
indirectly. 

SECTION 4.0 AUTHORIZED LOCATION OF GAMING FACILITY, NUMBER OF GAMING 
DEVICES, COST REIMBURSEMENT, AND MITIGATllON. 

Sec. 4.4. Cost Re1mbw·sement and Mitigation to Local Governments. 
Before the commencement of a Project, the Tribe shall .follow those procedures, 
and enter into those agreements, required pursuant to se·ction 11. to mitigate 
Significant Effects on the Off-Reservation Environmenlt that any tribal 
environmental impact report described in section 11 identities may occur as a 
result of the Gaming Facility. In addition. the Tribe srutll enter into agreements 
with the City and the County for such undertakings and services that mitigate the 
impacts of the Gaming Facility and thereby benefit the Gaming facility, the Tnoe, 
the City~ the County. other affected jurisdictions, and th.e California Department of 
Transportation upon terms satisfactory to the Governor. By executing this 
Compact. the Governor represents that he has reviewed such agreements and they 
meet this condition. 
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SECTION 11.0. OFF-RESERVATION L'4\11ROIDIE.l\1 • .U A!.~ 
ECONOl\flC BIPACTS. 

Se-c. 11.8.1.1 Tribal EnvironmenW ~pact ReiJlort. 

(a) Before the commencement of any Project as defined in section 2.23 
herein. the Tribe shall cause to be prepared~~ comprehensive and 
adequate tribal environmental impact report ("TEIR"). analyzing the 
potentially significant off-reservation ~viro~ implrn of the 
Project pursuant to the process set forth in tbis section 11 .0: pro,..'ided. 
however. that infoanation or data which is n!levant to such a TEIR 
and is a matter of public record or is generally available to the public 
need not be repeated in its entirety in the TEIR. but may be 
specifically cited as the source for conclusions stated therein; and 
provided further that such infoanation or da1ra shall be briefly 
described. that its relationship to the TElR slhall be indicated. and that 
the source thereof shall be reasonably available for inspection at a 
public place or public building. The TEIR s,hall provide detailed 
information about the Significant Effect(s) o'n the Environment which 
the Project is likely to have. inclu.ding each <>f the mattels set forth in 

1 Secti.aD.s ll.llilmlgllll. 7 h.tte been delibenllaly omiued.. 

Page 58 of 67 
OAK #4822·33lS.o9S7 v8 



Comment Letter A16 cont.

Appendix B, shall list ways in which the Signific:mt Effecu on the 
Envitonmeur might be mirlimized, md shall include a detailed 
statement setting forth all ~)f the following: 

(1) A desaiption of the physic31 environmental conditions in the 
vicinity of the Project (the environmental setting and existing 
baseline conditions). as they exist at the time the notice of 
prepamion is issued; 

(2} All Significant Effe:ts on the Fnviromnem of the proposed 
Project; 

(3) In a separate sectiotlc 

(A) Any Significcm Effect on the Environment 1bat cannot be 
avoided if the: Project is implemented; 

(B) Any Significcm Effect on the Environment that would be 
Urevemble if the Project is implemented; 

( 4) Mitigation measures proposed to minimize Significant Ef£eds 
on the Environment, including. but not limi1ed to. measures to 
reduce the wasteful, inefficient. and unnecessary consumption 
ofenetgy; 

(5) Altematives to the Project; provided that the Tribe need net 
address alremath-es that 'WOuld C3llSe it to forgo its right to 
enpge in the Gamil!lg Activities au2horized by this Ccmpact on 
its Indian lands; 

( 6) WhethA:r any proposed mitigation would be feasible; 

{1) Any direct giOWth-indnring impacts of the Project; and 

(8) Whether 1he proposed mitigation would be effective to 
substmlti.ally reduce· the potential Significant Effects on the 
Environment 

(b) In addition to the infotm.a1ionrequired pursuant to subdivision (a). Che 
TEIR shall also comain a :rtatemmt indicating the reasons for 
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determining that vcmous effects of the Project on the off-reservation 
emriroument are not signific<mt and consequently have nat been 
discussed in detail in the TEIR. In the TEIR. the direct and ittdirect 
Significant Effects on the Enviromnent. including each of the items on 
Appendix B. shall be cle3rly ideutifi.ed and desaibed. giving due 
consic:teration to both the short-1elm and loog-tam effects. TI:te 
discussion of mitigation measures shall describe feasible mea:sures 
which could minimize significmt advase effects, and shall 
distinguish between the measures that are proposed by the Tri.be and 

....._ . . .. _.. . 
01:Det measures proposeG rJY omen. wnere seve:raJ. m.easures are 
available 1c mitigate an effect, each should be discussed and tbe basis 
for selecting a particular measure slurold be ideutified. Fomnllation 
of mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time. 
The TEIR shall also describe a range of reasonable ahemativt!S to the 
Project or to the location of the Project, which would feasibly atta1n 
most of the basic objectiws of the Project and which would zroid or 
substaatial1y lessen any of the Sigoific3nt Effects on the EuviJrOIJIIlent. 
and evaluate the compara!ive merits of the altematives; provided 1hat 
the Tribe need not address alternatives that would cmse it to J:<xgo its 
right to engage in the Gaming Activities authorized by this QlmpaCt 
on its Indim laods. The TEIR mcst include sufficient iofimn:ltion 
about each altanative to allow meaningful evaluation, malyslis, and 
comparison. The TEIR shall also CODl3in ao index or table of contents 
and a summary, which shall identify each Significant Effect on the 
Environment with proposed mea.sures and altmlatives that Wt>uld 
reduce or avoid that effect. and issues to be resolved. including the 
choice among altematives and whether and how to mitigate the 
Significant Ef'l'eds on the Environment. Previously approved bod use 
documems. mcbtding, but not limited to, geum.1 plans. specific plans. 
and local coastal plans. may be used in camnlati•;e impact arullysi.s. 
The Tribe shall consider any recomDJC~~.dations from the County 
ccnceming the person or entity to prepare the TEIR. 
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Sec. 11.8.2. Notice of Preparation of Draft TEIR 

(a) Upon commencing the preparation of the draft TEIR. the Tnbe shall 
issue a Notice of Preparation to the State Clearinghouse in the State 
Office ofPJanning and Research ("State Clearinghouse") and to the 
County for distnbution to the public. The Tnbe shall also post the 
Notice on its website. The Notice shall provide all Interested Persons, 

as defined in section 2.19, with information describing the Project and 
its potential Significant Effects on the Enviromrtent sufficient to 
enable Interested Persons to make a meaningful response or comment 
At a rninpnum, the Notice shall include all of the following 
information: 

(1) A description of the Project; 

(2) The location of the Project shown on a detailed map. preferably 
topographical, and on a regional map; and 

(3) The probable off-reservation environmental effects of the 
Project. 

(b) The Notice shall also inform Interested Persons of the preparation of 
the draft TEIR and shall inform them of the opportunity to provide 
comments to the Tribe within thirty (30) days of the date of the receipt 
of the Notice by the State Clearinghouse and th~: County. The Notice 
shall also request Interested Persons to identify in their comments the 
off-resetvation environmental issues and reasonable mitigation 
measures that the Tn'be will need to have explored in the draft TEIR. 
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Sec. 11.8.3. Notice of Completion of Draft TEIR. 

(a) Within no less than thirty (30) days following th(! receipt of the Notice 
of Preparation by the State Clearinghouse and th(~ County, the Tribe 
shall file a copy of the draft TEIR and a Notice of Completion with 
the State Clearinghouse, the State Gaming Agency, the County, the 
City, and the California Department of Justice, Office of the Attorney 
General. The Tribe shall also post the Notice and a copy of the draft 
TEIR on its website. The Notice of Completion shall include all of 
the following information: 

(1) A brief description of the Project; 

(2) The proposed location of the Project; 

(3) An address where copies of the draft TEIR are available; and 

(4) Notice of a period of forty-five (45) days during which the 
Tribe will receive comments on the draft TEDR.. 

(b) The Tribe will submit ten (10) copies each of the draft TEIR. and 
Notice of Completion to the County, which will be asked to post 
public notice of the draft TEIR at the office of the Cmmty Board of 
Supervisors and to furnish the public notice to the public libraries 
serving the County. The County shall also be asked to serve in a 
timely manner the Notice of Completion to all Inten:sted Persons. 
which Interested Persons shall be identified by the Tribe for the 
County, to the extent it can identify them. In addition, the Tribe will 
provide public notice by at least one of the procedures specified 
below: 

(i) Publication at ieastone time by the Tnoe in a newspaper of 
general circulation in the area affected by the Project. If more 
than one area is affected, the notice shall be p1Ublished in the 
newspaper of largest circulation from among the newspapers of 
general circulation in those areas; or 

(2) Direct mailing by the Tribe to the owners and occupants of 
property adjacent to. but outside. the Indian 12tnds on which the 
Project is to be located. Owners of such property shall be 
identified as shown on the latest equalization assessment roll. 
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Comment Letter A16 cont.

Ser. 11.8.4. Issuance of Final ITIR 

The Tribe shall prepare, certify and make available to the County, the City, 
the State C]learinghouse, the State Gaming Agency, and the California Department 
of Justice, Office of the Attorney General, at least fifty-five (55) days before the 
completion of negotiations pursuant to section 11.8.7 a Final 'fE1R which shall 
consist of 

(a) Tne draft TEIR or a revision of the draft; 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the draft TEIR either 
verbatim or in summary: 

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on 
the draft TEIR; 

( d)l The responses, which shall include good faith. reasoned analyses. of 
the Tribe to significant environmental points raised in the review and 
consultation process; and 

(e) AJJ.y other information added by the Tribe. 

Sec.ll.S.S. Cost Retmbm-sement to County. 

Th.e Tribe shall reimburse the County for copying and mailing costs 
resulting from making the Notice of Preparation, Notice of Completioa and Draft 
TEIR available to the public under this section 11.0. 

Sec.11.8.6. Failure to Prepare Adequate TEIR. 

Th.e Tribe's failure to prepare an adequate TEIR. when required shall be 
deemed a breach of this Compact and furthermore shall be grounds for issuance of 
an injunc:tion or other appropriate equitable relief. 

Page 63 of 67 
OAK ~822·3335-09:57 v8 



Comment Letter A16 cont.

Sec. 11.8.7. Intergovernmental Agreement. 

(a) Before the commencement of a Project. and no later than the issuance 
of the Final1EIR to the County, the Tribe shall offer to commence 
negotiations with the County and the City, and upon the Count)ls 
and/or the City's acceptance of the Tribe's offers, shall negotiate with 
the County and the City and shall enter into enforceable written 
--4~o.,..fo,.. ~ .... o.~ .... lf'toAo.- u;....,+or,..,..,.,.~.,.,A<ft.f-A1 ,..,.,...g~~on+,..''\ ..,~+h •"' A 
ctet\O ... lll\Olll.:) \.ll\01\0Wi:UlU llll~~0VV\OU1Lill..lllC:U ctO' ...... JJJ.'"lll.:l ) YHW W~ 

County and the City with respect to the matters set forth below: 

(1) The timely mitigation of any Significant Effect on the 
Environment (which effects may include, but are not limited to, 
aesthetics, agricultural resoW'Ces, air quality, biological 
resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and 
hazardous materials, water resources, land use, mineral 
resources, traffic, noise, utilities and service systems, and 
cumulative effects), where such effect is attnbutable, in whole 
or in part, to the Project unless the parties agree that the 
particular mitigation is infeasible, taking into account 
economic, environmental social, technological, or other 
considerations. 
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Comment Letter A16 cont.

(2) Compensation for law enforcement, fire protectio~ emergency 
medical services and any other public services to be provided 
by the County or the City and its special districts to the Tribe 
for the purposes of the Gaming Operation, including the 
Gaming Facility, as a consequence of the Project. 

(3) Reasonable compensation for programs designed to address 
o~mhlina ~rMirtif'\n o---..,.......,..o \A~ ....... v-&,6.._. 

( 4) Mitigation of any effect on public safety attributable to the 
Project, including any compensation to the County or the City 
as a consequence thereof. 

(b) The Tribe shall not commence a Project until the intergovernmental 
agreements with the County and the City specified .in subdivision (a) 
are executed by the parties or are effectuated pursuant to section 
11.8.8. 

(c) If the Final TEIR identifies traffic impacts to the State highway 
system or facilities that are directly attributable in whole or in part to 
the Project, and the intergovernmental agreements with the County or 
the City do not otherwise provide for mitigation of such impacts, then 
before the commencement of a Project, and no later than the issuance 
of a Final TEIR to the State Gaming Agency, the Tribe shall negotiate 
with the California Department of Transportation or the State 
Designated Agency (if one is designated) and shall enter into an 
intergovernmental agreement with the California Department of 
Transportation or the State Designated Agency to provide for timely 
mitigation of all traffic impacts on the State highway system and 
facilities directly attnbutable to the Project. and to pay the Tribe's fair 
share of cumulative traffic impacts. 

(d) Nothing in this section 11.8.7 requires the Tribe to enter into any other 
intergovernmental agreements with a local governmental entity other 
than as set forth in subdivision (a). 
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Comment Letter A16 cont.

Feo Estimate # 

Address 
~plicarrt 

Owner 

Contractor 
Job Description 

Construction Cost 

Fee Descriction 

ATTACHMENT 2: 
GALT FEE ESTIMATE 

CITY OF GALT 
CaiiUnllAily ~7tlopmcnt Dqm;im=t· Bllilding Division 
495tildlutriali~ • 20'J-a66-1200 • 2()9..744-1642 

f§E ESTIMATE 

PE1~007 

HOTEL: 22S,2no SF (302 ROOMS) 

$ 40,750,899.20 

Account Code 

Bldg~Ad:lm.c:BSC OCl-211·2113 CBSC-B7S 
BMBP HOl~FES SCHBOUUt 001.-42:2.-,22.1-BIJ:)Q-.BMBP· 48 
Clpilal~ R.c;!lac::mm 001-412-~5-CARF ·Sl 
ap INDUS • PIRB PROI'EC110N 0 ll-412-,404-TIIII SrYil -61 
OP Izuflal · Gaunt Oovt:mzua: 011-412-340 1-(itm GQv -51 
C1P hum- 'Inf:ik- B!Ril!IMD Oll-412..~-Tr.affic Cit ~9 
~~Ta 0014IZ-l211Cillrttl=Jo-36 
CR.W Mzintma:ncc 001-4~3405-CR.W M.mt -SJ 
caw Pro1zm R=JTCI)' OOl-'U·l~s.atw Proa -51 
!~~~ QQH22-l221-1bC:dBidr-~ 
Measllre A- Bllf:clJMo~ {pert o:1.a..21!..111S· MEASA 
M.:us1:re A.A4zml2% 001-406-3795-64 
P!m Cboc1r.- BulldiD.g 00 HXl-3423-BLOO PC -49 
Pla:onlllsll'.m ~ ~ 001-40.3459-PI.. Pbat'St llv -1:1 
lolJDy Docu=.cat Mamt • bcova 001-412-3460-PLNO Rcvry -30 
P'W'Oept· Sill:l'lllllltlrlieW-Co 00l-4ll-.3416-PWPCS7 
SMIP - NCIQ-'RtsideatlaL 00 1·211·21 12>-SMIP -Sl 

Total Amount Due (CityofGaltfee& only, see.be/ow.) 

OAK IJ822-3335-0957 v8 
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Amount 

$1,631.00 
$211.834.!2 

£25.00 
$16'2,201.60 
SJ6,044.80 

$6"76,480.00 
$2,400.00 

Sl4.00 
$24.00 
~!..!!! 

$(97,508.00 
$!,950.16 

SU4.,129.9S 
S47!l.OO 

SW,Jl7.79 
sssa.oo 

il~,410.2S 

$1,655,010.17 



Comment Letter A16 cont.

CITY OF GALT 
CoumwnttyDevclopiJIQll ~-B1li!.d!DgDivisicD 
49S.Indndrial om., • 2()9..366-1.200 • 109-7.44-1642 

FEE ESTIMATE 

Fee Esilmate # 
Address 

Applicant 
OWner 
Contractor 

PE15-0008 

Job Description 
Construction Cost 

CASINO 376,500 SF I PARKING/LAND 2,934,600 SF (76 ac) 
$ 70,338,195.00 

Fee Description 

I INCRDIAMEtBR. WA'm!LSBRVICB 
Biela SlzuJn!s Adm.n.asc 
BMEP 9-l014 PEP. SCEDULB 
ClpilllAcquls:!liau J!rplrrnnm 
CIP RBTA1L • Fil\B PRO'mcriON" 
CIP RotD1 • Galeml ~m 
CIP llclbil-'l'nfEd~ 
Ccnlrutaz5' Litc.so 1'alt 
CB. W )r(ejm:nm<'4 

CAWhegaal~va'Y 
Job Ca-d liclda 
Plan~· BalldJI:l 
P!m:iagPlll.l~ Camm=ial 
Polley~ MAiD:-~ 
PW ClP STOIMDMlN 
P'1l '!Jej~t • SI!DP!an lt.n1l:w.CO 
SBWER.·SPD 
SBWER • 8FD SUPf WWPT 
SMIP • NOD-blldam:ial 

Account Code 

013-512-3492-W;U« CoiiD ·SS 
oot-211-2113 esse -B1s 
001-422~1-BLDG-BMEP· CB 
OOt-41l-~S.cARP ·fl 
Oll-4ll-3404-Firo SM ~I 
Oll-412-lo401-GGII G<rf -~8 
011412·140l-~Cir-S9 
00 l-41l-3211Cmzct Lcuse ·36 
00t..J.U-34QS.CRW .Mamt ·Sl 
001-412-34QS-QW~·Sl 
001~l221·1b CcUHldr-"' 
CO l-422-34D-BLDG PC -49 
COI-4U-34S9-PL Plu/Stltv ·l? 
CO l-4ll.-34Ci6-Pl.NG R.l:vty ·30 
Q22-4.U-3414-..C!al:: Drain -79 
OOt-41:-3416-PW PC-S7 
01"-51.2-3~ Colla ·S4 
OJ-1412-3410-S'cq:p ~ -NS 
00l·ltl-2.1ll-SMIP -5'3 

Amount 

$19'2,350.00 
s:t,!l4.00 

136:1,.324.68 
S2S.OO 

$466,1160.00 
$86,.595.00 

SS,BOS',630.00 
!2.400.00 

Sl4.00 
s:24.00 
suo 

5:336,860.07 
1470.00 

l;lU,04l.40 
s::b"2.6"'...4..00 

SSSI.OO 
S8,l19,~.00 

$.5,4:!3,168.00 
Sl9,594.119 

Total Amount Due (City of Gelt fees only, sco below.) $21,460,849.34 
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Comment Letter O1

O1-01

12131/2015 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail- Re; Wilton Rancheria EIS Comment 

Re: Wilton Rancheria EIS Comment 
1 message 

Brotussard, Chad <chad.broussard@bia.gov> 

Rydzik, John <john.rydzik@bia.gov> Thu, Dec 31. 2015 at 7:15AM 
To: "Paul C. Murphey" <pmurphey@paleosolutions.com> 
Cc: Geraldine Aron <geraldine@paleosolutions.com>, Katherine Green <kgreen@analyticalcorp.com>, Chad 
Broussard <chad.broussard@bia.gov> , Harold Hall <Dan.Hall@bia.gov> 

Thank you for your comments Paul 

John Rydzik 
Chief. Division of Environmental, Cultural Resources Management & Safety 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento. CA 95825 
(916) 978-6051 

On Wed, Dec 30, 2015 at 3:32PM , Paul C. Murphey <pmurphey@palelosolutions.com> wrote: 

Hi John, 

I read the paleontological resources section of the above named EIS and have a comment to contribute. 

Frequently the preparers of EIS sections on paleontological resource1s are not paleontologists, and do not do 
an adequate job of obtaining and analyzing the data. In this case, I would like to point out that the sensitivity 
of individual geologic units of Pleistocene age do vary in the Elk Grove area. In 2004, while working on a 
pipeline project for the Cosumnes Power Plant, we discovered a mammoth skull about 5 feet below the 
surface in the pipeline trench in Elk Grove in sediments of the Riverbank Formation. The mammoth skull was 
excavated and is now curated at the Sierra College Natural History Museum in Rocklin. Any EIS analysis of 
paleontological resources in the central valley that does not include a records search conducted at the Sierra 
College Natural History Museum will likely miss important informatio1n that should be used in assessing the 
potential for impacts of scientifically important paleontological resources. 

Thank you, and please let me know if you have any questions. 

Paul C. Murphey, Ph.D. Vice President and Rocky Mountain Operations 
Director, Rocky Mountain Paleo Solutions 

Cell : 303-5 14-1095 
Fax: 626-359-0712 
Email : paul@pa leosolutions.com 
Website : www .rockymountalnpaleosolutions.com 

https·//ma•l.google.com/malllu/O/?ul=2&1k=c9c3749536&v•ew=pt&searcn"•nbox&th=151f89bdfd044bel&slm1=151f89bdfd044bef 1/2 



Comment Letter O1 cont.

12/31/2015 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail- Re: Wilton Ranchena EIS Comment 

J~ddress · 1216 E. 1Oth Ave .. Denver, CO 80218 

Certifications: DBE, SBE. WBE 

l~ lm 

hltps://mall.google.com/mai l/u/O/?ui=2&ik=c9c3749536&vifNI= pt&search= inbox&lh= 151 f89bdld044bef&sim I= 151 189bdfd044bef 212 
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Comment Letter O2

WRITTEN COMMENT CARD 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS- PUBLIC HEARING 
WD.. TON RANCHERIA FEE-TO-TRUST AND CASINO PROJECT 

CHABOLLA COMMUNITY CENTER- GALT, CALIFORNIA 
January 29.2016 

Please give to attendant, drop in Written Comment Box, or mail to: Bureau of Indian Affairs, Attention: Amy Dutschke, Pacific Regional 
Director, Bureau oflndian Affairs, 2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento, California 9S82S. Please include your name, rerum address. and "DEIS 
Comments, Wilton Rancberia Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project" on the f.m page of your written comments. 



Comment Letter O3

O3-01

January 26, 2016 

El Dorado County Supervisors 

Fair Lane Or. 

Placerville, CA 9566 

Dear Super\risor Mikulaco, Frentzen, Veerkamp, Ranalli, Novasel 

The El Dorado Council, a community based organization, has done extensive research on usov•erelgnty'', 
"Fee-to-Tru~>t", and the Shingfe Springs Band ofMiwok Indians. ln that investigation the Counc:il has 
discovered disturbing major elements of inconsistencies and possible fraud. Two of these issu1~s facing 
all Californi~t counties are not being addressed by our elected officials at the state or federal levels of 
government, «sovereignty", "Fee- to- Trust lands" and its effects on surrounding communities .. 

In February ,of 2015, the Red Hawk casino tribe let it be known to the surrounding communitv that they 
intended to build a 29-lane outdoor gun range within a few hundred feet of homes, livestock, public 
trail, railroad, two schools, a church and directly parallel to highway SO. The community organized and 
fought back leaving a smaller commercial project with no professional oversight for tribal members and 
guests. 

On August I, 2015 the tribe opened a moto-cross track on the same land as the gun range, for 
commercial use (section 6 -7), creating the loss of all local community support, good will and land 
values even though their state compact states they are to be "good neighbors". 

ElDorado County's casino tribe's real name is the Sacramento Verona Band of Homeless lndiat!ls 
originating from Sacramento, Sutter and Yolo Counties, NOT indigenous to El Dorado County. The 
Council beliE!ves this Verona Band purposely and fraudulently took the name of the Shingle Springs Band 
of Miwok Indians for personal gain. (Position Statement of the Board of Supervisors of El Dorado County 
dated April 2!003 attached). 

The Pacific R:egion Bureau of Indian Affairs has ignored this fact and the fact that this Verona Tribe is 
NOT a fedenitlly recognized tribe under the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934. The BIA has approved 
100% of all a1pplications that have come before it concerning "Fee-to-Trust'' and has 52 applications for 
"Fee~to-Trust" in California for the year 2015. The lack of oversite and a sound policy process b.y the BIA 
has led to destruction of general plans, zoning (which is a major vehicle a county can protect it-s land use 
and the surnlunding communities), and creation of disintegrating land values to area property owners. 

The ability o1f .. Off Reservation Trust land" to become "Sovereign" should be stopped, a tribes 1economic 
viability should not depend on immunity to local, county and state Jaws. Any person, group or 1tribe 
should be able to own and operate on a level playing field when establishing a business or whe~n buying 
land. When tribes can purchase lands over 20 or more miles from Rancherias, then apply for "f:ee- to -
Trust'' and btecome "Sovereign," creates a devastating effect on communities and their property values. 
Over 11,600 acres in 2015 are being taken off the tax rolls and the Bureau of Indian Affairs rubl!>er 
stamps all applications over protests of local counties and non-Indian residents. 
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O3-01

(cont.)

The communities surrounding the Rancheria in ElDorado County, are asking for your representation and 

help as our elected officials. 

1 .Convey our message to other state and federal officials, both elected and appointed, requE!st the 

federal government stop "Off Reservation Fee to Trust". 

2. Demand the BIA give local cities and counties more say and time in the evaluation of applications 

before the Bureau and the Secretary of the Interior with no .,.Bait and Switch". 

3. Demand they change the "Sovereignty" status to resemble "St:ate Sovereignty" not "Nation! 

Sovereignt)r". The law of the land should apply in "~Indian Country" this will allow outside inve:stment for 

more jobs a1nd economic stability. 

This Red Ha1wk casino tribe is not a "GOOD NEIGHBOR" required by their 1999 and amended ~t012 

compact with the State of California. The state required Rancherias to be occupied by October of 1988 

to enter int10 a gambling compact. The Council has evidence that the Rancheria was NOT occupied in 

1988 but much later (EID document recorded March 1989 attached), it appears they were not qualified 

for a state g:ambling compact. 

This casino tribe is in the process of developing 34.6 acres of "Trust Land", designated by BIA 

application ,of 2003 for housing and a health clinic, now to be a massive commercial complex of 6 island 

gas station/ car wash/mini-mart, 5 story hotel, retail strip mall, two fast food restaurants and possibly a 
convention center, theater or skating rink. All of this in the middle of a rural Shingle Springs 

neighborho1od. (section 4-8) 

Shingle Sprlings has become the nationai"POSTER CHILD" for the broken HFee-to-Trust" system and 

sadly Shingl1e Springs is not alone. The new businesses proposed for the 34.6 acres west of Shingle 

Springs Dr. are not stand alone and some of the proposed businesses appear to be ancillary to the Red 

Hawk Casino against the tribe's compact with the st:ate. 

The information enclosed in this report demonstrates the lack of oversight by the BIA and the Secretary 

of the lnteri1or. The acceptance of an Environmental Assessment of 2003 that was flawed in ignoring 

county recognition of asbestos in the area and the uBAIT and SWITCH" that occurred shortly a1fter 4 

parcels wem t:aken into trust and the cou~s response thatthis would destroy the county's ability to 

control its g•~neral plan, land use and zoning (section 3). 

We believe in property rights for ever'{one, not just an lr:di;m tribe, we all live in and share a com mort 
community. When Native American Tribes buy 110ff Reservation land", they should be held to the same 

standards of rules, regulations and common law as non-Indians. 

In conclusion, tens of thousands of acres of California land is and has been taken of the tax roll's. Tribe 

businesses have the advantage of NO STATE TAXES, NO INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS, NO SALE:S TAXES, 

NO BUSINESS LISCENES, NO EMPLOYEE WITH-HOLDINGS for tribe members as required for non- Indians 

is unfair competition to non-Indian businesses. As taxpayers, we have to have this burden shar'ed, no 

one should be treated differently. When Native Americans living on Rancherias use the same s.ervices, 

road infrastructure, and schools everyone should contribute. 



Comment Letter O3 cont.

O3-01

(cont.)

4. Off reservation acquisitions of land should NOT go into trust. County, cities and states should retain 
oversight in land use, zoning, health 13nd safety. All government agencies who have oversight on health, 
safety and the environment should n!tain jurisdiction. 

s. The "GIVING OF TAXPAYERS MONIES"' to this tribe (2.6 million), and surrendering citizen's rights in 
contracts, such as MOU's, is malfeasa1nts and needs to be rectified. 

6. The 160 acres of Rancheria land is held in "'FEE" not -rRUsr' why is El Dorado County NOT 
COLLECTING PROPERlY TAXES? 

Off reservation •Fee-to-Trust" lands etre dividing communities under the present system. Treat 
reservations as states are treated, cornmon law with state sovereignty. The residents of Shinsle Springs, 
outlying Placerville, and Rescue are as'king for your help and representation in stopping this abusive 
system. We believe most etected and :appointed officials in every level of government are turning a 
"blind eye" to the abuse, PLEASE HELP' EDUCATE THEM. 

Senator Barasso of Wyoming, Chairm;ln of the SeJect Committee on Indians Affairs, has a bnl S. 1879 he 
is moving thru congress to fast-track !the ltfee to Trust" process, please use your influence to amend or 
stop this legislation. Start the process In joining all California counties in petitioning the federal 
government to stop "OFF RESERVATION FEE-TQ-TRUST". 

At the present time a national coalitiotn of tribal governments are moving toward legjslation to exempt 
themselves from federal labor laws, again this is an "ABUSE OF SOVEREIGNTY"'. This legislation, 
regardless of your feelings of labor protections, is BAD for all working people. We believe in fairness 
"ONE LAND, ONE PEOPLE, ONE LAW'. 

Res~l~. ~ ~~ 
~(£?~ Carollouis,~~uncil 

Contact info: info@eldoradocouncil.org 530 622-6763 www.eldoradocouncil.org 

Cc: Shingle Springs Community Alliance, Buckeye Rancheros South, Buckeye Rancheros North, Shingle 
Springs Drive Residents, Horiday lake cs;D, Grassy Run, Senator Dianne Feinstein, Senator Barbara 
Boxer, Congressman Tom McCUntock, S1tate Senator Ted Gaines, Assemblyman Frank Bigelow, 

Assemblywoman Beth Gaines, Joe Dhillcl•n Sr. Advisor for Tribal Affairs - Office of Governor Brown, Don 
Young- Chairman of Subcommittee on tndians Affairs 
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O4-01

~P ' E l'llu 

.c' •*'" ~, ~, 

CHAMBER 
OF COMMERCE 

«?,:".t:', ~ 
c, n n\ ~ 

january 27, 2016 

Attn: BIA 
Regarding: Wilton Rancheria 

The Yuba-Sutter Chamber of CommE!rce stands in support of projects such as the Wilton Rancheria 

proposal, for its potential to become! a significant economic driver for its region. 

Anticipated benefits include job crea1tion, social responsibility programs that benefit community non

profit and education organizations, improved access to top quality facility spaces (as appropriate for 

community connections and business workspaces, meeting rooms and more). 

In addition we have found tribal host organizations to be extremely engaged, supportive and 

consistent contributors to communi1ty involvement and development. 

Our region has benefited significantly from the inclusion and support of our tribal hosts and partners. 

We strongly recommend moving forward with a project that can become a great asset to your region. 

Sincerely, 

Rikki L Shaffer 
CEO 
Yuba-Sutter Chamber of Commerce 

PH: 530-743-3160 
Email: rshaffer@yubasutterchamber .com 

Promote · Protect · Educate · Develop 
1.300 Frankltn Road · Yuba City · CA ·95993 

www.yubasutterchamber.com 
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O5-01

1/27/2016 

Chris Newell owner of Galt Sign&: Screen printing 
521 C St. Galt, Ca. 95632 

Ms. Amy Dutschke 
Pacific Region Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) 
2800 Cottage Way, 
Sacramento, California 95825. 

Re: DEIS Comments, Wilton Rancberia's Project 

Dear Ms. Dutschke, 

Please accept these verbal comments that I plan also to submit, after I am done speaking, 
as written comments for the record. 

Please accept these written comments into the record f01r the Wilton Rancheria DEIS 
hearing. 

Good evening, my name is Chris Newell and I own a business here in Galt I have lived in 
Galt 28 years and have started my business here in 1995,, and would like to speak 
regarding the benefit to businesses here of the Wilton Rancheria project 

If the Wilton Rancheria is true to their word, and uses local business to build, supply, 
stock, identify the casino, restaurant, resort, It would be a huge support to local 
businesses. They have the ability to give a viable economi;c shot not only to individuals in 
the form of jobs, training and more. But would keep local money local and improve the 
economic status of local businesses. I foresee if the Rancheria uses my business at Galt 
Sign & Screenprinting, I could see the purchase of new equipment, expansion of business, 
hiring of new employees to be able to service them. So not only wiU they be employing 
new people, they will be giving the local businesses ability to grow and hire new people. 

1 could go on and on about the benefits of this project, Butt I feel that there is no drawback 
to the Wilton Rancheria Project. As they move forward If they are truly in support of local 
businesses, I will support this project to move forward. 

wner of Galt Sign & ScreenPrinting 
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O6-01

GALT 

DISTR J C'T 

CHAMBER 
OF COMMERC'f 

1 /?Q /1 t.: .... ,~.. ~, .... .,, 

P .O. Box 1446 
431 S. Lincoln Way 
Galt, Ca. 95632 
(209)745-2529 
Fax (209)745-0840 
Info@galtchamber.com 
www.galtcbamber.com 

Ms. Amy Dutschke 
Pacific Region Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) 
2800 Cottage Way, 
Sacramento, California 95825. 

Re: DEIS Comments, Wilton Rancheria's Project 

Dear Ms .. Dutschke, 

Please accept these verbal comments that I plan also to submit, after I am done speaking, 
as written comments for the record. 

Good evtmin& my name is Ann Ullrich and currently reside at11100 Liberty Rd. but have 
been a resident of both Wilton and Galt for most of my life. I am the Vice Chairpe1rson of 
the Galt District Chamber of Commerce and would like to speak regarding both tlhe 
benefits to our community of the Wilton project and the Chambers stance as weUI. 

The Galt Chamber supports the Wilton Rancheria in their endeavors because of the 
positive economic contribution we feel this will make to our business communi~{ by 
creating more jobs for our local residents, along with the infrastructure that will help 
both already existing businesses be more prosperous and bring new businesses 1to town. 

As co/chair of the Shop Local committee that was established to help showcase our local 
business:es and encourage residents to spend their money locally I believe that the fact 
that the 'Wilton Rancheria tribe is composed of many local residences will be a_ positive as 
well with their already active participation in our community. 

In conclusion we support the Rancheria's project and look forward to working with them 
to make Galt an even better business climate so that our local economy can thrive in the 
future. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

U~LUh~~ 
Ann Ullrkh 
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O7-01

PARKER REALTY 
--------- UNLOCK THE POTENTIAL ---------

January 2.9, 2016 

Ms. Amy Dutschke 
Pacific R1egion Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Re: Wilton Rancheria Resort DEIS and Project 

Dear Ms. Dutschke, 

It is a ple:asure to write this letter. I regret not being able to attend the Hea1ing this 
evening a.nd to speak in person but would like to present this letter as my comment. 

My name is Terry Parker and I reside at 12980 Alta Mesa Road, Herald. I also 
own a real estate company located at 545 Industrial Drive, Galt. I have livled in the 
Galt Community for the majority of my life. I am very active in the community 
and hold many hats. I am on Galt District Chamber of Commerce Board, Galt 
Joint Union High School Board and various clubs and committees. 

The Wilton DEIS document, prepared for the BIA, indicates that the project ''will 
not adver:sely impact on local property values", which I believe is true. In fact, I 
believe the project will boost values - something that is very important to rne as 
both a neighbor to the project and a local Real Estate Broker. 

My limited experience with the regional tribal gaming facilities like Shingle 
Springs, Thunder Valley in Lincoln and Jackson Rancheria in Jackson suggests 
that tribal casinos do not hurt but can actually help property values in these: 
communities by building strong economies. These casino communities have 
grown and flourished since the casinos arrived and 1 see the same thing happening 
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her in Galt as more jobs, wages and public funding flow into our local economy 
and businesses - to the tune of over $1.1 mission a day, according to the DEIS! 

Also, the Tribe's commitment to mitigate any potential significant impacts from 
the projects like improving roads in the area wiil heip not only the Wilton 
Rancheria buy also those of us who live in proximity to the resort as well as the 
entire cornmunity. 

In conclusion, this letter of support does not come without a lot of thought to the 
best inter·est of our Citizens and Business Community. Because of my life: long 
history with this community, I have known 2 of the board members of the 'Wilton 
Rancheria; Joyce Dozier and Tanya Caldwell who have also lived in the 
community for most of their lives. I cannot express enough the contributions they 
have madle to our community through our schools, non profit organizations: and 
businesse:s. I go to the Wilton Rancheria Board often to assist with Business and 
community projects and they are always generous with their time and pocket book. 
I think th~e Wilton Rancheria will a great partner with the City of Galt to enhance 
both the ~Wilton Tribe and the Community of Galt. 

For these reasons, I support the proposed Wilton Rancheria and ask that thte BIA 
move the project along as quickly as is possible. 

Respect 1~ly, 

------~~ 
Terry Plx· er 
terry@parkerrealtygalt.com 
209-810-0720 

5451ndustrial Drive I Suite 105 I Galt, California 95632 I 209-745-1568 I 209.745.1572 Fax 
www.parkerrealtygalt.com 
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Stand Up For California! 
''Citizens making a difference'' 

Amy Dutscb.ke 
Pacific Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
2800 Cottage Way, 
Sacramento, CA. 95825 

''" '' ... tan•lupc' or._ 

February 9, 2016 

RE: Comment on DEIS ofProposed Wilton Raocheria ("Tribe") 
Fee-to-trust and Casino Project, Sacramento, CA. 

Dear Regional Director Dutschke, 

P. 0. Box355 
Penryn, CA. 95663 

The following conunents are submitted on behalf of S1and Up For Caftfornia! (Stand Up). The 
proposed project and preferred altemative consist of: 1) placing approximately 282 acres of land in the 
unincorporated County of Sacramento into trust. 2) approval of a gaming management contract .and associated 
agreements, 3) development of a casino with approximately 110,260 square feet of gaming floor area, a 12 story 
hotel with 302 guest rooms, a 360 seat buffet, 60 seat pool grill and other food and beverage providers, a 2.600 
square foot retail area , a fitness center, spa and approximately a 48.000 square foot convention center. 

The following comments are our initial response to the DEIS. The draft EIS has several deficiencies, 
including ambiguous information. Because of these discrepancies, the Draft EIS does not fully evaluate all of 
the direct and indirect effects that the Proposed Action could have on the surrounding off-reservation 
environment. We anticipate, however, that new issues will arise as more i.nfonnation regarding the Tribe's 
proposed casino is developed and we plan to respond to those issues as needed. 

1. FLAWED DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT 

The DEIS is silent on the applicable section the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act ("IGRA") that applies to 
this fee-to-trust transaction. The Wilton Rancheria Tribal Resolution No. 2013-53 states that the Tribes request 
tor a fee-to-trust transaction will adhere to the IGRA 25 U.S.C. Section 2719 (b)(l)(A). This section of IGRA 
requires the concurrence of the Governor of California. Since the Tribe has identi1ied this fee-to-trust 
transaction as a two-part determination, the City of Galt and Elk Grove and the County of Sacramento and other 
state agencies or local districts have a substantial role in the federal process as well as state legal obligations to 
adhere to the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). The bepartment must provide the public with 
accurate information; failing to do so is inconsistent with National Environmental Policy Act ("'NEPA") and the 
Administrative Procedure Act 

1 
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While the DEIS has gone to great trouble to identify development of a the project with approximately 
110,260 square feet of gaming floor area, a 12 story hotel with 302 guest rooms, a 360 seat buffet, 60 seat pool 
grill and other food and beverage providers, a 2,600 square foot retail area, a fitness center, spa and 
approximately a 48,000 square foot convention center BUT neglects to include the nwnber of slot machines and 
gaming tables. This is a casino proposal. Omitting the number of slots and table games yet including the 
number of seats pools ide creates a flawed vision of the project. To find the number of slots and table games, 
one has to dig through all of the Appendices to tind it on page 824 of volume II, Appendix 0 under Traffic. 
The number one determinant of environmental impacts for a casino proposal is the number of customers. The 
driver for the number of customers is the number of machines and the number of table games, not the number of 
seats at the poolside grill. Without this fundamental information included in the project description it lacks a 
basis to measure the direct and indirect impacts, thus the project description is significantly flawed. 

The application is for 282 ac. zoned as agricultural lands. The casino development can be developed on 
60 to 70 ac. of land. The Tribe has stated the intent of the remaining acreage is to create a buffer between the 
casino and the City of Galt. Once land is in trust, a tribe can change its mind as to the development of that land. 
A perfect example is an application by the Shingle Springs Miwok for a medical center, the land was taken into 
trust but the medical center never constructed on that land. In 2015, the Tribe announced plans to develop a 
shooting range on this land contiguous to the casino that would be within a 1000 feet of non-tribal homes, 
schools and churches. This creates a serious conflict due to change of land use. There is no guarantee that the 
Wilton Tribe will use the additional lands for a buffer zone. A complete description and evaluation of the land 
use in the foreseeable future must be provided. 

2. RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES IS INADEQUATE 

NEP A requires consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives to federal action. But without 
enforceability, the different alternatives examined in the DEIS are merely different scenarios that may or may 
not play out from the almost infinite range of actions the Tribe might take once the proposed federal actions 
have been taken. For example, in terms of the Departments' actions the proposed casino alternative at the prior 
Rancheria is no different than the no action alternative. The proposed altemati ve projects at the former 
Rancheria have potential hurdles, but hurdles that can be overcome without federal actions. The Rancheria 
lands are privately held in the name of individuals not the tribal government. However, the Tribe may be able to 
purchase or lease these lands. Current Department policy views former Rancheria lands as restored whlch 
permits development of a class IT gaming facility without seeking federal or state approvals. 

Tll.is fee-to-nust transaction is a two-part determination, meaning that it will require the Governor of 
California to agree to remove the lands out of the regulatory authority of the state. Once the land is in trust the 
Tribe could then develop class II gaming on those lands. The real alternatives to this Department action 
considered in the DEIS is therefore collapse into just one action alternative and the compulsory "no action" 
alternative: The Department will either take the suite of actions (two-part determination and acquisition into 
trust) necessary to allow gaming at the Highway 99 site, or not. This is not a reasonable range of alternatives. 

3. ALTERNATIVES MUST CONSIDER THE PROBABIILITY OF EXPANSION 

Future expansion of the proposed project is also a possibility that the DEIS does not consider. There is 
no enforceable measure preventing the Tribe from building a casino on the proposed site, and then later seeking 
to have adjoined land taken into trust to expand the operations or even developing the former Rancheria. There 
is however. reason to believe that this is entirely likely to happen. Tribes throughout California have continued 
to acquire additional acreage with their casino revenues. Each new fee-to-trust transaction will take land out of 

2 
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the county or city regulatory authority. Each new fee-to-trust transaction removes acres of land off of the tax J 
rolls affecting the scarce general funds of local governments. 

4. THEMOU'S 

Stand Up is very concerned about the impacts the proposed project could have--both on the surrounding 
community and statewide. Th.is is a large scale project which presents significant and profound changes to the 
human environment. Stand Up appreciates the development of the required Memorandums of Understanding 
(MOU) between the County of Sacramento, the City of Elk Grove and the Tribe ordered in the Court 
Settlement. However, in Sacramento County's April13, 2015 letter of comment on the Administrative Draft it 
appears the Tribe did not live up to the terms of the Tribal Project Environmental Document to identify and 
thoroughly define impacts and present mitigation measures consistent with the terms of that agreement. 

The Court Settlement did not require an MOU with the City of Galt. The proximity of the casino to the l 
city and current city proposed developments of 1400 housing units, 44 acres of parks and open space, an 
elementary school, commercial development and potential San Joaquin Delta College satelHte campus will be J 
significantly impacted. Mitigation measures for shared water resources, waste water, transportation and air 
quality must be reviewed for their adequacy and feasibility. 

The Court Settlement did not require a MOU with California Department of Transportation. Yet th.is 
project will require significant restructuring of on and off ramps to conform to state safety standards. Again, 
local government and state agencies are only exempted from complying with the CEQA when a tribe's tribal 
state compact is ratified by the State Legislature as the exemption is provided in that statute. 

There is a legal question that the Court Ordered MOU is inconsistent with CEQA and therefore maybe 
unenforceable in whole or in part. The MOU in paragraph 2 states: 

Scope of Agreement. This Agreement shall apply to any Tribal Lands located within the 
County including, but not limited to, any of the land specified in Paragraphs 7 and 8 of the 
Stipulation. The City and County agree not to oppose any efforts to have lands taken into 
trust for the tribe provided that Tribe complies with the provisions of this Agreement. If 
any question arises between the Parties as to this Agreement's application of any given piece of 
parcel of land, or any development thereon, the dispute resolution provisions of this Agreement 
shall apply. (Emphasis added) 

The County and the City have exercised their governmental discretion providing an entitlement 
for land use to the Tribe. This action commits the County and the City to comply with all aspects of the 
CEQA. The impacts mitigated under this MOU cannot be relied upon, and therefore provide no basis for any 
determination that the Tribe' s proposal will not be detrimental to the surrounding community. 

5. ENVTRONMENTALIMPACTS 

J 

~~~ l Water throughout California is a scarce resource that must be properly managed. The DEIS 
discusses the Tribe's use, but not a management plan that encompasses the off trust lands 
community or the affected water basins. The report does not take into consideration the significant 

3 
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and historic drought conditions California is currently experiencing the fact that drought projections 
are forecasted to last for the next 10 years. As a result, California now has an important new water 
conservation law that requires tribes to participate on a voluntary basis only. On September 16, 
2014, Governor Brown signed new legislation regulating groundwater use.1 The new laws require 
local agencies in fast-depleting basins to draw up and implement groundwater sustainability plans to 
put groundwater basins on a path to sustainability by 2040. The central feature of the new laws is 
that they aU ow local jurisdictions to assess the conditions of their local groundwater basins and take 
steps to bring those basins in a state of chronic overdraft into balance. This goal cannot be achieved 
if major water users within a particular basin are not obbgated to comply with the management 
objectives, yet the law exempts tribes from participating. Considering that this proposed casino will 
require the "concurrence" of the Governor of California, compliance with state ground water law is a 
necessity. 

Careful consideration of the relationships between water quality and water quantity must be 
considered for planning activities. We need only look at the recent headlines regarding the City of 
Stockton, CA. or the City of Flint, MI. The DEIS assumes that city water supplies are assured and 
does not consider pollution threats to that supply. Projects must be considered in light of their actual 
potential beneficial uses, and water quality problems associated with human activities. The DEIS 
does not consider any possibility that the local water supply could be affected. A supplemental EIS 
is necessary to consider potential threats to the water supply of the City of Galt. 

B. TRAFFIC: 
It does not appear that this project can be constructed without the access of the restructuring or 
construction of a new highway interchange proposed by the California State Transportation. This is 
necessary to serve the development of a casino with approximately 11 0,260 square feet of gaming 
floor area, a 12 story hotel with 302 guest rooms, a 360 seat buffet, 60 seat pool grill and other food 
and beverage providers, a 2,600 square foot retail area, a fitness center, spa and approximately a 
48,000 square foot convention center, an average of 200,000 gallons of water per day demand for 
drinking water and wastewater disposal as well as 4+ tons per day of garbage disposal and access for 
the approximately 1,750 full time employees. Approximately 2,104 slot machines and 80 table 
games. One slot machine can generate as many as 13 car trips a day. 

• The DEIS must evaluate the impacts of special event traffic including weekend and evening peak 
hours for the casino and hotel complex. Evaluate the cumulative impacts given other event venues 
in the area. 

• Evaluate the impacts of commute traffic generated by employees of the casino or the potential of the 
new proposed developments in the City of Galt. 

• Identify how transit access or junket bus operation will be operated as part of the property. 

1 The new legislation consists of three separate biJJs: AB 1739, SB 1 J 68, and SB 13 I 9. 
4 
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• Evaluate traffic safety issues related to the project including access to private property in th~! area of J 
the project. 

• Evaluate the eiD.Jsstons of c1·iteria pollutants from the expected casmo traffic and con~;truction J 
activities and compare to the Regional thresholds. 

• A significant adverse noise impact will therefore result which the DEIS must evaluate. J 
C. WASTEWATER: 

• For all on-site treatment options a membrane bioreactor technology ("MBR,) will be used. 

This requires an evaluation of fouling control. 

• Moreover, MBR's often have to be replaced. The DEJS must consider this event and 

evaluate thls significant impact. 

• There must be a contingence plan in the event of a MBR failure that considers clean up and 

polluting of off-reservation water supply and damages. This is rural farm land; many private 

properties are stiiJ on wells and septic systems. A large wastewater release willl have a 

significant impact on the regional area. 

D. ECONOMIC: 
The impacts to State and local tax revenues from the proposed acquisition have not be,en fully 

evaluated by the Department or accounted for by the MOU' s with the County of Sacramento and the 

City of Elk Grove. To begin with, the loss of tax revenues bas been substantially underes:timated. 

As a relevant comparison, an independent report on the .fiscal impacts to State and local governments 

for the North Fork gaming trust acquisition est:imated over $100 million per year in lost revenues to 

non-tribal businesses and $1.4 million per year lost to state revenue, greatly reducing the amount of 

funding to California schools across l.be state.2 The full magnitude of the potential losses in tax 
revenues must evaluate by the Department, the State and the local governments affected. 

6. AUTHORITY TO ACQUIRE LAND IN TRUST 

Under the Solicitor Opinion M-37029, the Department treats any Indian Reservation electio1n under 
Section 18 of the IRA (regardless of whether the vote accepted or rejected the lRA) as "unambiguows federal 
actions that obviate the need to examine the tribe' s history prior to 1934" to determine whether a group was a 
"tribe" and "under federal jurisdiction in 1934". (Sol.Op. at 20-21 ). This legal interpretation_ is incotTect and 
cannot be relied upon to establish that statutory authority exists for the Wilton Rancheria trust application. The 
Department must undertake the "fact" and "tribe-specific" inquiry (described in the Solicitor's Opinion at 18-

2 
Blue Sky Consulting Group, A Fiscal Analysis of the Proposed North Fork Rancheria Casino Resort; Estimating the State and Local 

Fiscal Effects (Aug. 13, 20 14), available at: 
https:/1\\ "\\ .st.alldupca.or!!llegtS1ruion iB!ue" o20Sl-yo.o:WCC1nsyltm g~·n:!Ou1'0Up~·u20Nonh0 1111) f orlo. 0t ... 20Reportpdf ~ ie11 
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20) to determine if Wilton Rancheria was an Indian "tribe" and "under federal jurisdiction in 1934". The fee-to
trust application and the NEPA process is simply a wasted exercise to rubber-stamp the acquisition of land 
without a thorough determination. 

The Wilton Rancheria Tribe pursuant to a court-approved settlement agreement with the United States 
was restored to federal recognition on June 3, 2009. (Wilton Miwok Rancheria, eta/ v. Salazar) Nevertheless, 
the court settlement did not resolve the serious legal question of whether or not the Secretary of the 
Interior has the authority to acquire land in trust for this Tribe. The Court never considered the history of 
the tribe on its merits. Thus, the question remains: Does the Secretary of the Interior have authority under the 
Indian Reorganization Act (IRA), 25 U.S. C. 479, to acquire land in trust for the Wilton Rancheria Miwok? 

The Department settlement agreement raises additional constitutional questions over separation of 
powers. Moreover, the Department lacks statutory authority to restore or reaffirm a congressionally terminated 
tribe. It takes an Act of Congress to undo an Act of Congress. The United State Constitution grants Congress 
plenary power over Indians and Indian tribes leaving the judicial branch no vested powers to terminate or 
recognize an Indian tribe. 

To be eligible for a trust land acqutsttlon under the IRA, the Tribe must have been "foderally 
recognized" and "under federal jurisdiction " in 1934, (See-Carcieri v Salazar, 555 US. 379,295 (2009)). The 
United States purchased 38.8 acres of land near Wilton but it was for "homeless Indians of California", not a 
specific tribal entity. There is no explicit purchase ofland for a Wilton Tribal entity. It was often the case that 
California Rancberias housed individual Indians, but not any tribes. It seems apparent that the Wilton 
Rancheria was acquired without regard to formal organization or tribal status. Historically, tribes were 
recognized by treaty or executive order of the President, Cohen's Handbook of Federal Indian Law, section 
3.02[4], at 136 (Nell Jessup Newton ed. 2012), and it is clear that Wilton is neither a treaty nor executive order 
tribe. Alternatively, a tribe may benefit from a government-to-government relationship with the United States 
through recognition by an act of Congress or by the Department's regulatory process in Part 83. Whether 
Wilton Rancheria was a recognized Indian tribe in 1934 is a substatztial question that tl1e Department must 
address. 

After the enactment of the IRA in 1934, Indians residing on the federal fee lands. called Rancherias, 
participated in the IRA election. In June of 1935, at the Wilton Rancheria there were 14 individuals eligible to 
vote and 12 voted yes to accept the IRA. The community organized formally for the first time as the Me-Wuk 
Indian Community of the Wilton Rancheria of California. Their constitution was approved on January 15, 
I936. There was no approved charter. In I958, the remaining 10 assignees on the Rancheria asked by 
resolution dated October 13, 1955 to be given fee title to their assigned properties in accordance with the 
Rancberia Termination Act. 

DocUinented in the Report to the 1958 Rancheria Termination Act the Rancberia residents had 
integrated and were living as part of the greater community. The adults worked in nearby government 
installations, farms and labored at miscelJaneous wage work. Social services for the Rancheria residence were 
provided by the local county government, this includes law enforcement, f1re and emergency services, welfare, 
etc. The residence children attended public schooL There were no federal payments made to local school 
districts under the Johnson-O'Malley contract for the benefit of Indian children living on the Rancberia. The 
Bureau oflndian Affairs rendered services only for the land not the individuallndians. Federal funds designated 
for the land appear to have been very limited or simply unavailable, as the Report indicates that local districts 
and adjoining neighbors joined to build dikes to protect Rancheria residents and other private property owners 
from flooding of the Consumnes River. 

6 
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The Tribe has stated that they were removed from the Tillie Hardwick class action litigation in era. It 
should be noted that no tribes were involved in the Tillie Hardwick class action litigation. Only individuals 
were named in that class action law suit. 

Additionally, any decision to take land into trust at the highway 99 site must analyze the competing 
claims of tribal membership. For years the battle of membership disputes between the lone Band and the 
Wilton Band has been in the public. These types of disputes are disrupting to the greater community and create 
unstable tribal governments. In the last few years there have been multiple press reports of violence that has 
spilled out into the community and threatened the lives of casino patrons and employees at tribal facilities due 
to membership disputes. This bas caused the State of California to force closures on two different tribal gaming 
operations, the Chukchansi and the Paskenta. ln recent days there has been discussion and rumor of current 
members being des-emolled from the Wilton Tribe. These issues must be resolved. 

7. AUTHORITY TO GRANT CONCURRENCE FOR A TWO-PART DETERMINATION 

Wilton Rancheria Tribal Resolution No. 2013-53 states that the Tribes request for a fee-to-trust 
transaction adhere to the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act ("IGRA:") 25 U.S.C. Section 2719 (b)(l )(A). This 
section of IGRA requires the concurrence of the Governor of California. The Secretary of the Interior's 
determination must reflect the process for a land acquisition specific for gaming and verify completion of the 
requirements to consult with the state, state agencies, other local political subdivisions and affected tribal 
governments. However, the nature of the govemor's concurrence is very different. The governor of a state has 
a constitutional obligation to ensure that state laws are enforced and that gambling policy ensures the welfare of 
the public and the good operation of government free from corruption 

Governor Brown is currently faced with two very controversial off-reservation casino projects in which 
he has concurred. Those projects like this one will create new sovereign authority over land that has been under 
the authority of the State of California since 1850. Without doubt this creates a significant change in the human 
environment - including impacts in the areas affecting social well-being, law enforcement and a host of other 
governmental and state agency services and environmental impacts for the sole purpose of a casino that will 
undermine our states current gaming policy. 

As a result of the Governor's prior concurrence legal challenges against the proposed casinos are 
currently pending in both federal and state court. ln the state cases, the question ofwbether the Governor of 
California bad the authority under California law to concur in the Secretary's two part-determination to take the 
land into trust bas already been through Superior Court and is currently before the Court of Appeals. There is 
no doubt this case will reach the California Supreme Court. This case will directly affect this proposed fee-to
trust transaction. 

Moving this application and DEIS is pointless until there is a determination by the Courts if the 
Governor of Califomia has the authority to concur in a two-part determination. 

7 
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8. CALIFORNIA VOTERS STRONGLY OPPOSE TBE EXPANSION OF GAMING OFF
RESERVATION 

The majority of Californians are opposed to the expansion of gaming off-reservation. On 
November 4, 2014, 61% of California voters rejected AB 277 (Ch.51 , Stat.2013), a bill that ratified two 

compacts between the State of California and respectively, the North Fork Rancheria of Mono lndians 
and the Wiyot Tribe. AB 277 would have allowed the North Fork to open a casino on lands that are not 
part of its reservation and provided tht~ Wiyot tribe a share of the North Fork's profits . The compacts 
also exempted certain projects assoc·iated with the compacts from compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). The North Fork proposal is one of two off-reservation gaming 
proposals that Govemor Brown approved in 2012. Both gaming proposals have been challenged in state 
and federal court. Moreover, the Cali£ornia Legislature refused to ratify the tribal state gaming compact 
the Governor negotiated with the Ente:rprise Rancheria of Maidu Indians. There can be no dispute that 
the California Legislature' s refusal to ratify the Enterprise Compact, combined with the outcome in 
Proposition 48, are an indictment of the Governor' s approval of off-reservation gaming. 

Sacramento County voted "631~o" in opposition to the off-reservation gaming proposal in 
the 2014 referendum (Prop. 48). 

The Department should view the outcome of Proposition 48 as confirmation that California 
voters consider off-reservation gaming expansion as contrary to the public interest and that a majority of 
Californian~s consider the expansio1n of gaming off-reservation to be detrimental to the host 
communities. Unless California enacts: laws that authorize off-reservation gaming and a clear process to 
govern such decisions, the Department should cease consideration of any off-reservation proposal in the 
State of California 

CONCLUSION 

This concludes Stand Ups comments at this time but we reserve the right to submit additional comment 
at a Later date. 

Sincerely. 

Cheryl Schmit, o· ector 
916 663 3208 
cberylschmit@att.net 
\.VWW.standupca.org 
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Stand Up For California! 
';'Citizens making a difference'' 

Amy Dutschke 
Pacific Regional Dhector 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
2800 Cottage Waty, 
Sacramento. CA. 95825 
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February 12,2016 

P. 0 . Box 355 
Peor;rn, CA. 95663 

RE: AMENDMENT: Comment on DEIS of Proposed Wilton Rancheria ("Tribe") 
Fee-to-trust and Cllsino Project, Sacramento, CA. 

Dear Regional Diirector Dutsch.ke, 

Stand Up For Califomia ("Stand Up") sent its letter of comment on the proposed Wilton Ranchleria gaming 
transaction ro the Bureau of Indian Affairs ("BlA") on February 9. 20 16. This letter is to correct a statement in 
that letter. 

Under the paragraph labeled "1." Stand Up's first sentence states that " the OEIS is silent on the applicable 
section of the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act ("IGRA") that applies to the fee-to-trust transaction.·•· The DETS 
is not si ient. The iJEiS addresses this in Section 1.0 at lhe bottom of page i- i-1.2. Tile DE iS ami tile Tribai 
Resolution identify the proposed fee-to-trust transaction ill a colltradictory fashion which crea.tes lite need 
for clariflcatioll lby the Pacific Regio11al Office of the BIA. 

Contrary Ito the tribaJ resolution No. 20 13-53, the DEIS rel ies on the restored lands or initial reservation 
exception in 27 19 and states the fol lowing: (See - Section 1.0. bottom of page 1-1-1.2) 

"Here, the relevam exceptions are the "initial reservation" exception and the "restored lands" exception 
that allows gaming on land acquired in trust after 1988 if the lands are taken in trust as part of "the initial 
reservation of an Indian tribe acknowledged bv the Secretary under tile federal acknowledgment 
proce.••s" or "the restoration o(latJdr; [or a11 Indian tribe that is restored to Federal recogni.tion .... " 

The DEIS: acquiesces to the Stipulated Judgment. The Stipulated Judgment makes cJear that there is !!Q 
compulsorv restored lands designation for lands tbat are not contiguous to the historic Rancheria .1 Only 
lhe Rancberia and its contiguous lands may be considered restorcu lands. Moreover, the DETS then fai ls to state 
that IF a restored lands exception is used that there must he a determination by the National Indian Gaming 
Conuuission and/or the Solicitor of the Department of the lntelior. However, unlike other deten1.1inations of 
restored lands for landless tribes. the Wilton Rancheria lands. the historic lands. are stiJJ available to this Tribe. 

1 P!ll'llgruph 10 on P11gc 5 of the Stipul11tion and Order for Entry of Judgment Case No. C-07-0268 1(Jl)(PVT) 
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Further, tbe Stipulated Judgment makes clear that an " initial reservation" only appl ies to an Indian Tribe J 
that is acknowledlgcd by the Secretary under the federal acknowledgment process. Wilton was not recognized 
under the Part ISJ regulatory process thus an initial reservation exception cannot and does not apply to 
tbis Tribe. 

Our organizations comment still stands that the project description is flawed. 

Sincerely, 

~C4s~--=-( 
916 663 3207 
chery lschm.it@att.net 

AIT ACHMENT Letter to Maria Wiseman 

2 
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Stand Up For California! 
';'Citizens making a difference'' 

Ms. Maria Wiseman 
Office of Indian Gaming 
1849 C Street, N. W. 
MS 3657 

Washington, D. C. 20240 
Fax: 202 273 3153 

\\" \\ .,tandupcu .uq:, 

February 12. 20 16 

R E: Wilton Rancberia- DEIS Uearing J anuary 29,2016 

Dear Ms. Wiseman, 

P. O.Box 355 
Penryn, CA. 95663 

S1and Up For California! ("Stand Up 'i writes today regarding the recently published DEIS of the 
Wilton Rnncheri:a by the Pacific Regional Office of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, ("BIA'') for the proposed 
Wilton Rancheria Casino on Highway 99 ncar the City or Galt. Prior to the DEJS hearing, Stand Up contacted 
the Regional Office of the BIA to inquire if the Wilton's casino project is considered a two-part determination. 
Mr. John Rydzik advised me that I shouJd check with Arvada Wolfin, the Realty Specialist. In a telephone 
conversation with Arvada Wolfm she verified the section of the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act that the WiJton 
Rancheria Tribe had cited on its Tribal Resolution giving notice of its intent to begin a NEPA review. J 
However, tl1e DE IS prepared by the en vironme11laljirm AES and published by the BIA lacks clarity on the 
federal process } 'or the trust transaclitm.1 

This is the second rime within six months that Stand Up has written to you regarding BWAES and a 
flawed description of a proposed tribal casino project? The Wilton Rancheria Tribal Resolution No. 2013-53 
states that lhe Tribes request for a fcc-to-trust transaction will adhere to IGRA 25 U.S.C. Section 2719 
(b)(I)(A). This section of lGRA requires the concurrence of the Governor of California. Since the Tribe has 
identified this fee-to-trust transaction as a two-part determination. the City of Gait and Eik Grove and the 
County of Sacramento and other state agencies or local districts have a substantial role in the federal process as 
weU as state legal obligations to adhere to the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA.'). 

1 Stand Up For Cal~f'omia! is a not for profit public corporation that addresses gaming issues in the State of Californja. We are 
recognized and act as a resource of infom1ation to local, stat~ and federal law makers. Tribal gaming presents unique issues of land 
use and tribal recognition. 
2 Stand Up'~ comment len.er of Jan. 9. 2016 stated that the DE IS is si lent on the applicable section of the Indian Gwning Regulatory 
Act. A letter amending that stat~:mcnt will be sent to the Pacific Regional Office of the BIA reflecting the Information in this Jetter. 
' Lcn.er Dated September 22,2015 regarding the Tejon Tnbc's September 2, 2015 St:oping Hearing. We expressed concern that AES 
described the federal fee-to-trust process and the exception for after-acquired lands inaccurately misleading the public rcgw-ding the 
scope of participatory rights ami the decisions that must be made. 

1 
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fn contradiction to the tribal resolution No. 2013-53. the DEIS relies on the restored lands or injtial 
reservation exception in 2719 and states the following: (See Section 1.0. bottom ofpage 1-1-1.2) 

"Here. the relevant exceptions are the "initial reservation" exception and the ·'restored lands'" exception 
that allows gaming on land acquired in trUSt after 1988 if the lands are taken in trust as part of "the injtial 
reservation of an Indian tribe acknowledged bv tlte Secretao ' under tlte federal acknowledgment 
process" or "tlte restoration o(Lands for a11 Indian tribe tltat is restored to Federal recognition. ... " 

The DE!S then acquiesces to the Stipuhned Judgment The Stipulated Judgment makes clear that there 
is no compulsory restored lands designation for Lands that are not contiguous to the historic Rancheria.4 

Only the Rancheria and its contiguous lands may be considered restored lands. Moreover, the DEIS then fails 
to state that IF a restored lands exception is used that there must be a determination by the National Indian 
Gaming Commission and/or the Solicitor of the Department of the Interior. However, unlike other 
determjnations of restored lands for landless tribes, the Wilton Raneheria lands, the historic lands, are still 
available to this Tribe. 

Further. the Stipulated Judgment makes clear tbal an "initial reservation" only applies to an Indian Tribe 
that is acknowledged by the Secretary under the federal acknowledgmeJot process. Wilton was not reco2!lizcd 
under the Part 83 regulatory process thus an initial reservation exception cannot and does not apply to 
this Tribe. 

This Section of the DElS gives a perception that it has been deliberately crafted to mislead and 
misinform the public. The DepartmenJ must provide the public with accurate information; failing to do so is 
inconsistent witlt tlte NaJional Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA ,) and rite Administrative Procedure A ct. 

Please verify for Statrd Up the correct exceptio11 tit at applies l fJ' tit is f ee-to-trust transaction. This is an 
issue or great public import. I look forward to hearing from you soon. 

Sincerely, -
~~:£:~ ~y'--
Stand Up For Cali fornia 
916 663 3207 
cherylschmit@att.net 

CC: U. S. Senator Dianne Feinstein 
Joe Dhillon, Sr. Advisor to the Governor of California 

4 Paragraph 10 on PageS of the Stipulation and Order for Entry of Judgment Case No. C-07-02681(J l)(PVT) 
2 
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JOSEPH W, ROBS ' 
STERLING J. ROSS, JR. 'I 
ALAN J. TITUS 
PHILIP A. ROBB 
ALEXIS LYNCH 

Ms. Amv Dutschke 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
2800 COtttage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

RoBB&Ross 
AN ASSOCIATION OF PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS 

591 REDWOOD HIGHWAY, SUITE 2250 
MILL VALLEY, CA 94941 

TELEPHONE: (415) 332·3831 
FAX: (415) 383·2074 

February 12, 2016 

'A PJ<OfESSIONAL COI<PO 

I CERTIFIED SPE'CIAUSliN El 
PLANNING. PROBATE AND 
LAW lli£ S1A1E BAll 0~ CA 
BOArlO Of lEGAl SI'EOA! 

Rel: DEIS Comments. Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project 

Dear Ms .. Dutschke: 

Thtis letter is from Jarhett Blonien of Blonien & Associates and Alan Titus of 
Robb & Hess. We write on behalf of 11 California cardrooms, including cardrooms 
in the Sacramento, Lodi and Stockton area to provide comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement with respect to the Wilton Rancheria's application 
to transfter 282 acres of land in Galt to the federal government to hold in tr1ust for 
the Rancheria and to develop a casino and hotel on the site. We have two main 
concerns. 

I. The DEIS Erroneously Assumes That Transfer of Tit1e to the Federal 
Go1vernment Results in Divestment of State Territorial Jurisdiction 

The DEIS states that it was prepared "to address the environmental Hffects 
of taking 282 acres of land into Federal trust for the Tribe to conduct gaming." 
(DEIS p. 1-2.) The action proposed is on!y to accept tit!e to the site in trust for the 
Wilton Rancheria. Normally, a change in title to land would not lead to negative 
impacts on the environment. People transfer title to land every day. 

However, the DEIS is premised on a belief that once title to land is 
transferre:d to the federal government in trust for the Wilton Indians, the state will 
somehow lose territorial jurisdiction over the site, specifically over regulatioln of land 
use and ~~ambling, and that the tribe will be able to construct and operate a 
Nevada-style gambling casino on the site. Those assumptions are not corn3ct. 

Th1e site consists of seven parcels. All seven are currently privately owned, 
and all seven are currently under state jurisdiction and governed by California law. 
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Bureau of Indian Affairs 
February 12, 2016 
Page 2 

The draft EIS makes a number of statements to the effect that once the land is 
transferred to the federal government in trust, it no longer will be subject to state 
law. Thus, in section 4.0 on Environmental Consequences, section 4 .9 on Land 
Use reads; : 

County and/or City land use regulations would not apply to the Twin 
Citi:es site once the land it taken into trust. The only applicable land 
use! regulations would be federal and Tribal, as the Twin Cities site 
would be converted to reservation land. 

DEIS 4.9-1. (Similar statements as to the alternative sites can be found on 
pages 4.91-11 ; 4.9-12; 4.9-13; and 4.9- 15.) 

No law is cited in support of these claims, and the fact is that is not the law 
and has never been the law. 

A state has jurisdiction over all lands within its borders except those lands 
over which the federal government reserved jurisdiction when it admitted th1e state 
into the Union and those lands over which the state has since ceded its jurisdiction 
back to the federal government. See Fort Leavenworth Railway Co. v. Lowe, 114 
u.s. 525 (1885). 

When the federal government acquires lands within a state, all it acqu1ires is 
title to thH land, not sovereignty over the land. As a recent government issued 
summary of the law states, "Acquisition of land and acquisition of federal 
jurisdiction over that land are two different things." GAO, Office of the General 
Counsel, Principles of Federal Appropriations Law, 3rd Ed. 2008, Vol. Ill, p. 113-101. 
The feder::tl government has no power to divest a state of territorial jurisdiction . 
Fort Leav~mworth expressly negates the claim that the federal government can strip 
states of jurisdiction , calling such an act of "disseisin.'' ld. at 538. 

Thus, there are three ways by which the Federal government can obtain 
jurisdiction over a site within a state's borders. The first is to reserve jurisdiction 
when the state is created and when the federal government admits the state: into 
the Union . Second, it the federal government subsequently acquires lands in the 
state, the fedeial govemment can obtain state consent under the Enciaves Ciause 
of the U.S. Constitution to the creation of a federal "enclave " on which the Federal 
government would have exclusive jurisdiction. Third, anytime after that, the federal 
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government can secure formal cession of jurisdiction from the state. Fort 
/o,vL3nt•o-..r+l-t· 1 _11/i//i~r'V'fl,.. ., lt.-1:--~-- ,_,_..,_, '"'- "", r- "'-' ,...,...,.... ll"'\th ~· ·aL~-11· . ...... .., viiVVVIlll, 1111111101/10> v . MIIIII!:JLV/1 nvLt:::l I...U., .£.£ r . .£0 00::1 \0 \...Jr. I u , see 
Report of' the Interdepartmental Committee for the Study of Jurisdiction OwH 
Federal Areas Within the States (1957) . All three methods require state consent. 

This law applies to Indian lands as well as to non-Indian lands. See, 1for 
example, Silas Mason Co. v. Tax Comm., 302 U.S. 186 (1937); and Surplus 
Trading Co. v. Cook, 281 U.S. 647 (1930). Also see and compare Organized 
Village of Kake v. Egan, 369 U.S. 60 (1962) with Metlakatla Indian Community v. 
Egan, 36B U.S. 45 (1962) . In Organized Village of Kake, the Court held thatAiaska 
could enforce state anti-fish-trap law on the Indian reservation because the ·federal 
governme!nt did not reserve jurisdiction on the state 's admission. In contrast, in 
Metlakat!eJ, the court held that Alaska lacked jurisdiction to enforce the sam1e state 
anti-fish-trap laws on that Indian reservation because the federal government did 
reserve jurisdiction at the time of the state's admission. As in Metlakatla Indian 
Community, most Indian reservations were established before admission of the 
state in which they sit, and thus fit the first exception as lands over which the 
federal government reserved jurisdiction upon admission of the state into th1~ Union. 

Under these well-established laws, lands newly acquired by a tribe after a 
state is formed have a very different status than do historical Indian lands. 'When a 
tribe acqUJires title to land that has been under state jurisdiction, unless the state 
cedes its jurisdiction to the tribe, the tribe takes title subject to the pre-existing 
sovereignty of the state. Similarly, when the Federal government accepts title in 
trust for a1n Indian tribe, the federal government takes title subject to the state's 
sovereignty. 

Congress has the power to authorize the Secretary to accept lands into trust 
for tribes. However, that action does not divest the state of its existing jurisdiction 
over the lands. 

ThE! State of California has not ceded its jurisdiction over the subject 282 
acres. Therefore, if title to the land is transferred to the Federal government in 
trust for tlhe Wilton Rancheria, all that will change is title to the land. The land will 
remain subject to California law; it will remain subject to state and local land use 
laws and will remain subject to California prohibitions against gambling. Thee 
assumptions in the DEIS are incorrect. 
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II. The DE:IS Fails to Evaluate Economic Effects on Cardrooms 

Although, as we argue above, the Federal government's acceptance of title 
to the land will not remove the land from state jurisdiction and from governance by 
state and llocal law, assuming that were not the case, the DE IS has a further major 
defect in that it does not consider economic effects of the trust acquisition em 
existing state licensed cardrooms. 

Section 4. 7 of the DE IS considers socioeconomic effects of taking the land 
into trust, and contains two pages analyzing the Substitution Effects on existing 
tribal casinos. The analysis estimates the substitution effects on 13 tribal casinos 
covering a wide area from Richmond to Fresno and from Madera to Oroville. This 
analysis is based on an independent study by Global Market Advisors entitled 
" Economic Background and Competitive Effects Study for Wilton Rancheria" and 
included in the Appendix to the DE IS as Appendix U. 

There is no explanation why the study of competitive effects was limited to 
tribal casinos and did not include licensed cardrooms. There are a number of state 
licensed c::udrooms within the same area. These include cardrooms in the 
Sacramento area and in the Stockton/Lodi area, as well as cardrooms in the !Bay 
Area and the Fresno area. 

It is clear that tribal casinos and cardrooms have a competitive relationship. 
In addition, to operating slot machines, tribal casinos offer card games. The 
proposal by Wilton Rancheria is to operate 80 table games. 1 This is more tables 
than any siingle cardroom in Northern California and would create much new (and 
potentially excess) capacity in the area, and have potentially huge impacts on 
existing cmdrooms . 

1 \/1/e note that neither the number of slot machines nor the number o·f tables 
is specified in the DEIS. This is a defect in itself. The level of environmental 
impact is highly dependent on patronage levels, which in turn are dependent on the 
number of gaming machines and gaming tables. Although the DEIS provides 
meaningle·ss numbers like the numbers of tables in the buffet, it fails to provide the 
meaningful numbers like the number of gaming machines and tables. That said, 
Appendix U indicates in one place that there will be 80 tables (page 1) , and in 
another pl1ace that there will be 92 tables (pages 2 and 31). 
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The games offered in Indian casinos are somewhat different from those 
,....f.f." ... ",..., i.-.. "'"' .. ,., .. ",...~,... ""··· -··-·-.-...-·- _ _ __ :,.._ ... •&...-- :-.... ·---L..~-- -!"- t...•- r- ---1 -•:- · · ~ -Vilc;;IC:U ,, , '-'a•uovv•••;:o, uul \,U;:olv• • •c•;:o ~.;u••::o •ucJ u•t:••• ll l tt: I I; I ICSIIYt::CSUit:: CS I IU J.Jiay rn 

both types of houses. Indian tribes can offer banked ~}ames and cardrooms cannot. 
This means t hat in an Indian casino, a blackjack type £Jame can be banked by the 
house. But in cardrooms, the same type ot game is played with players acting in a 
similar capacity to a banker. These players are called player-dealers, and t hey play 
against all t he other players at t he table. 

As witness to the competitive relationship between cardrooms and tribes, 
the United Auburn Tribe is currently financing a lawsuit against a Sacramento 
cardroom challenging the legality of these card games under California law. The 
case, Whitehouse v. Sacramento Casino Royale LLC (Sacramento Superior Court, 
Case No. 34-2014-00161427)was f iled April 4, 2014, and is getting ready to go to 
trial. It is hard fought litigation, with each side rep res~mted by top-t ier law firms . If 
t he plaintiffs were successful, the case would affect not just the one cardroom 
defendant, but all cardrooms in the state . The California Gaming Associat ion f iled 
an Amicus Brief that revealed that the United Auburn Tribe, which operates 
Thunder Valley Casino, is behind the lawsuit. This case, therefore, speaks volumes 
about t he competition between cardrooms and tribal casinos. T he fact is that 
competition is so intense, that the t ribe has surreptitiously sponsored a lawsuit to 
challenge current state approved games. 

Given th is competitive relat ionship between cardrooms and tribes, the failure 
of the DEIS to consider t he effect s of t he proposed tribal casino on cardrooms is a 
significant defect. The competitive effects on cardrooms should be studied 
carefully and a supplement to t he DEIS should be issuHd and made available for 
review and comment. 

We appreciate your consideration of these comments. 

Very tru ly yours, 

A~~:-
rhett Blonien 

~u-
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ECOS 
EN V IRONMENTAl 

• c ouNCil • 
Of SACI\AMEN T O 

Februaty 29, 2016 

JolmRydzik 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacilic Regional Oll'ice 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95X25 

Dear Bureau: 

P.O. Box 1526 • Sacramento, CA • 95812-1526 • (916) 444-0022 

office@ecosacramento.net • www .ecosac rament:o. net 

Sent via email to john.lJ'dzik(~bia.gov 

These are the comments from the undersigned organizations regarding the DRAFT ENVIRO:t'-IMENT AL 
IMPACT STATEMENT I TRJBAL PROIDCT ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT WILTON 
RANCHERIAFEE-TO-TRUST AND CASINO PROJECT, dated December 2015. 

Land Use 

The m emorandum of understanding among the Tribe, the County and the City of Galt states, "Use of 
Triba l Lands shall be deemed to conform to, and be compntible with, General Plan designaltions if the 
category of the proposed use is the least intensive that is authorized or allowed under the lea~lt intensive 
use permitted by the General Plan designations for land use that are effective eitl1.er at the time the Tribe 
submiL<s its fec-lo-trust :1pplication or at the time a change or intensification of UISC is proposed for Tribal 
Lands." This is a v<..:ry confusing slatem<..:nt and would indit;ate that abnost any land ust:! would b<..: 
considered consistent witl1 the general plans of the jurisdictions. Clarification regarding consiHtency with 
general plans is necessary to adequately review this document. For the putposes of these comment~_, we 
infer that the project is regarded as inconsistent with the Genernl Plan, hence the Tribal Project 
Enviromnental Document that is the subject of this review. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement I Tribal Project Environmental Document (DEIS/TPED) 
analyzes only a s<..:kct numb<..:r of Sacramento C.ounty General Plan policies. We bclievc that Alternatives 
A tlu·ou.gh E ru·e inconsist<..:nl with many County Gc...neral Plan pulici<..:s. These policies arc too numerous to 
delineate here and are nevettheless the responsibility of the document preparers. While the Twin Cities 
site lies within the Sphere of Influence of the City of Galt, it has not been annexed to the Ci.1;y and may 
not be appr.oved for mmexation in the near: or distant :future. Therefore, the County of Sacramento 
General Plan policies should prevail. The document has therefore inadequately addressed <~onsistency 
with the Sacramento County General Plan. 

In addition to being inconsistent w ith the County's General Plan, altematives J-\ through E are also 
inconsistent with the Regional Metropol itan Transportation Plan Sustainable Communities Strategy. The 
inte11Sity of the proposed use would :tnake it impossible to meet greenhouse gas reduction go<llls outfu1ed 
in the Sustainable Conununlties Strategy. and it would probably give rise to confortnity issu,es with the 
Federal Clean Air Act. This became an issue with the Red Hawk Casino interchange and would likely 
reoccur here with the major interchange improvements necessaJ}' at the Twin Cities site. We woul<l 

improvements. 

www.ecosacramento.net 
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Several alte:rnatives utilize onsite disposal of wastewater, a situation tl1at could easily be unacceptable to J 
neighbors and resident$ of the Cotmty as a whole. These effects have not been adequately analyzed. 

Agricultural Preservation 

The Twin C ities site, as weU as the Historic Rancheria site, is situated on va1uable agricultural land. 
Much of Sacramento Counly 's agricultural land has already bcc...'tl developed. Dc.;veloping additional 
agricultural land when kss impadfuJ allcrna:tivcs are available has not been adequately analyzed. While 
these lands may noi: be prime agricuii:urai lands, they are nnpori:ant to the agt'icu1tura1 economy of the 
County of Sacramento. 

Sed ion 2 . ll0.2 compares the c...nvironmenlal and economic consc.;qllcnccs of lhc altcmativ cs. Tills 
comparison downplays the environmental consequences while elevating the economic consequences and 
appears to be a very biased analysis. This does not appe<'ll' to serve the interest of the T!ribe or the 
residents of Sacramento County. 

Growth-inducing Effects 

Section 4.14.3 is included to supposedly address growth inducing effects, but again does so in a very 
biased manner. It indicates that no significant growth inducing unpacts would result fi'Om any of the 
allc.;rnativcs. How can one reach this condu,,.ion wht.:n both the Twin Citit.:s site and the Historic 
Rancheria site are agrieulturallands sutrotmdcd by agricultural lands? If the casino were lo be buill on 
either of tl1ese sites it would generate addition commercial uses and should 1nduce nearby housing to 
serve employees of the casino, and thus avoid addition trips and associated pollut:mts. 

Tills document's analysis of oli-site impacts is totally deficient. and it mu8l be concluded that lhe 
document i1; inadequate in its analysis and the mitigation proposed. 

Tht.: propos,cd casi.Jw project will bring more motor vehicles lo the area, tbus emitting more pollulants that 
contribute toward green]lOUSe gases. Suggested mitigation could include a plethora offi·ee electric vehicle 
(EV) charging stations (preferably powered by solar panels or wind) at the casino and environmentally
friendly public transit (preferably EV ), both provided and/or subsidized by the casino. 

The air quality docs not seem to be signilicantly allcct.ed by various site altern~llivcs, but Lhc c.loscr to ilie 
highway (i .e., AJtemative F) the Jess vehicle miles tt·aveled (VMT) and greenhouse gases (GHG), both 
J::.~- DM , 11.~~ ~- •1 C~~··~----~~ T.C •1.. ~ -~~ : .. _ ~-..l 1.. - • - 1 •••-~ T _ .,..1- -t.: .. ; .. 0-- .. ~ • ~-..l 0 ... .. ; .. _ __ _ _ ,~1 
JJ V lll oay C UIJ<l <lJJU ..Jtll.il<UliiJUtV. ll W.lv ~,;a:nuv <IUU llV~IJl WIJliJ LIJ<I\IIJl;:J.LUjJ ll.L DIIOJ.~J .:IUU LUV UVlUUIJJlUU 

Design (LEllD)-certi:fiecl buildings, that would be even better mitigation toward improving air quality. 

A~ pointed out in this section of the DEIS, man-made contribution to the negative effect-. of cli1nate 
change in 1J1e atmosphere are increased by botl1 the construction of such a facility and by fossjl-fuel 
powered motor vehicles coming to and from i~ so any significant mitigation to ameliorate resultant poor 
air quality will help toward Al3-32 and SI3-375 goals as established by the Califomia Air Resources 
Boanl(CAHB). 

·rransportation/Cia·culation 

Environmentally-friendly public transit (preferably EV), both from the I3ay Area and/or South, as weU as l 
from Sacral!llcnto and Lhe North, free to casino patrons, should be provided or subsidized by the casino. 
This has the heneftt of not on ly reducing GHG and othet substances fi·om fossil fuel-p0wered vehicles, 

www ecosucr:HJiento.net 
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but also can result in fewer intoxicated driver fi·om the casino, which serves alcoholic beverages, both 
enhancing public health. 

·n,e closer to the highway the project is 1milt (altemat1ve F), the less VM L' and GHG, both fmm Bay Area 
and Sacramento. In the Level of Service (L OS) portions of this section. it looks like the E lk Grove site 
(alternative F) will exceed current LOS. Again, this can be mitigated to some extent by provision and use 
of environmentally-friendly~ .free public transit to and from lhc casino on Highway 99 in both directions. 

Existent1mbiic i:ransiiservices to the Gait and Twin Cities sites do not l'utl on weekends, and are powered 
by fossil fuels, so again the Elk Grove site (alternative F) is preferable fi·om a transp01tationlci.rculation 
standpoint. To the extent the existing e-trans in Elk Grove can be utilized, they do have vehicles powered 
by altemativc (to fossil) fuel sources~ and U1ese vehicles should be subsidized by the project propon'-nls as 
a mitigatiOt'l measure. 

The infrastructure to permit many gamblers to bicycle to and from the casino is not likely to exist in the 
near future, so even though some of th e roads near alternative F have bike lanes, these or more of these 
will not be <lS w;cful to nritigation of transportation concerns as the free public transit pOW'-TCd by non
fossil fuels and free EV charging stations for patrons and staff to use. 

There was nothing in this section of the DEIS rega1·ding the man-made contribution to the negative effects 
of climate change incrcas<..xt by both Lbc construction oJ such a facility and by fossil-1iJc] powered motor 
vehicles coming lo and 1rom it., so any significant mitigation to amdioratt: those negative c.IIects on 
climate change such as those suggested in this cotnment will he lp toward AB32 and SB375 CARB goals. 

Biological Resour·ccs 

General Comownts for Alternatives A lhru F 

Impacts to several state listed species were included in this DillS which we feel is appropriate since it 
may be some time before an FEffi. is prepared, and this document will be tJsed by the tribe and the DIA in 
dct0nnining the most appropriate alternative for siting the <.:a-sino. But, whereas we fccllhat .inclusion of 
state listed species was appropriate and ptudent, we are concert1ed ahout the process of determin1ng which 
state species should be included, and then overly relying on the California Natural Diversity Data Base 
(CNDDD) fo r occull'ence data. 

The inclusipn of lhe four stale species that are nol also federally listed, e.g., the giant garter snake and Uw 
tiger salamander, wa<:; apparently a result "based on consultation with cooperating agencies (County and 
,.-.;.:_h, ' ' '!..T- ~ .. •: ~&--<--·- • 0:: ... 41.-- -·--1: __ .; __ .•• _., .... _ _.;..:1 - -1 - - •- ••• 1 ••• •1-- •• .:--1-•. - ..1 ki --1- I..:-.J ••· - ---•-~ 
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Sandhill crane, the bank swallow, and the Swainson's hawk were the only species analyzed to the 
exclusion of other special status species that arc likely to be found ln. many of lht! alternative sites. We 
are concet11ed tl1at tribal represetJtatives, the public, and the BlA may he misled into thinking that the four 
analyzed state species cornprise the sum total of California specia 1 status species that wilJ likely he 
impacted by Ute proposed project. We feel that the "California Species of Special Concern" that have 
potential to occur deserve mention and analysis, such as: bwTowing owl~ short eared owl, loggerhead 
slu·ike, northern barrier) lesser Sandhill crane, and possibly yellow warbler and yellow headed blackbird~ 
to name a few. As well, discussion and a_nalysis slwuld be included for "California Fully Protected 
Species" beyond the gt·eater Sandhill crane, like the white tailed kite and the peregi'ine fa lcon, that are 
likely to occur at some ofthe altemative sites. 

We arc also coml'-Tncd tlhout overly rclyln.g on the CNDDB for occuncnec datil. It is well known to l 
environmental professionals that the CNDDH re<:ord~ are poorly maintained, out of date, ttot complete, 
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and often understate species actual presence and recent nesting behavior. CNDDB is not jntended to 
provide definitive data for purposes of CEQA review of a project and therefore would not be definitive 
for inclusion in a NEPA document either. The CNDDB wchpage by the Califomia Dc.1Jartment of Fish 
atld Wildlife (CDl"W) says:. "" ... we cam10t and do not pmtray the CNDDB as an exhaustive and 
comprel1ensive inventory of all rare species and natural communjti[es statewide. Field verification for the 
presence or absence of sensitive species will alw11ys be an important obligation of om· customers.' ' 
(http://wwVY .dfg.ca.gov/biogcodata/cnddb/cnddb info.asp) 

Consuiting the C"NIJDB is only the first step of a bio1ogicai assessment, indicating where 11ke1y rare 
plants and animals may be found. It is highly substandard for an environmental document to ignore more 
thorough studies of an area, as here, in favor of CNDDB for the reasons stated by CDFW. A thorough 
lit<.:rature search wotdd havu bC'-'fl instructive as well as review of eBinl occurrence data, Xmas count 
data, and other information. It is also notable tJwt no winter fielld surveys were conduct~d, and so no 
winter migrant'> were encow1tered. 

Comments Regarding Altematives A thru C 

No considetation was given to cycllcalstochctstic events 

It is important when considering this site to understand its geologjc relationship to tb.e Cosumnes River 
Pr:~serve. The Cosumncs River Preserve is a globally signilicanl ounservation area that benefits a myriad 
of local species, many of which arc in decline or already listed as spcGics of concern, or threatened or 
endangered. The Cosunmef> River is t11e last remaining free tlowing l'iver out of the west side of the 
Sierra Nevada Mount1ins and its ftoodpJain is active with significant cyclical ,stochastic inundation 
events. The last one was in 2004-2005 and significant portions of the lower Preserve flooded. 'Tilis 
flooding is ecologically very healthy with new nulrient..-s and sediments being deposited and huge areas 
opened up for spavming fish and fish nurseties. This cycHcal inutndation may begin to pose some very 
significant problems. though.. if the upland forage •u·eas that terrestrial species. displaced by the 
inundation., utilize are urbanized. Urban development projects favor geographies that are well out of the 
:floodplains for obvious reasons. Dut~ as urban development c:rawls further southward towards the 
Cosumnt::S River, it begins to dral'n:ilically cons1J:ict the awilabk upland forage lor terrestrial spt:cies 
tetnporatily displaced by the cyclical inundations. This 1s placing an. increasing premium on consetving 
upland foraging habitats that are proxinlal to the Cosunmes River Preserve. The proposed site analyzed 
in altematives A thru C is a potential upland foraging site based on elevation and proximity. 

No consideration was given to the stochastic inundaliom oJ t}J.e lower Cosumnes River and the rest.~Han1 
temporal'y shift in fc)l'agiog by the ten·estrial species found in the lowel' Cosumnes, nor was any analysis 
- .. -- --·~" -1~~00· •t.~ :·-·--~· N~ ·~-:-- -- ~-~··~-- :-~1 . ... _ .. _ .. _ . __ ..:t -"~··-...:- - -~- -:t...: t : .... . ,f'~ .. t:N•- .:1 ··-~~:aN .... _ .. 
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are temporarily displaced by those stochastic. events. TI1e omiss·ion of many other special sta tus state 
species in lhis documcnl lakes on an increased signilicancc when considered in the context of the 
stochafitic inundations. Many of t hose specie.'> will he tetnpdratrily di1'1placed as well and will need 
proximal UJ)la.nd forage lands to survive. Any consideration of species occun·etlce on the proposed 
prqject site is incomplete without factoring in the potentially dramatic increased usage during cyclical 
flooding. And. this means the cm:nulative impacts analysis is also incomplete because it does not 
consider the loss of this habitat in the context of ongoing loss of ttpland foraging habitat in proximity to 
the Cosumne.<;. Rivet· Presetve. 

And further, when contemplating sea level rise as a result of clilmate change, potential upland forage l 
areas, such as this project site, take on pennanent significance as the ten·estrial s~ecies pem1anently 
displaced in the north Ddta must seck higher ground for thcir Stllrvival. The loss of this upland forage 
area should have been analyzed when considet·ing cumulative effeds it1 tl1e context of sea levell'ise. We 
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feel that even with the mitigation proposed, the impact would be potentially significant for cranes if this J 
habitat was developed, largely due to tl1te dearth of available upland forage lands in proxilnity to the lower 
Cosumn~ Hoodplain. 

Unclear methodology was used to e:-cclude state speciesfrom ctna~ysis 

In the ''Analysis" section found on 3.5-4, it stales: "An analysis to dl;LC...'fm.inc which of U1cse special-status 
species have lhc potential to occur witb.in the Twin Cities site: was conducted. The habitc1t requirements 
for each 1·egionally occurring spec1al-status species were assessed and compared to the type and quality of 
habitats observed onsite during the biollogical surveys. Several regionally occurring special-status species 
were eliminated due to lack of suitable habitat, elevation range, lack of suitable substrate/soils, and/or 
geographic distribution. Species determined to have no potential to occur on-site arc nut discussed 
fUtther." 

The fact that the "California Species of Special Concern" that have the potential to occur (such as the 
burrowing owl, short eared owL logged1ead shrike, northern harrier, lesser Sandhill crane, and possibly 
yellow warbler and yellow headed blackbird}, as well as "California Fully Protected Species" (such as the 
white tailed kite and the peregrine falcon), were not included is a significant omission, especially 
considering that at least two of them were observed in the field survey (the white tailed lcite and the 
northern han·ier). 

Inaccurate methodology wus used to conc:lude value q(sfte.for greater Sandhill cranes 

It is stated on 3.5.19 that: <'Tl1ere are no records of greatet Sandhill crane sightings within five miles of 
the Twin Cities site, however this species bas the potential to forage in the agricultural fields and 
grasslands on U1c site. Year round agricultural activilic.:s, heavy tnill.ic noi<;e, and htck of inunda.tl.;d crop 
lands, however, significantly reduce tlw chance that cranes would utilize this site for wintering habitat." 

First, that relying solely on the CNDDB for the occurrence data is misguided as has ah·eady been stated 
above. The imp01tant usage tune wtOuld be during the cyclical flooding as already stated. We are 
confused by the assertion that "year round agricultural acti vitics, trailic noi~;;e, and lack of inundated c;rup 
lat1ds .. . significantly reduces the chance that- cratles would utilize this site for wintering l1abitat.' ' 
Sandhill cranes utilize alfalfa fields for wintering habitat. w.ith lesser Sandhill cranes showing a much 
greater preference for this crop type than greater Sandhill cranes. Clearly the needed agticultural 
activities required to maintain this crop have not dissuaded the cranes from utilizing it elsewhere. 

We contacted J)l·. Gary lvey, who has lloeen doing Sar1dhil1 crane research 1n the no1·th Delta for years, and 
asked for his most recent flock site mapping. He provided flock site data on a Google earth map from a 
flock site survey he conducted in the 2012-2013 crane seasons (A zoomed-in site specific jpeg is attached 
as Exhibit 1. Twin Cities silc (lvcy, uniPublished map and dal<t). AJ;, can bc.: clearly seen from the exhibit, 
crane flock-s were seen using 5 sites wiitl1in the proposed Twin Cities proposed site, (not all -tlocks were 
delineated to subspecies, but among tlw ones tl1at were, greater Sandhill cranes were recorded.). Exhibit 2 
(Crane t1ock sites near Twin Cities site) shows another 12 sites were within 2 miles, and more still within 
3 miles. At the time of the survey, the proposed site was planted in wheat, which may have influenced the 
amount of usc by greater Sandhill cranes compared to what rrught have been seen with alfaU:'I. But. 
clearly, this is a geography favored by greater Sandhill cranes. 

As for the traffic noise~ if one were to drive down the road in the center of Staten Island~ cranes close to 
that road would flush as approached in th€ vehicle. This is an infrequently trafficked t'oad in the winter. 
as opposud lo say Highway 5 or Thomlon road,. which get much heavier usage-. It is common to sec 
cranes fot·aging and even roosting 1tl Stone J ,akes National Wildlife fi·om Highway 5 when clrfving hy. 

www.ecosacr.;ntento.net 



Comment Letter O12 cont.

O12-13

(cont.)

O12-14

O12-15

Similarly the cu mes that roost across the road from tl1e Cosumnes River Preserve visitor center when the 
water 113 flooded to the right depth (basically when they are not floodiug it deeper than is comfortable f or 
cran es for purposes of a methylated rtwrcury s!udy as lhcy have done 1tlr tbc last few years) arc rclat.ivcly 
close to Highway 5 as well. And futther. the cranes that roost at the Isenberg Crane Presetve are very 
close to Woodbridge Road and have cars parking even closer to watch them. And clearly. since the site 
has documented use by greater Sandhill cranes, it is unnecessary 1to speculate about whether or not they 
would be likely lo use it. 

And :finaily, 1nundated CJlop iand 1s used at times as a m ost s-ite as v.veii as an exceiient forage site to catch 
fossorjal animals flushed out by the water, but it is not necessarily a required element for good foraging 
habitat and as has already been discussed, Sandhill cranes are documented to 11se alfalfa fields for forage 
and thuy will also usc grassland - the two main dcscrihccl babiLals on the proposed pn~jcct sitt;. If a 
different crop like wheat or cotll were grown instead of alfalfa, it cam be expected that usage would go up. 

None of the tluee reasons given are accurately presented as resulting in a condition tl1at '"significantly 
reduces the chance that cranes would utilize tlus site for wintering habitat." Quite the contrary1 it is 
do<.:umented as utilizl.'() for foraging. And, coupled with !he stoc.haslic flooding alrcacty discussed~ the 
proposed site is well suited for temporary foraging for displaced greater Sandhill cranes. And, in tettns of 
the impact of sea level rise in the north Delta, it is also a potential Jong tenu forage site in the f11ture for 
greater Sandhill cranes, particularly if it were managed f or cranes. 

lnac:curate methodology wus 14sed to conclude value q(the site .for SwaJnson 's hawk 

There is quite complete nesting and foraging occurrence data for Swainson 's hawk in the literature. None 
of tltis was apparently util ized in deference to the notoriously incomplete occurrence data in the CNDDD. 
A full literature search would have indicated lhlll the proposed siLc con(ains nul (.>nl y U1e most prcfc:rrcd 
cover type for Swainson"s lwwk (alfa)fu), but also that foraging habitat is th e l imiting factor to r 
Swainson's hawk distribution in the not1h D elta. not nesting sites. It is not an accident that Galt is 
maintaining a Swainson's hawk preserve immediately adjacent to the proposed site. A f.u more robust 
examination and analysis of the Swainson·s hawk are needed to acc:urately detennine the full extent of the 
impact 

Inaccurate methodology was used to conclucle value of site for tricolored blackbirds 

It is stated in 3 .5-18 that: "There are 21 CNDDB records for tric:olored blackbirds (TRDL) within f tve 
miles of the Twin Cilies site . TI1e nearest dated .record is fi·om 1992 and is mappe<l immt::dia.td y a(.bacent 
to the western edge of the Twin Cities site. TRRL have the poten1tial to occur within the 1. 79-acre pond 
_ _ ,.ln-.... ~- .... - .-..... '1 ,..., .... -~ ~ U ,... ....... ...,. .. ....... 4 ~ .... .... ~_ .. , ....,..._...: '"l ~--... - .... --+ .... ,._.,._.._: _.. ,. I L. .,.. t... ~• -• · ...... ........... t... -rDDT ~ ...... . -.1~ 1,~1 • • _.....,. 
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occur within this fea t11re." The problems of the CNDDB apply her~~. It should be noted tl1at the CNDDD 
favors bird nest sites over j ust occurrences. It is d ear U1at this DlEIS is also only considering nesting in 
the quote. '!'RBI J have tl1e potential to nest in the p ond and dna.inage 1, 2, and 3, hut they have the 
potential to occut· thm ughout the vast maj ority ofthe rest of the site: as well. 

The following is an excerpt from the Tricolored Blackbird Workitllg Group (2007. Conservation Plan for 
lhc Tricolored Blackbird (Agelaius tricolor). Susan Kester (cd.). Sustainablc Conservation . San 
Fratlcisco, CA): 

'1dea/ foraging conditions for tricolors are created when shallow flood-irrigation, 
mow tng, or grazing keeps the vegetation at an optimal helght (<I 5 em). With the loss qf 
a natura1.flooding cycle and most native wetland and upland habitats in the Centrul 
Valley. breeding tricolor.<: now forage primarily in managed habitats. Prefttredforaging 
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habitats include agricultural crops s1J.ch as rice. alfttlfa. irrigated pastw·es, and ripening 
or cut grain fields (e.g., oats wheat. silage,. and rice). as well as annual grasslands, cattle 
feedlots. and dairit'-.1), Tricolors alw.forage in ren1nant nai:tve habitat.'>, including wet and 
dry vernal pools and other seasonaL wetland<;, rijJarkm sc:rub habitats, and open I'J'Iars/1 
borders. 

Most breeding tricolors forage within 5-6 km of their (;a/any sites, although on rare 
ovvasions they have been observed foraging up to 13 km fi·om their volony s1te.s (Orians 
1967; Beec~v and Hamilton 1 997). Proximity to suitable joraging habitat appears to be 
extreme~v important for the establishment of colony site,sr. Tricolors usualzy forage. at 
least initially. in the field containing the colony site (Cook 1 996). however. often on~v a 
minor .fi"·avtion oj' the area within the comm1Jting range a/ a colony provides suitable 
foraging habitctt (Heedy and Hamiltotl 1999, Hamilton and Meese 2006)." 

As stated in the excerpt, alfalfa and grasslands are prefen ed h.abitats. And, given that the CNDDB 
occurrence data from 1992, which is very likely nesting data, is immediately adjacent to the western edge 
of the proposed site, and given that th<.:rc is suitable nesling habitat onsitc, lhis clearly fits the defmition of 
a site that is almost in it'i enti1'ety suit1ble for tricolofed blackbirds. 

Lighting impact anafysis was mcomplete 

The sum total of analysis d<.:voted lo lighting js included in 4,5,·4: "Increased lighting <.:auld increase 
coflisjons of birds with structures, and can also cause a disorientation efte ct on av ian species. Thus, 
nighttime lighting from the operation of the Alternative A could have a potentially significant impact on 
botl1 migrating and local b:ird populations. Mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant nighttime 
lighting impacts are idenliiied in Section 55." 

No mention. consideration. or analysis i.<; given for the fact that lighting has the potential to lure insects 
away fi·om the surrounding habitats into the proposed project thereb y: reducing prey availability for a host 
of local species (including tricolored blackbird, American Kestrd, white tailed kite, etc.), potentially 
disrupting br~.:eding cycles lor insects (indt~ding valley elderb,:rry longhorn bccUc) <.:t~lllling further 
impacts to flt'e)' availability, increasing d sk to hats (-including some: a lt·eady at fi sk). The potentially large 
amount of light generated from facilities of the size and scope considered could potentially decrease the 
usability of sun·otmding habitats due to the light pollution (for an.Ut tals like owls and nocturnal predators), 
and negatively irnpact aquatic species m the wetland fea tures. 

Given the sheer magnitude of this proj ect, the light-related issues cannot he fully mitigated either hy usitl g 
A•••~...:A~ ~=-···ft .... ~ .. ~1.:-- ..tA<_._ • • , ~-...1 -- ~--· · =-=-~ 1 : ~•··~ ~- ~AA-~ •• • :.1 • ••• : _.;~_ ••• ~ . A ·-~ ···~-~-~ Air C.--
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midnight to 6AM. During the winter. by midnight it has been dark for 6 how·s already, and a huge 
building with pol<.:ntially hundreds ofrooms with their lights on L'S dcfmilcly going to impact surrounding 
wildJife, potentially as far away as the Swainson 's hawk cotrf.leTVation area managed by Galt, as well as 
the Wildlands Mitigatlatl Hank. The treatment of lighting impacts on biological resources itl this DHIS 
was incomplete and inadequate, as were the suggested mitigations . 

Comments Regardj ng Alternative D and E 

Though the historic Wilton Rancheria would at first blush appear to be a very different type of proposed 
proj ect site, in actuality the coTTUnent:s presented for alternative A thru C are relevant here as well. See 
attached exhibit 3 (Crane flock sites near the historic Wilton Rancheria) for Sandhill crane (including 
greater Sandhill crane) Hock sites wilhin 3 miles of llic propos,ecl site. This location would also be 
suitable for g1'eater sandhill ct·anes, as well as tnany other specie.~, foraging durir\g cyclical inutldation of 
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the Lower Cosunmes, and for future permanent foraging as the e1fects of sea level rise decrease usable J 
habitat 1n the nortl1 Delta. The comments for Swainson 's hawks apply here, as well as the issue of not 
.including amllysm of other species of concern likely to be using this location. The lighling conuncnL'l 
apJ)ly as well, with the addition that at this site lighting may affect anadromous fislt. 

Ga·ou ndwatcr 

The authors claim t11e basin is not in ovcnh·a1\. (p3.3-7 and Appendix K). This m Jalse. It is in overdrait 
because the ongomgremova1 of groundwater from the basrn IS cauSiing file Cosumnes River io remam 1n a 
state of disconnection from the underlying groundwater, in1pairing river flows during periods critical to 
anadramous fish and posing a severe threat to the ecological values of the river corridor and riparian zone. 
Recent state legislation (Uu.: Sustainable Groundwalc...'l· Managc...'tlnent Act) requires the City of Galt. 
Sacramento County, and local itTigation districts to deve1op and im1plement a plan by 2020 for addressing 
this overdraft condition and removing the threat to ecological res,ources. (The severity of the overdraft 
condition .in the basin is indicated by the difference in subsu1face groundwater elevation between the two 
''State wells" referenced on page 7 of Appendix K; the 15 t foot sl<>pe fi:om north to south is indicative of 
movement of groundwater from arc-ds of recharge into the cone of depression.) 

The authors should describe the obligations of the City of Galt, Sacramento County. and Galt Inigation 
District for compliance with the StJstainable Groundwater Manag:ement Act (SGMA) and the potential 
impacts of ~tpproval of lhil> project on l.hc cosls oJ compliance, 

The authors claim that the 'fw1n Cities prope~ty when developed as a Casino and business pat·k will use J 
less groundwater than currently used by the agricultural operation. However, that property has been only 
intennittently farmed and in some years is fanne.d in winter (unit1·igated) crops. AtJthors should provide a 
detailed history of cropping and est1maled irrigation usc on the property. 

Moving groundwater use on the property from agriculture to urban uses wilt elin1inate future flexibility in 
addressing the groundwater overdraft conditions in the basin. This is a significant impact, reducing future 
management opportunities. 

Conclusion 

The document should be regarded as incomplete for the rea:sons stated. Decause of the various 
shortcomings of Alternatives A-E.~ many of which have either insufficient mitigation proposed or cannot 
be mitigated, and many ol.hc:rs of wru~h have not been fully analyz,ed, we cannot reach a final conclusion 
at th1s time. Howeve~·_, we believe tl1at., given our comments ahove, Altemative F is by fat' the most 
~---:_; __ ~- -1 _ _ •• :,. _ ___ _ .... 11 •• C..: - -..11 .. 'T't. - :-"-~-····· -···-- ·- " ""'··--' ~ ~-- :- - __ _. _ ____ ;_._ .... L' .. -:t:.~-.. : .. 
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either already -in place or could be installed with fewer new enviironmental consequenc.es than for any 
other Allemativc. To minimize lhc degradation of air quality and llhe emission of greenhouse gases. il is 
importatlt to reduce employee driving and to and from work at the casino, as well a.q customer ddving to 
and from the cas1·no. No Alternative comes close to enabling tl1is strategy as completely as does 
Alternative F. Judicious planning by the City ofEJk Grove and Sacramento County has the potential to 
turn the project into a "smart growth" feature for the region. The other Alternatives do not share tlus 
potential Fw·thcrmorc, the critical natw·c of the cficcts of this pr~j1;ct on biological resources as proposed 
in Alternatives A-.E makes these options more environmentally risky with no obvious countetvailitlg 
benefits. 

Purely fi:om the environmental perspec.tive, Alternative G is by far the best, but it does not meet the nee<l 
for lhc tribe to achieve economic benefits that arc so important for its quality of life. For that reason 
alone, we are not arguing here for Alte~·native G. Whether there could he othet• ways for the tribe to meet 
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those economic needs is an important discussion to have, but it is beyond the scope of this analysis and 
these cotmnents. 

M'lny local jurisdictions are trying to enhance a reputation for a robust Farm-to-Fork movement, a 
prominent feature of much advet1ising and civic pride throughout the region. That all but one of the 
proposed altematives have the real potential of reducing the acreage oflocal agriculture, either directly or 
by growth inducement, is striking, and cause for alarm. This, alone, should weigh heavily in favor of 
Altemative F. 

Sincerely, 

ECOS 
ENV I RONMENTAL 

• COUNCI L• 

Of SACR A MENTO 

~ &~ SIERRA 
W CLUB 

Brandon Rose, President 
Environmental Cotmcil of Sacramento (ECOS) 

Robert C. BUllless, Co-Chair 
Habitat 2020 

Mike Savino, Board Member 
Save Our Sandhill Cranes 

Barbara Leary, Executive Corrunitlee Chait 
Siena Club Sacramento Grou]p 
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FIGURES 

Exhibit 1: Twin Cities Site (Crane flock sites indicated by yellow circles) 
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Exhibit 2: Crane flock sites near Twin Cities site (crane flocks indicated by yellow circlles) 
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Exhibit 3: Crane flock sites near historic Wilton Rancheria (crane flocks indicated by yellow circles) 
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Comment Letter CO1

CO1-01

CO1-02

CO1-03

CO1-04

CO1-05

Kristy Reed 

• I 1 

I do nol wanl Lo have a t:asino in Lhe Lown I raise my children. I will 
move if it is built here. 

Caitalin Hudson 

I love my small town, we moved here to get away from traffic and 
crime, not bring it closer 

Ashley Zaragoza 

I • 

J 

J 

1 moved to Galt because it is a small town! If a casino is built here, I J 
will be putting my house on the market and leaving. 

Danielle 'Walker 

' I ,. 

I love our li Llle lown! I do nol wanl Losee increased lraffic and crime J 
due loa casino! 

Chcrise Canning 

I've lived within 10 miles ofThunderVa lley Casino. Traffic on 
Eastbound and Westboundl-8o on Fridays nights, hoHdays, and any 
other special event was a nightmare and e:\.'tended our drive time to 
any destination by an h our . It is inconceivable that Hwy 99 and 
Twin Cities Rd could even withstand a fraction of I -So traffic. Our 
viable Galt will be no more if this casino is built. 



Comment Letter CO2

CO2-01

CO2-02

CO2-03

CO2-04

CO2-05

Mary Roberson 

: 1~· .-IJ 2... -• I 

More than ever we need to protect wildlife. It is our duty. Wildlife is 
precious. 

RetsyWebb 

) jl} I \ 

Agricultural fields best left as Sandhills crane habitat! 

Susanne Wilson 

I'm signing this because I want to protect sandhill crane habitat in 
particular. 

jim r 

II 

i enjoy cranes 

Sandra Powell 

t \h .. ' .;~ ..t ' ~IJI 

The cranes and other wintering birds need the adjacent areas for 
grazing/roosting. Wildlife habitat is important for the Central Valley. 

J 

J 

J 

J 

J 
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CO3-01

CO3-02

CO3-03

CO3-04

David \ Vagner· 

I 'm signing because a Casino near Galt would have a negative impact J 
on the farm land and the on species such as Swainson's Hawl\s and 
Sandhill Cranes which use the area foe foraging. 

Paul Lester 

-" 
Wouldanolher casino wilhin Lhis geographic area be commercially 
viable? Even the economist who have studied this question are not 
sure of the answer. Tt would be a shame to build it and then discover 
that all it does is harm the viability of the other casinos in the area. 
Tn that case nobody wins! Tf it should move forward then the 
commercially zoned and approved site at the Grant Line Rei & 99 
intersection is the better alternative. The infrastructure is already 
there and the area has been impacted by the ghost structures that arc 
there now. It will be finished someday so why not include a casino in 
those plans? 

\Vhitney Wood 

I I I I tl 

This is a very bad idea and will delinilely affecllhe surrounding 
ecosysletns. 

Maa·y DuBose 

I 0 I 

I volunteer at the Cosumnes River Preserve. This property is 
important to sustain the wildlife in the area. 

J 

J 



Comment Letter CO3 cont.

CO3-05

Cathie LaZier 

Ill' ol~ 

It's a poor use of the available land. We've lost enough habitat and J 
we should be trying to protect this area for the 'wildlife, as well as for 
the adjacent homeowners. 



Comment Letter CO4

CO4-01

CO4-03

CO4-02

Jane Thompson 

·~ It•" 

Please be sensible about this. How much would we lose to the special 
interest of an Indian casino? How much would we gain compared to 
what would be lost. Do you really think this casino would bring in good 
revenues? Please think ~ngain! 

Ter·esa Coatlalopeuh 

Th n" t \ I . I 

The proposal to build the casino on this land is morally reprehensible. 
There is already a commercially zoned ancl approved parcel further 
north at the Grant Line Road and 99 intersect. Why should more vital 
land for migratory fly over be compromised for greed. Point the tribe 
who wish lo have a sile oullhal way lo lhe parcellhal is developed 
already. Compromising more fields and green bells is nol appropriate. 

John lluls 

I. " ' " 

Increased traffic on Twin Cities Rd. will disturb wintering waterfowl. ] 

Amber· Vesefka 

I (,-

Larr·y Landis 

II 



Comment Letter CO5

CO5-01

CO5-02

CO5-03

CO5-04

CO5-05

Lisa Haley 

' ~I 

I'm signing this position because I have seen first hand the effects of a J 
gambling addict. 

Kristy Reed 

1 do nol wanllo have a casino in lhe town 1 raise my children. I will J 
move if it is built here. 

Caitalin Iludson 

llove my small town, we moved here to get away from traffic and crime, J 
not bring it closer 

Ashlc}' Zru·agoza 

I moved to Galt because it is a small town! lf a casino is built here, 1 wi11 
h P nnttinO' m v hnno:::P n n thP. m~rlmt Anfll,.,::.vino -·-- t' --~~---o -&-. .. ~.1 ..&,.-..- _._._ ,_...._ .. ~·'-&.-- ~- .... .&.~- ... -·..._-~ ,.,_.-~ ' ......... o. 

llanielle Walker· 

,, ,, 

11ove our little t own! I do not want to see increased traffic and crime 
due to a casino! 

J 

J 



Comment Letter CO6

CO6-01

CO6-02

CO6-03

CO6-04

Howard Larinter 

- I 

I am concerned about mosl of the issues on lhe peti Lion, particularly Lhe impact il would 
have on undeveloped land. California has precious little left and there are many competing 
:_ ... ,....,..."...,+,... A,.. ~o.+.n.~ o ,...,.,..,;_,..., -.. ... ..:11 \.........,.., , ,.... ~ _,.....; _ _ :..__"""'+- ,_;J ,.., _ _....." 1--..,,:1+ +\..-. ,., ..... ,.... ..-u.:lll'-"• - -. 
IIILC I C;')l::O. r \:"7 :">LdLt::u, d ~d:">II IV VV III II<JVC d lll<lJUI IIII!JdOCL, d l lU llll~C 1/UIIL, LI ICIC VVIII UC; IIU 

turning back. I think it is important to consider all current and future needs. For example, 
a continULing drought and the ensuing financial down turn could possibly cause th<~ 
business to fail. We'd then be left with ravaged land with little opportunity to 1·eclaim it for 
other uses. The other proposed sites for the casino arc much better choices for all these 
reasons. 

Denise 'Veiss 

llo 

Negative impact on wildlife in the area. We need to protect their longstanding territories J 
for migration. 

jtlldith farnsworth 
,,,, I I :::. _, 

no do noll want a <.:asino near our town were Lhe migratory bird / life need to continue here J 
on earth. stop this greed there are plenty of casino's. Value Hfe1s energy in its pure form ... 

SUSAN FRITZ 

PLEASE DO NOT UPS'E.T OUR F.NVTRONl\llENT! J 
K~wlccn Gans bct·g 

'11 '• 



Comment Letter CO6 cont.

CO6-05
I am speaking for the birds of the pacific fly way who have relied on this land for 
thousands of years. J 



Comment Letter CO7

CO7-01

CO7-02

CO7-03

CO7-04

CO7-05

F:abiola Mouriski 

I lpve lhe: small town appeal of Gall. One reason we chose to live in Gall. J 
Barbara Badgett 

·~ r . 

T feel tha1t a casino in Galt would adversely affectthe community. J 
G loa·ia Chadwkk 

I J 

1 agree with everything in the petition! I am not a gambler and 1 have seen firsthartd what J 
damage a casino can do to a small town, and 1 DO NOT WANT ONE HERE! 

Cynthia Alvru·ez 

I • t _ 

I do not want a casino near ow· town in Galt,Ca! J 
Firancisco Romero 

•I 

The casino is too close t o town. It will forever change the peacefulness of this place. The J 
water demand will be loo much for lhis town. The roads cannot handle lhe increase of 
lrafllc vollume. We chose to live in Gall lo have a peaceful time in this heclic.life 



Comment Letter CO8

CO8-01

CO8-02

CO8-03

CO8-04

CO8-05

Maddison Mcaftee 

I'm singing this because there was very valid points on what will happen J 
~~~ ~~~- ~ ~~~~~--.~ ~~1.., r -1~- ~-1~ • .:--.o.L~-~ ~'-~~--~ -~~- .. ~ -...1 
,11 C:l \A:l~JllU U.I.Lllt:~ LV l:,C:l.LL. .L (-ll<:Ul\Jll ll VlUl:, Ult:t t: C:ll :;U LJlt: pUUll C:lllU 

wouldn't want a casino in my area 

Mary Lou Ferreiira 

I'm a resident of Galt & bringing a casino to town may bring the city J 
revenue but at what cost? I do not support a casino for all the reasons 
mentioned in this petition. 

barbara kennedy 

We in Homer, Alaska LOVE our those cranes that migrate to Homer 
every year and we want 1their habitat to be preserved! 

Denise Filakos~cy 

The proposed casino will disrupt wildlife. 

Jessica moore 

I 1 I IQ J.',f ~:::It _/) -

J 

J 

Once habilal is losl il's impossible lo gel back. .... ever. 300 yrs from now J 
lhal casino will be gone;& so willlhose birds. If you save lhe habilallhe 
birds 'Will still be there 300 yrs from now. 



Comment Letter CO9

CO9-01

CO9-02

CO9-03

CO9-04

CO9-05

D Angie Gaddini 

c::l ' · It \ :VJ.Lt I i .J\h 

We don't need a casino in our town. This will bring traffic) congestion J 
and increase in crime. Put it in Elk Grove at Grnntline where the 
infrastructure is already in place 

D ~ ~hea·esa ~icltins~n I 1 •• , · •lnr J • I 

To dose lo my residence. I drive a school bus in Gall, traffic is bad J 
enough, why add more lraffi<.:.. Nol safe for the s ludenls that walk to and 
from school. 

D janessa white 

~ I;, ! ,,'-\ 1~1 ) _ :Jilt• 

~ 
~ 

Because tltis is plainly, bad for Galt. It does not advocate healthy living 
or adivilies lhal enrich a heallhy community. The cons outweigh lhe 
benefits which are supposedly only jusl over 700 tribal members. A 
major casino and high ri se building do not fit in our community. J\lso 
the Envi ronmental Tmpact Report only covered roughly 75 acres of the 
almost 300 acres requested making the ETR incomplete. 

D ~ Simone Pimentel 

.. It 1 , t:h ~0, ;)•, 

~ 
~ 

I want Galllo s lay as an agricullural area. 

D .John Tt·ochet 

~::~ ;c:r; men ·l.. '-.;. i eo_ J u' 

~ 
~ 

J 

l 



Comment Letter CO9

CO9-05

(cont.)

I am not against the tribe's having a casino. It seems that a better site is 
the partially developed Lent Ranch Mall in Elk Grove. The proposed 
Galt site not only changes the small-town character of Galt but it 
negatively impacts the ecological functions of the Cosumnes River 
Preserve, removing valuable acreage from breeding season foraging 
Swainson's hawks and winler foraging grea ter sandhill cranes, among 
olhers, especially when lhe Cosumnes River is oul of ils banks and olher 
regular foraging siles are temporarily unavailable. If in lhe fulure Lhe 
preserve is to be more than a narrow greenbelt, conversion of parcels on 
itc.; margin to high density human usage areas must be avoided. 



LETTERS FROM INDIVIDUALS



Comment Letter I1

I1-01

I1-02

On Mon, Jan 18, 2016 at 6:28PM, Dylan Perry <dvlan1l?@comcast.net> wrote: 
Mr. Rydzilk, 

Hello. My name is Dylan Perry and I grew up in the Elk Grove/Galt area near where the Wilton 
Rancheria Casino Proposal is set and have seen il change more in those years frotn 1990 to 
present thatn 1 ever thought it would. These changes have certainly not always been good or 
welcome changes for the people .in this area of Southern Sacramento County either. Therefore 1 
\Afm Jln liln' tn vnir.l" rnv thm10ht!l '"n thl" nrnnn!O:P.ti W iltnn R ~nl\h f't"l~'~ f'}lllinn nt•nic>r.t "'n ti ....... , ........ ~ ..,..._..__ .......... . ..,.._ ___ ... ..,._J va ... - ... ~·o.._._ ...,_. ...,....., _ _.._ t' .&.-"'-~' t" '-' ... :- ... ~ •• ....... " ..... ....,., ...._ .... -,& .. ---....--.-. ..., ...... _.._..., ..... ~ .................. ....... , _._ .... -.,-..,...'"""' 

recommend a better course of action during this ETS public review period. 

Sacramento County has lost an immense amount ofvaluable, vital agricultural land in t!he past 
two decadc~s while replacing it with dense suburban sprawl. Tilis is an tmsustainable tnmd that 
must be stopped as soon. as possible or there will be ineversible dan.1age to the wellbeing and 
image of the. area. I understand that not all development has a negative effect and the necessity 
of development must be weighed against its costs, botl1 financially and environmentally, wllich is 
why it is cdticall y important to produce these EIS reports. 

111e main issues 1 have with this project include: 
l. Loss of·valuable and irreplaceable agricultural land which has been lost at a staggering rate in 
the last twc;> decades. 
2. SuburbatJl sprawl and its effect on the environment, in particular the threatened riparian areas 
which are .already nearly gone [Yom all of California. 
]. 1l1.e availability of already developed land in t he Elk Grove area where the W ilton Rancheria 
offices are already located. 

Based on t hese issues I believe the best course of action for the Wilton Rancheria's people m1d 
Sacramento Cotmty is Alternative G where no ~,:asino, hotel, or large commercial development 
proj ect is to be bullt. If this i~ somehow impossihJe then the next hest alternative is listed as 
!\Jtemative fi' in the EIS where the casino and hotel is to be built on the partially developed Elk 
Grove Mal!l site. Also, the absolute worst alternatives arc Altcmativcs D and E with 
developmemt occurring in the town of Wilton area. 

Although many precautions wi ll be taken to avoid damaging e·ffeots on the environmen;t and ihe 
socioeuon9mics ol'lbe surrounding area they wi11 still occur regardless of whether lhe EIS 
indicated ihvont. A projeci ofihis size, of any of the Alternative proposed, wiil invmiabiy have 
a huge effect on the area that many people I know see as a negative effect. The town of Wilton 
would become a completely different place with such a project at its center near some of1hc last 
remaining rural Cosumnes River property. The Elk Grove City Counci l ha<> been set Ofil hui lding 
the city into a sprawling "bedroom" community and have recently been stating they are working 
towards bringingjobs to the area. 'I11erefore, huildin. g a smaller version ofthe Wi lton Ranc.heri a J 
commercial building prqjeot at the abru1doned Promenade Mall site should be an easy decision 
for the Ci~y Council to approve instead ofttying to convince the people of Wilton that a large 
conunercial project in their backyards is beneficial. 

Jn closing, I believe Altemative G- No Action - is by far the best a lternative. T his Wilton 
Rancheria Casino proj~ci will bend it very few and alter the character ofthe entire area in a 



Comment Letter I1 cont.

generally negative way. Please do the right thlng auq withdraw all proposals for the W·ilton 
Rancheria fee-To-Trust Casino Project. 

Thank you for your time, 

Oylan Petry 



Comment Letter I2

I2-01

On Tue, Jan 19, 2016 ai 11 :21 AM, CHARLES NELSON <;canelson46(G),sbcglobal.net;> wrole: 
We are very opposed to the proposition of a cas ino notih of the cjty of Galt, Ca. There are 
numerous ,~_;asino's already established in Norlhem Calilomia, adding another makes no 
sense. We arc opposed to the additional traffic and potential for social p1·oblcms. We do not a 
casino nea:r us at all, regardless of who owns or operates it. 

Respectfully , 

Annette a 111d Charles Nelson 
158 Brodie Drive. 
Galt, CA 95632 

J 



Comment Letter I3

I3-01

I3-02

I3-03

On Wed, Jan27_, 2016 at 11:37 AM, <!ancssa78@comcast.nct> wrote: 
Greetings; John, 
Thank yoiU for your time on the phone. I am professing my official objection to tt1e 
prospect of this huge plan of an almost 300 acre casino just north of my neighborhood 
of rura l and ag zoned properties. I understand that the Wi lton Rancheria Tribe is 
shooting for the moon for the largest, best access and location to their 12 story Casino 
Resort. It wou.ld make sense to me if I was the Las Vegas casino investor handling out 
ti"'P mnnP'V fnr ti"'P nrniPf't Tl"'i~ l~nrl will hP ~nlrl frnm ti"'P n1 1hlif' tn tl"'~ lnrli~n trihP 
... , , _ ,,,_,,_, ·- · .. ,,_ t"'_J __ ... 1 '"- '"""'~''- "'"' ' " -- --·- ··-··· .. ,,_ ,.....-- .. - .. _ ... , ,_ ·· ·-· -·· .. , , _._ 

making it untouchable to our city's growth. I believe that in the early 90's they have 
already bt~en given the 35 acres from the government in Wilton and they shoulcl work 
with what they already have. There are so many reasons that I object to this pla1n. 

1. The fad that Boyd Gaming Is the money behind this project This is a huge national 
corporation who owns and operates 22 gaming casinos. 

-On the boydgaming.com website they list 7 states where they have casinos, 
Kansas= The Kansas Star. Louisana= Ameilia Bell, and 4 others. lllinios & 

Indiana= 1 each, Iowa has 2, Mississippi=2 and NJ with 1. 
-The List also includes 9 in Las Vegas .. . I've checked on a popular rating site for a 

few ofthe·se and was not impressed neither were the folks with the reviews. 
Not very many positive things to say. 

-This Is a huge casino investor wanting to get their foot into CA. Imagine 01lJr land 
for sale a1nd the state looses all benefits to it They are hiding under the wool 
of The "Indian Tribe" . It sounded corrupt form the start. 
2. The negative impact it will have to our quaint country town's vibe and young 1family 
environmtent. The majority of our population are hard working mid aged 
growing families. Galt prides themselves on family owned and operated . This 
project embodies the very opposite. 

- Gallt is NOT a destination community. It smells like the "farm" The family owned 
Dairies. Those of us who love the small country town embrace that ''smell of 
Galt'' It represents that "Country Life". That country life teaches our kids so much 
more than what a city Will . Many of us don't mind driving to Elk Grove or Lodi to get the 

ext1ras we cant find here in our small town . We have what we need, and t:hen 
some, 
3. The so called Jobs will NOT protect our workers. We will be under tribal employment 
·-· · ·- lrl.t_J...'T"I _ _ - --- ----'---L-J - ·--·- - """A I-·· · l _ _ l . . J : _ _ '-- - ·!-- L- - ----' -· · ·:J..I- .! _ 1aws 1\IOl 1 ne ones prmectea unaer vi-\ Law. 1nC1Ua1ng navmg to worK wnmn 
a smoke filled environment. No Workman's camp? How does the healttl 
insurance side of it work? Do the employees have to use the "Obama Care" pian J 
adding additional strain to the tax base? Who Pays for them, us the taxpayer or 
the Casino firm funding the project? 
4. Traffic questions, this is a project that spans from the Arno exit to the Twin Cities 
exit. How,~ver they are ca lling it the "Twin Cities" plan? Does this mean they want J 
to u:se the roundabouts and the Galt border to access this 12 story huge casino 
resort that is proposed to be just south of the Arno exit. Why is there nothing 
mention in the report of building or revamping the Arno exit? 
5. Proximity to schools, being just over 2 miles away from elementary middle and high J 
schools. 



Comment Letter I3 cont.

I3-05

I3-06

I3-07

I3-04

I3-08

6. The crime increases brought on by adding an adult activity that often leads to 
addiction . Whether its theft, robberies, trespassing, public drunkenness and dru1g 
use along with the increased DUI along with the problems that come with the 
homeless population . Homeless encampments set up under bridges and vacant 
buildings, panhandling, mounds of litter, garbage and stolen grocery carts. 
7, Infrastructure when it comes to police and fire services. Do we have a fire truck that J 
can handlle a 12 story building? Galt PO? They are a small dept. Will they be able to 
handle th!= additional load. 
8. Pollutictn: this resort is set to be set next to a river preserve. Litter. from all kinds of J 
sources, light & additional air pollution. 
9 . Water resources. With wells drying up won't a major dra ining source such as a J 
Casino/Hotel be a significant drain on an already stressed system. Folks are 
being forced to drill new wells at major expenses, kill lawns and so on . 
10. The purchase of this land of 282 acres is way bigger than the actual casino for that J 
space. What will happen to the rest of that "untouchable!' sacred land? City 
of Galt can't touch it, It puts a huge damper on any future plans for our ciity. 

These are~ some of the reasons why I oppose this plan and urge the powers at be to 
reject ancl abandon this land grab. 

Respectfully, 
Janessa White 
Unincorporated Galt Resident 



Comment Letter I4

I4-03

I4-05

I4-06

I4-04

I4-01

I4-02

I4-07

On ·nut, Jm1 28, 2016 at 8:43PM, Alexandra Toledo <alexandratoJcdo7@gmail.com> wrote: 

Hello ?vfr. Rydzik, Mr. Noto li, Ms. Heuer, Ms. Payne, Mr. Campion, Ms. Powers and Mr. Crews, 

I am a longtinle resident of Galt, and I am opposed to bringing a casino to thi s comrnunity, J 
mainly bet:ause Ulis is a small town that is 100% .tami1y oriented and faith based. A garnblin.g 
establishment is not a good match fo ttltis community. Almost everyone who Jives here does so 
because w1e are a quiet small town witl1 low crime and a great environment to raise kids . A 
casino nms counter to our coouuunity remaining a quiet place with low crirne and a family 
oriented environment for children. Casinos exist to convince people to gamble away th(~ir 

money! Thtat's not what most paren:ls want U1eir kids around. 

111c propo!~ed location of the casino would cre-ate a traffic nightmare for this comnltmity. l11erc 
are current ly only small cmtntry roads and farms in the area. Our City would have to upgrade 
that entire area to accommodate a casino resort. Tllis would mean roads, s~wer Lines, water lines 
and possib ly the 99/ Twin Cities Interchange~ all of which would cost lots of money and change 
the rural fe:el of the area. 

Since lhe. City is also looking al developing 500 acres mostly into residences East of Twin Cities, 
the sewer plant will require expansion and more money from local residents. A casino would add 
to tllis cost! Since the City embarked on developing the East side of Galt, I have seen my City 
ntilities more than triple in 1he last 15 years. How much mote will \;Ve a1t have to pay to keep our 
sewer plant and our water de livery system in good working order with all of thi s new 
development? 

The casino would require additional policing because we would be drawing lots of people. into 
our City on a regular basis and keeping criminal activity from getting out of hand will mean that 
our police force will have to grow, as is the ca'ie with the 500 acre development. The o~tizens of 
this community voted to tax omselves after the East side was developed so we could have 
enough police officers to keep crime down. Will we again have to tax ourselves to maintain a 
large enough police fo rce to keep our City free of crime with thousands of new homes ~md a 
casino being planned? T fear that this will again be the ca<;e. 

A casino will a lso lower proper1y values in the area. 1l1e Wai-Mart has already made that pa11 of 
town less desirable to 1i ve in. A casino will definitely add to this. Over lime, the Northeast 
section of Galt will have homes t hat are worth less and therefore more likely to bave criime and 
blight problems. Why would we choose to create a neighborhood like tl'lis in our City??'? Most of 
the people who ha.vc bought into the East side of our City have done so because we are small and 
ctime free. 13ringi.ng a casino close to all those hotnes wilt cause many of these new res:ident s to 
leave our City. 

As a City nnd a community, we only stand to lose witJJ a casino. Jt's true, there will he rnorc jobs, J 
but do we need more l~w paying, ~ow skill jol?s in thi~ City? W~ will have moretmuism, but 
most of thal revenue wil l go back mto the casmo, not mto our Ctty. 



Comment Letter I5

I5-01

I5-02

On Fri, Jan 29,2016 at 10:15 AM, Janene Lawrence <jancnclm{CV,yahoo.com> wrote: 
Hi .Mr Rydzik, 
1 am writing to you to let you know that I am completely against anyone taking our valuable land that separates us J 
from the sprawling Elk Grove. This land belongs to Galt's sphere of influence and it should be considered for future 
development to the benefit of our small community not to the benefit of andlndian tribe and it's membens. Why 
wotud the BJA even consider using land that is any towns sphere of intluence? 1 am a local realtor in this town and 
the annoWlcement that a casino could be coming has sent our residents to social media saying they will h~ave this 
town if this transfer of land is approved. !myself 8ll1 included in that feeling. 1 have sold many many ho;n1es in Galt 
the past 14 years selling to people that moved here because we are a smaU town and they were willing to add to their 
comn1ute time just to live in such a great community. You will see tonight that we will be banded togeth.er to 
oppose this s:trongly. Why was this never given to the public for it's input before now? Because they knew it would 
be opposed!! 
Have you been down highway 99 anytime during the day? it's a nightmare already. The congestion we already have J 
will be tripled with non residents trying to get to that casino. This area is not a good fit for a casino and 1 don't 
appreciate one of the tribe members telling llle they chose Galt because it was the area of least resistance. He was 
wrong!! I There is resistance. Please find another area beyond any communities sphere of mfluence! 

Hope. you are having a great dayl!J! 
Your Friend and Realt or/Broker Associate 
VGC Real Estate 
J anene Lawrence 

209-251-7:336 Home Off1ce 
916-710-51.15 Cell 
DRE# 013~~2660 
www. janenE~shomes.com 



Comment Letter I6

I6-01

On 1\IC, Feb 2,. 2016 at 1:18 PM, Canning, David <Davjd.Catllling@calpcrs.ca.go, ,> W!rote: 

I realize U1.a1 the WiHon Rancheria tribe wants to build and maintain a casino which is their 
right. T wh olehemi edl y believe that they should he allowed to do that. 

However, Lam a hom eown er in Galt and 1 believe that 1 should have a right to continue to enjoy 
my hom e. 1 am quite certain that m.y everyday life will be significantly and n egatively impacted 
h v thP. nr·P.<tl'm <~P. nf H o iHnt r.m:in n t .~!'1<;1 1"hHn H n 1il f' frn m m v h n m P. "-""J 0.<4A-- ,_. .. .,.,._._-&,.4 ___ _ .._ ... _b ..... _ .... .... -~..-... ...... ---- ·-·--· ",..,..__ .,...., ....... .......... .,.. .... _ ..._ ... ....... -&. ... •.a...-.J ..... ..., .......... - . 

My wife aJ[](I I lived in Citrus Heights prior to the presence ofTiumder Valley Casino and lived 
there during its ascension to prominence. We had to overcome an increase in t raffi c evtery 
f riday to tJhe point that our evening commute increased from thirty minutes to an hour. On 
evenings where the casino had a concert, the increase was even m ore pronounced. 'TI1a1t impact J 
was felt l Si miles from the casino; 1 would expect that the increase would be felt far wo1rse with 
the t:as1no being placed at Twin Cities and H wy-99. 

I realize that it solmds simplistic, but nobody moved to Galt seeking out ext:ellent shopping and 
dining opportunit ies that arc avrulablc in large metropoljtan cities. We m oved to Galt to enjoy 
the slow paced and pa.o:;toral liv ing that it offered. We enjoy no traffic j runs. we enjoy sc~eing the 
stars at night, and we enjoy not listening to the sounds of the hu<>tle and lmstle of the big cities. 

If I may reference If's a Wondefjul L~(e, Galt is our version of Be<.Uo rd Falls. You are 8ingularly 
emp{')were•d to let it remain that way or to help it evo lve into Pottersville. W hile some people 
obviously want to live there. let them move. I already escaped it once~ let me enjoy not being 
there. 

TI1ank you, 

David and Cherise Camung 
792 Corvey Circle 
Galt, CA 95632 



Comment Letter I7

I7-01

I7-02

john.rydzik@bia.gov 
John Rydzik 

Dear Mr. Rvdzik 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Subject: Proposed Indian Casino- Wilton (area) California February 3, 2016 

Please note· my objection to the construction of the propo·sed casino in Galt, CA. 

It is my pre-ference that the proposed casino be located near Grantline Road, Elk Grove, CA. Tlhis 
location has good access on and off of Highway 99 and infrastructure in place to handle access/egress, 
parking, and utilities. 

This site ha:s been vacant, partially constructed since 2008. It is located on the outskirts of Elk Grove 
and would 1not interfere with commerce. The site proposed for Galt would require construction of an 
overpass and substantial improvements to the roads (Twin Cities and other access roads. 

In conversations with many of my neighbors almost 300 in our neighborhood ne!twork it J 
is obvious the casino is not wanted. It would change the character of our small rural 
city. 

Thank yo1u for your review and consideration. 

Michael A . Hodge 

610 Portland Lane 

Galt, CA 95632 

(916) 300-2416 



I8-01

Comment Letter I8

WRIITEN CO:MMENT CARD • 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS- PUBLIC HEARING 
WD.. TON RANCHERIA FEE· TO-TRUST AND CASINO PROJECT 

CHABOU.A COMMUNITY CENTER- GALT, CALIFORNIA 
January 29, 2016 

IF YOU WOUW UJE TO SUBMJTA WRITTiNSTATEMENT. PLEASE COMPLETE THE fQIIQWfNGINFORMAVONMD 
COMMENT IN mE SPACE PROYIPED BELQtt GlfE TOATTENDAN7'0B DRQP IN THE WRJUEN COMMENt BOX. 
COMMENTSHAYALSQ BE SUJMIUED BY HAIL TO THE,.WDR£SS USfBD BELQW. WBJTTENCOMMENTSON THE 
DRAFTENfiRONMENlAL IMPACTSTATEMENTMUSTNUUYE BY FEBBUABY29. 2016. 

(Please write legibly) 

Organization: -.C~~~r""':W"""'M~~=----------

j r J 

Please give to attendant, drop in Written Comment Box, or mail to: Bureau of Indian Affairs, Attention: Amy Dutschke, Pacific Regional 
Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs. 2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento, California 95825. Please include your name, rerum address, and "DEIS 
Comments, Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project" on the first page of your written comments. 
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Comment Letter I9

WRITTEN CO:MMENT CARD 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS- PUBLIC HEARING 
WILTON RANCHERIA FEE-TO-TRUST AND CASINO PROJECT 

CHABOLLA COMMUNITY CENTER - GALT, CALIFORNIA 
January 29, 2016 

IF YOU WOUW UK£ TO SUBMIT A WRIUENSTATEMENf. PWSE COMPLETE THE FOUI)WING INFOBMATION6ND 
C.OMMENflN THE SPACE PROYIDED BELOW. GIYE TOATTENDANfOR DROP IN THE WRITTEN COMMENT BOX. 
COMMENTS MAYALSQ 8ESUBMJUEDBYMAIL TO THEAPDBEss USTBPBELOW. WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFTENflRONMENTAJ. IMPACT SlATEMEN1MUS1'ARR!YE BY UBRUABY 29. 2016. 

Name: Oeo~~ \3eNt-J€l'\ 

Address:<g?l ~~££N A{_ f2-.D 

(Please write legibly) 

Organization: ----------- ----

G~ cA> Cf6"i,3l. 

comment: WJ.-10 WILL- PR-oVIDE PoLicE Pfl,o16c:rlo0 foR. 11-ftS 
cASINO? 1 F 11 15 GM--r PD. WILL fUo c.A'iii-1-Jo 15E p~vt!JING 
Fv"''D 1N 6 TO oFFSE:T 77-l6 c '/.PEIV5c TD PvLL /HE GA t-'1 
P/J our DF c1TY L;,,urs? or<. WILL 77-fG TAt< /::>f+'IGl<s 

Please give to attendant, drop in Written Comment Box, or mail to: Bureau of Indian Affairs, Attention: Amy Dutschke, Pacific Regional 
Director, Bureau oflndian Affairs, 2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento, California 95825. Please include your name, return address, and "DEIS 
Comments, Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project" on the first page of your written comments. 
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Comment Letter I10

WRI'ITEN COMMENT CARD ~ 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS- PUBLIC HEARING 
WU.TON RANCHERIA FEE-TO-TRUST AND CASINO PltOJECT 

CHABOLLA COMMUNITY CEN'IER - GALT, CALIFORNIA 
January 29, 2016 

IF YOU WOULD UK£ TO SUBMUA WROTEN STATEMENT· PLBASE COMPLETE THE FOIIQWING INFOBMATIONAND 
COMMENT IN THE SfACE PROVIDED BILOW. GIYE TO AllENQt.NT OR DROP IN THE WRITTEN COMMENfBQX. 
COMMENfS MAYAUQ BE SUBMlllBP BYM6JL TO THEADDBESS USTED BELOW. WR/lTEN COMMENTS ON THE 
DBAFTENflBQNMENlAJ. IMPACTSTAfBMENfMUSfNUUl'E BY FEBBUABl29. 2016, 

(Please write legibly) 

Name:~~ l\c ~U.'Mu..-Je~ 

Please give to attendant. drop in Written Comment Box, or mail to: Bureau of Indian Affairs, Attention: Amy Dutschke, Pacific Regional 
Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs. 2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento, California 9.5825. Please include your name, return address. and "DEIS 
Comments. Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-TruSl and Casino Project" on the first page of your written comments. 
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Comment Letter I11

WRITTEN CO:MMENT CARD 

BUUAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS- PUBLIC HEARING 
WU..TON RANCHERIA FEE-TO. TRUST AND CASINO PROJECI' 

CHABOLLA COMMUNITY CENTER - GALT, CALIFORNIA 
January 29, 2016 

IF YOU WOUW UK£ TO SUBMUA WRJl7ENSTATEMEN7'. PI,EctSE COMPLETE THE FOUQWING INFO/lMAT{ON6ND 
COMMENT IN THE SPACE PRQYIDBD QLDtt; GJYE TOATTBNDAN7'0R DRQPIN THE WRITTEN COMMENfBQX. 
COMMENTS MA,Y4l.WBE SUBMITTED BY MAIL TO TREADPBESS USTED BELOit WRITTEN CQMHENTS ON THE 
DRAUENYIRQNMENTAI, IMPACTSTAfEMENfMUSfARRll'E BYFBBBUUYZ9. 2016, 

(Please write legibly) 

Name: ~ ~be k Organization: ---------------

Address: IDOfvL {:_h,~tS-IJjly_YJ ~~baJ!J ~~ 



Comment Letter I12

I12-01

January 29, 2016 

Ms. Amy Dutschke 

Rose LaVine 

116 Third Street, Galt, CA 95632 

(209)810-0745 

Pacific Region Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs 

2800 Cottage Way 

Sacramento, CA 95825 

Re: DEIS Comments, Wilton Rancheria's Hotel Casino Resort Project 

Dear Ms. Dutschke, 

Please accept these written comments into the record for the Wilton Rancheria DEIS hearing. 

I have residled and worked in Galt for the past 30+ years and now own my own business. I am so 
excited that Wilton Rancheria has chosen Galt as the site oftheir Hotel Casino Resort. Galt 
could reall\' benefit from the additional tax revenue and jobs that this project will generate. 

The location, on the West side of highway 99 in an area that has been blighted for years is a 
great choioe. Easy on and off access from Highway 99 and Twin Cities Rd. from IS helps. this 
location also. The added benefit of having more people come to Galt will have a positive effect 
in that our local businesses. 

The Hotel Casino Resort will also attract families for their sporting event center. Since Galt is 
not a "destination" location, I feel that t his project will attract new people to Galt in a positive 
W:::IV Whil~ th~ ~nh::ol r~c;inn Roc;nrt ruc;tnrnOI'C" ~ 1'0 uico+inn +hou utili~;'""'""" ....... "~ r: ... l+ 1

.- hlAA ....... 
··-~ · • • ••• •- ._ .. ,_ , •-'--' __ _,, .. "' ''"'-""'-'"" ..... w..r\.VIH'-1 J U l '- VI..)I\.U I 6 J \.I I~J ¥Will UI~\.JUVC: I GU Ul UO I L:;) IUUUCII 

treasures like the Old Downtown area, Wineries and the Cosumnes River preserve. 

Also, the Tribe's commitment to handle traffic or any other issues t hat might impact our area 
will be an added bonus. Many of the Tribe members live and work in Galt so they have a vested 
interest in our town. 

For these re?asons, I support the proposed Wilton Rancheria and ask that the BIA move forward 
with this pnoject as quickly as possible. 

Sincerely, 
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Comment Letter I13

WRI'I*IEN COMMENT CARD 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAJitS- PUBLIC HEARING 
wn. TON RANCHERIA FEE-TO-TRUST AND CASINO PROJECT 

CHABOLLA COMMUNITY CENTER- GALT, CALIFORNIA 
January 29. 2016 

IF YOU WOULD UJE TO SUBMUA WR17T£NSTATBMENf. PWSE COMPLETE THE FOU,OWING INFORMATION6ND 
COMMBNliN THE SPACE PROYIDED BELOJt: GIYE TOATTENQMIT OR DROPIN THE WIUlTEN COMHENfBOX. 
COMMENTS MAYALSQ BESUBMITTID BY MAIL TO THEAPDBESS USTED BBLOJt: WRJTTEN COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAfTBNflRONMENfA£ IMPACT STATEMENT MUSfNUUfE BYFEBBUABY29. 2916. 

(Please write legibly) 

Please give to attendant. drop in Written Comment Box, or mail to: Bureau of Indian Affairs. Attention: Amy Dutschke, Pacific Regional 
Director. Bureau of Indian Affairs, 2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento, California 95825. Please include your name, return address, and "DEIS 
Comments, Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project" on the first page of your written comments. 
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I14-01

1/29/20l6 

Ms. Amy Dutschke 

Juan Francisco Prieto 
150 Camellia. v~·ay, Galt Ca. 

Pacific Region Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs (BlA) 
2800 Cottage Way, 
Sacramento, California 95825. 

Re: DElS Comments, WHton Rancheria 's Resort Project 

Dear Ms. Dutschke, 

Please accept these verbal comments that I plan also to submit, after I arn done speakmg, 
as written comments fo:· the record. 

Please accept these written comments into the record for tbe Wilton Ra ncheria DE IS 
hearing. 

Good evening, my name is Juan Francisco Prieto and I work at 150 Camellta Way, Galt Ca .. 
l had been connected ana working in the Galt area for 3 years and would like to speak 
regarding th~ jobs creauon impact. as well as the economical impact tbat: will gen~~rate for 
the population of Galt oc the Wilton p roject. 
Over this years of w orld ng in tt1e Galt area, one of the many barriers that the Galt working 
force population face, ts the lack of substantial jobs in this area, those seeking jobs has to 
travel to neighbor cities to look for jobs, few opportunities has the young labor force, 
when they finish higf: school, if they don't com:inue college they are in the predica mem to 
look for a job in this area that can provide for their needs and become independentt from 
::heir parents. it is very diffi:uli: and chali~ngmg for this young people. 

With this project will bring to the area temporary and long term jobs for all the 
population not only for the young. Individuals and families will have economic stability 
and peace of mind, when they know rhat they have a job with benefits. 

They a re other many benefits fo:-the region like inventing in education, job trainin g, 
housing, health care, elder care, et(:. 

This is the :-eas~n: I :or:siaer anci suppa:-t the Wilmn Rancheria Reso:-: ~roject w he 
developed in th!s great Galt Community. 
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Comment Letter I15

' 
WRITTEN COMMENT CARD 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIJtS- PUBUC HEARING 
WU. TON RANCHERIA FEE-TO· TRUST AND CASINO PROJECT 

CHABOLLA COMMUNITY CENTER- GALT, CALIFORNIA 
January 29, 2016 

IF YOU WOUW UK£ m SUBMUA WNUENSTATEMENf. PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOUQWING INFOBMATIONAND 
COMMENflN THE SPACE PBQYIDBD BEWW. GIYE TOAUJNIWITOR DROPIN THE WRI17EN COMMEN7'BOX. 
COMMENTS MAYWO BE SUfMI77EDBYMAIL m THEAPDBEss USTED BEWJt WRJUENCOMMENTS ON THE 
DWTENVIRONMENfAL IMPACTSTATEMENfMUST..WUVEBYFEBRUAJ(Y29, 2016, 

(Please write legibly) 

~g~t~n: -----------------------------

Please give to attendant, drop in Written Comment Box, or mail to: Bureau of Indian Affairs, Auention: Amy Dutschke, Pacific Regional 
Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs, 2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento, California 95825. Please include your name, return address, and "DEIS 
Comments, Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project" on the first page of your written comments. 



Comment Letter I16

I16-01

I16-02

I16-03

From: Cathy <catluck@ati.nci> 
Date: Sun, Ji'eb 7. 2016 at 7:01PM 
Subject: Wilton Tribe land project/casino 
To: john.rvdziktCZ!bia.gov 

Dear Mr. Rydzik, 

I was at the Galt community meeting regarding the purchase of land proposed by the Wilton 
Miwok Native Arnericans. I was not able to express my U1oughts U1en~ but I would like to now. 

1 am 1mderstanding of the fact that the Wilton tribe has rights to purchase reservation land in 
place oflalld that they lost years age•. I am also understanding of the fact that as a sovereign 
nation. that they can choose to do or build whatever they see fit on their land. I am in favor of 
their being able lo have replal:ement land and ptmme their self-sullicency. 

However, I do have some concerns ltbout the area of land they desire to purchase in Gall oil' of 
Twin Cities Road. 

For starters, I don't believe Galt has the resources to suppott the large bui lding project the tribe 
des ires. The area proposed is over 278 acres of land that is cunently in a fanning atea. The roads 
are constantly clogged due to 1a mumg equipment. TI1oseofus who live in Ga1lhave to get used 
to clogged country roads. Having a large arnount of casino traffi c up and down Twin Cities 
would be a major problem, especially during planting and harvest seaso11S. 

Secondly. I commute up Hwy 99 to work. Hwy 99 is two lanes until you reach 
Grantline/Katmnerer. 99 has consisknt h·afiic problems due lo congestion, poorly designed 
on ramps, and multiple accidents due~ to the large numbers of tmcks on the road. Even last 
Sunday. coming back from church. I was stuck between Katmnerer and Dillard going South on 
99 for over an hour due to a large accident. i do not think this portion of99 can handle lots of 
commercial traffic going to a Casino at this tune. 

Thirdly, water resources are a big problem in Galt. After putting $2200 into a ne'\IV fmnt lawn 
three years ago1 I have had lo let my grass die completely due to the drought. In addition, the 
water quality is bad in Galt. We had a replacement well dug and we stii1 have too high of Arsenic 
in our city water. Multiple families who have personal wells in the area have had tore-drill wells 
this year as they ran dry. I do not think having a latgc hotel and casino would be good here as the 
water is a big problem just for res idents alone. 

Fomthly, the proposed land the Wilton tribe want-. is patt ofthe 30 year slow growth Galt plan. 
Galt plans to expand slowly and incorporate this land for revenue and new housing. By allowing 
the tribe to purchase the hu1d, it woutld potentially greatly limit the future income and housing for 
Galt's future generations. By strippilng the city of the taxes, income, and housing it places a 
fhture burden on the city. In addition, instead of being slow-growth, there would be extremely 
fast growth that I don 't believe this small town can handle yet. 



Comment Letter I16 cont.

I16-04

I16-05

I strongly feel that the land off of Karrunerer in Elk Grove ncar the outlet mall is a much better 
property fqr the Wilton Tribe. foor starters, the land is ah-eady prepared for commercial use. The 
streets are wider, the in1rastructure 1~:> planned and lots of it is in place. The stretch of99 near 
Kammerer is already 1 lanes and is wide enough for expansion and has fewer accidents that cut 
oiT residents going south. The Kammerer land is not laking use of land detrimental to Elk Grove 
growth as .Elk Grove has not been able 1o build there. 

ofEik Grove would greatly benefit from the tribe having a ca<;i no there as the mall would have 
greater draw of visitors, thus more lax money for Elk Grove. In adcti lion~ mall visitors would 
probably he mote likely to vis it the casino and other business offerings ofthe Wi lton R:ancheria. 

As a fonm:r resident of Elk Grove, I never had probletns with community water. 1 believe Elk 
Grove has better resources and also a LOT more experience dealing with fast growth. especially 
afier living through the fast growth there from 2000-2006. It is obvious lhallhe Elk Grove City 
knows how to deal with growth, provide resources, and expand programs as needed. 

'11lc Elk Grove land is more in a business friendly area than the Galt propc1ty. 

Any benefits the Galt cotmmmity would see in tenus of additional jobs etc, would be 
experienced if the Rancheria were on the Kammerer Elk Grove site, a merely 15 minute drive. 

My final thought is that the Wilton tribe has closer ties to Elk Grove a~ tl1eir orig ina l phttce of J 
residence. From my understanding, their only tie to Galt is tlu·ough one deceased native member 
of another tribe buried in Galt 'llu\t second tt"ibe is not even included in the benefits of-the 
Rancheria. 

Thank you. for allowing n1y comments. r hope to give my full support to the Wilton M iwoks in 
their future endeavors. hopefully in Elk GTove. 

Sincerely, 
Cathleen Lut:key 



Comment Letter I17

I17-01

---------- F•orwarded message --------~ 
From: Ki.,k Marchetti <kirk@mmrealestate.net> 
Date: Fri, JFeb 12, 2016 at 11;20 AM 
Subject: Pllease note my strong opposit ion to the proposal Elk Grove Casino locations 
To: john.rydzik{(:4bia.gov 

Chief oftbte Division of Environmental 

Cultural R.esource Management and Safety Bw-eau of Indian Affairs 

Pacific Regional Office 
2~WO Cottage Way 
Sat:rameulo, Ca 95825 
(916) 978-6051 

Dear John, 

I am writing this letter to you in opposition to the Elk Grove Casino project in the works tot· a 
possible lo·cation n orth of the outlet mall. My reasoning is based on Elk Grove being a very 
stroug bed.room conununity focused on traditional family tuotals. lbe schools and the 
community pride and participation makes it a very sought after place to raise and educate our 
children. A t:asino is not a good l'it for community and should only be considered outside of U1e 
city boundaries. Bring gaming and the corruption that acoompru1ies thi s type business into the 
city limits of Elk Grove a ridicuJous proposal if yol} care at all for the famil ies and children that 
make t lus 1theu· home. 

Please note~ my strong opposition to the proposal . 

Besl Regards, 

Kirk Marc!hetti 

8924 Lake Grove Ct 

Elk Grove., Ca 95624 



Comment Letter I17 cont.

916 806 3634 

Jl1J.A ~ctt: 

M&MRcal Estate 

Broker BRE 00795069 

(916) 806-3634 cell 

(916) 405-4416 fax 



Comment Letter I18

I18-01

I18-02

I18-03

Arny Outschke 

Pacific Regional Director 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

2800 Cottage Way, 

Sacramento, California 95825 

Maureen Constantino 

10075 Christylyn Way 

Galt, California 95632 

"DEIS COMMENTS" 
Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project 

To Whom It May Concern 

rebruary 3, 2016 

I am not opposed to the casino but feel that Twin Cities, Galt it is not the ideal location. As we are all J 
aware; casi1nos are notorious for drug trafficking, prostitution and crime. in addition, it brings dowfl my 

property value on my home and property. Who in their right mind is going to purchase a home! with a 

Casino/Resort in their backyard? Would you? 

The traffic is already a menace at Twin Cities with the train passing through hourly, the correctional 

facility and commuters accessing Highway 5/Highway 99. The train blows its horn throughout the night 

waking us up and detaining traffic for extended periods of time. Would your guest enjoy a nights rest 

with a t rain blowing its horn on the hour and for extended periods of time? 

I believe the best suitable place for the Casino Resort would be "Alternative F- Casino Resort at Elk 

Grove Mall Site. There is plenty of open space, an off ramp to access the Casino/Resort and it would be 

highly visible from the highway. It allows the property owners the ability to maintain a fair ma1rketing 

price on their hard earn dollars and investment. This ideal location for your dream Casino/Resort will 

have minimal to no impact on home owners, residents and the community. Please take into 

consideration would you honestly want a Casino/Resort in your neighborhood. (Drugs, Prostiitution, 

Crime, Traffic and Depreciation of your Property Value) 

Respectfully and Best ~~gacds,_ _ . 
// (. A..-r(.. ~ L J J { '"/ : .. :~-.:-{~:;;;-,;:...; 

Maureen Constantino 

J 
J 



Comment Letter I19

I19-01

I19-02

fo'ebruary 4, 2016 1 

Renate Johnson 
7938 Agate Way 
Dublin, CA 9456!:! 

John Rydzik 

t\ kmn _ _ _ llr-- -r,,, _ _ _____ _ 

Chief, Division of Environmental, Cultural Resources Management & S<Lfcty 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Subject: DEIS Comments, ''Wilton Ranchcria Fcc-to-Trust and Casino Project" 
Rd:: Public Notice of Extension of Comment Period, dated Jan. 10, 2016 

Dear Mr. Rydzik, 

As volunteer at Cosumncs River Preserve, I thank you for the opportunity to convey my concerns and 
opposition to subject matter for the following reasons: 

1) Proposed Location near Cosumnes River Preserve 
282 acres of agricultural land, bound by Twin C ities Road to the south, Historic I lighway 99 to the 

cast, and railroad tracks t<1 the west. 

A casino complex that includes 110,260 square feet of gaming flloor area, a 12-story hotel with 302 
guest rooms, a 360-seat buffet, a 60-seat pool {,rrill, other food and beverage providers, a 2.600-
square-foot retail area, a fitness center, spa, and a 48,000-squan:-foot convention center 
does not belong near Cosumnes River Preserve, California Historic Highway 99 and close to open 
space and wildlife among other natural lands. 

2) Aesthetics 

I don't want to take my grandchildren near a Gambling facility looking for Sandhill cranes, l 
Swainson's hawk (both which arc threatened species under the Califorru; End:mgcrcd Species Act) as 
well as other resident and migratory raptor, shorebirds, grassland. bird spc.:cics and other wildlife!! 



Comment Letter I19 cont.

I19-02

(cont.)

I19-06

I19-03

I19-04

I19-05

As Volunteer Naturalist , I have an opportunity share my knowledge and love for preserving what is 
left of our natural areas with schoolchildren and people of all ages, socioeconomic and ethnic 
backgrounds. 
During winter bird migration months in particular, we offer the public an opportunity to visit 
unsp oiled land and enjoy the wildlife of this Ecological Reserve by walking the 
trails, looking for birds, other wildlife and/or exploring the Cosumm:s river by kayak. 

We h ave about45,000 visitors annually appreciating tJus Globally Important Bird Area. They 
should not be introduced to a crime magnet sudt as a casino!! A casino is out of place jn this 
natw·al environment. 

3) Biological Impact 
Some objectives of the "Cosumnes River Preserve M anagement Plan" adopted as the Preserve's 
guiding document in 2008, addresses several relevant goals and objectives, abbreviated here: 

1.2 1\llaintain a Landscape that supports natural processes ... 
1.2.2 Participate in regional .land-use planning ... 
2.1.4 New developments proposed around the Preserve, either in close proximity or in nearby urban 
areas, undergo cnvironmc;ntal review ... 

I hope that any Environmental impact Statement (EIS) will consider ALL impacrs of the proposed J 
project to the Preserve's resources and will conclude that a more urbanized site is a better option for a 
gaming facility. 

4) Water Availability and Hydrology 
·n1e E1S should consider water needs at full build-our as well as the source of water, including, bur not 
limited to, groundwater pumping. 
Considering we are having a drought now, have had droughts in the past, and may have 
droughts in the future, water is a critical issue to any new development. 
Where is the water coming from?? 

5) Public Safety 
Although the casino operators may be able to control most criminal activities on the premise itself, 
there is the potential of criminal activity "spilJing over' ' outside o f the immediate area affecting the 
Preserve as well as neighboring communities. 
Studies have shown that crime and moral decline of those associated with casinos are part of the social 
cost of gambling, including, hut not limited to: 
internal corruption 
debt 
divorce 
alcoholism 
drug use 
pornography 
prostitution 
suicide, etc. 

I 



Comment Letter I19 cont.

I19-07

I19-09

I19-08

6) Cosumnes River Preserve deserves to remain a National Natural Landmark devoid o:f negative 
impacts associated with a gambling casino. 

· Therefore, as a resident of the State of California, I am committed to protecting vulnerable species and J 
conserving habitat, and 1 expect the Bureau of Indian Affairs to do the same. 

I consider a land-grab of prime, unspoiled, natural real estate for gaming purposes unethical and 
immoral. 

Ideally, the Indian tribe will consider employment opportunities other than gaming and instead focus 
on education and job training for gainful employment in an industry conducive to a healthy Life style. 

J 

If gaming is considered the only employment option at this point, I am hopeful that the J 
Bureau oflnd.ian Affairs can offer other alternatives, and/or suggest a gaming facility clos•er to 
existing urban development. 

Mr.Rydzig, 
I amrequestingyourassistancein directing the Division ofEnvironmental, Cultural Resources 
Management & Safety to help us preserve our n.atural heritage and assist the Wilton Tribe in 
finding another solutio~ other than gaming near the Preserve. 

I thank you in advance for your consideration of my concerns. 



Comment Letter I20

I20-01

) 
Erin Hauge 
1559 5•h Street • Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-764-7953 • advocale4wildlifc@gmail.com 

January 29, 20 16 

Ms. Amy Dutschke. Pacific Regional Director 
Bureau of lmlian Artiairs 
2800 Cottagt: Way 
Sacramento. CJ\ 95825 

OEJS Comments, Wilton Rancheria Fee-no-Trust and Casino Project 

Dear Ms. Dutschke, 

I strongly urge the Wilton Ranchcria to NOT use the Twin Cities location for the Wilton Rancheria casino and 
resort . The 282-acre piece of land at the Twin Citi es interchange that is under consideration for this development 
is fill important buffer between the Cosumnes River Prco;erve an<.llhe City of Gall. This agricultural greenbelt 
provides crucial green space between the Hwy 99 l:Orridor and the shelter and foraging opportunities lhat the 
Preserve provides for wildlife. 

As development in Sacramento County contjnues to fragmen t and encroach upon\\ hat is left of nati ve wildlife 
habitat. i t becomes even more important to protect open !.pace in southern Sacramento Count) and. in parti cular. 
land adjacent to the Cosumnes Ri ver Preserve. This proJect fortunately has existing alternative to building nc\t 
to a wi ldlife preserve. 

A development of this size will impact the lower Cosumnes River basin in ways that could negati vel y affect the 
many ·pccics who depend upon the resources there to survive and thrive. Specifically.thc federally-listed 
rhrcatcned Giant Garter Snake and the state- lisred threatened andhill Crane and Swainson·s Hawk. 

The Co umnes Ri ver Preserve and the wildlife it sustains, such as migrating andhill Crane and Swainson·s 
Hawks. and even Bald Eagles. attracts many visitors from all over the country eve!) )'Car and Lhis. in turn. brings 
economic gain to the surrounding communi~ies . As a ' oluntt:er interpretive naturali st at the Preserve. I have 
spoken with many out-of-state "isitors who knO\\ about the Preserve as an important stop on the Great Pacific 
Flyway for andhill Cranes and rni gmtory waterfowl. 

The Cosurnnes River Preserve maintains halbitatthat encourages and sustains wildlife and is highly regarded fur 
its wildlife viewing opportunitic ' .The Preserve also has the notable value of being located ncar urban centers. 
which allow for easier access by people who may not otherwise be able to travel long distances to experience and 
ob!>crve California wildlife. T his is why C'\isting green space buffers around the Preserve must be protected. 

The Cosurnncs Ri ver Preserve is an important asset to rhe region in its own right and should be taken in to 
con idcraLion regarding an) major development in its vicinity . 

While the Wi lton Rancheria has every right to develop gaming opportunities and benefit from the economic boon 
thi s will bring, Lhe decisions the Rancheria make · should abo work in the best interest of the remain ing native 
wi ldlife that has been lhriving for thou ands. of years on the land that is now Sacramento County . To thai end, 
there must be more study done and consideration given for how a development of this size will impacl the lower 
Co'iumnc · River basin- its resources . and its resident native wildlife- over the long term. 

T hat aid. I urge the Wilton Ranchcria to US•c another location to build a gaming complex and leave the 282 acres 
of land al Twin Cities Road intact. 

T hank you for your considcr.uion. 

~aliforn;a NaturaUst • Wildlife Aduocale 
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Comment Letter I20 cont.

From: Eriut Hauge <advoca~4wildlife@gmail.com> 
Date: 3/1/2016 7:40 AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: jolm.rvdzik@bia.gov 
Subject: DEIS Comments, Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Tmst and Casino Project 

Mr. JohnRydzik 
U.S. Depattroentofthe Interior 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Regiqn Office 
280 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, C/\. 95825 

DEIS Com ments, Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project 

Dear Mr. Rydzik, 

I ~trongly urge the Wiltot1 Ranchetia to N< )T nse the Twin Cities location for the Wi It on Ranchet·ia cas1no 
and resort. The 282-acre piece of land at u~e Twin Cities interchange t11at is under consideratjon for tlus 
development is an important buffer between the Cosumnes River Preserve and the City of Galt. This 
agricultural greenbell provides crucial green space between the Hwy 99 coo·idor and the shelter and 
foraging opportunities that the Preserve provides tor wi ldlife. 

,tv, develop:ment in Sacr<~mento County continues to fragment and encroach upon what is left of native 
wildlife habitat, it become$ even more important to protect open space in sou them Sacramento County 
and. in pa.r!:lcular, land acUacent to the Cosumncs. River Preserve. This project fortunately bas existing 
alternatives to building ne:-.'1 to a wildlife pre.~erve. 

A ...1 .,..,.. ""', ..... __ .. ..... _ ... ~ .. .c .. t..; ... .... ; ....... .......... ;11 ; __ ,.. ....... .. t.. .... 1 ..... - ...... - 0 ....... .... _ ........ ..... .... n ! ........... t- .... _.... ;_ !- ... . ,.,. . ................. .... ......... 1 ... 1 - ..... _ , ..... ; .... .... 1 .. . 
.M. U IJVIJl V]Ji l l iJUl UlliW> ~ILIJ WHllllljJ<ll.,; l U lv lV\'Vvl '--U'>liJ.IUI~ ..1'-JVOI Ua:SUI U l ~V<lJIS" Ul<ll '-'UUlUJLIJ~r~.WVIJIJ 

alfcd the many species who depend on U1c resource-.; lht:re to survive and thrive. Specifically, Une 
feden11ly-listed threatened Giant Garler Snake and the state-listt:d threatened St~ndhill Crane t~ml 
Swainson ·s Hawk. 

The C'osumnes River Preserve and the wilcllife it sustains, such as migrating Sandhill Cnmes and 
Swainson's Hawks, and even Bald E agles, a.Uracts m<my visitors from <lll ovc::r IJ1c c01mt.ry every year aml 
this, in tum, h1ings economic gain to the surrounding communities. As a volunteer inteq)retive natut'alist 
at the Preserve, I have spoken with many out-of-state visitors wllo know about the Presetve as ~Ul 
important stop on the Great Pacific Flyway for Sandhill Cranes. 

'f1te Cosumnes River Preserve maintains habitat tltat encourages and sustain!-! wildli fe and is highly 
regarded fo.r its wildlife viewing oppo1tunities. The Preserve also has the rare and valuable asset of being 
near urban 1::.enters. which allows for easier access by people who may not otherwise be able to tra.vellong 
distances to· experience and obselve California wildlife. Tlus is why existing green space buffer·s around 
the Preserve;: musl be protected. 

The Cosumnes River Presetve is an impo11:Jnt asset to the region in its own right and should be taken in to 
COU$ideration regarding any major development in it~ vicinity. 

While the Wiltotl Rat1cheria has every right to develop gaming opportunities and benefit from the 
economic boon this will bring, the decisions the R..:mcheria makes should also work in the best illlteresl of 
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the remain.Ung native wildlife that has been thriving for thousands of years on the land that is now 
Sacramento County. 

[urge the Wilton Rancheria to use another location to build a gaming complex and leave the 28:2 acres of 
land at Twin Cities Road intact 

Thank yotl for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Erin Hauj?e-

\dvncat~ 

W nlk quidly. Coyote ... th~ prartlCill penpk <lr~ \:• . .Hlling nmv 
llu•rnas Homsh\ Ft-n·i l 

Nutt11ng tn the cry of ctcadas sugg~sts they are abt'Ulto dl~ 
Basho 

Tr1ere ts a c:racl, 1n everythmg that's. how the light gets In 
Leonard Cohen 

Erin Haug•3 
Certified Califomia Naturalist 
Wildlife and Habitat Conservation Adv ocate 
Advocate4W ildliferlv.gmail.com 

\lt . . rt ~···~....)o_~•• .. r'., .............. .'!!t, ••~ ~ ........... .--..,; .. .-.I .... J ......... 1.~ .... .__ .......... - •• , .... ... "' .. . . 
'" .. ul\ '-IU'"-'"' '\..'J~\J1\,. lJI\.. 1"'•1"-'1!\,Ji-ll l'l.\'1"'"" Ul'\.. .._,\llt1 1115 at'-"'~ 

rlwmJ..<.o lll•rtl:o;hy h:-rnl 



Comment Letter I21

I21-01

I21-02

from ; Rac:hel Ve1'doon1 <vcrdoom(a{surcwcst.net> 
Date: Pr~ Feb 1~ 2016 at 7:28PM 
Subje0t: llll opposilion of Casino in Elk Grove 
To: john.rvdzik(ci),bia.gov 

John Rydzik 
Chief of the Division of EnvironmentaL 

Ctiltutal Resoltlrce Management and Sa.tety Bureau of Indian .Alfuirs, 

Pacific Regional Office 

2800 C.ottage Way 

Sacramento, Ca. 95X25 

Dear Mr. Rydzik, 

I am writing to yoli today to express m y concern about the possible Wilton Rancheria Casino 
Resort Pr~jeot that is being considered in Elk Grove just north ofthe future Outlet mall. Tam 
extremely concemed about having a casino in Elk Grove. Building a casino in Elk Grove would 
open lJ.P a whole variety of problems to our city. For example, but not limited to. au increase of 
traffic, sa:ff~ty issues, crime, and alcohol related accident<:>. Also the location it1 question is very 
dose to residential neighborhoods, a proposed shopping mall, a middle atid high school. This is J 
an area where families live and shop it is not a place for a casino. 

I beg of you Lo please consider a localion oU1er than Elk Grove .. 1 vehemenlly oppose a cas.ino in. 
Elk Grove .. 

Sincerely, 

Rachel V e:rdoom 
Resident of Elk Grove 



Comment Letter I22

I22-01

From : Florence Pierce <florenccpicrcc@yahoo.com > 
Date: 2/16/2016 12:11 PM (GMT-08:00) 
To: iohn.rvdzik@bia.gov 
Subject: Casino proposal 

John Rydzik 

Chief of the Division of Environmental, 

Cultural R!esource Management and 

Safety BUJreau of Indian Affairs 

Pacific R~J ional Office 

2800 Cott;age Way 

Sacramento, CA 95825 

Dear Mr. Rydzik, 

I am writilng in opposition to the proposed casino being located In Elk Grove. 

My husband and I moved to Elk Grove in 1982. We chose to live in Elk Grove because we 

were told that it was a great t0wn for families. We were not disappointed! We raised our 

children h12re and now our grandchildren are living in Elk Grove as well. Although we have 

seen a lot of growth and change in the years we have lived here, we still see many people 

enjoying c:md benefiting from its family friendly atmosphere. 

I am strongly opposed to a gambling casino being located in Elk Grove. This type of 

business Will do nothing to enhance the family friendly atmosphere so many people value 

about Elk Grove. In fact, I believe it will errode the safe and wholesome environment of the 

city and bring increased crime. 

I am strongiy opposed to a casino being iocated in Eik Grove, and I am especiaiiy opposed 

to locating1 it in the area of the future shopping mall. I have hoped to see the mall 

completed, but if the casino were nearby, I doubt if I would shop there. 

Please consider finding another location for the casino, not in Elk Grove. Thank you . 

Sincerely, 

Florence Pierce 



Comment Letter I23

I23-01

On Mon~ Feb 22, 2016 at 7:13PM, Elizabelh Crockett <emcro~.:kett@comcast.net> wmt~: 

T am writing in regards to the Casino that is proposed for Elk Grove CA. I\tfy 
husband amll have lived here in Elk Grove all our lives being 76 years" raised 6 
children iin Elk Grove. Elk Grove has been a tfiendly and family town. I don~t 
believe it: is the best interest of the community to have a Casino in Elk 
Grove. Parents need to spend their money on family based activities to 
unite famil1es and make a. better community. Not Casinos! 

Thanks De1111is & Elizabeth Crockett 



Comment Letter I24

I24-01

From : Kwthuor Hak <kunhuor@ gmail.com> 
Date: Wed, Feb 24, 2016 at 5:40 PM 
Subject: " ' ilton Rancheria Casino Proposal 
To: john.rvdz:ik{a).bia.gov 

To Whom It May Concem 

As a resident of Elk Grove I strongly oppose putting this casino at the 'Alternative Site J7'. 

Re·alize thal Ulis location is wilhin walking distance to residenl.:e, Pinkerton M iddle School and 
Consumnes Oah High School. I do not want school kids walking home in view of patmns 
walking out of a ca1;iino after a few drinks and down on their luck. It is immoral and irre:sponsible 
to put a ga:ming and alcoholic venue this close to residents and especially schoois. 

I am not opposed to helping the t ribal folks with jobs and making a living but it needs to be in a 
more remote location. 

Thanks for yom· time. 

K:un1Jur11 1 I.tl 



Comment Letter I25

I25-01

From: Colimie Montalbano <cmontalban@,columco.com> 
Date: Wed, Feb 24, 2016 at 5:43PM 
Subject: Casino 
To: ''john.tvdzik.Clv.bia.gov" < john.rvdzikCa>.bia.gov> 

Hello Jolm, 

I have beeltl a resident in Elk Grove for over 30 years! I feel having a Casino in Elk Gro,ve will 
bring more j obs and revenue to the city. 
I love the idea!!! 

Thank you, Connie 

CONNIE MONTALBANO/ REGION AT, BUSINESS MANAGER 

COLUMBUS MANUFACTURING 
TEL 916-685-2764 1 MOBILE 510-750-0311 
30977 San Antonio Street, Hayward, CA 94544 
http://wwvv.ColumbusSalrune.com 

J 



Comment Letter I26

I26-01

From: micbaeJbamiel <michaelhamiel@comca!iLnd> 
Date: Wed, Feb 24, 2016 at 5:51 PM 
Subject: Potential Indian casino 
To: john.rvdzik@bia.gov 

I'm a resid,ent of Elk Grove, Calif and do not oppose the casino. 
Mike Hamjel J 



Comment Letter I27

I27-01

From: Son.-Tammie Phan <son.tammierx@yahoo.com> 
Date: Thu, Feb 25, 2016 at 1:12 AM 
Subject: Potential casino in Elk Grove 
To: "john.rvdzik@bia.gov" < jolm.tydzik@bia.gov> 

Dear Mr. Jolm Rydzik, 

I have read an article in Elk Grove Citizen: 

Elk Grove remains an option for proposed Indian 
casin<> site. 
I am against any type of casino to be built within the vicinity of the city of Elk Grove. :Please 
consider o1thcr sites for your new casino. 

TI1ank you, 

Elk Grove''s residents 

Son and Ta11m1ie 

J 



Comment Letter I28

I28-01

I28-02

I28-03

I28-04

From: <christianer95@comcast.net> 
Oate: Thu, Feb 25, 201 6 at 10:45 AM 
Subject: DEIS Comments, Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Proje0t 
To: john.rvdzik@bia.gov 

February 25 ; 2016 

John Rydizk 
Chief, Division of Environmental 
Cultural Resource Management and Safety 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 

DEIS Comments, Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project 

Dear Mr. Rydzik, 

Thank you for accepting my comments. I'm fully supportive of the Native American 
community to put right what was basically genocide by the Europeans in the 191h and 
early 2Q1h centuries. 

The Galt Twin Cities location is not the right spot for the Wilton Rancheria Casino J 
project. This project location would cause the permanent loss of wildlife and agricultural 
habitat. 

However, the abandoned shopping center in Elk Grove (Grant Line I Krammer exit) 
would be ideal for the complex because the infrastructure is already in place, including 
the Hwy 99 interchange. 

I frequently volunteer at the Cosumnes River Preserve and travel Twin Cities Road 
regularly from Hwy 99 to 1-5 and back. I've observed nesting state listed threatened 
Swainsons Hawks in trees and on top of utility poles and hundreds of threatened 
Sandhill Cranes feeding out in the fields and pastures adjacent to the road. In addition, 
•s...."' ... " ~ ... '"' li .. ,...., ... ...,.lhJ f.h"'''~t"'"~*"""~~ "'' ~ .... ,...,....,. .. '-' .... \1\.lh.if.,..,. , ,,... ...,., ,..,....,,....,~'"" ....,....,,... c ............ ,a., ,... ~,...._.roo,...., ' ""di .... ,..,. ~ lo"'t.A 
lll!;;ll;; 011;; II~!;;I CIIY ~IIVU~CIIU~VI -.:;II!;;Q~!;;I VV III ~C-IIVII~~C!;;~C CIIU viiVVV ~.:;.:;i:).:; II;;I;;UIII~ CIIU 

loafing out in the fields all w inter long. 

Twin Cities Road will become the main route from points west to the proposed 
casino. Thousands of cars will be traveling both directions on Twin Cities and will have 
a major impact on wildlife . This traffic will be crossing 2 major rail lines that are about 7 
miles apart. Frequent train traffic will back up already heavy auto traffic on both the 
west and east side of the tracks (on both lines). The combination of heavy traffic and the 
bottleneck caused by train crossings will have a major native impact on birds and other 
wildlife that are trying to survive in an ever shrinking habitat. 

I urge the Bureau to consider the Elk Grove location as the best alternative for a gaming 
casino. 

J 
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Sincerely,, 

Gordon Christianer 
6295 E. Jahant Rd·. 
Acampo, Ca 95220 



Comment Letter I29

I29-01

From: ToJn <tomhings@hotmail.com> 
Date: Tim, Feb 25, 2016 at 8:25PM 
Subject: Wilton Indian Casino In Elk. Grove Ca 
To: "joluuydzik.@bia.gov '' < john.rydzik(Q{bia.gov> 
Cc: ''hingsv@yahoo.com'' <hingsv@yahoo.com>, Tom <tomhings@hotmail.com>, 
"gdavis@e:lkgrovccity.org" <gdavis@elkgrovccity.org>, "phume@elkgrovecity.org" 
<phume@,elkgrovecity.org>1 "dsuen@elkgrovecity.org" <dsuen@elkgrovecitv.org>, 
11 <:.r1P1nd...-tn~Plkor""P.' ''1 v nr o " <<~t1P.l·nd(tfllP.Ikarr.\JP.t•ih' nra ':> 11 ~1PvP.l .vffllP.IkaTt\VP.t,il\1 t>ru " .., ..... - ..... . .......... ~ ... ,""_.a.& .. c ·· - • .... "' ...... ' ......... b ... ,.,_ .......... _.._'", _ .,_ • .,.,, ... h ... -- .. "" - ~ .. z .. - ... b . ' - " -- ' ...,._, '~"'· ...,•~o•- ' --·~ ' · - ... t~ 

<stevelv@elkgrovecitv.org> 

February 25, 2016 

To whom iit may conoem , 

T live on Grant Line Rd and w ill be impacted w ith increased traffic and noise ifthe casi;no is 
built, with that said I support U1e casino in Elk Grove For the reasons listed below. 

Benefit Ell<. Grove. 

1. It will provide jobs lor people and hopefully the jobs will pay a decent wage and 
good heath benefits. 

2. Provide food and entettainment for people that come to the city for soccer, baselball, 
s:wiim meet~, equestrian events and other aciivity's . 

3. It could have a synergistic effect on the outlet mall , when it is combined with the soccer 
cornplex and competitive swinuning complex. 

4. C ity's need money to do good things for the community. 
5. TI11~ city said it wanted to have jobs for Elk Grove residents locally. Here is your chance. 

Benefit the~ community. 

1 "'1. , _ _ ___ ,_: _ .. __ _ , .. _ _ l ".-· -· -1 _ __ _ l __ __ ,; _ _ .t . . • ~ __ __ ._ __ .L 

1. JVlort:: upuons 1ur 1oou ailll t::Iltt::nauunt::nl. 
2. rec reational gambling opportunity's locally. 
3. Hotel r ooms for visitors to Elk Grove. 

Benefit to lhe tribe to locale in Elk Grove. 

1. 1111~ infrastructure is in place and ready to go. 
2 . It lis easy to get to from Hwy. 99 and in the future T 5 as well. 
3. The city of Elk Grove is responsive to the needs of its citizen's and is !onvard thinking. 
4. 111,~ Elk Gmve community has spirit and is a great place to live. 
5. Elk Grove has excellent fire and Police Departments. 

J 
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Sununery .. 

It has been my e.A'Perience that people do not like change of any kind. In my case the klllowthc 
traffic will be here weathedhe casino is built or not. 'Ibc bottom line is the Indians lived h ere 
first and got a bad deal as hjstory shows. They have a right to build a casino to improve there 
lives, bul i:n this <.;ase the business will be ~1 asset to Elk Grove and our community. The Indian 
Cas1nos ar.e good for the community's that they serve, an example is the .Jackson 
Rancheria providing support for ftre v ictimts this summer. Red IlawkProvided food and a wann 
place for n:~sidents of Placerville several years ago when an October snow stonn damaged 
PG&E power lines cutting service to thousands of customers. Cashe Creek Casino provides 
profess.ional tire and rescu e servi0es, as well as Haz Mat response to Yolo c..:ounty. Th~~y are 
partners in there community's. T see the situation as a win win. 

'luomas Hingsbergcn 

8640 Granl Line Rd 

Elk Grove., Ca 95624 

tomhings@J1otmail. com 



Comment Letter I30

I30-01

From: Lade Marchetti < lacie@mmrealestate.net> 
Date: Tim, Feh 25, 2016 at 1:59PM 
Subject: Opposition lo Casino Proposal 
To: johu.rvdzik@bia.gov 

To: 

John Rydzik; 
Chief of thE: Division of Environmental 
Cultura l Resource Management and Safety Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, Ca 95825 
(916) 978-6051 

Dear John, 

I am writing this letter to you in opposition to the Elk Grove Casino project in the works for a possible 
location north of the outlet mal l. I was raised in Elk Grove, lve been here my whole life, and chose to 

stay and work. I stayed for the love I have for this community. A casino is not a good fit for our 
community and should only be cons idered outside of the city boundaries. Gaming and the corruption 

that accompanies this type business into the city limits of Elk Grove a ridicu lous proposal if you care at 
all for the families and child ren that make this their home. 

Please notE: my strong opposition to the proposal. 
Thoulk you, 

Lllcie Mtuchetti 
M & M Relll Estate 
BRE #01839191 
9008 Elk Grove Blvd. 
Rlk Grove, C A 95624 
Direct: 916.402.4022. 
Off/Fax: 916.405 .4416 
Email: lacie@mmrt>.alestate.net 
www .M.Mt1ealcstate.net 
ww-r.v.MMhomesales.com 

IJD 
T h e greatest complimPnt you can givP mP is a referral to your family, friends and colleagues .. 

Confidentia1lity Noti c:t~ : This communi('a tion and any a<~<:ompa nyingdorument(s) are <:onfidential~:~nd 
privileged. They an~ intended fot the sole use of the addressee. If you receive this transmission in error, 
you are adV'ised that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance upon the 
conunw1ica.Llon is s lricUy proJ1ibited. Moreovei', any such inadvedenl disclosure shall nol compromise or 
waive the c.lient privilege as to this communication. lf you have received this coulmmu cation in error, 
please conb:~ct us by telephone at (916) 685-2390 Thank you. 



Comment Letter I31

I31-01

Fron1: 1\l.lail-y H.i.negardner <binegardnerm@ gmail.com > 
u 

Date: 111U, Feb 25, 2016 at 8: l3 AM 
Subject: Proposed Indian Casino Site 
To: john.rvdzik@bia.gov 

I would like to request that under the Traffic element in the draft EfS consideration on the 
impacts 0111 mral roads ihat are not directly surrounding the sites b e included in the studies. 

With two ()fthe proposed sites adjal)enllo highway 99 one would lend to concentrate 0 111 impacts 
to highway 99, the on and off ramps, and the need for traffic studies in the immediate 
surroundi.ntg areas. 

However, all tlu·ee of these proposed sites would also have a large impact on Dillard 
Rd. Specifically Dillard Rd. from its intersection of Wilton Road southwest t o its intersection 
with highway 99. This stretch of road currently has a posted speed limit of 55 miles per hour. I 
would like to request that the speed limit be decreased to 45 mph on Dillard Road betvvteen its 
intersection s of Wilton Road and Cosumnes Road. 

An observation of other posted 45 mph speeds limits in the area (Dillard Road northeast of the 
inlersectioiO of Will on Road and Dillard Road, and Grant line Road north and souJh ofthe town 
on Sheldon) is also 45 mph. l see no difference in the existing land use or zoning between those 
areas and tltis stretch of Dillard Road. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Hine:gardner 
9911 Dillard Road 
Wilton, CA 95693 



Comment Letter I32

I32-01

I32-02

From: <nevergiveup6859 l @aol.com> 
Date: Tim, Feb 25, 2016 at 10:40 PM 
Subject: casino site in Elk Grove 
To: john.rvdzik@bia.gov 

Dear Mr. Rydzik, 

I will be mailing a letter to Ms. Deuschke tomorrow but am not sure it will 
reach her by the deadline of February 29th for comments about the proposed 
casino siite in Elk Grove, so decided to also send an email to you. 

I live in Elk Grove and want to say that I am not for a casino near Elk 
Grove. I've lived here since 1998 and seen the crazy growth that has 
occurred!. I live in the Laguna part of Elk Grove, not that far from the Auto 
Mall. Traffic is getting worse, without adding more traffic related to a J 
casino. Crime has also been increasing, and becoming more violent. I keep J 
reading how the Winton Tribe would pay the city to mitigate any negative 
impacts of a casino. It seems to me that if it's already known that therE~ will be 
negative impacts, it would be better to not have the casino in the first 
place. Money isn't everything. 

As I said in the letter to Ms. Deuschke, my husband and I have been talking 
about moving because Elk Grove is changing in the wrong way. This might 
just tip us over to finally doing that. Please take Elk Grove off of your l1ist. 

Sincerely., 
Genie Holleman -



Comment Letter I33

I33-01

From: Barbara <barbwire2@frontiem et.nel> 
Date: Thu, Feb 25, 2016 at 1:20PM 
Subject: Casino 
To: iohu.rvdzik@bia.gov 

Hello Mr. Rydzik: I am responding to the suggestion that an Indian cac;ino be built in Elk <.t rove, 
r ... l1f'r.n"'t !> T h !>v0> 1'\ .. P t1 <> t• .. c iA.ont r.f'l7 11c- r.rr.\110> f'r.r .., .. <> rh/ .11() \/ .. <O r e TAr. Mr.t -r .... l tlHtt ~·" TnAi~t'\ 
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casino is necessary iu ourtown. 1 am totally opposed to the idea. If the casino was in an isolated 
piece of hmd (such as the proposed land in Galt), I would have no objection. However, having a 
casino, hotel, etc. placed bel ween the abandoned nJall and Kaiser Pennanenle, and practil.:ally in 
the backyard of my home is not the least appealing. 

My vote. ( amd that of my husband) is NO! 

'!bank you for listening. 

Darbara J. TI1omas 



I34-01

Comment Letter I34

WRITTEN COMMENT CARD 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - PUBLIC HEARING 
WILTON RANCHERIA FEE· TO· TRUST AND CASINO PROJli:CT 

C HABOLLA COMM UNITY CE NTER - GALT. CALIFOR lA 
January 29, 2016 

IF YOU WOUW LIKE TO SUBMIT A WRITTEN STATEMENT. PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLUJWING INFORMATION AND 
COMMENT IN THE SPACE PROVIDED BEWW. GIVE TO ATTENDANT OR DROP IN THE WRITTEN COMMENT BOX. 
COMMENTS MAY ALSO BE SUBMITTED BY MAIL TO THE ADDRESS LISTED BELOW. WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT MUST ARRIVE BY FEBRUARY 29. 2016. 

' (Plea e write legibly) 

Name: j_ .e.. ,, C-. f'1 · c..::;:, r & ~ ~ ~ Organization: 11?.. e. -1- c' r E:... .JL. 

Address: f /Q& 6 ::z;; v . e. ~ y( c..- i t ~ 1/ ev-c:;., i c:P 
I 

CA 9~ 'z3 ~ 
.-r-
r~t ;_.{e_ b '- ... { Comment: J- I o c..u. +-1 0 ...., {r...:.r 1- )t(!_ 

Cc.. ' A -I e./ n a_ F .s. ,· v1 ~ (. .s. ~.\)c._ 

Please give to attendant, drop in Wrinen Comment Box, or mail tO: Bureau of Indian Affairs, Attention: Amy Dutschke, Pacific Regional 
Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs, 2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento. Californ ia 95825. Please include your name. return address, and "DEIS 
Comments, Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project" on the first page of your written comments. 
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Jo-.cph and Lena Cortese 

I I Will I vic Estates Lane 

Hcr.tld. CA 9563X-!\31l2 
22 FEB 2016 Pli S L 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Att: Amy Dutschke, Pacific Reagional Director 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

gS825i88Sgg 
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Comment Letter I35

WRITTEN COMMENT CARD 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS- PUBLIC HEARING 
WILTON RANCHERJA FEE-TO-TRUST AND CASINO PROJECT 

CHABOLLA COMMUNITY CENTER - GALT. CALIFORNIA 
January 29.2016 

Re~ nlr I) lA 
Dt..•r RD Truc;t 
Dcp RQ..lS_ ----:::----
Route ~cRro ~ 
Response Rcquin:d 
DueDate ---
~1cmo 1 

IF YOU WQUW UKE TO SUBMIT A WRITTEN STATEMENT. PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWIIflJ.'fN~DRMAVONAND 
COMMENT IN THE SPACE PROVIDED BELOW. GIVE TO ATTENDANT OR DROP IN THE WRITTEN CQMMf:NT BOX. 
COMMENTS MAY ALSO BE SUBMITTED BY MAIL TO THE ADDRESS LISTED BELOW. WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAfT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT MUST ARRIVE BY FEBRUARY 29. 2016. 

/ (Please write legibly) 

Name: ~ &etf h f'. Cor {:f'Je I J" r Organization: _ __._R.__,._;:::e:...ct'-1-lr_,e:::...d:::...._ ______ _ 

Addres : ;j';(?o J:v,e CS/~k.J WYl"-J lkrJ/J 
1 

Crt qa30-£5o.J
commem:-=.Y~--'-ft ........ ee_._/_7H~...........___..A:........L.....I..U....k_.._c L..l...h ..._.7 i.._..l..r....v_,._~ _""....:..,.F_'' --=L;;.w:..o~c :JO.:.....f<-L,....:;.... o....:;;.;·~"----'(;~1k~ ....... 6~/.~g 
G, o ve V\ ~It .5, k ) 1 s & otJe w, TI-t --rhe Pzfcc::::>frv..c/ urt> 
UJ rp l ei c.e. , 

Please g1ve to attendant, drop in Wrincn Comment Box. or mail to. Bureau of Indian Affa1rs. Attention· Amy Dutschke. Pacific Regional 
Director. Bureau of Indian Affairs. 2800 Cottage Way. Sacramento. California 95825. Please include your name, return address, and "DEIS 
Comments. Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Pro;ect" on the first page of your written comment~ 
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J 
Reg Dir _ 'J l l ~ 
D ::------~~ cr RD Trr1 st ___ --!V':::_ 

DqJ RD..)IS 
Rowe _l ¥::;:~""':a:;::;;-l...,.t_l_,l-.._-,-

- . 

February 17, 2016 

Rc:<:pnnJ;c Required 
D11c Date - --
t\knm _ _ /tr ---r"'-- --- --

Amy Dutschke, Pacific Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs t -

1 

2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 1 

Subject: DEIS Comments, Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project 

To whom it may concern: 

Due to the limited amount of time I was allowed for verbal comments at the hearing, II am 
submitting additional comments in writing regarding the proposed Wilton Rancheria Casino 
Project. lt''s my understanding the Wilton Rancheria Indians lost about 39 acres of tribal lands. 
The obvioiUs solution to that issue is to restore to the Tribe, 39 acres near the area of their 
heritage. 

1.)My first alternative choice is definitely (G). No Action. We don't need another Indian Casino. 
It seems that soon, we'll have as many casinos as Walgreens drugstores or Starbucks Coffee 
shops. Sto,ries of casinos providing mostly low salaried/no benefit jobs, tribal council infighting, 
bankruptcy filings, it just doesn't seem like a good idea for any community. We certain ly don't 
need mort~ places for addictions to develop, social costs to communities, the attraction for 
young people to start drinking and gambling, or the criminal element that is always at1tracted to 

casino environments such as sex trafficking, drug deals. 
Whenever a casino wins, a family loses. 

2.)The alternative (D) and (E) which locate the casino at the historic Wilton Rancheria :Site 
makes the! most logical sense. It restores the Historic Rancheria site that was lost year::; ago. It 
most closely follows the intent of the initiative that was passed years ago to allow recognized 
Indian Tribes to use their current t r ibal lands for purposes that would provide income for the 

Tribes. 

3.) In terms of the best financial decision, the alternative (F), the proposal for the mall site off of 

Grantline/Kammerer Rd in Elk Grove, makes the best business sense. The infrastructure is 
already there; easy freeway access, retail zoning, streets and streetlights in place. Also, there' s 
lots of surrounding vacant land, that would attract retail businesses that would invite lmore 
retailers and customers to the area. Additionally, the Elk Grove community has far more basic 
services available than the Galt area such as phone providers, satellite providers, eme1rgency 
medical, etc. The housing subdivisions within a couple miles of the site were built years after 
the mall site was started. Therefore, homebuyers in the area were well aware that the! mall 

area would be developed and would come with accompanying traffic, noise and crowds. As far 
as financial investment, this site Is a dream come true. The casino could be up and running at 
this site faster, surely with less financial upfront costs than any of the other alternativ~~s. 
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4.) Lastly, the 282 acre Galt site (Alternative A or B) is simply a poor choice. The size of the site 
is absolutE~Iy unreasonable. The Tribe lost 39 acrest 282 acres is 243 {700%) more than was lost 
to them. That's equates to a loss in the property tax base to the County. Also,it's in the middle 
of farm co,untry. Galt is known for a Wild Animal Refuge, a Winter Bird Festival, a summer 
Strawberry Festival, small town parades and a local flea market and quiet living. The needed 
infrastructure simply does not exist to accommodate this massive megastructure proj4:!ct. And 
the construction requ ired would simple destroy the nearby neighborhoods for long pe!riods of 
time. Many of the neighbors, close to the proposed site, have been here for lots of years. The 
neighborhood includes hundreds of upscale homes and ranchettes that represent millions of 
dollars in their owners' life investments who do not welcome the traffic, lowering home values, 
inevitable crime, the noise, nor the pollution that a 282 acre project would bring. 
The current zoning does not allow this kind of project. It does not follow the area's gnowth plan 
which is currently in effect until 2030. And, with the amount of land identified in Altertnative (A) 
and {B) is 1Far in excess of the 39 acres the Tribe lost. I'm worried that far more is actua1lly being 

planned for this site behind the scenes than was publicly announced. Perhap a huge outdoor 

land would be used. If this is the site that is approved, it should be for no more than 3~9 acres of 

retail only, NO gaming. 

Since~ely, 

6.f~dez """1--....-
10061 Christylyn Way 
Galt, CA 915632 
(916)261-15499 
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From : Joa:nne Vinton <jmvinton@peakorg> 
Date: Mon, Feb 15.2016 at 5:17PM 
Subject : DEIS Conunents 7 Wllton Rancheria Fee-To-Tmst and Casino Proj ect 
To: iohn.rydzik(tilhia.gov 

1l1ese comments are on the Draft .GIS for the Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Tm st and Casino Project. 

I do not support development on the Twin Cit ies Site or the Rancheria Site. These sites are 
currently open space and farmland near the Cosnmnes River Preserve. an area th at is be:coming 
increasinglly fragmented with development. The greenbelt between Galt and Elk Grove needs to 
remajn intact. Development on these sites would be oul of character with the mral environment. 

The Twin Citi~s Sile and U1e Rancheria Site provide wildlife ~orridors and essential habitat for 
m any spedes, including an important Central Valley s topover for migrating Swainson 's Hawks. 
cUtTcntly state listed as Threatened. Regarding effects of development on b ird m igration. 
U l1 I ' 1 1 '" ( 1 ° • i l " 1 1 i t • • • o\. 1 • t " o1 1 • .o 1 J 

· 1 OIUHomg cow s10ns. ana part1cman y cotustons wnn wmoows. arc a maJor anT.m opogcruc mrcat 
to birds, with rough estimates of between 100 mi Ilion and 1 billion b irds killed annually in the 
United States'' (http://www.bjoone.org/doi/abs/1 0.1650/CONDOR-B-090. 1 ). 

I support tlb.e issues raised by Sacramento County Regional Parks Department Director .Jellrey R. 
Leathennan in bis letter dated January 6, 2014 (see attached). 

1l1e Cosunrn.1es River Preserve was visited by over 64,000 people in 20 15. From page i ofihe 
COSUMNES RIVER PRESERVE MANAGEMENT PIAN 2008: 

"The Cosumnes River Preserve Partners envision the permanent protection of a continuous 
riparian corridor extending from the Cosunmes headwaters lo the Delta. including ac{jacenl 
floodplain and wetland habitats. and a vast vemal pool grassland cmnplex supporting 
endangered /!Jpecies. The Partners will utilize stewardship and compatible ranching am/farming 
activities as methods to sustain native pLant and wildl{fe communities and the processes that 
perpetuate' a dynamic mosaic of habitats. We will provide opportunities for people of all ages to 
appreciate the flora and .fauna ~f the Cos·umnes River Preserve and to experience being part qf'a 
•A- • .. ~-11-· . A-~---- II 
f iLl£ Ltf 1.11, Ll-11'1!-t .H.;I.tj/t:;· 

Although n one of the proposed sitos arc good, the Altcm ative F site is best b ecause it is a 
hrownfieldl--already deve loped. The other sites will impact the Costunnes River and its 
Hoodplain. 

Regarding Transit Services (3.&.3) at the Twin Cities S.ite that ha.c;; a proposed entrance 111orth of 
Twin Cities Road at Mingo Road: 

1 did not ±1nd a Route 3 on South County's tnmsit website. 

The Highway 99 route is an express route that stops only at T ,odi Transit Center, GaJt C ity Hall, 
Elk Grove Shell Station, and points riorlh. 

J 
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'l11c Delta to Galt Route has only two stops in Galt--at Raley's cast of Highway 99 I south of 
Twin Citie's Road, and City llall. 

Currently, none of these buses would serve the proposed l:asino. 

Destinatio111 resorts such as casinos helong in cities. Tt is i1Tesponsible to build then1 in rural areas. 

Sincerely, 

JoruUle V inton 
1206 48th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95819 
9 16-254-0131 
jmvintonla2peak. org 
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Regional Parks Department 

Jeffrey R. Leatherman, Director 

January(}, 2014 

Amy Dutschke 

County of Sacramento 

Regional Director1 Bureau of Tt1dian Affair:s, Pacific Region 
2800 Cotlage Way, Sacramento, Califomia,, 95825 

Divisions 

Administration 
Golf 

Leist1re Services 
Maintenance 

Rangers 
Therapeutic Recreation Services 

Re: Notice of bltent to Pa·e.pare an Envirorunental bupad Statement fell' tJte Pt·oposed Wilton 
Rancheria Fee-to-Tl'ust and Casino Pro,ject, Sacramento Cowtty, Califonlia 

Dear Ms. Dutschkc: 

TI1a.nk you1or the opportunity to provide c•omments on th~ "Notice orintent To Prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Wilton Rancheria Fee-to- Trust and Casino Project, 
Sacramento County, Califomia." 

'lbc Costunncs River Preserve (Preserve) is a partnership with seven national, state, local and non-profit land
owning pattners at the Cosumnes River Preserve, and has been active for almost 30 year s in preserving this 
area. The Preserve consists of natural and working agricullurallands, protected by govemment agem.:ies and 
cm1servation organizations holding fee title, a conservation easement, or both. Portions of the Preserve have 
been re\:ognized as an Area of Criti~;al Environmental Concem by the Bureau orLand M<magement, an 
Ecological Reserve by the Califomia !'ish and Game Coum1ission, a Globally lmpmtant Bird Area by the 
National Audubon Society and the /\merica11 Bird Conservancy, and a National Natural Landmark by the 
National P;uk Service. Further, the Preserve lies in the hemt of California 's Central Valley, which has been 
deemed "an intemationally significant area for wintering and migrating shorebirds" by the Southem Pac ific 
Short;}bi.nJ CQnservation PlmL 

Signatories to the Cooperative Managemetllt Agreement for the Preserve, confim1ed their good faith intention 
to implem~nt the "Cosumnes River Preserve Management Plan" adopted as lhe Preserve's guiding document 
in 2008. Several sections of this document are relevant, and should be helpful in addressing potential impacts 
during the preparation of the EIS. Some relevant goals and objectives include: 

• 1.2Maintain a lund'icape that support8 natural pro0esses and habitutfor the Preserve 'sfor.:al conservation 
twgetv consisting of natura/lands and suitabLe agriculture at and surrounding the Preserve (I 00-year 
floodplain up to Scrcramento County's Urban Services BoundctiJI}. 

• 1.2.2 Participate in regional land-use planning andfloodplain management ~!forb; (e.g. Sm{lh Sacramento 
County HCP, City of k'lk Grove General Plan, county general plans, IAFCO decis ions) chat mL"~V affect 
Preserve resources (e.g., habitat destmction, degradation, orfi"agmentation) or complement conservation goals 
(e.g., open space and wildlife corridors among other natural lands). 

4040 Bradshaw Road • Sacramento, Californiat95827 • phone (916) 875-6961 • fax (916) 875-6632 • www.saccounty.net 
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• 2.1. 4 As now development projects proposed aroW1d the Presen1e. either in close pro.:'Cimity or in nearby urban 

areas. unde1go environmental review (CEQA), ensure that project proponents consider potential effects on 
visual resoz~rces at the Preserve. including the effects of outdoor nighttime lighting. 

Based on this plall1, the EIS should ~onsider the impacts oflhe proposed project on the agticul1.ural buiTer that 
cun·cntly exists b etween tl1e Preserve and the urbanized area of Galt. It should also consider im pacts fronl 
rem oving habitat for listed and other species tl1at depend on the Preserve and the area in and a1rotmd the 
proposed site. In iParticular the p1'ojcct has the potential to impact the Cosumncs watershed, which includes 
habitat for the giaUlt garter snake, a threatened species under the FederaJ Endangered Species Act. 

Through reierenc.:e Lo th~ 2008 Managern~nt Plan, U1e EIS should consider impacts ofthe proposed proj ecllo 
the Preserve ·s reliiOUrces, and inc lude the Preserve as a nearby land use given its local, regional= and glohal 
signi1icanue. An y location maps should identify the Cosunmes River, Badger Creek, Cosmnm:s River 
Prcsetvc, protected lauds~ and Resource Consetvation Areas in the Sacram ento County GcnerallJlan. 

The M iwok tribe has partnered with the Cosumnes River Presetve in the past, for example to identify 
culturally relevant sites and protect Valensin Ranch. We encourage more engagement whh Preserve staffto 
help ensure that any development minimizes impacts to the Preserve and sun-ounding enviromnent. 

Svecific issues to address in preparation of the EIS arc: 

1~ Aesthetics 

D evelopment within t his area will affect the rural character of the existing environment, degrading the v isual 
character and quatlity of the existing open space and fannland . Urbanized development will also create a new 
source of glare during the day and, if development follows prior examples, substantial light at night. rfi1is will 
adversely affect clay and nighttime views in the area. 

2. A,iculttual Rt>som·cf>s 

'11le conversion off~um]and to non-agricultural uses is a significant impact Aside from the impacts within the 
site itse lf, it shou:ld also be recognized that without some instrument that maintains the v iability of e.xisting 
land uses at the outside edge ofthe new developmenL il inevilably leads to spe~ulation and development 
pressure on adjacent areas. 

3. Biologkal Resources 

The prop osed site~ m ost likely includes habitat values for the greater Sandhill crane and Swainson 's hawk, both 
of which are t hreatened species nndct the Califom.ia Endangered Species Act. lt also hosts other resident and 
migratory raptor. shorebird, and grassland bird species. The lower Cosumnes basin hosts one of the largest 
remaining valley oak riparian wooctland complexes in California, which provid~s cr.ilit;al nesli ng habitat for 
migratory songhiJrds. 1l1e wetlands and stream courses feeding into the Cosumnes River host the largest 
rem aining population of California's giant gruter snake. a threatened species under the Pederall Endangered 
Species Act 

Many other species that are not presently listed depend on the lower Cosumne.s basin to n'laintain their cun-ent 
populationmlll'lh(~rs . if the remain ing vestiges of these critically important habitats are fmthcr compromised 
by urban encroachment and sprawt many ofthese species would hkel y diminish in number to the point that 
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they, too, would need to be considered threatened with extinction. We encourage consideration ofthe regional 
significance of this area, in light of the considerable investment of public dollars represented by the Cosumnes 
River Preserve, a multi-agency project that protects and encourages wildlife to use this area. Southem 
Sacramento County is one of the last areas ofthe Cow1ty where wildlife tlu-ive, and the increasing impottance 
ofthis area as a wildlife resource cannot be overemphasized as other areas within the larger regi.on (Natomas 
and westem Placer & El Dorado Counties) are developed. 

TI1e EIS should include the required surveys at the appropriate time, consistent with the required protocols for 
gathering infotmation about the mosaic of existing species and habitats that inhabit the proposed site. "D1e 
lead agency must also consult with the state and federal trustee agencies, the Califomia Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and National Marine Fisheries Service (for anadromous species). 

4. Hydrology & Water Quality 

TI1e project site is w ithin Galt's Sphere Of Influence, but may pose a number of important sensitivities, in 
pruticular for water supply. 'l11e EIS should consider the water needs ofthis area at tbll build-out, as well as 
the source ofthat w ater, and the environmental impact.:; of the use of that water. The ETS should recognize atld 
seek to minimize impacts to the Cosumnes watershed, particularly Laguna Creek and associated natural 
drainage channels, through appropriate des ign and buffer distances. Wetland impacts should be addressed and 
mitigated, including avoidance of areas within the 1 00-year floodplain. Other considerations include impacts 
from urban discharge and floodwater management. Finally, due to climate change there is a potential 
reduction in the quality and supply of water from the Siena snowpack, so the EIS should also consider this 
effect on long-tem1 water supplies. 

This is a particularly sensitive area for a major expansion of groundwater pumping, so the impact to 
groundwater should be assessed, along with conformity to existing groundwater management plans. Historical 
groundwater withdraw als to supply municipal and agricultural water needs have resulted in large ru·eas where 
groundwater levels have been lowered considerably as compared with pre-development levels. Such areas, 
refened to as regional cones of depression, have developed both nmth and south of the Cosumnes River 
(Mount et aL 2001, Fleckenstein et aL 2004). TI1is is a serious problem because the regionaE cones of 
depression induce water to flow out of the river and into the groundwater, reducing river flows downstream 
and leaving parts of the Cosumnes River completely dry during large parts of the year. In addition, the decline 
in groundwater levels tlu-eatens the riparian habitats along the Cosumnes River, which depend on local 
groundwater conditions. 

'lhe EIS should thm·cfore address impacts of increased groundwater withdrawals not only on water supply, but 
also on Cosumnes River smface flows and nearby riparian habitats. 

TI1atlk you for allowing us the opportunity to provide comments on the NO I. 

Sincerely, 

Jeffrey R. Leatherman 
Director, Department of Regional Parks 
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Dear Mr. Jolhn Rydzik, 

Desk of: Rickey A. Hicks 

9133 Posada Way 

Sacramento, CA 95826-4131 

Reg Oir _ _ .l·~t // 
Dcpl~I/Tnr~ 
D~p RD IS ----

Roule I F( i 1 1 1 5:.. tJJt<.~ /! 
R l'~ J)on sc R c·q ll; l\ .•d 
DucDatc ---
t\· l~:rno __ l.tr 
Fnx ---

This letter is in regard to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (.DEIS) on the pmposed 

Galt Casino. The primary site is the frontage along Highway 99 south between Twin Cit iies Road 

and Mingo Hoad. 

I feel this is not the best suited site for this casino. Although I strongly support most Na1tive 

American is:sues in regard to their needs and wants. It is a very sad history of American 

genocide in this country on Native Populations throughout this nation. Broken treaty alfter 

broken treaty is very disgusting. Native Miwok people being landless is deplorable. ThE~ 

Sacramento' tribal unit deserves to have their own land since it was theirs to begin with. 

Although not a big fan of gambling itself, that is their choice. Most casinos I have enjoyed never 

seem to have the really bad issues some speak about. It may exist in some places but doubtful 

it is any worse than say inner city issues of drugs, murder, robbery, vice, and other assorted 

issues associated a lot with unemployment. This casino creates employment. 

Growth no matter where tends to create more growth. This is one of my main issues o1f any 

large development that is not infill. Growth in the above location is only miles from the· 

Cosumnes Ativer Preserve and the Cosumnes River watershed. Any major continued growth in 

this swath of watershed poses a serious threat to the only undammed river left on the west 

side of the Sierra Nevada Mountains. A natural flooding ecosystem any development doser to 

the preserv•~ and its lands along the watershed pose a possibility of flood control with IE~vees 

and forbid a1 dam. Very real possibilities! 

Please keep in mind that obviously disturbing any land disturbs its flora and fauna drastically. 

Constant m iitigation is not always the answer. Mitigation lands are not always followed up on 

for their vialbility of supporting like fauna and flora habitat success. This again is why in·fifl is 

should always be first choice when new development is proposed. 

The Galt Casino in its proposed 1st choice location is definitely not infill . Therefore the better 

choice of the alternatives should be the vacant Elk Grove Mall I Lent Ranch Shopping Mall site. 

I can remember the many meetings on the issues with this site and I attended some of 1them. It 

required an urban services boundary (USB) move south to Kammerer (sp ?) Road. This was 

done quickly once Elk Grove became an incorporated city. The recent recession quelled any 

further development and the mall never came to reality. Too many malls and retail now . Thus 

the mall with a few skeleton buildings sits ghostly on this site. This I feel is a much bettE~r site to 

use for the Galt Casino for several reasons. Those being the following: 
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(1] This site has gone through the California CEQA EIR process already (I assume). 

[2] The infrastructure for Water is already there (I assume). 

[3] The infra:structure for sewage is already there {I assume). 

[ 4] The interchange on Highway 99 was built in anticipation of this large shopping mall being 

built. The traffic nightmare of Highway 99 will still be there, but a new interchange should not 

nee to be buiilt. 

[5) There may be room for the casino and other development also 

If there is to be a Federal NEPA DE IS specifically for this alternative proposed site it must 

include that 1the development cannot proceed south of Kammerer Road the USB. It shoudd also 

include the fiUture possibility of urban growth inducement south oft he above. The DEIS needs 
to address the fact that the Cosumnes River Preserve (CRP) project has been for many yE~ars 

trying to protect the watershed of the river and to discourage further growth south of the USB 

which only discourages protection. The casino needs to be a friend of the CRP not an 
inducement to help in a larger puzzle that may someday seriously threaten the overall preserve 

plans to protect the Cosumnes watershed and critical bird and wildlife habitat. Once habitat it 

is gone where do the flora and fauna go? They get no notice to move. Most large ecosystems 

of California including riparian habitat have only less than 10% left of the original habitat. This 

is absolutely deplorable in a state that is one of the most beautiful places on planet earth. 
California ho•sts so many habitats. Asking for permanent preservation of the Cosumnes IRiver 

watershed is asking for it now, before it is too late. 

I like to com promise where compromise can work. I believe locating the Galt casino to the 

alternative site of the Elk Grove Mall I lent Ranch Shopping Mall vacant area can work fm all 

parties involved with the Sacramento Miwok peoples reasonable concerns coming first. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Rick A. Hicks. - longtime CRP volunteer & environmentalist 

<_,.;J ~ . ~~ 
:A--- /C(- A&/f 

J 
J 
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VI J- ' IC;r-0 ~:f1N~l::.-WkffTENCOMMENTCARD 
. ~/\fo-fJR..tJ~£q--

suREAu OF INDIAN AFFAIRS- PUBLIC HEARL~G 
WILTON RANCHERIA FEE-TO-TRUST AND CASINO PROJECT 

Reg Dir__..~::;....·~J--~~ 
D~!p RD Trust ~ 
Dt.!p RQ...!S_ 

CHABOLLA COMMUNlTY CE TER - GALT , CALlFORNIA RouteJ ~'7:'t-J~>~l -::::"J--
January 29 2016 R · · csplmsc Rcqturcd __ _ 

IF YOU WOULD UKE TO SUBMIT A WRiTTEN STATEMENT PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWI.VG l c ~~~!{ 
COMMENT IN THE SPAC PROVIDEu BEWW. GIVE TO ATTENDANT OR DROP IN THE WRiTTEN C 
COMMENTS MAY ALSO BE SUBMITTED BY MAIL TO THE ADDRESS USTED BEWW. WRITTEN COt. if 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT MUST ARRIVE BY FEBRUARY 29, 2016. 

(Please write legibly) 

Name:.-:1£4 fiJ ~JUS ... &IZ...R.. E.. I• ,.e. IT-Organizatio n: - -------------

;::::.,~~:-~-n;:1~;;;~~~ &.4-r 
~(l.bt!'st?=t>~u.~ _-oJ&Jni.~RE ltRF. l+--be.~-t9--fJ;I 
~ ~60 ~ flt-L. ~_u_}rY:S ' ; ~ - _l 

Please give 10 atten ant, drop in Wriuen omment Box. or mail to: Bureau of lnd1an Affru rs. Allention: Amy Dutschke, Paci fic Reg1onal 
Director, Bureau o lndian Affai rs. 2800 Collage Way. Sacramento, Californ ia 95825. Please include your name, return address, and ''DEIS 
Comments, Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project" on the first page of your wriuen comments. 

J 
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February I , 20 16 

Ms. Amy Dutschke 
Pac i fie Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Dear Ms. Dutschke: 

Reg Oir -{ "~ 
Dcp R I l l"t / \ / 

Dl:p f{() )?9? ~ . Roulc~ / s. Cecelia Parker 
Rcspott!>c J{ I I 000 Ross burn Court 
D ue.; Dntc_ Galt, CA 95632 
M emo_ _ - -
Fax __ _ 

Attending the inJormational Galt Community meeting, Friday. January 29, 20 16, was 
most informative. I thought that all ofthe Public Comments were articulate and heart-felt. 
I have been a resident o r Galt for three years and welcome the Twin ities Casino Resort 
whole-heartedly. As a retiree, I am not fond of having to leave Galt to purchase items that 
Galt businesses do not ofie r. 

More than anything, I think the Wilton Ranchcria (Tribe) deserves to have their Casino 
Resort wherever they would like it ro be. An Anthropologist that spoke at the meeting 
clarified the history of the WiJton Tribe and how they inha bited our area for at least four 
thousand years. My ancesto rs migrated from European countries to America for a better 
life and Native Americans already bad what they wanted, while they were here. They had 
Lhe land they occupied taken from them. What the Wilton Rancheria (Tri be) is asking for 
is not a much, when you consider what they have lost. Provide lheir request to be self· 
sufficient. Give Wille n Rancheria (Tribe) some of the land back, please. 

Cecelia Parker 
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Comment Letter I41

WRITIE~ COI\1MENT CARD 

BUREAU 'OF JNDIAN AFFAIRS- PUBLIC HEARING 
WILTON RANCHERIA FEE-TO-TRUST AND CASINO PROJECT 

CHABOLLA COMMUNITY CENTER - GALT, CALIFORNlA 
January 29, 2016 

~~~~~_e~~--~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~=T~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Please give to attendant, drop in Wri en Comment Box, or mail to: reau of Indian Affairs. Attention: my Dutsc Reg· nal 
Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs, 2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento, C;Jifomia 95825. Please include your name. return address, and "DEIS 
Comments, Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casmo Project" on the first page of your written comments. 
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Comment Letter I42

~TTENCOMMffiNTCARD 

BUREAU OF INOJAN AFFAIRS- PUBLIC HEARING 
WILTON RA.~CHERIA fEE-TO-TRUST M'D CASINO PROJECf 

CHABOLLA COMMLNITY CENTER- GALT. CAL£FOR:'\IA 
January 29, 2016 

IF YOV WOUWUK£ TO SUBMIT A WRITTEN STATEMENT. PLEASE COAfPLETE THE FOLWWJNG INFORMATION AND 
COMMENT IN TRE SPACE PROVIDED BEWW. GIVE TO ATTENDANT OR DROP IN TilE WRITTEN COMMEAT BOX. 
COMUENTS MAl ALSO BE SUBMITTED 81' MAIL TO TilE ADDRESS USTED BELOW. WRITTEN C0.\1MENTS 0 ."¥ THE 
DRAFT ENVIRON!tf£,\TAL lMMCT STATEME1\'T MUST ARRIVE BY FEBRUARY 29. 2016. 

d/<:.4~ , 

(Plea e write legtbly) 

Organization: ----L~~,cc..~~"-----------
5/5 

#.4P~ .l.PI~eas"lle ::.gt::lve_t_.og_a:::::ne~nf::dan~t.~d~ro~p-tn_\_V~ri~ue(;.n~C-o-m"rne2LJnt[lB~o'.!.x~. o:!..r...!m~ruL:I~to~B~urea2u=o-"-f~Jn2d:::ian:_A~fi:2a~lrs;:;, ~A....t.tte:::;::n~u::_on~.;;::A~m~y"/t.D~u~tsc~hk~-e!...., P....t.ac~i::Jfi~c -"-Re~g~io~n~aJ2:MI~· ~ 
Director. Bureau of Indian Affrurs. 1800 Couage Wa)' , Sacramento. Cahfom1a 95825. Please mclude your name return address. and '·DEIS 
Commems, Wihon Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project" on the tirst page of your written commen~. 
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Comment Letter I43

I 

WRITTEN COMMENT CARD 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS- PUBLIC HEARING 
WILTON RANCHERIA FEE-TO-TRUST AND CASINO PROJ ECT 

CIIABOLLA COMMUN ITY CENTER - GALT. CALIFORNIA 
January 29, 2016 

Name:Qot {I 0 C ~ C£) I'// Organization: -------------

Addres : t6 q 0 vI !lt>t!J e O<u n p (I v e_ # q-I Lj 6r g /( Cfl I 7 5'6 31" 
Comment: 4- (fl n t L,'n e t1 n A 1/VJtj q 1 / s 0 6 ( e..!lt f/4 (_e. 

Please give to aucndant. drop m Written Comment Bo>.. or mai l to Bureau of lnd1an Affairs. Attention: Amy Dutschke, Pacific Rcg1onaJ 
Director. Bureau of Indian Affairs. 2800 Cottage Way. Sacramento, California 95825 Please mclude your name. return addre s. and "DEIS 
Comments, Wilton Ranchena Fee-to-Tru Land Casino Project'' on the first page of your wrillen comments 



Comment Letter I44

I44-01

february 17, 20 16 

/\my Dutschke, Pacific RegionaJ Director 
Bureau of Indian /\ITairs 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

RE: DEIS Comments. Wilton Ranchcria Free-to-Trust and Casino Project 

Dear Ms. Dutschke, 

My grandparents and my uncles, aunts, and mother w~::re all a part of a Ualt pioneer 
Jarnily and that accounts tor my love for and loyalty to the City or Galt and the 
surrounding urea. Based upon my love of this area, and my <.:onccrn lor the preservation 
uf its history, 29 years ago I fow1ded the Galt Area llistortical Societ_ in hopes of 
protecting the wonderful pac;t of the area from the San Joaquin County Line to the 
Cosumnc Ri ver. When someone or some agency comes into the area to propose a project. 
1 take a keen interest in il. and I am particularly interested in the casino proj~ct that might 
be built north of Twin Cities road. west of Highway 99. 

During the past twenty years. my husband and I have traveled north on I 5 into Oregon. 
and \\ C have chosen to stop at the well-appointed, well-cared-for casinos along the ''ay. 
both for eating and lor sleeping. We know how nice they can be. (Our particular IO\C is 
·'Seven feathers .. in Oregon, because of their beautiful land caping.) /\s we have visired 
these casino we have found them neat, clean, well organized. and enjoyable. We ha\ e 
never been to om: that disappointed us, so if the same care wi II he put into the planning 
lo r your project, both my husband and I agree it would be a womlcrl'ttl addition for Galt. 

We sec a easino in Galt as a place that would showcase the local Native Americans while 
providing a place of excellent food and housing, and, uf course, we hope beautiful 
landscuping. This area was once filled with oak trees, grii'.zlies. elk , a variety of fowl. 
and wildllowers. We hope that they would be incorporated somcllO\ in the plaru1ing. 

We write this letter to you to indicate our approval or thi • project and our hope that it will 
t,.., ~ t-.: -. 1"'••:"\ 4",f· t... "" ''•~ · •'""" ' "'~ _,.,...,.._,..,.."""',. ,h, ,, .. "'"' ' • •h: ro ., .... ~"' , .,..,.~'" ~~ ... fh f" f\,f;, "nl,r T h; t. .. ; c:.- #:J; r•.:a r i" 
U\.: u IJ I<I\..\; VI UIJGILilJ UIUl ~;; ,'JJ'c;:,;,~;:, Ul\.. vvay uu:> a n .. u wu:. 1vo '"'- '"' " ""'v"->· ' 111 .> ,_, u '"""" 

and wonderful opportunity for us all to .. preserve the irreplaceable''. 

Sincerely. 

M~~~o!~~ 
P.O. Box 848 
Galt. C/\ Y5632 
(209) 745-0951 
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Comment Letter I44 cont.

WRIITEN COMMENT CARD 

BUREA OF INDIAN AFFAlRS- PUBLIC HEARING 
WILTON RANCHERIA FEE-TO-TRUST AND CASINO PROJli:CT 

CHABOLLA COMMUNITY CENTER- GALT, ~lfORNIA 
January 29,2016 • 

.IF YOU WOUW UKE TO SUBMIT A WRJITEN STATEMENT. PLEASE COMPLETE TilE FOllOWING INFORMATION AND 
COMMENT IN THE SPACE PROVIDED BELOW. GIVE TO ATTENDANT OR DROP IN THE WRITlEN COMMENT BOX. 
COMMENTS MAY A LSO.BE SUBMITTED BY MAIL TO THE ADDRESS LISTED BELOW. WRITI'EN COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT MUST ARRNE BY FEBRUARY 19,2016. 

f ~ (Please write legibly) :? . 
Name,I;L[Jd- ?"""~.._...... O<ganWuion crt......?~ fld., e-<~-
Add~:----------------------------------------------------------------------------
Comment: ____________________________________________________________________________ __ 

Please give to attendant, drop in Written Comment Box, or mail to: Bureau of Indian Affairs, Auen tion: Amy Dutschke, Pacific Regional 
Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs, 2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento, California 95825. Please include youJ name. retum address. and "DEIS 
Comments. Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project" on the first. page of your wriucn comments. 



Comment Letter I45

I45-03

I45-02

I45-01

From: Gordon Weiss <baoaw09((i).gmail.com> 
Date: 2/27./2016 8:19AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: iolm.rydzik@bia.gov 
Subject: 'Wilton Rancheria Casino Project 

JoiUl Rydzi k 
Chief, D ivision of EnvironmentaL Cultural Resource Management and Safety. nureau of 
Indian Affairs 
jolm.rydzik@bia.gov 

Dear Sir, 

1 strongly oppose the Twin Ci ties Road lot;ation in Lhe Galt area for any of the three 
proposals(/\ , Band C) of the W ilton Ranchetia Casino Prqject. 

My opposition is ptimarily based on the effects of these proposed projects on the: 
Cosumnes River Preserve and on the purpose of the Preserve as outlined in its Mission 
Statement Based on review of the Draft EIS, I have concluded tbat any of proposals A, 
B or C has the potentia] to STGNTfoTC/\NTL Y affect wi ldlite species. including federally 
listed species, species of concem and migratory birds, particularly Svvainson's H~:1wks and 
Greater Sandhill Cranes. 

Tltis site is currently p rimatiJy agricultu ral land and un improved grassland which 
provides feeding habitat tor Winteri ng Sandhill Cranes. The EIS used b iological studies 
done only during late Spring and Summer to conclude that there would be Little impact on 
the cranes;. But lhe cranes only use lhis area during late Fall lo late Winter, so this 
conclusio1n is invatrd. 

Further. in Section 3.5.2, the statement that heavy traffic noise significantly reduces the 
chance that cranes would use this site (Twin C ities, Galt) for Wintering habitat is made to 
support the idea that there would be little effect on cranes. But if excessive traffiic 
precludes th is from being good Sandhill Crane habitat, then the significantly increased 
traffic on Twin Cities Road caused by proposals A , Band possibly C , would defiinitely 
interfere with cranes using their known current Winter feeding habitat in fields and 
Preserve \Vetlands adjoining the road_ 

The biological evidence presented in the EIS is inadequate to support the conclw;ion that J 
there wou ld be Little impact on migratory birds . 



Comment Letter I45 cont.

I45-05

I45-04

T also haveconcems about the amountofwaterthatProposal A and probably Proposal B 
would use and bow this would affect the Cosumnes River Preserve and the Ga.lt 
Area. During re,cenl years oi drought Gall needed to have strict -vvater rationing. The 
Preserve needed to find additional sources of water to flood fields and create habitat tor 
thousandS! of Wintcrjng birds. During those drought years, tl1c Preserve was one of the 
few areas able to provide wetland habitat for these birds. Significant water use by the 
Casino Proposals as noted in 1be EIS bas the potential to reduce the available wa·ter even 
further in years of drought and make it harder to recharge underground water. 

Anything lhal diminishes the value of the land around lhe Cosumnes River Preserve as 
Wintering habitat for migratory birds would be a huge loss and potentially damaging to 
already marginal bird populations_ It would also be a huge loss to the hundreds of people 
who visit lhe Preserve on week.ends when Wintering birds are presenL and Lo scbool 
children who visi1 on educational field trips. 

The TIIA ean choose altemative sites for the Wilton Ranche1ias Casino Project. But the 
Cosumnes Preserve is already here and the ·wi ldlife it serves depends on this hab·itaL 

Sincerely,, 
Gordon \:V ci ss 
CRP Volunteer 
Walnut Creek. CA 



Comment Letter I46

I46-01

From: pdlomax@vahoo. com 
Date: 2/27/2016 12:11 PM (GMT-08:00) 
To: john.rvdzik@bia.gov 
Subject: Proposed Casino in Sacramento,County 

Casinos WE~re a good idea in the beginning and have provided stability for Native American 
1'1"\n'\n'\llnii"tioc: Dlo::.c:o rln nni" nbl'o i"hic: l'::>t::inn in -t-ho l::.c:i" no::.t'of11l nl::.l'o in J:llt r.;rn\/o 
W...., llllll \ooiiJI\,.I"'"'J• I l ..... W.., ...... """""II"'" t'"''W""'V "Ill.., '-~""'"'Il l '"' Ill '-11'-' I'WWI'\o 1""""'"'"'""'-1 f"'IW"'"' Ill ll;. l rt ""'""Y '""' o 

Native Americans can find another means of providing income for the community. Casinos are 
not helping Native American tribes , in fact the monthly income native Americans receive, is 
making it possible for young people in high school to become weak and lack creativity because 
they know and brag that they will have an income if they work or not. Is this what yoiU want 
for the futme. 
Why not build a training center, or law school, or college or something for the commurnity to 
grow. 
Sincerely, 
Pam lomax 

Sent from Windows Ma 



Comment Letter I47

I47-01

From: Glenn <glennlomax@comcast.net> 
Date: 2/27/2016 4:18PM (GMT-08:00) 
To: john.rydzik(~bja.gov 
Subject: Ptospect of Elk Grove Casino. 

Hi John, 

"n1e gre-atest con~ iderati on to most people is t he revenue. We need an example of how the 
introduction into a strongly republican , moderately democratic. Christian and spiritual, 
multicultrural community was not devastated, but grow. Otherwise 1 'm against building a casino. 

1l1e cunent proposed locations are really bad there would probably be a lot of people land taken 
by public domain lake overs. 

Pl'ease consider on the far west side near highway 5. 

The other altemative is all that can move wil1. TI1e infrastrtJcture is weak at best. 'I11e constant 
trains that cotne by may be an obstettic·at. 

All the fanms, elk, coyote are gone. Hawks a11d the other bird~ are holding on for life . 

'fl1at1k you. for taking titnc to considerthis issues. 

Glenn T .omax, Resident of Elk Grove 

916-479-1351 
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I48-03

I48-02

I48-01

I48-04

From: Belitnda Kral <kralb@frontier .com> 
Date: 2/27:12016 8:14PM (GMT-08:00) 
To: john.n tdzik@tbia.gov 
Subject: indian Casino 

M y husband and 1 m·c opposed to ANY casino. 
For personal reasons is knowing people who have gambling addiction. 
TJ.~'k in a n~flotl l"" f'rnn~ 1roH:t r .. ..,,1 n~ l-11 U/ J.I<.! n n ·f (i"· 1hP.ir O l-'1'<.!n1Hll II<.!P. 
•'-•~'-...... "'b ..... ...., .• ,.,...., .! ••-••.., ..... .,w .. .£. .. ..._ ... , ....... - .. •·-u .LA._.._ .a.-• ...........__......., f'"'• .... - • ... -• .,. • ....,._. 

No money or not enough to pay their bills, they used it for gamhling instead. 
Creates not telling the truth to family, relatives, and friends where they are going. 
Taking all or part of their ch eck to gamble. 
Draws othter people into their bad addiction decision. 
Ama:ting how on Dr. Phil they just had a episode, Friday, Febwary 26, 2016 on gambli:ng 
addiction. 
If you WarJtt Lo ~.:heck it out, il is Episode 2478. 
(My Newlywed Husband Lost Our Business Gambling). Original air date 02-26-2016. 
As for the 28-acre site located in the City of Elk Grove, just north of the approved outle:t mall site 
a:t: the northwestvOltion of the intersection ofGnmt Line Rd. and SR-99. this would be a 
HORRTBT ;g place for a cac;;ino. 
With the mall and lols ofnew houses and more coming, Lhis would create a incredible amount of 
traffic, plus noise pollution. If a outdoor concert goes in the 11oise will be had, it would carry far 
from the site. 
Would you like to live t1ext to it? Wh.o would ever think some like. Casino would com1:: to EJk 
Grove whem we moved here. 
A 12-story hotel, nothing like taking the beauty out of Elk Grove. ] 
With acas ino this would take the busy workjngpolice officers time away from other things J 
going on. TI1ey will now have more to enforce about under age drinking, <u·e they casino age 
appropriak:. more safety problems. 
TI1e casinc• being close will introduce people to gambling that would not have. 
Having a c:asino can hurt; man'iage, family, and those who do not have control 
This is our concem on cas inos. 
Javk and Belinda Kral 
Sent from my iPhone 



Comment Letter I48 cont.

From: Belilllda Kral <kralb@.frontier.com> 
Date: 2127/2016 8:41PM (GMT-08:00) 
To: john.ntdzik@bia.gov 
Subject: Conectiou ou Indian Casino 

Sentences that reads: 
Who would ever t hjnk some like. 
('\.~<: ;11 1\ \.\llYIIl t l ('( W l'l f> In ~.lk r-rrt\\ll? \A/hf>.n U /1-'. 11'1(\\/P t l h P.rP _ __ ..., £_... .. _ . .. ..... ~-.-.- _'OJ_. .......... ""- ~&..£,.. -... ... - '- "' ..... - ...... ..- _. .. ._ .. _ ' _ ... ._ .. ......... --· 

Correction: 
Who would ever think that a casino would come to Elk Grove when we moved here. 
Sent from my iPhone 



Comment Letter I49

I49-01

From: Margot L <margot.lizardo@gmail.com> 
Date: 2/28/2016 8:37AM (GMT-OR:OO) 
To: jolm.n1dzik@bia.gov 
Subject: Casino 

My husband and I would support a Casino in The Elk Grove area. We are Baby Boomers and 
think it would bring jobs and FUN to Elk Grove. TI1e other casinos within 100 miles are just too 
far. We mieht {!O once a vear. If there. was a closer location we would eo at least once or twice a 

~ ~ J u 

month. Tite food and eutet1ainment menu a plus. 

Count 2 votes 

Fred Lizar~do 

Margot Lizardo 

***** Ijw~t hope it does not go on like the mall. I would love to see it completed before T dje :) 



Comment Letter I50

I50-01

I50-03

I50-02

From: Deallma Asmtcion <.dfasuncion(Cl>,holmail.com> 
Date: Sun, Feb 28, 2016 at 8:18PM 
Subjeci: Wilton Rancheria: Dran EIS: Comments 
To: john.rvdzik(Q)bia.gov 

M.r. Rydzilk, 

I am submitting my comments on the Draft EIS proposal to build a casino in Elk Grove around 
Promenad(~ Prukway. My family strongly opposes the building of a casino in Elk Ot·ow! for the 
following weasons: 

1) Allliough we enjoy gambling once in a while, we have no desire ·to live near a casino. Our 
home is less thru1 2 miles from the proposed casino site. This is only a 5 minute drive by 
car- Wheu purchasing otJr new home less lh<:~n a year ago~ there was no prior notice or warning 
that a casino tnay be built ·~just down the street". We are concetned that a casu1o ""ill bring an J 
increase in crime and traffic in the surrounding area. At the same tinte, a casino will decrease the 
propetiy v:alues of surremnding homes as well as the sense of sccmity in the conununity. In fact, J 
the casino could be considered a public nuisance, given it'3 very close proximity to hom.es and 
schools_ 

2) ·nlC proposed casino site is approximately 2 miles from ail existing jtmior high school and 
high schoCtl. This is only a 5 minute drive by car. Additionally, there are proposed elementary 
school sites in the Laguna Ridge Specific Plan which will be even closer to the casino. Building 
a casino is such close proximity to primary and secondary schools is never a good idea. The 
casino would strongly tempt tbe secondary school studtmls to skip school in order lo gamble and 
drink in tfl,e hopes of not getting caught as being underaged. 

3) Elk Grove has always prided itself as a family oriented city. A casino would i1revocably 
shatter this: image. Families will no longer want to live in Elk Grove. 

h1 conclusion, a casino is not a good fit for the city of Elk Gt·ove, especially at the cun-ently 
proposed location. Thank yotl for considering my comments. 



Comment Letter I51

I51-01

From: Tun Raboy <ny1988@att.net> 
Date: Sun, Feb 28, 20 t6 at 10:50 PM 
Subject : DEIS Comments, Wilton Rancheria Casino Project 
To: ''john.rvdzik@bia.gov'' <iolm.rvdzik@bja.gov> 

QjEIS Comments, Wilton Rancheria Casil1tQ 
Project 

Ms. Amy Dutschke 
Pacific F~egional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

February 28, 2016 

Dear Ms. Dutschke or Mr. Rydzik 

Mr. John Rydzik 
Chief 
Division of Environmental, Cultural 
Resource Management and Safety 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
john. rydzik@bia.gov 

This letter is in response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEiS) for the proposed VViiton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project 
(Casino Project). I will list out the many issues that I have discoverect after 
reviewing the DEIS. 

Approximately twenty years ago, the City of Galt decided to build the C 
Street interchange instead of the Walnut interchange. Dozens of 
homeovvners in Galt paid a portion of their home purchase price to create a 
fund to build the Walnut interchange. I believe hundreds of thousands of 
dollars were placed in this fund before the decision was made by the Galt 
City Council to return the funds and cancel the proposed Walnut 
interchange. This decision was made because Caltrans refused to approve 
the proposed C Street, Walnut and Twin Cities Road interchanges. 
Caltrans. stated the proposed interchanges were too close to each other 
(The C street interchange is approximately 1.8 miles away from Walnut 
Road, and Walnut Road is approximately 0.8 miles away from the 
proposed Twin Cities Road interchange) and the City of Galt had to choose 
between the C Street, Walnut or the Twin Cities interchange. The Ciity 
made the right decision and chose to build the C Street interchange .. 



Comment Letter I51 cont.

I51-02

I51-01

(cont.)

I51-03

Now we have the same problem. We have the proposed Twin Cities 
interchange versus a much inferior option: the Mingo Road interchange. 
The Twin Cities interchange is a long term project for the City of Galt. It is 
imperative that this interchange gets built over the next twenty years, as 
Twin Cities Road is becoming a major commercial corridor for the City of 
~,.It Tho 1\Jiinn'"' D'"'""~ in+or"h,nno ic- -:~ ronooiroi'Y\on+ in .f.hic- nr::l~ f'"'r tho 
'-JCIIL I II~ IVIIII~V I ' VCI\..1 II H~l VIICIII~v I~ Cl I ~\ .. p.AII ~111\;;IIL Ill Llll~ L..IL....IU lVI Llll;; 

Casino Project. Without it, this project would inundate this city with traffic 
gridlock. The problem that the City of Galt faces is that Mingo Road is only 
0.8 miles from Twin Cities Road. The proposed interchanges are too close 
together. This is exactly the same problem we had twenty years ago 
between C Street, Walnut Road and Twin Cities Road. The Twin Cities 
interchange must be built in the future and this conflict cannot be decided in 
favor of the Casino Project. This decision would negatively affect the City of 
Galt and its citizens. Our Twin Cities interchange is a priority over the 
Casino Project Mingo Road interchange; however, none of these extremely 
important issues have been addressed in the DEIS. 

There are currently 676 WR tribal members. The average elementary 
school in Galt has more than 700 children. 40°/o of tribal members are 
under the age of 18. 14% of tribal members are older than the age of 55. 
62°/o of tribal members live below the poverty line. The tribe's current 1. 7 
million dollar funding level is derived almost completely from government 
sources. California's current population is 38.7 million, and the percentage 
of Californians that live below or at the poverty level is approximately 21%. 
As the numbers show, the poverty level for all Californians is lower than the 
poverty level for WRCP tribe members. The question that must be asked: 
Why does the well-being of 676 tribal members take precedence over all of 
the California citizens that live at or below the poverty level? We are talking 
~L-~. ·'- 0 -1'")'7 """ 1"'~1:.&~~~:~ ~:'-:~~~~ '-L-~'- 1: •• ~ :~ ~~··~~ •• ··~ ""'" '-~:L-..~1 
dUUUl 0 1 I L I 1 UUU vdiiiUIIIId lilliLt::ll~ llldl IIVt:: Ill fJUVt::llY V~ 't I ;::J liiUdl 

members that live in poverty. Does the federal government need to help the 
WRCP tribe to the detriment of the citizens of Galt? Does the simple fact of 
your Indian Heritage make you deserving of this inequality. Is that fair to the 
rest of society? This has not been addressed in the DEIS. (See printouts 
from Public Policy Institute of California.) 

The DE IS discusses two options regarding addressing sewage. The Casino 
Project could build their own sewage plant, which will cost millions of 
dollars, or they could connect to the City of Galt's plant. Citizens have 
fought over Galt's sewage plant for over twenty years. These citizens' 



Comment Letter I51 cont.

I51-04

I51-03

(cont.)

I51-05

I51-06

I51-07

sweat and tears have enabled Galt to upgrade its plant. The citizens of Galt 
have paid millions of dollars in fees to make this a reality. The tribe should 
not be able to just come in and connect their pipes. All future connections 
should be reserved for the future growth of Galt, not the future growth of 
the tribe. I did not see this specific cost issue addressed in the DE IS. 

The same issue applies to the City of Galt water system. The tribe could 
drill their own wells and treat their own water, or connect to Galt's system 
and use its water. As every citizen is aware, Galt is planning to significantly 
raise water fees for the citizens of Galt. The water meter plan has created 
these problems, and letting 1the Casino Project connect into Galt's water 
system could make this problem worse. The tribe needs to resolve its own 
water issues. I did not see this specific issue addressed by the DE IS. The 
DE IS should clarify all of the!se specific cost issues and deal with the 
current water meter crisis. 

Alternative A, B, and C pose significant environmental effects to wildlife. In 
addition, the conversion of agricultural land to urban will be permanent. The 
northern portion of the Twin Cities site is located in the 100 year floodplain . 
Galt's Swainson Hawk Presterve, operated by the City of Galt, lies 
immediately adjacent to the western edge of the project site. Wildlands 
TWin Cities Wetlands Preserve, operated by Wildlands, Inc. , lies adjacent 
to the northwestern edge of the site. A casino which experiences heavy 
traffic will doubtlessly have a negative impact on these wildlife refuges. The 
Twin Cities site contains 12 acres of prime farmland at the north end of the 
site adjacent to Laguna CreE;k. The Twin Cities site contains 80 acres of 
farmland of statewide imporitance. The Twin Cities site contains 167 acres 
of farmland of local importance. This important California farmland should 
not be destroyed for a casino/hotel complex. The farmland greenbelt 
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These issues are significant enough that these three proposals should not 
be approved. 

Mustang Airport is located too close to the proposed site. It is only 1.9 miles 
northeast of the Twin Cities site. An airplane accident such as a plane 
hitting the casino or the extnemely large and out of place hotel would be 
devastating. The 12 story hotel is too large and would be dangerous to the 
airport during foggy days. This has not been addressed in the DE IS. 
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Galt's wastewater treatment plant is too close to the proposed Casino 
Project site. It is only 0.3 miles west of the Twin Cities site. If there vvas 
ever a disaster at the plant, the smell would be devastating to the 
casino/hotel complex. This was the same reason why the Del Webb senior 
project proposed at this site was also a mistake. 
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retail bUisinesses. Alternative C adds 686,000 feet of retail development 
such as a super grocery store, membership warehouse, home 
improvement store, restaurants and a gas station. Alternative C is a 
disaster for the City of Galt. Alternative C could doom Galt's two major 
grocery stores, Raley's and Savemart, and force Galt's new Walmart to go 
out of business. How many cities throughout the United States have 
witnessed Walmart close a store in one city and open up another store 
within a mile or two of the original one? The membership warehouse, home 
improvement store and gas station will steal more business away from the 
City. All of the sales by these businesses would be tax free thus 
incentivizing citizens to shop out of town. Alternative C could literally 
bankrupt the City of Galt. The DE IS has done a very poor job of addressing 
these issues. Alternative C could result in a significantly higher revenue 
loss than projected in the DEIS. 

Alternative A and B would also result in loss of revenue to the City. 
Specifically, Alternative A's hotel could lead to the closure of Galt's newest 
hotel, Comfort Inn and Suites. The City of Galt could see a significant 
reduction in hotel occupancy fees for the City of Galt. 

Any money spent at the casino/hotel complex is money lost forever to the 
City of Galt I disagree with the spillover effect of people spending lots of 
~~~~• r ;,~ r"'-~ 1~ •••h~~ il-.~• • • ,;~;~ ~~-~ -~~:~~ 1\JJ~~~ -~~-~~ ~~-~~ ,,;~;~ Tl-., ,.-...J~r 
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Valley or Red Hawk casino only go to the casino/restaurant and then they 
go strai~Jht home. The same would apply to the busloads of seniors that 
visit cas1inos and then go directly home. Alternative A and B is a money 
loser for Galt. 

The cas~ino/hotel complex will cause crime to increase in the City of Galt. 
The soc:ial and community effects will be serious and long lasting. Tlhe tribe 
is offering to create a special fund and contribute $50,000 per year to 
address the issue of problem gamblers. This is a joke. A so called problem 
gambler could lose $50,000 in a day at this casino. Galt citizens who l 
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become problem gamblers will lose their life savings which will result in 
bankruptcies, broken marriages, alcoholism, drug abuse, foreclosed homes 
and vehicles, lost retirements, lost jobs, vehicle and home break-ins, etc. 
This offering of $50,000 will not offset the terrible effects it will have on the 
City of Galt. 
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for Galt's roadways, especially the Twin Cites Road area. Twin Cities Road 
will become an F rated traffic road . This is the worst rating possible. These 
traffic problems cannot be resolved because the proposed Twin Cities 
interchange Will not be built for it wi ll be too clos1e to the Mingo Road 
interchange and its casino. Traffic in Galt wi ll be horrendous. Think of 
highway 99 or Bay area traffic during rush hour. 

The casino/hotel complex will have a negative effect on home prices in the 
City of Galt. The National Association of Realtors (NAR Report 2013) has a 
section titled "The impact of a casino on home prices in the vicinity of the 
casino is generally negative''. This issue has not been properly addressed 
in the DEIS. 

The WR tribe keeps telling the public that this project will create thousands 
of jobs. Unfortunately, they are not telling the public that these jobs will 
mostly be low paying minimum wage service industry jobs, such as casino 
slot operators, table game operators, entertainment operations, casino 
credit, hotel facilities, housekeeping services, food and beverage 
operations, restaurant services, culinary services, casino services, support 
services, security services, and hotel services. 

The Galt Chamber of Commerce has publicly announced their support for 
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organization that I have ever dealt with. In the last twenty years every 
poorly planned project proposed for Galt or the outskirts of Galt has been 
supported by the GCC. They should be supporting current businesses in 
the Galt area not pie in the sky developments that do not benefit the 
citizens or businesses in Galt. The GCC executive leadership is primarily 
real estate salespeople. The approval of this project would personally 
benefit these salespeople. Three of the six 2015; Board of Directors for the 
GCC are involved in the real estate business. This is the same GCC that 
was fined $39,000 by the Fair Political Practices Commission because they 
were involved in a money laundering scheme with real estate developers. 
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The GCC support of this project is another reason why it should not be 
approved. See attached article from the Galt Herald titled "Chamber 
ordered to pay $39,000 in FPPC fines" dated June 7, 2008. 

Additional negative impacts are discussed in the following article titled ''A 
Good v.Jiay to Wreck a Local Economy: Build Casinos" from The 
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the artic.le are: Yet the truly bad news about casinos is not found in the tax 
receipts. It's found in the casinos• economic and social impact on th1= towns 
that welcome them. No one should look to casinos to revive cities, because 
that's not what casinos do. The impact of casinos on neighboring property 
values is unambiguously negative. Casinos don't encourage non-gaming 
businesses to open nearby, because the people who most often visit 
casinos do not wander out to visit other shops and businesses. A casino is 
not like a movie theater or a sports stadium, offering a time-limited 
amusement. It is designed to be an all-absorbing environment that does not 
release its customers until they have exhausted their money. People who 
live close to a casino are twice as likely to become problem gamblers as 
people who live more than 10 miles away. As casinos have become more 
prevalent, so has problem gambling: in some states, the evidence siUggests 
a tripling! or even quadrupling of the number of problem gamblers. A range 
of studies reviewed by Institute for American Values estimated that 
between 40 to 60 percent of casino revenues are earned from problem 
gamblers. Half of casino visitors are over age 50, but casinos marke~t 
themselves to the over 70 and even over 80 market, to whom gambHng 
offers an escape from boredom and loneliness into a hypnotic zone of 
rapid-fire electronic stimuli. As casino expansion reaches its limits, tlhe 
towns and cities that turned to gambling to escape their problems may 
discover that they have accepted a sucker's bet: local economies that look 
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behaviolr, and a dwindling flow of cash to show for it all. Kindly addrE~ss all 
the negative impacts discussed in the article in your DE IS. 

Additional negative impacts are discussed in the following article titiE;d 
"Casinos bring jobs, but also crime, bankruptcy, and even suicide" 
from ThE~ Washington Post dated October 30, 2012. Some of the negative 
impacts discussed in the article are: But economic research concerning 
casinos suggest that members of communities with casinos should be 
wary. But the casinos also lead to a plethora of social ills, including 
increased substance abuse, mental illness and suicide, violent crime, auto 
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theft and larceny, and bankruptcy. The latter three all increased by 110 
percent in communities that allowed gambling. Unsurprisingly, legalized 
gamblin!~ also exacerbates problems with gambling addictions. The 
National Gambling Impact Study Commission found that having a casino 
within 50 miles doubles one's likelihood to become a problem gambler. 
Casinos aren't even a particularly good source of tax revenue. Kearney 
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business at nearby restaurants and bars1 and in so doing actually reduce 
state tax revenue. Kindly address all the negative impacts discussed in the 
article in your DEIS. 

Additional negative impacts are discussed in the following document from 
the National Association of Realtors Casino Research titled "Economic 
Impact of Casinos on Home Prices" dated June 20, 2013. Some of the 
negatiVE! impacts discussed in the document are: Casinos are likely to have 
negative impacts on nearby home values. Casinos generate jobs, but many 
of the jobs created by the introduction of a casino are reported to be 
minimal wage/low paying opportunities, with a few experienced gaming 
professionals filling the management positions. Major social costs are 
frequently mentioned as associated with casinos -e.g., increased 
bankruptcies, crime, traffic, and congestion among others. The impa1ct on 
home values appears to be unambiguously negative. Based on FBI 
statistics, for an average county with 100,000 population size, introduction 
of a casi1no implies 615 more larcenies, 325 more burglaries, 272 more 
auto thefts, 10 more rapes, 65 more robberies, and 100 more aggravated 
assaults. Kindly address all the negative impacts discussed in the 
document in your DEIS. 

This project will create a city within a city. Project proponents and their Las 
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receive :a share of the revenue and profit from operation) want to build a 
casino, hotel, water treatment plant, wastewater treatment plan, Mingo 
freeway overpass, retail shops, etc. The Casino Project wants to capture 
and forever acquire 282 acres of farmland but the proposed project is 
currently proposed to only use 76 acres. No one knows what will happen J 
with the other land and nothing can stop the WRCP from creating future 
detrimental projects with this land. The unknowns are too dangerous with 
this proposal. We are going to build all this for what? What benefit to Galt 
does all of this offer? What benefit to Sacramento County? Everyon1e 
involved in this project needs to reassess what they are proposing here. 
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Once you reassess and really consider this, you realize that this Casino 
Project \Nill do nothing to improve Galt or the surrounding community. 

If you have any questions, I can be reached at 916-494-4908. 

Sincerely 
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Poverty in California (PPIC Publication) 

Just the FACTS 

Poverty in California 

Despite st rong economic growth, the official poverty rate remains high. 
According to official poverty statistics, 16.4% of Californians lacked enough resources-about 

$24,000 per year for a family of four-to meet basic needs In 2014. The rate has declined a little 

from 16.8% In 2013, but It Is well above the recent low of 12.4% reached In 2007. Moreover, the 
official poverty fine does not account for California's housing costs-or other key family needs 

and resources. 

When family resources and needs are more fully accounted for, poverty in 
California is even higher. 
The California Poverty Measure (CPM), a joint research effort by PPIC and the Stanford Center 

on Poverty and Inequality. Is a more comprehensive approach to gauging poverty In California. It 

accounts for the cost of living and a range of family resources-including social safety net 
benefits-and needs. We find that In 2013, 21.0% of Californians were living in poverty-a slightly 

smaller share than in 2011 and 2012. Poverty was highest among children (23.9%) and lower 
among older adults (19.1%) and adults age 18-64 (20.3%). 

Overa ll, about 4 in 10 California residents are living in or near poverty. 
About one In five (19.8%) Californians were not in poverty but lived fairly close to the poverty 
line. All told, 40.8% of state residents were poor or near poor in 2013. But the share of 

Californians In families with less than half the resources needed to meet basic needs was 5.9%, 
a deep poverty rate that Is smaller than official poverty statistics indicate. 

Without social safety net programs, more Californians would live in poverty. 
The largest social safety net and low-Income tax programs-CaiFresh (California's food stamp 

program), CaiWORKs (cash assistance for families with children), the federal Earned Income Tax 
Credit (EITC) and Child Tax Credit (CTC), Supplemental Security Income (SSIISSP), federal 

housing subsidies, the Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC), 

and free or low-cost school meals-together kept an estimated 8.4% of Californians out of 
poverty In 2013. CaiFresh lowered the poverty rate most. by 2.4 percentage points, followed by 

the EITC (2.3 percentage points). CaiWORKs, SSI/SSP, CTC, and housing subsidies each lowered 
the rate 1.1 to 1.3 points. These differing effects reflect program scale and scope, as well as 

participation rates among eligible families. In some cases, program effects are not additive but 
overlapping. 

http://www. ppic.org/main/publication _show .asp?i=261 
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Poverty is high but would be even higher without the social safety net 
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Poverty rates and the effect of safety net programs vary by county and 
region. 
From 2011 to 2013. Los Angeles County had the highesl poverty rate In California: 25.7% of the 

county's residents were poor. Rates In Santa Bar bat a (24.1%) and Monterey/San Benito Counties 
{combined. 24.0~:.), were also among the highest. Placer and El Dorado Counties had the lowest 

ra tes at 13.3% and 14.0%. respectively. In 2013. safety net programs cut poverty 14.3 pcrcentag1~ 

points In the Centra l Valley and Sierra reg10n. but just 5.0 percentage poinis in ihe Gay '" efl !Hili 

111 Orange County. 

Poverty rates vary widely across California's counties 
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Minorities and less·educated Californians have higher poverty rates. 
Latinos (29.6%) and African Americans (21.7%) had much higher poverty rates than whi tes (14 .1Wo) 

http://www. ppic.org/main/publication _show .asp?i=261 
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in 2013. Asians (17.2%) fell in between. More education is generally associated with lower 

poverty rates: the rate for adults age 25-64 with college degrees was 8.5%, compared with 
38.2% for those without high school diplomas. 

Most poor families in California are working. 
In 2013, 78% of poor Californians lived in families with at least one adult working. excluding 
families made up only of adults age 65 and older. For 53.8% of those in poverty. at least one 

family member reported working full time. For another 24.2%, at le·ast one adult was working 
part time. 

Sources: All estimates are based on the Catifomla Poverty Measure (CPM) unless othefWise noted. Official poverty statistics are 
based on the American Community Survey. For more about the CPM see Bohn et al. The Collfornlo Povef/y Measure (PPIC, 2013) 
and Wimer. Mattingly. Kimberlin, Oanierson. and Bohn. Colifornro Povefl.y Measure. 

RELATED CONTENT 

Just the Facts: Child Poverty in California 
Data Set: California Poverty by County 
Interactive Map: California Poverty Rates by County 

http://www. ppic.orglmain/publication _show .asp?i=261 

Page 3 of3 

2/16/2016 



Comment Letter I51 cont.
1!:':'2.--- .... _~------

·-·--= =-r--
LJ 
LJ 
CJ 

-.~---- •. __ ..::;;::;;:..!.:=--.---·-

I 

L- ····- - - - - -··- . ·-----
Saturday's Internet Edition, June 07, 2008. 

-I 
I 
I 

_ _j 

Chamber ordered to pay $39,000 in FPPC fines 
Nine counts of campaign finance reporting 

violations found 
By Rachael Ackerman 
Herald Editor- It looks like the Galt District Chamber of Commerce may have to pay a heavy 
price today for its decision to become a cog in the Galt political machine six years ago. 

r~l 
I I 

The Chamber is being held responsible for $39,000 in Fair Political Practices Commission fines wracked 
up for campaign finance reporting violations by two committees under the Chamber umbrella, Businesses 
United for Good Government, and the Galt Economic Development Task Force, and one former Chamber 
executive director, Rex Albright. 
Albright, who served as the treasurer of both committees at the time of the violations, BUGG, and EDTF 
have been named as the responsible parties in an FPPC finding that the three committed nine separate 
counts of violating state campaign finance reporting laws related to the 2002 campaign. 
Initiated by a complaint received by the FPPC in February of 2004, FPPC documents show that a 
subsequent investigation by the FPPC Enforcement Division revealed that BUGG and the EDTF, 
"through their common agent, Rex Albright, engaged in a series of disclosure violations of the Political 
Reform Act that effectively concealed the original source of contributions used to fund a successful effort 
to defeat a local initiative measure presented on the November 5, 2002 ballot." 
A report in support of a finding of probable cause was served to the Chamber on October 23, 2007. 
Negotiations between the chamber, Albright and the FPPC have been on going since that time. 
Details of the violations were posted on the FPPC website Tuesday morning in a stipulation, decision and 
order, and while an agreement with regard to the charges and related fines has been reached between all 
parties, the issue will not officially be settled until the next regular meeting of the FPPC scheduled for 
June 12. 
At that time, the FPPC will hear the case and any public comment on the issue before signing off on the 
agreement. 
Centered on the hotly contested MeasureR, that proposed an annual residential growth cap for Galt, and 
the 2002 Galt City Council race, the FPPC received a complaint of more than 500 pages detailing alleged 
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campaign finance violations from as small as occupations left off of contributor information, to failure to 
file contributions and expenditures on time, in a legal fashion. 
According to government code, any contribution, or expenditure that exceeds $1,000 must be reported 
within 24-hours, in order to meet the intent of the Political Reform Act. "An express purpose of the Act is 
to ensure that receipts and expenditures in election campaigns are fully and truthfully disclosed, so that 
voters may be fully informed, and improper practices may be inhibited." 
According to the stipulated decision, regarding counts one through five of the complaint, the order states 
that Albright and the Economic Development Task Force, "stipulate and agree that they violated the 
Political Reform Act by failing to disclose late contributions in properly filed late contribution reports." 
Counts one through three revolve around late contributions received from local developers, the Emerald 
Park Company, Elliot Homes, and the BIA totaling over $15,000 during the filing period between Oct. 20 
and Nov. 7, 2002 that were not reported within the legally required 24-hour time period for late 
contributions. 
Counts five and six charge that Albright, as treasurer of the EDTF made late contributions from EDTF 
funds to fellow chamber committee Businesses United for Good Government during the same reporting 
time period totaling over $6,000 and failed to report them within the 24-hours time limit legally allowed. 
The report also states that Albright and the Economic Development Task Force agree to the imposition of 
FPPC fines totaling $23,000 for these violations. 
On the flip side, the FPPC has fined Businesses United for Good Government, and Rex Albright, for 
receiving the late contributions from EDTF in counts six and seven of the order, and for receiving a late 
contribution of$1,000 from the Galt District Chamber of Commerce, and not reporting receipt of that 
contribution in the 24-hour mandated time period, in count eight. 
Additionally, count nine of the order charges that BUGG, and Albright, made a late contribution to the 
committee against MeasureR- No on R, and failed to report it in a legal fashion. 
The fines assessed, and agreed upon by Albright and Businesses United for Good Government total 
$16,000 for the additional violations. 
At a grand total of$39,000, the chamber and Albright have already stipulated to a settlement, and 
according to FPPC documents, submitted a check for the full amount to the FPPC. 
Legally, Albright as the treasurer of both BUGG and EDTF at the time of the violations, "may be held 
jointly liable, along with the committee, for any reporting violations committed by the committee." 
Albright could not be reached for comment at the time of press. 
In determining the amount of fines to be imposed, the FPPC stated the Enforcement Division found, "the 
facts of this case show a pattern of violations that, taken as a whole, effectively concealed the origin of 
contributions used to fund a successful effort to defeat a local initiative." 
As a result of what they determined was a pattern of reporting abuses, the FPPC concluded, "The totality 
of the circumstances warrants the imposition of administrative penalties at or near the maximum available 
penalty for the majority of the violations." 
At the center of the controversy nearly six years ago, Galt City Councilman Tim Raboy, who proposed 
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Measure R, said on Tuesday he was glad to see the FPPC find in favor of the law with regard to campaign 
contributions and expenditure reporting. 
"It's nice to see the groups involved in the 2002 election fraud are finally going to pay for their criminal 
activities," said Raboy. "During the 2002 election the Chamber of Commerce laundered developer money 
to various campaign committees, set up by the Chamber of Commerce, in order to steal the election from 
the citizens of Galt." 
In the Chamber comer, BrianT. Hildreth, attorney for the chamber, was careful to point out that not only 
has the Chamber proper, not been charged or found guilty of anything, but that those individuals and 
committees that were the source of the administrative errors are no longer employed, or in existence as 
chamber committees. 
"The events that led to the FPPC's investigation occurred more than five and a half years ago," said 
Hildreth. "The individual associated with the named committees, and the 2002 campaign, is no longer 
affiliated with the chamber, and left the chamber five years ago." 
Hildreth went on to say, "It is important to note that the FPPC did not find fault with the chamber itself
the chamber was not named a party in the FPPC investigation. Neither of the committees named in the 
FPPC complaint are presently involved in political action." 
Chamber Second Vice Chair LeeAnn McFaddin confirmed that BUGG has been dissolved. 
"It was dissolved as of late April," said McFaddin. "The FPPC did not ask us to do that. We did that to 
show complete good faith to the FPPC." 
For Raboy, the FPPC finding may only be the beginning down a trail to justice he says he has been on 
since 2002. 
"The chamber of commerce defeated the slow growth Measure R and three slow growth candidates with 
their illegal and criminal activities and their non-reporting of their campaign contributions from 
developers," said Raboy. "This in turn helped elect three pro-growth council members, Randy Shelton, 
Tom Malson, and Darryl Clare. All three of these candidates were elected with the help of the chamber of 
commerce because of tainted, laundered developer money. Now it's time for the people involved to be 
criminally prosecuted and sent to jail for their crimes." 
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Casinos 
No one should look to the gambling industry to revive cities. "because 

that's not what casinos do." 

DAVID FRUM 
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Steve Marcus/Reuters 
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88 
Baltimore is a troubled city, as you know fron1 The Wire. Like n1any 

troubled cities, Baltimore has turned to casino gambling as its solution. 

On August 26, a new Caesar's casino will open on the site of an old 

chemical factory, a little more than 2 miles from the famous Inner Harbor 

and Camden Yards basebaU stadium. Yet there's already reason to expect 

http://www.theatlantic.com/business/arc:hive/2014/08/a-good-way-to-wreck-a-local-econo... 2/21 /2016 
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the casino to disappoint everyone involved: the city looking for tax 

revenues, the workers hoping for jobs, the investors expecting hefty 

returns. 

Page 2 of 5 

Outside of Las Vegas-now home to only 20 percent of the nation's casino 

industry-casino gambling has evolved into a downscale business. 

Affluent and educated people visit casinos less often than poorer people 

do for the same reasons that they smoke less and drink less and weigh less. 

Unfortunately for the casino industry's growth hopes, downscale America 

has less money to spend today than it did before 2 00 7. Nor is downscale 

America sharing much in the post-2009 recovery. From a news report on 

the troubles of a recently opened Ohio casino: 

Ameet Patel, general manager of the property, says the softness 

in casino revenue that he and other operators have seen has 

been driven by a key demographic: women older than 50 who 

used to bet $50 to $ 7 5 per visit. The weak recovery has 

squeezed their gambling budgets, and their trips to casinos are 

fewer, he says. 

What's true in Ohio applies nationwide. Casino revenues had still not 

recovered their 2007 peaks as of the spring of 2014, when again they 

went into reverse in most jurisdictions. Moody's now projects that casino 

revenues will droJP through the rest of 2014 and all of 2015, slicing 

industry earnings by as much as 7. 5 percent. 

Weaker earnings are being divided among ever multiplying numbers of 

casinos. Baltimore's casino will be the fourth to open in Maryland, with a 

http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/20 14/08/a-good-way-to-wreck-a-local-econo... 2/21/2016 
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fifth soon to rise down the Potomac from Washington, DC. Maryland's 

casinos compete with a clutch of new casinos in Philadelphia and 

Delaware. 

Page 3 of 5 

Why so much building? Cities are authorizing more casinos for exactly the 

same reason that the existing casinos are losing business: the weak 

national economy. Casinos promise a new and easy flow of revenues to 

hard pressed local governments. 

The promise however comes increasingly hedged with fine print. 

The casino market is nearing saturation, if it is not already saturated. Two 

casinos have closed in Mississippi this year. Four have closed or will soon 

close in Atlantic City, including the glitziest hotel on the boardwalk, 

Revel. 

Despite its gambling industry, Atlantic City still 
has trouble sustaining even a single grocery store. 

Casinos that do stay in business yield less to their towns and states. 

Revenues from Maryland's first casino, in Perryville, at the northern tip of 

Chesapeake Bay, have already dropped 30 percent from their peak in 

2008, and are expected to decline even more rapidly in future as 

competitors proliferate. 

Yet the truly bad news about casinos is not found in the tax receipts. It's 

found in the casinos' economic and social impact on the towns that 

welcome them. 

Until the late 1970s, no state except Nevada permitted casino gambling. 

Then Atlantic City persuaded its state legislature to allow casinos, in hope 

http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/20 14/08/a-good-way-to-wreck-a-local-econo... 2/2 1/20 16 



Comment Letter I51 cont.

A Good Way to Wreck a Local Economy: Build Casinos- The Atlantic 

of reviving the prosperity of the battered resort town. Hotels sprung up 

along the seafront. Thousands of people were hired. And the rest of 

Atlantic City ... saw no benefits at all. All these years later, it still has 

desperate trouble sustaining even a single grocery store. 

Page 4 of 5 

No one should look to casinos to revive cities, "because that's not what 

casinos do." So explained the project manager for a new Wynn casino 

rising near Philadelphia. He's right, but it has taken a surprisingly long 

time for city governments to acknowledge a fact that was well understood 

by the 19th-century Americans who suppressed gambling in the decades 

after the Civil War. 

The impact of casinos on neighboring property values is "unambiguously 

negative," according to the economists at the National Association of 

Realtors. Casinos don't encourage non-gaming businesses to open nearby, 

because the people who most often visit casinos do not wander out to visit 

other shops and businesses. A casino is not like a movie theater or a sports 

stadium, offering a time-limited amusement. It is designed to be an all

absorbing environment that does not release its customers until they have 

exhausted their money. 

The Institute for American Values has gathered the best evidence on the 

social consequences of casinos. That evidence should worry any 

responsible city government. 

People who live close to a casino are twice as likely to become problem 

gamblers as people who live more than 10 miles away. As casinos have 

become more prevalent, so has problem gambling: in some states, the 

evidence suggests a tripling or even quadrupling of the number of problem 

gamblers. 

http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/20 14/08/a-good-way-to-wreck-a-local-econo... 2/2 1/20 16 
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While the gaining industry argues that the total number of problem 

gamblers remains small, that small minority is crucial to the industry's 

profits: One Canadian study found that the 7 5 petcent of casino 

custon1ers who gatnble 1nost casually provide only 4 percent of casino 

revenues. A range of studies reviewed by IAV estimated that between 40 

to 60 percent of casino revenues are earned from problem gamblers. And 

as Am~1 Zietlow observed in an hnportant study corm11issioned by IA V, 

those problem ga1nblers increasingly are drawn from the ranks of the 

vulnerable elderly. Half of casino visitors are over age 50, but casinos 

ma rkelt themselves to the over 70 and eve n over 80 marketl to whom 

gambling offers an escape from boredom and loneliness into a hypnoti c 

zone of rapid-fire electronic stimuli. 

As casino expansion reaches its limits, the towns and cities that turned to 

gambling to escape their problems may discover that they have accepted a 

sucker's bet: local economies that look worse than ever, local residents 

tempte:d into new forn1s of self-destructive behavior, and a dwindling How 

of cash to show for it all. 

AB OUT 'THE AUTHOR -----·----------......................................................... .... 
DAVID FRUM is a senior editor at TheAtlanticand the chairman of Policy Exch13nge. 

In 2001-2002, he was a speechwriter for President George W. Bush. 
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Wonkbtog 

Studies: Casinos bring jobs, but also crime, 
bankruptcy, and even suicide 
By Dylan Matthews October 30. 2012 

While the presidential race is taking up much of the oxygen this cycle, many states have important ballot 

initiatives on the ballot next Tuesday as well. 

Maryland is considering a proposal that would allow table games at the state's five casinos, as well as 

approve the creation of a sixth in Prince George's County, near DC. The proposal is touted as a way to 

fund education- for which the funds it generates will be earmarked- and, ironically, the opposition to 

it is mainly funded by owners of rival casinos. But economic research concerning casinos suggest that 

members of communities with casinos should be wary. 

Melissa Kearney, an economist at the University of Maryland, rel~ased a literature review in 2005 

summarizing work on gambling done to date. A study by Maryland's William Evans and Julie Topoleski 

that focused on Indian casinos found that they created a significant number of jobs. The ratio of jobs 

available to adults increased, on average, by 5 percent. This in turn lead to a 2 percent decline in 

mortality, as residents' economic conditions improved. 

But the casinos also lead to a plethora of social ills, including increased substance abuse,. mental illness 

and suicide, violent crime, auto theft and larceny, and bankruptcy. The latter three all increased by 10 

percent in communities that allowed gambling. 

Other work backs up the crime finding. The Baylor's Earl Grinols, University of Georgia's David Mustard, 

and the University of Illinois' Cynthia Dilley found that 8 percent of crime in counties with casinos was 

attributable to their presence, a crime increase that cost residents, on average, $65 a year. 

And the bankruptcy finding has been replicated as well. The St. Louis Fed's Thomas Garrett and Mark 

Nichols found that Mississippi riverboat gambling increases bankruptcies not just in Mississippi, but in 

counties outside the state where many residents gamble in Mississippi. The effect was largest in 

neighboring states, with the Mississippi casinos responsible with a 0.24 percentage point increase in 

https://www. washingtonpost.com!news/wonk/wp/20 12/1 0/30/studies-casinos-bring-jo bs-b... 2/21/20 16 
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bankruptcy filings. Interestingly, other casinos- such as Las Vegas, Atlantic City, and so forth- didn't 

have statistically significant effects on other areas' bankruptcy rates. 

Unsurprisingly, legalized gambling also exacerbates problems with gambling addictions. The National 

Gambling Impact Study Commission found that having a casino within so miles doubles one's likelihood 

to become a problem gambler. That suggests that the new DC-adjacent Maryland casino could create 

major addiction problems here in the District. 

The evidence on casino gambling's distributional impact is much weaker than that concerning state 

lotteries, but there is extensive evidence that the latter amounts to a regressive tax, given that lottery 

ticket purchasers are disproportionately poor. But some evidence - admittedly from industry groups -

suggests that casino-goers are richer than the average American, so the story could be quite different than 

with lotteries. 

But as with the liquor industry, much if not most of the gambling industry's revenue come from addicts. 

Grinols estimat~~ that 52 percent of revenue at the typical casino comes from problem gamblers, while an 

Ontario study 1>1:1~ ~he fiS!!!e at 35 percent and a Louisiana one at 42 percent. So even if gambling takes 

more money from the middle-class than the poor, it largely takes that money from middle-class people 

who aren't exactly rationally willing to spend it. 

Casinos aren't even a particularly good source oftax revenue. Kearney notes that a number of studies 

have found that Indian casinos cannibalize business at nearby restaurants and bars, and in so doing 

actually reduce state tax revenue. 

Like most ballot proposals, Maryland's question 7 involves tradeoffs, and one could reasonably argue the 

benefits in terms of jobs created and education funded outweigh the costs in terms of crime, bankruptcy, 

and problem gambling. But those costs are real and, the evidence suggests, very large. 

The Post Recommends 

Superdelegates won't save Hillary Clinton from 
Bernie Sanders 

She can't beat Bernie with superdelegates alone. 

https://www. washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/20 12/1 0/30/studies-casinos-bring-jobs-b... 2/21/20 11 
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Market Watch 

DJIA-0.13% 

NASDAQ 0.38% 

Last Update: 
02/22/2016 Get quote 
(DJIA&NASDAQ) 

Hillary Clinton's terrible, horrible, no good, very 
bad answer on whether she's ever lied 

"I have always tried to tell the truth" is not the same thing as "I have 
always told the truth." 

The real problem with Donald Trump retweeting 
those provocative pictures of Megyn Kelly 

Let's not have a debate about whether women should pose. Let's 
talk about how this befits a president. 

https://www .washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/20 12/1 0/30/studies-casinos-bring-jobs-b... 2/21 /20 16 
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Economic Impact of Casinos on Home Prices 
Literature Survey and Issue Analysis 

NAR Research 

Introduction and Summary 

This paper summarizes the key issues associated with casino gambling, focusing primarily on the 
impacts of casinos on home values. In general, externalities of congestion and other social costs 
appear to have a negative impact on home values in the immediate area of a casino. The other 
impacts from the introduction of casino gambling to a community generally vary, depending on 
population, urban/rural location, and mix of patrons. The literature on the economic impacts of 
casinos is voluminous; there continues to be substantial disagreement on the measurement of 
costs, benefits, and impacts from gaming. 

The impact of any specific casino proposal appears to be strongly driven by site-specific 
conditions. Accordingly this paper outlines a number of important issues for consideration in 
evaluating the impact of a casino on housing and the community. The paper has been prepared 
in conjunction with the REALTOR® Association of Pioneer Valley and makes reference to the 
proposed casino for Springfield, Massachusetts. The conclusions are preliminary given ongoing 
disagreements concerning costs and benefits but do outline important issues for consideration in 
analyzing the desirability of a casino proposal. 

As is the case with other types of commercial or industrial properties, the siting of a 
casino rroduces externalities producing positive and negative impacts on residential property 
values. Las Vegas is reported as a clear case of destination casinos-a situation where casinos 
have brought long-term prosperity to an area. Some other cases of casinos with a lesser degree 
of success as destination casinos are reported in the gambling literature. However, the impact of 
casinos on the surrounding communities in many cases has been evaluated as minimal or 
negative--particularly when infrastructure and social costs are considered. 

• Casinos are likely to have negative impacts on nearby home values. Commercial 
properties-such as casinos, shopping centers, and infrastructure projects-- can produce both 
positive and negative externalities. The positive externalities such as enhanced amenities and 
benefits need to be evaluated in relation to the negative externalities such as increased 
congestion, traffic, noise, etc. The overall impacts are site specific, generally negative near 
the casino. 

• A casino drawing most of its patrons from outside the local area can have positive impacts on 
government tax revenues and the local economy. The key issue is whether a casino is similar 
to a restaurant (attracting money from the surrounding area by serving local patrons) or a 
factory (bringing in money from outside the local area by exporting products-in this case 
gaming services as a destination casino). 

Positive externalities add value not obtained by the agent creating them; for example, a casino could create 
a vibrant commercial district in a formerly economically depressed area-but the value created would accrue to the 
other commercial establishments rather than the casino operator. Negative externalities remove value trom an area; 
for example, anti-social behavior by casino patrons would create social costs borne by the community but not by the 
casino operators. 

1 
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• In the case of Springfield Massachusetts a significantly level of sustained patronage as a 
destination casino appears unlikely given the saturation of gaming venues in the New 
England and New York region (e.g., Foxwoods, Mohegan Sun, Twin River Casinos, 
Newport Grand Jai Alai, casino cruise ships, race tracks, possible additional casinos in New 
Hampshire and Connecticut, and a variety of other gambling opportunities). 

• Indian casinos in very rural areas are frequently cited as generating significant local 
economic benefits, largely due to the depressed nature ofthe local economy. This has not 
generally been the case for urban casinos. 

• Distances between casinos appear to be important. Casinos that are close to each other tend 
to split the available business, reducing profitability. There are a significant number of 
casinos relatively close to Springfield. 

• Casinos generate jobs, but many of the jobs created by the introduction of a casino are 
reported to be minimal wage/low paying opportunities, with a few experienced gaming 
professionals filling the management positions. 

• Major social costs are frequently mentioned as associated with casinos-e.g., increased 
bankruptcies, crime, traffic, and congestion among others. These costs are frequently 
excluded from cost/benefit evaluations due to measurement problems. The inclusion of the 
social costs along with possibly other negative externalities reduces the net level of economic 
benefits from a casino or may even turn them negative. 

• The impact on home values appears to be unambiguously negative. In the case of Springfield 
a casino would appear to have a significant negative externalities/nuisance value. The impact 
of negative externalities can be very significant, ranging in the neighborhood of 4 to I 0 
percent as outlined in the report and Appendix. 

The gambling industry is substantial in size. According to Mallach2 in 2008 casinos were 
operated by 233 Indian tribes in 28 states generating nearly $26 billion in gross gambling 
revenues, based on information from the National Indian Gaming Association. In addition, 445 
commercial casinos and 44 "racinos" (racetrack-based casinos) in 20 different states generated 
another $39 billion in gambling revenues, according to information from the American Gaming 
Association 2009. 

All gambling is local, and the gambling literature cites a wide variety of economic outcomes 
and impacts from gambling that appear to vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction depending on 
local and site-specific conditions. However, in general the impact of casinos on residential 
home prices in the vicinity of a casino appears to be negative. The impact on home prices needs 
to be factored into the evaluation ofthe impact ofthe establishment of a casino along with the 
potential positive impacts-job creation, higher local incomes, and the potential negative 
impacts-such as social costs and possible increases in crime-in arriving at an overall 
evaluation ofthe economic impacts of a proposed casino. 

We estimate that assessed home values will most likely be negatively impacted by $64 to 
$128 million from the introduction of a casino into Springfield, although there are many 
variables that could shift the price impact to be either more or less severe. In addition, 
pathological gambling could result in social costs of $8.4 million per year, possibly significantly 

Alan Mallach, "Economic and Social Impact of Introducing Casino Gambling: A Review and Assessment 
of the Literature," Discussion Paper, Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, March 2010. 

2 



Comment Letter I51 cont.

higher. Additional foreclosures could produce costs of$5 million per year. Finally, there would 
probably be a negative impact on local retail businesses as local consumer expenditures were 
diverted to some degree to casino gaming, and a need for additional government expenditures to 
provide needed public services (police, fire, medical, etc.). 

Economic Models--Useful for Measuring Impacts3 

Economists use a variety of economic models in evaluating the economic impacts of casinos. 

• Input-Output models can measure economic impacts on a regional or local basis- for 
example, the impact on incomes, employment, and the level of housing prices from the location 
of a casino. 

• Multiple regression analyses are used to estimate the relationships between key variables, 
e.g., home prices, home characteristics, and site specific characteristics-such as the distance 
from a casino. When appraising real estate, professionals typically use "comps" as references in 
determining value. The regression approach is a mathematical version of weighing the 
importance of the underlying factors determining value. In comparison to input-output analysis 
at the county or MSA level, multiple regression models permit a finer-grain measurement of 
economic impacts at the site-specific level. This is a key difference. 

The differences between the two modeling approaches are important when considering the 
casino impact on home prices. For example, increased prosperity and rising incomes generated 
by the arrival of a casino in an area may result in higher home prices in a rural area. This is a 
phenomenon that can be captured through input-output models, which measure the way in which 
increased money flowing into a region subsequently expands the local economy. However, 
higher home prices in a county can occur even though home prices in a specific area near the 
casino are negatively impacted. This is the type of phenomenon which can be measured through 
multiple regression analysis based on the relationship between home prices, distance from the 
casino, and other relevant data. 

Accordingly, in performing an analysis it is important to understand the structure of the 
underlying economic model and what is being measured-i.e., effects on a general economic 
area or impacts based on site-specific evaluations. 

Economic studies are also heavily influenced by their underlying assumptions. For example, 
analyses at the county, state, or regional levels may yield different conclusions-simply a 
function of the area analyzed. In addition, analyses by type of activity can yield different 
conclusions: the impact of an Indian casino may be entirely different from that of a riverboat or 
commercial casino depending on location relative to population centers and other gambling 
options. The type of patron is important-whether local (recycling local money) or from outside 
the region (bringing in new money). Finally, the type of location may impact the conclusions: 
urban areas have economies that are very different from rural areas. 

Several types of models can be used to measure the impact of casino gambling on the local economy, based 
on the underlying relationships of the various parts of the economy. 

3 
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The Impact of a Casino on Home Prices in the Vicinity of the Casino is Generally Negative. 

Site-specific studies show the negative impact of casinos on home prices. The studies 
work with a variety of databases, using several types of approaches including input/output 
models and econometric analyses. 

Henderson, Nevada: Clauretie et. a/. analyzed the effects that the location of casinos has had 
on residential property values in Henderson, Nevada, a town located approximately ten miles 
from the Las Vegas "strip".4 The town has a variety of gaming establishments ofvarious sizes 
located close to residential areas, varying from taverns with a few slot machines to large casinos 
with live table games. The patrons of the suburban casinos are generally area residents rather 
than tourists. Many of the gaming facilities are located in close proximity to residential 
developments. The authors used home price transaction information to estimate the effect that 
casinos have had on residential home values. 

• A price/distance regression analysis examined the impact on home values from the siting of a 
casino, allowing for variables such as distance from the casino, and physical and 
neighborhood characteristics. 

The study found that casinos were a nuisance that negatively impacted nearby residential 
properties within one mile. In the case of large casinos, the value of each home fell by 4.6%. 5 In 
illustrating the impact of a casino, the authors estimated that with 400 residential properties 
located within a mile of a proposed casino with an average value of$200,000, a large casino 
would have a possible negative aggregate impact of$3.7 million, exclusive of any other costs or 
benefits typically cited in conjunction with the siting of a casino. They noted that the "lights, 
noise, and traffic that accompany casino operations" were a negative associated with casino 
operations. For a somewhat larger city, such as Springfield, the immediate negative impact 
would probably be larger. 

Indian Casinos, Nationwide: Baxandall and Sacerdote6 used a database covering 365 
Indian casinos located in 156 different counties in 26 separate states to examine the county-level 
impacts of an Indian-owned casino. One problem with the study was that the level of analysis 
was at the county rather than the Census tract level, so they obtained mixed conclusions. Median 
home prices in counties with casinos were approximately 2 percent higher than those in non
casino counties. However, this effect appears to have been bifurcated by county size. Casinos 
appear to have brought increased prosperity to low-population, rural counties, resulting in home 
price increases-probably due to rising incomes in depressed areas. However, in comparisons 

4 Terrence M. Clauretie, Thomas M. Carroll, Nasser Daneshvary, "Rolling the Dice: Would Casinos Harm 
Illinois Home Values?" Illinois Real Estate Leiter, Winter 1998, pages 7-9. 
s Casino size (Small vs. Large) was defined by a 100 slot machine demarcation; for small casinos, home 
values fell by 3.27 percent. 

Phineas Baxandall, Bruce Sacderdote, ''Betting on the Future: The Economic Impact of Legalized 
Gambling," Pol.icy Brief, Rappaport Institute for Greater Boston, 2005. 
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among high-population/urban counties with and without casinos, the authors found no difference 
in home price changes. Recognizing the level of negative ambience around a casino, this would 
seem to imply a negative price impact of a casino on nearby properties. 

Indiana Riverboat Casinos: Landers presented regression estimates of changes in housing 
values around Indiana's ten riverboat casinos. 7 The data used covered the time period 1990 to 
2000, with comparisons focused on the differences between census tracts with and without 
casinos. He concluded that casinos had a negative impact on the annual growth rates in housing 
values during the 1990s in the range of .5 to 2.1 percent. Even under circumstances of an 
extremely tight housing supply, the negative price impacts of casinos were not eliminated. 

Nationwide Analysis: Michael Wenz performed an econometric analysis of the net impact of 
casinos on residential property values, using data on 358 casinos operating in 28 states, 
excluding Nevada. 8 The study was subject to several limitations, which raise questions about the 
accuracy of the conclusions. First, the home price variable was based on respondents' estimates 
of how much the property would sell for if it were for sale; whether a homeowner can accurately 
estimate the market is debatable. Second, Wenz noted that there is substantial heterogeneity 
across casinos, markets and local economies, indicating that some of the estimates may have 
been due to market differences. 

According to Wenz, there was a positive 2 percent effect on house values for homes in the 
area of a casino, and positive spillover effects to neighboring in-state regions. He noted that 

"A particularly important finding for policy makers is that the benefits associated with a 
casino depend inversely on population density. Casinos are more likely to create net benefits 
in areas where population density is low." 

In the case of low density areas it appears based on the Wenz study that gambling has 
brought prosperity, rising incomes, and possibly higher home prices. Wenz has noted the 
inapplicability of the conclusion to urban areas. Accordingly, the Wenz study seems more 
relevant to the impacts on incomes in rural areas (gaming appears to have a positive impact 
where not a lot else is happening and day trippers are bringing some money) rather than the 
impact of gaming on home prices. 

Foxwoods Resort Casino: Carsteensen et.al. reported that the Foxwoods Resort Casino 
has had a positive impact on property values. 9 The analysis of the impact of the Foxwoods 
Resort Casino in Connecticut on property values in adjacent towns (Ledyard, North Stonington, 
Preston) was determined by comparing the housing price trends in the towns with the trend in a 
broader geographic area (Hartford Labor Market Area--LMA). In comparing growth rates in 
home prices over the time period 1990-1999 for properties sold in the three towns adjacent to 

James. R. Landers, "Analyzing Local Housing Values to Assess the Economic Development Effects of 
Midwestern Casinos," National Tax Association, Proceedings of the Annual Conference on Taxation, 2004. 
1 Michael Wenz, "The Impact of Casino Gambling on Housing Markets: A Hedonic Approach," Journal of 
Gambling Business and Economics, 2007. 
9 Fred Carstensen, William Lon, Stan McMillen, Bobur Alimov, Na Li Dawson, Tapas Ray, The Economic 
Impact of the Mashantuclcet Pequot Tribal Nation Operations on Connecticut, Connecticut Center for Economic 
Analysis, November 2000. 
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Foxwoods in comparison to growth rates in the Hartford LMA, the properties adjacent to 
Foxwoods experienced a sales price growth rate that averaged 0.57% annually, compared to a 
negative 1.16% annual growth rate for the Hartford LMA during the same time period. The use 
of area level rather than census tract level data shows the impact of a casino on incomes more 
than on housing prices. 

Foxwoods is frequently cited as a major success story for the introduction of gaming 
operations in a rural area. It appears that as local employment and incomes increase·d, so did 
home values. However, the impact on home values prices was for the area; the analysis does 
not measure the impact on home prices based on location relative to the casino. 10 The Foxwoods 
luster has now dimmed. Slot machine play has been off 12 percent year over year, and the 
casino management warned of impending layoffs in March 2013. The focus has been on debt 
restructuring and reorganization. Foxwoods appears to have suffered from a slow economy, an 
increase in the number of available casinos, and financial problems. 

Windsor, Ontario in the 1990s was an economically depressed area: a city of200,000 
people with population growth below the Canadian average and an unemployment rate 3 percent 
above average. Chadwick Jeffery examined home price behavior resulting from the 
announcement of the proposed development of a casino. 11 Prices fell for approximately one year 
near the proposed casino site after announcement of the proposed development, presumably 
people selling out and moving away due to potential location of the casino. This is illustrative of 
the potential negative impact on home values from a casino. Subsequently, prices began to rise a 
year after the determination of the casino site, apparently with a view towards commercialization 
of the properties. 

Las Vegas: As a destination site, Las Vegas has been noted as a gamblin~ success. 
Christopher Miller examined the impact of casinos on home prices in Las Vegas. 2 He 
concludes that home prices and incomes are correlated, with an upward trend. What he appears 
to have demonstrated is that gambling produces major advantages for the Las Vegas economy: 
There is a relationship between consumer payrolls and employment, home prices, home sales. 

Detroit (Retail Property): Wiley and Walker 13 performed a regression analysis to 
analyze the effects of casinos on retail property values in the Detroit urban area. They reported 
that casinos had a significantly positive influence on retail property values. The effect was 
stronger within a 5-mile radius of the casinos, suggesting that casinos had a complementary, 
rather than substitution, effect on other businesses. Bringing a casino to Detroit brought some 
increase in spending power to a very depressed area. In some cases a casino facilitates growth in 
the retail sector, and in other cases pulls money out of retail and into the casino. 

10 This may, however, be a moot point; as an urban area, there appear to have been few if any houses near the 
casino location. 
11 Chadwick P. Jeffery, Urban Neighbourhood Impacts of Casinos: A case study of the permanent casino 
site in Windsor. Ontario. University of Windsor, 1996. 
12 Christopher Alan Miller, "The Effects of gaming on residential real estate prices and sales: A case study of 
Las Vegas: 1990-2008", University of Nevada Las Vegas. 2009. 
I) Jonathan A. Wiley & Douglas M. Walker, "Casino Revenues and Retail Property Values: The Detroit 
Case," Journal of Real Estate Finance, March 2009. 
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Conclusions: In depressed rural areas a casino may help the economy by bringing in 
some money from day trippers. However, in general casinos appear to have a negative impact on 
home prices in the vicinity of the casino. The effect of casinos on commercial property is mixed: 
in two cases-Detroit and Windsor-were positive. However, there are references in the 
literature to decreased levels of retail spending from what it would otherwise have been when the 
casino patrons are predominantly local. In such cases, a casino could have a negative impact on 
local retail operations and property values. 

Obviously, Las Vegas could be cited as a commercial property success. Other studies 
have suggested that the degree to which casinos have a favorable overall impact on ~commercial 
property is dependent on the patron mix. If a casino draws heavily from local areas, buying 
power may be siphoned from local establishments to the casino. However, if the bulk of patrons 
are from outside the local area, then additional buying power drawn to the region may flow over 
to other commercial businesses. Given the growth of casino locations, the probability of 
bringing dollars into the region on a consistent and extended basis seems to have dedined. For 
example, Foxwoods-previously cited as a major success-has had financial difficulties. 

Real Estate Values and Externalities-Looking at Underlying Economic Drivers 

The conclusion that casinos are associated with negative impacts on residential property 
values is not unexpected. Commercial activities typically involve spill-over externalities that can 
impact the residential property values in the surrounding community. The spill-over effect 
depends on the types of externalities introduced: positive--enhanced amenities, higher incomes, 
etc.; or negative--increased congestion, crime, etc. 

An understanding of property externalities can be useful in considering the potential 
impact of a proposed gaming establishment. Real estate appraisers routinely evaluate property 
values taking into account the positive and negative impacts of surrounding activities. A number 
of non-casino case studies outlining the impacts of various types of commercial endeavors on 
home prices are discussed in the Appendix. The conclusion from these examples (a few of a 
number of cases that can be found on-line through the Internet) is that commercial activities, 
generating traffic, noise, crowds, pollution, and other negative impacts in a neighborhood can 
potentially affect home values through the interplay of externalities. Positive externalities will 
increase home values; negative externalities will decrease home values. In some cases the 
results can be quite striking. 

The real estate literature is replete with papers reporting the influence of externalities on 
residential property values. Studies appearing in The Appraisal Journal, for example, 
observe positive price effects given a house's proximity to a golf course, or an ocean, and 
negative effects for proximity to freight rail lines, a cell phone tower, a ruptured oil 
pipeline, highway noise barriers, and the residence of a registered sex offender. 14 

14 James E. Larsen, J~z..-eph W. Coleman, "Cemetery Proximity and Single-family House Price," Appraisal 
Journal. January I, 20 10, 
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Casinos would appear on balance to have the potential of a negative impact on property 
values in the immediate area of the casino-based on the externalities from traffic, noise, crime, 
lighting, etc. On a broader, area-wide basis, however, in rural areas faced with depressed 
economies casinos may bring increased prosperity, resulting in higher home prices, at least in 
areas not near the casino. 

The gaming literature is filled with discussions of the economic benefits and costs 
associated with casinos. Tax revenues are frequently mentioned on the benefit side, but 
offsetting the benefit are infrastructure improvements and ongoing operation and maintenance 
expenses for city services as well as the substantial social costs incurred from gambEing. Social 
costs are a major potential negative externality. 

Some Case Studies: Casino Impacts 

The literature on the economic impacts from a casino gives mixed conclusions: 15 

• The statewide impact of Indian casino development in Wisconsin was reported as substantial 
and positive before measurement and incorporation of social costs. As indicated by Mallach, 
social costs are difficult to measure; for the Wisconsin case he provided three estimates, and 
based on the medium estimate, the costs and benefits from gambling cancelled out. 

• An Illinois study found that state's riverboat casinos had a negative economic impact. 
• An Iowa study found positive net benefits to casinos. 
• A Missouri study found net benefits to casinos, but did not factor in social costs. 

Based on the analysis of365 Indian casinos, Baxandall noted that jobs were growing 6.7 
percent faster in counties with casinos than in non-casino counties; there was, however, no 
impact on unemployment rates. Although more jobs were created, additional people moved to 
the county, so overall the unemployment rate was unchanged. Similarly, there was a decline in 
per-capita spending as more people with low-income jobs were in the county. There was a 
limited positive effect on housing prices, with the effect concentrated in sparsely populated rural 
counties. Baxandall noted that casinos spur economic development but require additional 
government services. 

Mallach notes that the costs and benefits associated with the establishment of a casino 
can cancel out, or even have a total negative impact. The measurement of social costs is very 
uncertain; for example, the cost of compulsive gambling is estimated at $560 to $52,000 per 
gambler. He noted that there is no accepted methodology for measuring social costs, which can 
include workforce absenteeism, corruption, adverse health issues, policing, welfare, and 
increases in crime. As Mallach indicates, it is impossible to generalize about the economic 
impacts of casinos: they can be positive or negative depending on local, specific conditions. 16 

15 

16 
Mallach, op.cit. page II 
Mallach, op.cit., page 14. 
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Garrett examined the impact of casino gaming on local employment. 17 In three of four 
cases, rural counties that adopted casino gaming experienced increases in household and payroll 
employment. Employment gains were much greater in rural counties that have adopted casino 
gaming as a major or predominant industry in comparison to non-casino counties. 

A Casino's Economic Impact Depends on the Mix of Patrons. 

The economic development dimension of a casino depends on the flow of payments from 
casino patrons to casinos, lodging, restaurants; and the flow of payments from these businesses 
to their employees and various suppliers. The regional cycling and recycling of purchasing 
power in a community can have a multiplier effect local income and employment-if the money 
comes from outside the community. Casinos with a significant portion of their patron base from 
outside the area are more likely to have a substantial positive economic impact on other 
businesses. 18 However, when the patron base is largely from the local area, the impacts on local 
businesses may be substantially less. 

As indicated by Mallach, "The size of the local or regional effect depends most 
significantly on how many visitors the casino draws from outside the area, the reducing 
displacement of existing economic activity, and the number ofjobs it generates within the area, 
thereby increasing the multiplier effect of the casino."19 There may be significant social effects 
including pathological gambling, crime, and bankruptcy. " ... however, there is no consensus in 
the literature on either the magnitude of these effects or the costs they impose on society and the 
economy." 

• According to Mallach, fewer than 15 percent ofthe patrons in Atlantic City and Las Vegas 
are local area residents, and there is general agreement that these cities have benefitted 
economically from hosting gambling enterprises. 20 

• In contrast, local residents are over 80 percent of patrons for Illinois riverboat casinos, 75 
percent for Missouri casinos, and 80 percent in the case of Detroit. The economic benefit has 
been reported as being much smaller. 

As has been the case with Las Vegas, Foxwoods has to some extent become a destination 
casino. Seventy-three percent of visitors to Foxwoods were reported as being from other 
states-bringing in spending that was net new to the region, thereby stimulating the expansion of 
lodging restaurant, and other businesses. Fox woods was reported as having created J 3,000 
additional jobs for the area.21 An economic analysis indicated that the casino had a favorable 
impact on the local economy. In recent years, however, the handle from the slot machines at 
Foxwoods has decreased, probably due to economic conditions and increased gaming 

17 Thomas A. Garrett, Casino Gaming and Local Employment Trends, Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 
Review, 2004. 
11 Adam Rose, "The Regional Economic Impacts of Casino Gambling: Assessment of the Literature and 
Establishment of a Research Agenda," National Gambling Impact Study Commission, 1998. 
19 Mallach, op.cit., page 5. 
20 This conclusion appears to be less definitive in the case of Atlantic City, particularly if one journeys I 0 
blocks from the boardwalk. 
21 Carstensen, et. a/., page 2. 
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competition. Foxwoods has announced layoffs from time to time, and has been facing increasing 
economic challenges and debt restructuring. 

To the degree that a casino can attract outside money from a wide geographic area, the 
level ofprosperity and tax revenue ofthe immediate jurisdiction will be enhanced. Casinos add 
jobs-although frequently minimum wage for local residents. In some cases casinos have 
positive impacts on surrounding commercial businesses; in other cases the impact is negative. 
Whether the government revenues obtained from a casino offset the direct costs of infrastructure 
improvements and community expenditures seems to be site specific. 

A different viewpoint is provided by Hicks, who indicates that gambling casinos did not 
impact employment and income growth at the county level, although there was a significantly 
negative impact on retail trade?2 New employment growth attributable to casinos was zero. 
However, within a county, there were adjustments in sectors. Most notably, there was a decline 
in retail trade. He noted that the effects presented were averages, with some counties seeing 
increases while others experienced decreases. The results were somewhat surprising and show 
that conclusions vary from study to study, based on assumptions, methodologies, local 
conditions, and the types and locations of casinos. 

Rose indicates that economic theory and the preponderance of evidence indicate that the 
aggregate direct and indirect impacts of the construction, operation, and taxation of casinos are 
significantly positive. 23 Broader economic costs relating to increased use of government 
services and changes in property values are not insignificant, but according to Rose they do not 
come close to canceling out the more conventional output, income and employment gains. 

A sufficient number of properly done studies, as well as adjustments in the findings of 
some flawed studies, enable me to state the conclusion: a new casino. of even limited 
attractiveness and placed in a market that is not already saturated. will yield positive 
economic benefits on net to its host economy.24 

••• This conclusion does not factor in the 
social costs of problem gambling or crime as well. In essence, however, several 
researchers have correctly noted that analyzing the impact of a new casino is not so much 
different than analyzing the impact of a new retail center or entertainment complex in a 
region, social cost considerations aside. 

Contrary to Rose's statement, there is substantial disagreement on the impacts of casinos, 
particularly when one takes account of externalities and social costs. Put differently, Rose 
ignored the most important costs, so of course he reaches a positive conclusion. 

22 Michael J. Hicks, "A Quasi Experimental Analysis of the Impact of Casino Gambling on Regional 
Economic Performance," National Tax Association, Proceedings, 2003. 
n Adam Rose, "The Regional Economic Impacts of Casino Gambling: Assessment of the Literature and 
Establishment o f a Research Agenda.", 1998. The Rose study is dated and is illustrative of much of the analysis on 
gambling-ignoring the social costs which are difficult to quantify but have been shown to be very high. 

24 Rose, op.cil., Page iv. 
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The Social Costs Associated with Casinos are Frequently Reported as Substantial. 

In addition to direct costs and benefits associated with gambling there appear to be a 
number of social costs. However, most studies seem to ignore these costs, indicating that they 
are beyond the scope of the project. The costs are frequently references as substantial: 

• According to Grinols, gambling fails a cost-benefit test; $3 of cost to $1 of benefits. 25 Public 
costs are substantial. 

• According to the Rappaport Institute report, total crime in an area can be expected to increase 
when casinos open, but the increase is due to increased population, not to a casino-created 
crime wave. 26 Increased crime results in increased policing and other costs. 

• Based on FBI statistics, for an average county with I 00,000 population size, introduction of a 
casino implies 615 more larcenies, 325 more burglaries, 272 more auto thefts, I 0 more rapes, 
65 more robberies, and 1 00 more aggravated assaults. 27 

• As noted by Wheeler, et. a/., "Our results indicate a positive and significant relationship 
between gaming and crime rates .... "; " .. .if §aming expenditure were zero in 2006, income
generating crime would fall by about 10%." 8 

• " ... national park visitors have no effect on either property or violent crime."29 

• Research also shows that proximity to casinos leads to increases in problem gambling. 30 

• Nichols et. a/. performed a study of per capita bankruptcy rates in eight communities that had 
recently adopted casino gambling with a set of economically and demographically similar 
control jurisdictions.31 The results reveal that bankruptcy rates increased in seven of the eight 
communities and decreased in one. 

Application to Springfield, Massachusetts 

In the case of Springfield, Massachusetts, the city is reported to collect $25 million a year 
in revenue. There will be additional benefits in terms of employment, property taxes, and 
possibly other retail services. Any analysis of the benefits needs to consider capital costs and 
ongoing operations and maintenance costs to be borne by the government, possible decreases in 
home values, and rising social costs in arriving at a net impact. 

2S 

26 
Earl L. Grinols, "Gambling Economics, Summary Facts," November 2012. 
Rapparort page 5 

27 Earl L. Grinols and David B. M ustard,"Casinos, Crime, and Community Costs," The Review of Economics 
and Statistics, 88, I ,February 2006, 28-45, as summarized by Professor Earl L. Grinols. 
28 Wheeler, Sarah A., David K. Round, John K. Wilson, "The Relationship Between Crime and Electronic 
Gaming Expenditure: Evidence from Victoria, Australia," Journal of Quantitative Criminology, Springer Verlag, 
October 20 I 0. 
29 Grinols, EarlL. and David B. Mustard, "How Do Visitors Affect Crime?," Journal of Quantitative 
Criminology, 2011. 
30 Baxandall, op.cit., page 5. 
31 Mark W. Nichols, B. Grant Stitt, David Giacopassi, "Casino Gambling and Bankruptcy in New U.S. 
Casino Jurisdictions," Journal of Socio-Economics 29 (2000) 247-261. 
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Estimates of the Impact 

Home Values-Impact of a Casino: The various studies available suggest that a casino can 
have a negative impact on home prices of between -2 and -10 percent decline in value, with the 
most credible being a negative decline of 4.6 percent. 

• Recognizing that the negative impact on home values decreases based on distance from a 
casino, we assume that only 50 percent of the total assessed value will be negatively 
impacted. 

• For those homes negatively impacted, we assume that the impact will be in the range from 
-2.3 percent to -4.6 percent. 

• The Assessed Value ofhomes in the Springfield/West Springfield/Palmer area in 2012 was 
approximately $5.5 Billion. 

Area .Assessed Value 
springfield · ·i-$ 3,4s3,979,1oo ; 
west Spri~gfl~Jd 1 $ ---1~484,837:760 ; 
. ---·--·· i 

!i~~:er - . !--~-- 5,~~~:~!~~~-~ 
·. .. . . . ~ -~ ... ··- -· . .. ·- -· .... -··· .... 

• Based on the assumptions, the overall decline in total assessed value for homes in the 
Springfield area as the result of a casino is estimated to be between $64 mill ion (lower 
bound) to $128 million (upper bound). This works out to a decline of$1650 to $3300 per 
home. 

Home Sales: In 2012 home sales were 1234 units, for a total market value of$154 million. 

Sales Price 'Total Market Value 

SJ)ringfield 926 $ 107,130 $ 99,292,380 

West Sp_rin~el~ 210, ~ . 188,425 $ 39,569,250 
Palmer 98· $ 157,430 $ 15,428,140 , 
Total ... . r-- 1234i .. S 154,199,no . 

. - . -----·--· ·----- ··---- -------- · ..... . ) ........... ----------- --- . 

• Under the same assumptions as above, the corresponding negative impact on the market 
value of sales would have ranged from -$1.7 million to -$3.5 million. 

• Put differently, the overall price decline per home would have been in the range of $1,400 to 
$2,900 per home, based on the 2012 level of sales and prices. 

Other Impacts: In addition to impacts on assessed home values there could also be impacts 
from social costs and short sale/ home foreclosures. 

Social Costs-Gambling: Approximately 1.2 percent of U.S. adults are pathological gamblers. 
The figure doubles in a local community if a casino is located within 50 miles Based on the 
population size of 680,000 in the Springfield metropolitan statistical area, the number of people 
with a gambling problem could rise from roughly 7,000 to 14,000. Based on studies showing an 
average annual cost of$1200 per problem gambler in terms of welfare benefits, treatment, 
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arrests, legal fees, and the like, the Springfield region should expect to absorb $8.4 million 
annually in costs related to increased gambling. 

Foreclosures and Short Sales: Based on a Study by Nichols et. a/., the number of bankruptcies 
could rise by .88 per 1,000 households with the arrival of a casino. 32 For the Springfield area, 
that could mean an additional250 bankruptcies, with possibly 125 or more homes in foreclosure 
on a yearly basis. Total losses in market value could be in the neighborhood of$5 million, 
although actual market conditions could cause this number to rise or fall depending on overall 
market trends. 

Further in-depth study is required to assess fully the economic and social impact of a new 
casino in or near Springfield, Massachusetts. The research needs to take into consider all costs 
and benefits as well as the consideration of all casinos within reasonable driving distances in the 
New England region as well a consideration of any new potential casinos that may be opened in 
the future. 

In looking at the impacts of casinos overall and considering all factors, there are a 
number of positives and negatives that need to be considered, as outlined below. 

There can be benefits to a community from tlte locatio11 of a casino: 

• Gambling operations generate substantial amounts of tax revenue; however, the revenues 
frequently go to the state rather than the local jurisdiction. In many cases the local 
jurisdictions pay most of the costs of infrastructure improvements. 

• In economically depressed rural areas casinos have provided increased employment and 
income, with measurable impacts. In urban areas the various studies in general have found 
no measurable impacts on income and employment. 

However, the benefits from a casino may be relatively limited. 

• Jobs are created initially, but the ongoing service sector jobs in casino-related employment 
generally tend to be lower-paid jobs. 

• Construction jobs are also created initially, but they are one-time new jobs. The number of 
restaurants and shows in the areas around casinos generally declines. For example, in 
Atlantic City, the number of restaurants located outside of the casinos fell by nearly half over 
a 20-year time span. 

Site specific attributes are extremely important in the operating success of a casino. 

• The location of other competitive casinos is important: less competition with other casinos 
apparently results in greater patronage of a casino. 

• The type of patron is important: Extended visit patrons tend to spend more money at a 
casino and in the area than do day-trippers. To the degree that a casino area becomes a 
destination rather than relying on local patrons the casino is likely to generate additional jobs 
and income for the region. 

32 Mack W. Nichols, B. Grant Still, David Giacopassi, "Casino Gambling and Bankruptcy in New United 
States Casino Jurisdictions," Journal ofSocio-Economics, 29(2000), 247-261. 
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• The proclivity of potential patrons to venture outside the casino to patronize other businesses 
impacts the overall business level in the area; alternatively, ifthe majority of patrons are 
local, there may be a decline in patronage of other retail businesses. 

• The degree to which the casino hires locally impacts the local benefits. Studies have noted 
that in many cases the employment of residents is for minimum wage jobs. The degree to 
which higher paid personnel reside in an area has an impact on the overall economy. 

Til ere can be substantial costs from tlte location of a casino: 

• The social costs associated with gambling can be substantial, frequently referenced as crime, 
bankruptcy, and various forms of social degradation. 

• There does not appear to be general agreement as to how social costs should be measured. 
• Social costs frequently are not incorporated into the analysis on the grounds that they are 

difficult to analyze. 
• Personal bankruptcy rates are higher in communities with nearby casinos. The rates are 

highest in areas where the casinos have been the longest. 
• The literature is mixed on whether the crime rate rises with casinos, but the number of 

additional people visiting the area requires personnel additions to the public sector. 

In general, a casino would be expected to impact housing values negatively--at least in areas 
11ear tlte casino: 

• Negative externalities can affect home prices-for example, a garbage landfill, rock quarry, 
airport, or even country club can have negative impacts on home prices. 

• Positive externalities-for example the siting of a Walmart or an increased transportation 
network can have positive externalities. 

• The net effect of externalities determines the impact on home prices. In the case of casinos 
the impact has been shown to be negative for houses in the immediate area of the casino. 
However, the impact of the casino on home prices in a broader area may be positive given 
rising incomes in rural areas. 

In applying the information in this report to a specific proposed casino site one would need 
to consider a variety of issues: 

• Will the proposed casino be a destination venue, or will it rely on day-trippers or local 
patrons? 

• Will the proposed casino be in competition with other nearby gaming opportunities? 
• Will the proposed casino offer a significant number and diversity of job opportunities for 

local residents? 
• What are the benefits in dollar terms (e.g., taxes, economic growth, impacts on real estate, 

etc.)? 
• What are the costs in dollar terms (e.g., social costs, infrastructure costs, real estate impacts, 

etc.)? 
• Will the costs offset the benefits? 
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Conclusions 

In conclusion, a casino would appear to have a negative impact on assessed home values 
and sales prices in the Springfield area. There could also be additional negative impacts in terms 
of more foreclosures and higher social costs. Offsetting these negative factors would potentially 
be additional revenue from taxes, the creation of additional jobs, and possibly some other 
positive economic impacts. A detailed economic analysis of the proposed casino would need to 
consider all of the issues mentioned. 
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Appendix: Externalities and Impacts on Residential Home Values 
Examples of Some Cases 

The literature on the impact of externalities on residential home values is extensive. One 
would expect a Walmart with its associated traffic to have a negative impact on home values 
(Wrong!) and a golf course to have a positive impact (partly correct, partly wrong). The 
examples show to some degree the nature of externalities. It would appear that a casino, on 
balance, would negatively impact home values in the immediate area. However, this impact is 
likely to be very site specific, requiring an analysis in each case that takes into account 
urban/rural location, local/our-of-town patrons, degree of competition, and potentially various 
other factors. 

Cemeteries (Mixed effects): In evaluating the potential impacts of cemeteries on property 
values, Larsen and Coleman discussed the tradeoffs between positive externalities (stable land 
use, open space) and negative externalities (negative ambience), using a regression analysis on 
data from 575 transactions of single-family houses in the vicinity of four cemeteries. Two cases 
found no price impacts. In a third case prices were 8.8 percent higher, and in a fourth case prices 
were I 0.1 percent lower. 33 

Sports Stadium (negative e{:ct): Dehring et. al. investigated the impact of a sports stadium on 
residential property values. 4 A series of announcements regarding a new publicly-subsidized 
stadium in nearby Arlington, Texas, had a negative effect on residential property values. 
Average property values declined approximately 1.5% relative to the surrounding area before 
stadium construction commenced. 

Walmart (positive effect): A study from the National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER) 
found that a new Walmart store increased home prices by 2 to 3 percent for homes within .5 
miles, and by 1-2 percent for homes between .5 mile and I mile.35 The analysis was based on 
over one million housing transactions located near 159 Walmarts that opened between 2000 and 
2006. The study concluded that the impact of accessibility to shopping and employment offset 
the negative externalities of possible increases in crime, noise, light pollution, traffic congestion, 
garbage accumulation and perceived visual aesthetics. Considering Walmart and other similar 
stores, Johnson et. al. found that36 

33 James E. Larsen, Joseph W. Coleman, "Cemetery Proximity and Single-family House Price," Appraisal 
Journal, January I, 20 10. 

34 Carolyn A. Dehring, Craig A. Depken, and Michael R. Ward, "The Impact of Stadium Announcements on 
Residential Property Values: Evidence from a Natural Experiment in Dallas-Fort Worth," Working Papers 0616, 
International Association of Sports Economists & North American Association ofSports Economists, September 
2006. 
35 Devin G. Pope, Jaren C. Pope, "When Walmart Comes to Town: Always Low Housing Prices? Always?;· 
NBER Working Paper No. 18111, May 2012. 
36 Daniel K.N. Johnson, Kristina M. Lybecker, Nicole Gurley, Alex Stiller-Shulman, Stephen Fischer, '"The 
NWIMBY (No Wa!Mart In My Backyard): Big Box Stores and Residential Property Values," Colorado College 
Working Paper 2009-09, October 2009. 
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Proximity to one or more big box stores delays home sales and diminishes home property 
values in that area. Within some critical distance, however, the data indicate that the 
convenience of being close to a big box store may outweigh the negative effects on 
pricing at least for some homeowners. 

Neighbors (negative impact): A neighborhood nuisance such as an overgrown yard or a 
curmudgeonly resident next door is reported as possibly negatively affecting home values by up 
to 10 percent.37 Larsen et. a/. also found a negative neighbor effect: houses located with .I mile 
of a sex offender were reported as selling for 7.5 to 17.4 percent less on average, depending on 
distance from the offender, severity of the crime, and type of neighborhood notification.38 

Airport (negative impact): A 1994 Booz-Allen & Hamilton report The Effect of Airport Noise 
on Housing Values: A Summary Report, prepared for the Federal Aviation Administration, 
described a methodology for evaluating the impact of noise on housing values by comparin~ 
market prices in similar neighborhoods that differ only in the level of airport-related noise. 3 In 
two paired moderately priced neighborhoods north of Los Angeles International Airport, the 
study found "an average 18.6 percent higher property value in the quiet neighborhood ... " 

Infrastructure Project (negative impact): Theebe examined the impact of large planned 
infrastructural projects such as expansion of main airports and construction ofhigh-speed 
railways. He estimated the non-linear impact oftraffic noise on property prices. The data-set was 
extensive: over I 00,000 sales transactions are studied, with many individual property 
characteristics, combined with noise levels for 2 million small I 00 by 100 meter areas. He u-sed 
spatial autocorrelation techniques and found that the impact of traffic noise in a rising market 
ranges to 12 percent, with an average of about 5 percent. The discount varies across sub
markets, and is a non-linear function of the noise level.40 

Rail Transportation (positive impact): Roderick Diaz summarized 8 studies on the effects of rail 
transportation on home prices. The conclusion was that transportation projects caused a 3 to 1 0 
percent increase in home prices.41 The positive (accessibility) impacts outweighed the negative 
(traffic, noise, aesthetics) impacts. 

37 "Neighbors Could Hurt Home Appraisal Values, The Real Deal, February 15,2013 Hiten Samtani. 
http://therealdeal.com/blog/20 13/02/15/neighbors-could-hurt-home-appraisal-values-experts-say/ 
38 James E. Larsen, Kenneth J. Lowrey, Joseph W. Coleman, "The Effect of Proximity to a Registered Sex 
Offender's Residence on Single-lamily House Selection," Appraisa/Journal. July 2003, Volume 71 , Number 3. 

http://www.wyle.com/PDFs/archive/EffectsAirNoiseHV.pdf. 

Marcel A.J. Theebe, "Planes, Trains, and Automobiles: The Impact ofTraffic Noise on House Prices," 
Journal o(Real Estate Finance and Economics. Vol. 28. No. 2 

41 http://www.rtd- fastracks.com/media/uploads/nmlimpacts_ o f_rail_transi f_ on _property_ values.pd 1: 
Roderick B. Diaz, Booz Allen & Hamilton, Impacts of Rail Transit on Property Values. 
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Colleges (positive impact): Vandergrift et. a/. found at the municipal level that the presence of a 
college is associated with house prices that are about 11 percent higher. 42 

Golf Courses (mixed effects): Asabere et. a/. concluded that there were positive and negative 
effects to being located near a golf course. The results showed that golf course frontage 
produced an average price premium of roughly 8% for homes. The measurement of negative 
impacts was also statistically significant, with the exact loss dependent on the distance involved. 
For example, a home one-tenth-mile distant from the golf course gate suffered a loss of about 
3.7%.43 

Shopping Center (mixed effects): The announcement of a proposed shopping center was 
reported to have had both negative and positive effects on the value of neighboring residential 
properties.44 At distances closer than I 500 feet, diseconomies appeared to dominate. Beyond 
1500 feet, economies appeared to dominate. 

Office Building Near Residences (mixed effocts): ln the case of the construction of an I I story, 
289,000 sq. ft. building in Dallas, Texas, residential property values for nearby houses were 
discounted by as much as 15 percent. 45 However, properties within 2,500 meters increased 
overall in value by about 1 percent. There were both negative and positive externalities. 
Accessibility to employment and or expectations for future commercial development increase 
values. 

Landfills (negative impacts) : Nelson et. a/. estimated the price impact effects of a Minnesota 
landfill on the value of nearby houses. At the landfill boundary, the impact was a negative 12 
percent, declining to 6 percent at one mile from the landfill, with negligible impact beyond two 
miles.46 

A different study showed that living close to a landfill was reported to reduce house 
prices by 2.6 percent. 47 Negative impacts from such nuisances as noise, smell, wind-blown 
litter, the additional traffic, flies, and vermin were reported to appear to endure over periods of 

42 http://policy.rutgers.edu/faculty/lahrrrown VsGown.pdt: "Town versus Gown: The Effect of a College on 
Housing Prices and the Tax Base," Donald Vandegrift a• Amanda Lockshiss, Michael Lahr November 2009. 

43 
Asubere. Paul K.; Huffman. Forrest E. "Negative and positive impacts of golf course proximity on home 

prices," Appraisal Journal, October I, 1996. 
44 Peter F. Colwell, Surinder S. Gujral, and Christopher Coley, "The Impact of a Shopping Center on the 
Va~ue of Surrounding Properties," Real Estate Issues, Spring/Summer 1985 35-39. 

45 Thomas G. Thibodeau, " Estimating the Effect of High-Rise Office Buildings on Residential Property 
Values," Land Economics Vol66, No.4, November 1990. 

46 Arthur C. Nelson, John Genereux and Michelle Genereux, "Price Effects of Landfills on House Values,'' 
Land Economics, Vol. 68, No.4 (Nov., 1992), pp. 359-365. 
47 http://www .birmingham .ac.uk/news/latest/20 12/ 12/28-dec-L ivi ng-close-to-a-rubb ish -tip-reduces-house
prices-by-26.-research-shows.aspx. "The Valuation of Landfill Disamenities in Birmingham," Yun Hama, David 
Maddison and Robert Elliotta 
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20 years after closure. The report concluded that proximity to a landfill site can also generate 
"stigma damages" not attributable to any physical nuisance. 

Wind Turbines (mixed impacts): A study of the impacts of wind turbines found both negative 
and positive impacts on home prices. First, based on a Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 
study, there is no indication that wind turbines cause a persistent negative impact on property 
values in the area (S-mile radius) around a wind facility. 48 However, other studies in the same 
document, which summarized 5 studies, saw negative impacts. The overall conclusion-issue 
not yet resolved. 
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I52-02

I52-03

I52-01

From: Joint and GJemtah Trochet <trochcti@.gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Feb 29, 2016 at 11:30 AM 
Subject: \Vilton Rancheria casino siting 
To: John Ryd7.ik < john.rvd?.ik(albia.gov> 

Dear Mr. Hyd7.ik., 

When my w ife and I s tarted our medical careers years ago, we worked in lhe fudian Health 
Service in New Mexico. We have strong feelings it1 support of equity issues involv ing First 
Nations. Speaking for myself. I have no wish to deny the Wilton Rancheria the opportunity to 
btlild a cash1o in Sacramento County. 

I do object to the proposed siting ofthe casino complex at the H ighway 99-Twin Cities. Road 
jundion. Mor~ preferable in m y estimation would be building iliis complex ai lhe old Lent 
Ranch Ma:ll site in Elk Grove. I be li eve the infrastructure is already largely in place the;re, road 
at;cess is a.lready available (rebuilding the Mingo Road interchange would be unnet;essary), and 
proximity ito the Sacramento area population center, from which most casino goers mig]ht be 
expected to be drawn, would be closer. 

I have beeJtl. a volunte.er at the Cosumnes Ri ver Preserve for more than 20 years now. My 
concem hats long been that the preserve, which has functioned at a landscape scale with adjacent 
lands in agriculture, Will be reduced to a nanow greenbelt and in U1at case lose much of its 
conservation value. Alternative A would take ag lands out of production and destroy important 
f01·aging gJrounds for Swainson 's hawks in the breeding season and early autumn and for sandhill 
cranes in winter and early spring. With regard to the crmies, sites such as this one are especially 
important when the Co~umnes Ri ver is in flood and usual foraging sites on the preserve it~elf are 
inundated. AJlemati ve A would have the casino buil1 adjacent to the largest surviving population 
of giant garter snakes, another ~pecies of con~ervation concern, at T ,aguna Creek and Badger 
Creek just to the north. 

Please endot·se the choice of Alternative Fin building the Wilton Rancberia casino project at the J 
Lent Ranolh Mall site. T believe this would readi ly make the casino profitable, preserve tbe 
sm.all-towu character of Galt and maintain lhe ag buffer around the Cosumnes River Preserve so 
importantlto its long tenn function of ~upp01ting the native biota 
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Sincerely. 

John Tro~hel 

633 46th Street 

Sacramento. Califomia 958]9 
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I53-01

I53-02

from: Mahlon Picht <pich!@sbcglobal.nct> 
Date: 2/2912016 3:58 PM (GMT-08:00) 
To: john.rvdzik@lbia.gov 
Subject: Proposed Wilton Rancheria Gambling Casino 

Mr. Jolm .Rydzik 
U.S. Depau1ment ofthe Interior 
R 11rP;o11 td' r,, li ;on A fl i.l in: 
~ ... ,.. .. ,.,..,..,,._ -• _.._ ... ...... , ..... .- .,.. ... _ .._. v 

Pacific Region Office 
280 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Dear Mr. R ydzik, 

I oppose the con~tt"uction of a W ilton Rancheria Gambling Casino on Altem ative Sites A, B, and 
C because it Woldd be incompatible with cmrenl and important land use in that area. What liUle 
remains of California's agriculi:Llra.l at1d 
native wildlands, in this case nearly adjacent to the Cosumnes River Preserve, would be) further 
reduced by the proposed 282 acre (can this be con ect?) "destination site" for gambling, spas and 
the li ke. 

Attending your public hearing last January 29 in Galt was a real eye-opener for me. 

I CA'Press nay views as an active, twenty-year participant in volunteer work at the Preserve who 
regularly dlrives by Alternative Sites A, R, and C. And I support the City of Galt's citizert1S who 
desire to maintain the green buffer established between Galt and Elk Grove. 
Constmction on Altemati ve Sites A, R, and C would yet again chip away at a hard-wo111 
amenity. 

Finally, it's difficult to tmderstand why the several alternative sites, expressing <lif:fering antotmts J 
of a<.:reage,. are of such varying size~ as shown in the Environmental Impact Statement. One can 
only wonder what the tnte needs and parameters for this project are. 

Respectfully. 

M:ahlon l'cdu 
\ •llttnteca_ l\l:ilUilllt!.· 1, 1\'t!r l'rc· en:·! n11d llth! J ~. L~ti ctli z~n 
2Ct32 5th 1L \ enu~ 

Sa~I1Jnh .. ' llh't. C \ !J -~IS 
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I54-01

I54-02

From : Michelle GutietTez <michelle: canvic@yahoo.com> 
Date: 2/29/2016 4:33 PM (GM T-08:00) 
To: Jotm.r ydzik(Wbia.gov 
Cc: C11ad.broussard@hia. gov, mcrews@ci .galt. ca. us, mpowers@oi.galt .ca.us, 
bpayne@ci.gaH. ca.us, ccampion@ci. galt. ca. us, lheuer@ci. galt. ca. us 
Subject: DIES conuncnts, Wilton Ranche1'i.a Fee-to Trust and Casino Prqject 

Mr. Rvdzilk. Chief. Divisio11 of Environmenta l. Cultural Resources ofManagement & S.afetv. 
v -¥ .. ~· ~ ~ 

Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
Mr. Broussard, Mayor, and Galt City Council Members, 

Please note my adamant objection to your proposed casino in Gal1, California. 

My main concctus: 

1. Are yorn pJannb1g to add1·ess the extreme congestion on Highway 991lctwecn EU' Gmve 
and Galt? 
Your goal is to n1ake an overpass for Mingo Road. I have lived here for just one year. T have seen 
the inunense traffic between Elk Grove and Galt. I have been stuck in that traffic on tw'o separate 
occasions !(within one year may 1 rerni nd you), as two diesel trucks had crashed and ovcTtumed, 
dumping their cargo. Several hours elapsed for the cleanup, blocking Highway 99 most of the 
day. It took one and lwo hours, respectively, for me to get home, using back county roads lhal 
onl y have itwo lanes. Also, T have witnessed rnultiple accidents on this two lane highway that 
slowed traffic to a crawl, sometimes a complete stop. What happens ifthere~s an a~,;cide:nl ? Do 
you really want upset patrons stuck in t raffic that. will vow to never go to your establishment 
again? Increased traffic on llighway 99 isn't being addressed. It will put added stress 4i)ll our 
small t.owJil, whid1 will increase rigidity between your tJibe and residents. 

2. How will you deal witl1 increased crin1e and vagrants'? 
My family is in law enforcement. I have heard many, many stories about 'llmnder Va11ey and 
Red Hawk casinos causing so much crin1e and burden in their communities, that the casino itself 
has bad to cal] in multiple agencies for back up. l'm n ot not just talking about the local 
U - 1:-- ..!~-- ...... ·-~• 1 .. ..1 c• t. --:~~ ..! ---....+.~· -·-•- ~~A ·- ··••:-1- 0- -·--~- --+ ~ r>- t :.C~.:- u :-t. ..... _. , U -+- - 1 
rUIIl.iC U C fJUl LIIJCII ~ IIUL L)IIC I II I ::> U C tJi11 LIIICIIL::> l:I,IIU IIIUILil'lC L)cLl.il<lLIIC IILU \ .. A UIIUIIII<l r Li l;$11 VY CLJ r ctLI U I 

offices. 1l1e closest law enforcement agency to Galt (besides our Gall PD, which is a minimal 
force) is E lk Grove Police Department. EGPD will tlot respond to ru1 incident in Galt. It is not 
their jurisdliction. That leaves South Sacramento CliP~ which is on Mack Road in Sacramento. 
'11lat is over 20 minutes away. 111ere is CHP in Stockto~ but again~ Galt is uot their jurisdiction. 
Sure, South Sacramento Chippies (my husband is CliP) can get here fast in an emergency, but 
that's only if the lra1Iic is not at a crawl or slop due to ~,;ongestion or an ac~,;ident. Can the casino 
and Galt PD handle problems alone until the CHP arrive? No1 if it were a large scale 
disturbatlC'e. And this is just at your ~,;asino. Consider the ~,;rime outside your Hteilily. lti.ereasing 
population traveling to this town to score a qu ick buck, who loose their money and hold a grudge 
or gambli11tg addiction, doesn't bode well f or a quiet town like Galt. It will increase home break
ins, car thc:fts, muggings, assault, robberies, etc. You are putting a lot at Jisk on this small 
town to handle your casino's demands. 
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I54-05

I54-06

I54-04

I54-03

I54-07

3. Why ll(ll you need to pun·hase :.mover abwulance ofland to accommodate your facility? 
The onl y r1easons are: 
1) have ac,:Jess to Twin Cities Road, and 
2) 1o expand your casino. 
Twin Citie's Road is a small, two lane country road. Residents u se this road to travel to I-5, 
ranchers u:~e it for transpmting livestock, grapes, and other ptoducc. Con-ectiouofficcrs usc it to 
travel to and from the Richard A. McGee Conec11ona l Training Center and Rio Consumes 
Corredional Center (RCCC prison). I! would cause increased traffic on lhis small , lwo lane J 
country ro:ad, caus ing strain between your tribe and this community. Expansion will cause more 
friction. as you were not houest in the ftrst place about your intentions. You are already 
creating urlstrust. 

4. How will this create jobs in tltis town? 
First, this cas ino will need contractors and subcontractors. And whoever bids the lowes1t will get 
f l, L), ~ "1"' T 1\,J"U..Jo l ,.,,....,-c .... #),,<o-1"•"'-' t"""-'tnnnt PI'W"'t"'\n.,l31 ~ u.t~ fh l •..Jo-.·n~ J •r·u....., nr•:...1;H~1"1 '-' u,".J.I J' l r~. T t.-nl\.\ll ·l'h;c.·'> A. Jf.\.1 
UJ'-' JVV , J..JV'VU.l VVIl.U UV\..VI li) V'UU.J.V\. VVII.J._(J'V L\,1 Y Y li.-U. IU.l5V VV.I}JV I CU .-1\:.I.U .-> • .L..LV t 'T ~t-V .&. 1.'\..I.JV l'Y Y.&l.:J I· J.."J.._] 

fatl1cr and brother arc lmild.ing contractors. They have lost many jobs because they could not 
compete w·ith the big corporations. and would not compromise their quality and morals just to 
win a bid. 111crcforc, local contractors and subcontractors will not be getting j obs. Second, indian 
cas inos are: hui It to provide income to tribal member~. That's all T heard about i11 the meeting at 
the Chabollla Center last month. Jobs will nol be given to lo~al residents over Indian t.Iibal 
members. The whole basis of an Indian casino is to help tribal members - not he lp the 
conunu11ity the casino is built in. Again, mOI·e aggravation between your casino and our 
town, bet·ause it will not help our employment mte. 

5. 'Where Jis the water coming from to acconunodate this casino n~sort? J 
We are in 1a drought. We have water sanctions i.n place for this small town. Your projec1L wouJd 
m ake our water rations even less. therefore caus ing anger f rom residents. You are also not 
addressing the added noise~ traftic poJlntion: and electricity usage I lighting conccm s 1t will add I 
to tlus town. All ofthe aboYe will cause great tension between your ttibe and the towu. J 
It is my pneference that. the proposed casino he located near Grant line Road, Elk Grove, CA. This ] 
location already has expandt!d acce~s 1rom Highway 99, infrastructure in place to accounmodale 
your facili1tics, it is not adjacent to personal property (creating an eyesore and anger for 
residents). and is not located too far from the main city of Sacramento. 

h1 wnversalions with lllany of my neighbors. it. is ob,rious the casino is not want.ed. It 
would place a negative impact on om· smallnual city and change the characte1· of tJtis 
town. This large scale growth will not compliment this community. 

Thank you. for your time. 

Michelle L. Gutien·ez 
920 Norbury Way 
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Galt, CA 95632 
(209) 251 ·-7559 
michelle c:a.nvic@yahoo.com 
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I55-01

From: Monkey Wise <monkeyy;isc68@gmail.com> 
Date: 2/29.12016 4:17PM (GMT-08:00) 
To: "BIA (Bureau Ofindian AlHtir)" < john.rydzik.@bia.gov> 
Subject: An idea for Elk Grove Gaming location 

Hi, my name Wayne Le. 1 arn a life-long resident of Elk Grove and like to assist the tribe bring 
Gami11g to the cit y of E lk Grove. Let me know what I can do to help! Thank you and have a nice 
rhavl 1 t•;,n h ... £'tm1,. t•l i> tl ,. 1 Qlh-<1.d5L'71Q~ 1\lf" AfYI ~la i -: fYi rmk-Auw i 'IPh~(d) un,;,i l t ~nrr~ ..... ~) . ... _ ......,. .. _ ..... _ ........... .. --.. ..., ...... -· - ..,.. _ -' , _ ' .. ~- . "' ""' J _. . ....... - ...... ..., ..... ...., ........... "'-_ t , ..- ....... - -""' ' !}"t t:r"a..--.... .. ..... - .... ... 

One potemtial idea for a casion in Elk Grove is a center that features/highlights the dive1rse 
cultures in the city of Elk Grove through monthly celebration of each cultur e with Education, 
live music,, and local restaurants displaying their ethnic foods/beverages. 
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I56-01

February 29, 2016 

Mr. John R:ydzik, 

I Monica Olvera-Walker, am writing in regards to the Wilton Rancheria DEIS Casino pr,oject. I 
am a member of Wilton Rancheria, a descendant of Annie Blue McKean. As a member of Wilton 
Rancheria, f've had the opportunity to become employed within our tribe as the Enrolllment 
Officer. I'm very thankful that I have had the opportunity to work for our tribe and become 
successful in doing so. Before my employment at Wilton we were struggling. We had visited 
food banks and others helped us with food to get by, we fell behind on our house payment, and 
just felt like things were falling apart. I was given the opportunity to work for our tribe and help 
myself, my family, and my tribe which shed some light for us. I would like other members of our 
tribe and the community to experience what I have experienced, hope. The project wiill create 
more jobs for our tribe and the community. It will give others a chance just like me to lbecome 
successful and free from poverty. 

We are stilll a healing tribe. It saddens me to think about what our people have went through 
and what we are still going through. I think with the support of this project things can 'change 
for the better. 
This project has many benefits that my family, our tribal members, our tribal community, and 
the commiUnity can benefit from. My visions and hopes would be to establish a Child Welfare 
Departmetr~t and Receiving home( Protect our children they are our tomorrow), Elder 
Establishments, Employment and Career Center, Housing Developments, Education Center, 
Medical Ot:!partments, Community Outreach Programs, Wildlife Program, and a Cultural 
Resource Facility to name a few. Our project will not only benefit our people but the 
community as well. 

In review ofthe roads issues, I've observed other gaming tribe with only having two lanes 
coming and going to their casinos and they are without any issues. I've compared other gaming 
tribes with similarities like our potential location and they function well. 

Crime: ThE! increase of iaw enforcement and security wiii heip iower crime rates if needed. 
Casinos don't cause crime. Research shows casino gambling doesn't not have a significate 
impact on crime rates. Albanese, JayS. Casino Gambling and Crime. Govinfo.library.unt.edu 

My emplo,yment with my tribe has offered me financial security. I am in support of this project 
because I lmow it will help others as well. 

Thank you for your time. 

Respectfully, 
Monica Olvera-Walker, Tribal Member 
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I57-02

I57-01

I57-03

from : "sliehgtotb and . "' <davidsonisshadow@runail.com> 
Date: 2/29/2016 11:37 PM (GM T-08:00) 
To: jolm.rydzik@bia.gov 
Subject : Casino Concems 

Hello, my name is Sam Davidson. I volunteer at the Cosumnes River Preserve and am alarmed 
at the proposed location of the casino. While I admire lhe lengths lo w hich you have gone wiU1 
regards to buffer zones and water treatment~ the fact sti II ren1ai11 s that the proposed esta blisluneJlt 
is still directly upstream of the Cosumnes River Watershed ... the only watershed left in the state 
that has no;t been dammed. This, coupled with the f act tl1at yotu· EIS has exempted the ·water 
being dumped into the river from any of the clean water standards you boast about following, 
causes my:;;eli' and many of my fellow volunteers, and indeed r:n·any of the visilors to the preserve 
great al arn:1. 

'Ihis environment is inc1'cdibly sengitivc and we feel the site in Elk Grove would behoove the 
remaining wetland and riparian habitat that we are fighting to preserve much better than the Galt 
site. Not j 1L1st because of the potential threats the casino poses, but also because it opon,c; up the 
po~sihility ofth.e casino being a catalyst for more urban sprawl which could poteilt iaJiycause 
even great•er hann and pollute U1e headwaters of the Cosumne.s lliver. 

Your menti oning of nighttime lighting as an aesthetic concern for the preserve makes me 
particularly nervous. Roosting Sandhill Cnmes a1·e very sensitive to disturbance, the SOS (Save 
Our Saodhills) tours tell visitors to tum off their lights when tunlingtheir cars towards ithe fields 
where the 1birds roost overnight to avoid altering their behavior. And speaking ofth.e ~ranes, 
another ama of alam1 to me is that there is contemplation of removing the agricultural huffer 
between Galt and the CRP. TI1e .cranes and many other waterfowl use these-fields during the 
winter for :foraging and rest, they serve as incredibly cm cial habitat for wintering migrants. TI1e 
removal ofthi s buffer would displace m any ofthe species and possibly drive their numbers 
down eve111 more .. . in addit1outo hurting U~e economic livelihoods of the farmers who use these 
lands. 

b1 shot11 propose the site in .Elk Grove as a more suitable place f or development such as this. It 
does not irtfringe on the ten·itory of the Cosumnes River Preserve, is much more remov·ed from 
the indispe:nsable habitat for w intering migratory birds and the ancient Sandhill Cranes, and auy 
.. ~1",_ ---~·· · ·1 •I·~· · · ·~ .. I .;I-~ ,.···~-"··~·~ : .. ~ -- ~··-·-· ~ .. :~.4 · --~·· · .1 ,.+.:11 t.. ~ &'A- -----· ~· ·A .;t "-~·- ~~~. ·~ T ~.I : UIIJUJI ::i}Ji dV\1 1 LIIU L VV liUIU I C;)UIL lllJIII I~ l.ilJIII'iLIUI.iLilJII VV liUIU l'iLIII LJC lUI I C IIIli VCU llliiii .\.TliliL, IAJUI , 

and Wabmi Grove where some of what little wetlands the slate bas len can be found. 

I ask that you please, please refrain from building at a site that has the very real potential to cause 
irrepamble· h ann to an: ecosystem cherished by thousands of people and used by millions upon 
millions of species as a bastion of life in an enviromnent increasingly choked by urban 
development U' you are to go through with the constrtJction of such an t:slablishment a:s you are 
proposing, please do so where the environmental impact w ill he the least. And that is N OT the 
Twin C1 tie•s sile. I hope someone takes this to heart, as I take to heart the beauty of the nattmd 
sett ing at tJhe CRP that I have visited and cherished for many years now. 

Please, if you mu~t build, do not do so at the Twin Cities site. 
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From: mic~bacl <thcgeneralwelfare@surcwcst.nct> 
Date: 2/29.12016 3:07PM (GMT-08:00) 
To: john.rvdzik!mbia.gov 
Subject: V\TfT ,TON RANCHERIA RfS COMMF,NTS 

Mr. Rydzilk, 

Please acc,~pt my ti.•ndy comments ou the Wilton Rancheria E!S, atta.cbcd. 
Please also note that the Analytical Environmental Services website has no mention of1Lhe 
Will on Ra1t1cheria Casino in its roster of tribal projects. 
In additio11t, the nearly three thousand pages of draft environmenta l documents have no mention 
of your coJ!ltact infonnation. 
'l11is makes it very diflicult for individual citizens to comment on such projects. 
Please be advised that the company with whom you contracted had no idea that your information 
was nowhere to be found on their website and the drafi report. 

M ichael Mot1asky 
Elk Grove, CA 
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Comments by Michael Monasky 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement: US Bureau of Indian Affairs, Lead Agency 

Wilton Ranchcria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project 
February 29. 20 16 

Let's fHce facts: the shopping mall at Elk Grove [Alternative F) is a marketi ng failur-e. since no 
financial entity will front money for its completion. The general economy remains in a funk. as workers 
continue to see stagnation in their wages. This means retail businesses have altered their plans. taking 
fevver risks when consumer~' spending behaviors become withdrawn. The city of Elk Grove was 
created out of the idiocy of building a city from a mall as its central feature. without fo llowing a 
marketing plan. The political drive for city hood was financed by the same agency. Pacific Municipal 
Consultants. which continues to have the exclusive contract lor planning crvices. 

Inside rhe chambers r~lthe Elk Gro1•e Ciry Council. the cirizen-shoppers have packed rhe house. 
offering a lesson in the short ciric his/ol~l ' ~~/'Elk Grove. which became a city in large pari 
because (?lrhe pro1wsed Lent Ranch Mall: a rall.ving twintfnr those who wanted Inca/ conrrol 
and rhe biggesr source (?(/imding.for ihe d ryhood campaign irse(f 
It lips :;?www.11 ewsrevie w. com/sacra men tole/ k -grove~eruplr;/con te11 t? oid==890 7 

Even the Bureau of Indian Arfairs has ruled out retail ventures at the Elk Grove Mall I site for a 
variety of reasons, including "retail market saturation:· 

2.9.6 REDUCED INTENSITY AND RETA IL ON THE MALL SITE 
A redm·ed-inte11siry developmenr I I'US eliminatedjiwn consideration on !he Ala// sile because 
the envimnmemal ~fleers on rhe Mall sire are already likely ro he relarively loll' since the sire is 
already partially dereloped Due to retail market saruralivn. a non-gaming ul!ernatil·e on the 
Mall si'te was eliminured as comt>etilive ejjitcrs IVOuld resulr in increased .mcioecon.omic effecrs 
0 11 other retailers. Additionally. because of/he market saturation. it is unlikely thai lhis 
alternative would generate the nece.,·sa!Jl n:wmue tojit!fillthe purpose amln~ed o.(1rhe 
Proposed Act ion. 

Additionally. the casino and gaming businesses are very risky. too. as there are big winners and 
big losers in this !ldd. There is evidence in the behaviors urthe profc~sional gaming business and in 
the Indian trib1es. that point to their reluctance in further investments in gambling ventures. 

Gaming revenue was highly concenrrared among a s·ma/1 number ofsrares. Indian gaming in the 
tnp 10 states generated 85% ql the $28.3 hi/linn in wral narionwide gaming revenue. with 
indian gaming in Cald'ornia alone accowltingfor approxirnately 25% Gaming revenue was 
also highly concenrrared wnonf! a small 1111111her o_(lndian r,amingfadliries. The rop 6% c~l 
facilities ac:counred.for approximate(}' .f 1% o(natiomride gaming rel'enue and the !tOp 29% 
uccountedji.Jr approximately 8-1% In controst. the hoffom 35% o.lfacilities accuunr.edfor only 
2% ofnmionwide revenue.for indian gaming. 
ltttp:I/H'WW. nathaninc.comlresourceslinr/ian-gaming-industry-report 

Tribes are looking at diversifying investments so that. shoul.d gambling ventures fold, their 
people can continue to tlu-i ve. llttp:l/www.nytimes.com/2015/ l 0124/business/indiau-tribes·-fook
heyond-casillos-for-
i n come. h tmi ? __ r=O& mod u i e=A rro wsNa v& con te ntCoi i ection== Busi 11 ess %2 0 Day& act ion==ikeypress & re 
gion=FixedL~ft&pgtype==article 

The city of Elk Grove is an immature. unga inly adolescent seeking to sprawl lurther into the l 
prime larmland of California: it argues it must grow or die. Putting the Wilton Rancheria's investment 
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(cont.)
here is a dangerous proposition for the tribe and the people who live here. J 
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I 
Reg Dir (vJ}. 

e 

L Dcp !~ () r,,,~, --- -
J)l'p 1{~<-:--;.~~--

February 25, 2016 

Roulc -;.b>'l.S 
John Rydlzik, Chief of the Division of Environmental , Cultural ReJ>-h'VWJr ~l; Hcquirl'd _ _ 

iYtr~ ' [JIIl' 
Managen1ent and Safety . f\ icnw __ I.Jr 

Bureau of Indian Affairs. Pacific ~~~dFal Office r.,~ ---
. I 

2800 Cottage Way 1 

Sacramento, CA 95825 

Mr. Rydzik, 

As a resident, I would like to express my opposition to the possibility of Wil ton 

Rancheri:a locating a casino in the City of Elk Grove. 

lt is entirely inappropriate to consider placi ng a casino in the direct vicinity of E lk 
Grove's planned Southeast Policy Aiea, 1200 acres of future housing and netai I, the 
result of years of planning and community input in which the possibility of a 

casino in its rrtidst did not exist. In addition, the casino would be located ac:ross 
fro m the proposed Sterling Meadows development, placing a large casino project 

within a dense rrtix of neighborhood housing, parks and business. 

The crime rate in thi s particular part of Elk Grove involving robbery, drugs, gangs 
and guns is on the rise. Enough that c ity and police official s have bad to ho ld 

comrnuni.ty meetin gs Lo address the problem and discuss the possibility of adding 

additiona l police officers to the force. Adding the element of a casino to this 
growing problem is ill adv ised and troubling. 

Wi ltr m R~nrhPn~ h~« it« Awn bnd in Wiltr m ~ nil ~ m urh l ~roP.r niPr.P. Af nrnnP.T1V it 
'· .. .. _ ., .. , .......... ,_ .. , _ . .. "' ............ ..., .... _- •• • • · - · ... - .. . ... '· ., .. _ ...._ ...._ .... _ ._ ......... . --... =" ·~o-· ,.... .... --- - ..... t"._ .... ,. r - · ~J ., 

is considering in Galt that are much more accommodating to this project. 

Diane Owen 

8690 Mecca Road 
Elk Grove, CA 95624 
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/ 

February 21, 2016 

1775 lvet;son Way 
Sacramento, CA 95835 

Amy Dutschke 
o~~;~~~· r"\;r~~•~r 
n.c~IUIICII L../11 CvlUI 

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

Re: DEIS Comments, Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project 

Dear Ms. Dutschke: 

The purpose of this letter is to comment regarding the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement that analyzes the potential environmental effects of Wilton Rancheria's 
(Tribe's) application for a 282-acre fee-to-trust transfer and casino project to be located 
in Sacramento County, California. Specifically, my comments are directed toward 
Alternativ1e A, the proposed project site west of Highway 99 and north of Twin Cities 
Road (the! Twin Cities site). 

Alternativ~e A would destroy the farmland greenbelt between Galt and Elk Grove, 
including the Swainson's Hawk and Giant Garter Snake habitats in that location. It 
would eliminate the vernal pools and the Fairy Shrimp and Tad pole Shrimp that live in 
them. It would be visually unappealing and create noise, traffic, air pollution and 
congestion. 

Moreover, as a frequent volunteer for the Cosumnes River Preserve, I am aware that 
the area surrounding the Alternative A site is critically important to the wildlife oif this 
region. As a member of Mountain Lion Survey team, I know that our cameras record an 
abundance of wildlife frequenting this area, including but not limited to deer, skunk, 
coyote, fox, turkeys, rabbits, raccoons and otter. The area is also foraging spot for 
Sandhill Cranes and a favorite hunting ground for the Swainson's Hawk. 

The impatCt of a bustling casino and hotel, with increased traffic, noise, lights. and 
people, would be devastating to the wildlife that live in the area surrounding Alternative 
A. The disturbance of a casino, hotel and all they would bring to the environment would 
cause stmss for these wildlife and would prompt them to vacate the area. furthm 
narrowing! the places these animals are able to exist. It would negatively affect the 
diligent efforts the Preserve partners have made to protect this land from intrusion and 
depredatitOn. 

I do not btelieve the DEIS adequately examines these impacts of Alternative A. 
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I do not object to the idea of a casino nor do I dispute the Tribe's right to build one. 
However, given the effect on the wildlife of the area of Altemative A and its surrounding 
environs, it makes much more sense, environmentally, to build the casino at the J 
abandoned shopping mall already in existence in Elk Grove. 

Sincerely, 

~UIU-G 
Mary DuBose, Esq. 
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John Rydzik, 
Chief of the Division of Environmental, 

Cultural Resource Management and Safety Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, Ca 95825 

(916) 978-6051 

Dear John Rydzik 

My name is Akram Keval and I am long time resident of Elk Grove, Ca. I wish to express my 

disapproval of the Casino to be built in Elk Grove, Wilton or Galt area. 

about:bl; 

My family and I are very active members of the community and work very hard to keep our 
neighborhood safe and we constantly keep a look out for each other. 
With Casino in our area, it will attract crime and traffic and we do not want that kind of crowd J 
in our city. 

We do not approve this at aii. 

Your~i?Cerely 
I IL/'---

AI<ra Keval 

9336 Sierra River Dr 
Elk Grove, Ca 95624 
akukeval@yahoo~com 

/ 
'L~l 

Rt:!!Oir ~/ 
D.:p Rn r" ~~~ 
D~:p IU.tl'. 
RI'UICJ.Wg.m.s . 
Rc,polh t{ 

1 
1 I __ _ 

Ouc Date ____ _ 
Memo I tr __ _ ,.,, ... ______ _ 

2/ I 0/201 6 4:02 
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C7E #'1 t:.. H () L Le M ;w_/ 

1"6~ #/)}#rU ~rt T 
f.f,k ~RovE.,~cA

~.S l >t" 

L11b)61b
b~r~ 

V\ E.\\ IT H PEACOCK rct\THrRS (dfl~ll l 

L mm Comfort T iffany, Amencan, t848-1933 
Ti ftany tudtos, New York Ctry 

Blown Favrde glass. H. n 111. (27.3 em), ca. 1900 

T il E M I:.TRO P O LIT A['. ,\1 U b EU l\1 0 F ART 

Gift ut LoUt~ Com ton Ttff3n)' FounJ.won. t '}It 1 1.111.1 

() .!009 ,,,,A ""'' mttmuscu•n.org 'looo!.8(,~ flrenrcd •n Ch•na 

Proceed< from the ,,tic o f 311 publo~3!1on> 3nd repmductiun> ..re u,cd to support 

l11c l\lctropolotJn \lu~cum ot An. 
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WRITTEN COMMENT CARD 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS- PUBLIC HEARlNG 
WILTON RANCHERIA FEE-TO-TRUST AND CASINO PROJECT 

CHABOLLA COMMUNITY CENTER- GALT. CALIFORNlA 
January 29. 2016 

Reg Dir-..:.1=~:----~ _..,. 
Dcp Rn Tmsr ~ ----=-Dt.::r a.Q IS 
Route lrt':;:::::er,:-;.,----:.,_:-::6:::--- =-
Rcsp"'' ..: Rr.!q 11 .. -I __ _ 

IF YOU WOUW UKE TO SUBMIT A '"VRITTEN STATE.MENT. PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOU1JWI~ INEOIIMATION AND 
Cf>MWRIVT l .V THE SPACE PROVIDED BELOW. GIVE TO A 1TENDAI'IIT OR DROI' /1 THb WRlrJ ENY:OHMENT !!()¥
COMMENTS MA YAI.SO BE SUBMITTED BY MAIL TO THE ADDRESS U S TED BELOW. WRITTEN £0MMENTS ON Til£..,..- -: 
DRAFT ENVIRONMEI\Ttf IMPACT STATEMENT MUST ARRIVE BY FEBRUA RY 29, 2016. 

(Please write legibly) 

Name:&// ttt'kl &z ~ - bttvO-G'r,=f.fi.J"... Organization. ~id.e. n-±s 

Address: 1~ ,.5)"-h, ~fed e-lm. r r &H; C.:F\ '[~0 3 ';;L 

Comment: We hope. you C.U£ ll de.c {Jiti2 nof ±c fo~4±e a cd$1 !1\Q Pco_.sectt~ 
6--a.lt, {<, g !'i'\<>Ved be,ye Js-yeg'{'-; crye 01acV1..l y t o gef=aw4y f'n:n'""' -H,"' heauy !--'a:t:~~·c. 
~1<\J.. fao+ oa c~ of ±he PxwA re4. tUe. ha.vc? bee"' \J €!c.r l( &cqoyN here , <Avtd g,cJt~ Bt£1&.1.5~ 

1 ' , t +. I r- / G-a..\} 'M G s_rc.u..h over t\,e yeA ·'fs;,.' 6 L \ \ hu a srn a..l I -±cwn -fee( .. A Cfi.s 1 ~a 
t.Vc ':'= l ~ 'on "'3 g ys:± of tr(Aff; ( . fH .<o) tne r e Cif'f q;, l ,cea Ay VII te G. 4'-e u.) 

~ '<2.-\- p ] 

Please g1ve to attendant, drop in Written Comment Box, or mail to· Bureau of Indian Affairs. Attention: Amy Dutschlce. Pac1fic gional 
Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs. 2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento, California 95825. Please mclude your name, return addresS, and '"DEIS 
Comments. Wilton Rancheria Pee-to-Trust and Casino Project" on the fust page of your wriuen commenlS 

J 
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1                        ---o0o---

2          CHAD BROUSSARD:  Okay.  Good evening everyone.

3 If I can have your attention, please.  Thank you.

4          The Bureau of Indian Affairs welcomes you to 

5 this public hearing for the proposed Wilton Rancheria 

6 Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project's Environmental Impact 

7 Statement.

8          Can everyone hear me in the back of the room?

9          The Environmental Impact Statement is also 

10 called an EIS for short.  So you'll hear that term a 

11 lot during tonight's hearing, probably.

12          My name is Chad Broussard, and I'm an 

13 Environmental Protection Specialist for the Pacific 

14 Region of Bureau of Indian Affairs or the BIA for 

15 short.  The BIA is a bureau within the Department of 

16 Interior, which is a department within the Federal 

17 Government.  So we're a federal agency.  And I will be 

18 the facilitator for this evening's public hearing.

19          At the table with me is Bibiana Alvarez with 

20 Analytical Environmental Services.  Analytical 

21 Environmental Services is the BIA's EIS consultant.

22 And also a table with me is a stenographer that will be 

23 recording everything here at this hearing.  Attending 

24 the hearing also are staff from AES, which are 

25 primarily staffing tables at the front, and also John 



Accuracy-Plus Reporting, Inc.      (916) 787-4277

3

1 Rydzik, the Chief of the BIA Division of Environmental 

2 Culture Resources Management and Safety.

3          I wanted to point out briefly the restroom 

4 location.  The restroom is at the back of the hall.

5 And the emergency exits, there's one back in that 

6 corner, there's one over in this corner, and obviously 

7 the front of the hall.

8          So the Wilton Rancheria is a 

9 federally-recognized tribe that is currently a landless 

10 tribe with no issued lands.  Class III gaming by the 

11 tribe can only occur on Indian lands.  That's lands 

12 held in trust by the Federal Government for the tribe 

13 and lands that are eligible for gaming.  The tribe has 

14 submitted an application to the BIA to have lands taken 

15 into trust for purposes of gaming.  Before we can make 

16 a decision on that application, we are required by 

17 federal law to consider the potential environmental 

18 impacts of that action.

19          So that is the purpose of the Draft EIS that 

20 we published in December.  And we're here tonight to 

21 accept comments on the Draft EIS for the proposed 

22 Fee-to-Trust acquisition and the subsequent development 

23 of the casino by the Wilton tribe.  Both spoken and 

24 written comments will be accepted at tonight's hearing.

25 If you have a written letter that you'd like to submit, 
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1 please hand it to one of the representatives at the 

2 tables at the front, or you can hand them to me.

3          We also have cards available for you to make 

4 written comments.  If you don't have anything to write 

5 on, if you have something you'd like to say or a 

6 written comment that you'd like to give, grab a written 

7 comment card, fill it out, and then give it to one of 

8 the representatives.  Or you can mail it in prior to 

9 the comment deadline, which is February 29th, 2016.

10          If you would like to make a spoken comment at 

11 the hearing tonight, please fill out one of the speaker 

12 cards, the little yellow cards that are available at 

13 the tables, and hand them into one of the 

14 representatives.  Please write as legibly as possible 

15 so I can understand your name.  I'm likely the butcher 

16 some names tonight regardless, and bad handwriting 

17 doesn't help.

18          We will take speakers in the order that I 

19 receive the cards.  Everyone will be given three 

20 minutes to speak to ensure that everybody has the 

21 opportunity to give comments.  After all the speakers 

22 have given their comments, if there's time, I will 

23 provide individuals with an additional three minutes to 

24 continue remarks if you have additional comments that 

25 you'd like to give.
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1          That said, a public hearing is not the best 

2 forum for lengthy comments just because we're 

3 constrained in terms of time.  If you have a lengthy 

4 comment, we encourage you to submit a written letter.

5 And all comments will receive equal weight whether 

6 they're spoken or written.  We have, as I mentioned, a 

7 stenographer here that will record your spoken comments 

8 word for word so they can be considered fully as a 

9 comment on the record.  With that said, when you come 

10 up to speak, please restate your name for the record 

11 before giving your comment.  And please speak as 

12 clearly as possible so that the stenographer can 

13 understand and accurately document your words.

14          The purpose of tonight's hearing is not to 

15 have a question-and-answer session or debate of any 

16 kind.  We will not respond to questions or engage in 

17 debate.  We are here to listen and document your 

18 comments.  That is the purpose of this meeting.  We 

19 will carefully consider your comments, and those will 

20 be received by the end of the comment period, which is 

21 February 29th.  And we'll respond to all subsequent 

22 comments in the final EIS, which will be also be made 

23 available for public review.

24          So now we've asked our EIS consultants, AES, 

25 to provide you with a brief power point presentation on 
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1 the proposed action, the purpose and need, the 

2 alternatives that are analyzed in the EIS, and the EIS 

3 process.  But first, I'd like to ask everybody to 

4 please turn off your cell phones or put them on silent 

5 or vibrate.

6          BIBIANA ALVAREZ:  Thank you, Chad.

7          Welcome everyone to the public hearing.  Can 

8 everyone hear me okay?

9          As Chad mentioned, I am Bibiana Alvarez with 

10 Analytical Environmental Services, and I'm going to 

11 give a brief presentation on the Draft Environmental 

12 Impact Statement prepared for the Wilton Rancheria 

13 Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project.

14          The Draft EIS was prepared in accordance with 

15 the National Environmental Policy Act, abbreviated as 

16 NEPA, which requires federal agencies, in this case the 

17 BIA, to analyze the environmental consequences of 

18 proposed federal actions.  As outlined in this slide, 

19 the EIS process was initiated with the publication of a 

20 Notice of Intent in the Federal Register in December 

21 2013, which invited comments from interested parties 

22 and public agencies on the scope of analysis and 

23 alternatives to be analyzed within the environmental 

24 impact statement.  A report summarizing the results of 

25 the Scoping Process was published in February 2014.
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1          The Draft EIS, which is the subject of today's 

2 public hearing, was published on December 29th, 2015, 

3 initiating a comment period, and that Chad mentioned, 

4 will close on February 29th, 2016.  Following the 

5 public review period, the BIA will prepare and issue a 

6 final EIS, which will include responses to substantive 

7 comments received during this comment period, including 

8 those received at this public hearing.

9          The final step in the NEPA process will be the 

10 BIA's issuance of a Record of Decision or ROD outlining 

11 the agency's decision on the proposed action.  The 

12 purpose and need for the proposed action analyzed 

13 within the Draft EIS is to provide a significant 

14 revenue source to fund the tribal government, increase 

15 funding for housing, health care, senior services, 

16 social services, educational support, and cultural 

17 preservation, decrease tribal dependence on federal and 

18 state grants and assistance programs, provide capital 

19 for other tribal economic development and investment 

20 opportunities, provide new business and job 

21 opportunities for unemployed and underemployed tribal 

22 members, improve local communities through tribal 

23 payments to local governments for use of public and 

24 social services and to fund environmental mitigation, 

25 and improve employment and economic development 
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1 opportunities in local communities.

2          As shown on the slide, the project sites are 

3 located in southern Sacramento County.  Alternates A, 

4 B, and C are located on the Twin Cities site, just 

5 north of the City of Galt and just west of Highway 99.

6 Alternatives D and E are located on the Historic 

7 Rancheria site in unincorporated Sacramento County in 

8 the community of Wilton.  Alternate F is located at the 

9 Mall site, just west off Highway 99 in the southern 

10 area of the City of Elk Grove.

11          Seven alternatives were evaluated within the 

12 EIS.  These alternatives were selected based on 

13 consideration of the purpose and need, the 

14 recommendations of commenters during the scoping 

15 process, and opportunities for potentially reducing 

16 environmental effects.

17          This slide illustrates the site plan for the 

18 proposed facilities under Alternative A.  Alternative A 

19 consists of the transfer of the 282-acre Twin Cities 

20 site into federal tryst for the benefit of the tribe 

21 and the subsequent development of the casino resort.

22 The 601,780 square-foot casino resort would consist of 

23 110,260 square-foot gaming floor, a 12-story 302-room 

24 hotel, a 48,150 square-foot convention center, 

25 restaurants, retail, and other administrative areas.
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1 Additionally, a tribal festival ground would be 

2 constructed on the northern portion of the Twin Cities 

3 site.  A new Highway 99 interchange will be constructed 

4 at the Mingo Road exit to mitigate traffic impacts.

5          Alternative B consists of similar project 

6 components as Alternative A, but the proposed casino 

7 resort would be on a reduced scale.  The reduced casino 

8 resort would consist of 292,775 square feet, including 

9 gaming floor, restaurants, retail, and administrative 

10 areas.  There is no hotel component under Alternative 

11 B.  The same Highway 99 interchange described under 

12 Alternative A is proposed for Alternative B.

13          Alternative C would consist of the development 

14 of a 686,000 square-foot community development complex 

15 including a super grocery store, membership warehouse, 

16 home improvement store, restaurants, and a gas station.

17 No casino or hotel will be developed as part of 

18 Alternative C.  However, the same alternative 99 

19 interchange as Alternatives A and B is also proposed 

20 under Alternative C.

21          Alternative D consists of the construction of 

22 a casino resort on the approximately 75-acre Historic 

23 Rancheria site, which would be taken into trust as part 

24 of the proposed action.  The components and square 

25 footages of Alternative D are the same as Alternative 
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1 A.

2          Alternative E would consist of the development 

3 of a smaller casino resort on the Historic Rancheria 

4 site.  The components and square footages would be the 

5 same as Alternative B.  There is no hotel component 

6 under this alternative.

7          Alternative F consists of the development of a 

8 casino facility resort on the approximately 28-acre 

9 Mall site located in the City of Elk Grove, which would 

10 be taken into trust as part of the proposed action.

11 The Mall site has been partially developed with a large 

12 retail facility.  However, the site currently sits 

13 unoccupied.  Alternative F consists of the construction 

14 of the 611,055 square-foot casino resort facility that 

15 includes an approximately 110,260 square-foot gaming 

16 floor, a 12-story 307-room hotel tower, and a 48,150 

17 square-foot convention center.

18          This show slide shows a comparison of the six 

19 development alternatives.  As shown on this slide, A, 

20 D, and F are similarly sized but located at different 

21 sites.  Alternatives B and E are similarly reduced in 

22 size from A, D, and F and also located at different 

23 sites.  And Alternative C presents a no-gaming 

24 alternative at the Twin Cities site.  Under Alternative 

25 G, the no-action alternative, none of the development 
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1 alternatives considered within the EIS would be 

2 completed.

3          This slide shows the various sections included 

4 within the Draft EIS.  The executive summary contains a 

5 summary matrix table that presents the potential 

6 adverse and beneficial effects, as well as the 

7 mitigation measures of each alternative.  This section 

8 summarizes the detailed discussions of environmental 

9 consequences and mitigation measures in Section 4 and 5 

10 of the EIS.  The introduction describes the location of 

11 the alternative sites and the tribe's purpose and need.

12 It also provides an overview of the environmental 

13 review process, the scoping process, agreements with 

14 state and local government, and the required permits 

15 and approvals for each alternatives.

16          Section 2 of the EIS includes a detailed 

17 discussion and comparison of the six development 

18 alternatives and a no-action alternative evaluated in 

19 the EIS.

20          Section 3 details current environmental 

21 conditions of each of the NEPA resource areas, which 

22 will be shown on the next side.

23          Section 4 of the Draft EIS analyzes the 

24 direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental effects 

25 of the alternatives in each of the NEPA resource areas.
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1          Section 5 provides measures that either 

2 mitigate specific effects identified in Section 4 to 

3 less than significant levels or to further reduce 

4 impacts that are already less than significant.

5          Section 6 lists those involved in the 

6 preparation of the EIS, including those that are 

7 affiliated with the lead Agency, cooperating agencies, 

8 federal Agencies, state and local agencies and 

9 utilities, and environmental consultants.

10          Section 7 lists and spells out the acronyms 

11 and initialisms used in the EIS.

12          And finally, Section 8 contains the complete 

13 bibliography and list of sources consulted during the 

14 preparation of the EIS.

15          As I mentioned, the alternatives were 

16 evaluated within the EIS for the potential to result in 

17 direct, indirect, and cumulative effects associated 

18 with geology and soils, water resources, air quality 

19 and greenhouse gases, biological resources, cultural 

20 resources, socioeconomic conditions, transportation and 

21 circulation, land use, noise, hazardous materials, 

22 aesthetics, and public services including water supply, 

23 wastewater services, solid waste services, law 

24 enforcement, fire protection and emergency medical 

25 services, energy, schools, and libraries and parks.
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1          Now that the Draft EIS has been published, the 

2 next steps in the NEPA process are to close the window 

3 for accepting public comments on the Draft EIS, which 

4 as mentioned, is February 29th, 2016, prepare a final 

5 EIS which will include responses to subsequent issues 

6 raised during the review period.  Following release of 

7 the final EIS and 30-day waiting period, the BIA may 

8 issue a Record of Decision or ROD, which outlines the 

9 BIA decision on the proposed action.

10          Any questions or comments on the Draft EIS 

11 should be addressed to John Rydzik at the address on 

12 this slide.  And with that I will turn the hearing over 

13 to Chad.

14          CHAD BROUSSARD:  Thanks, Bibiana.

15          Now Wilton Chairman, Raymond Hitchcock, is 

16 going to give an introductory statement and comment.

17          RAYMOND HITCHCOCK:  Can everyone hear me fine?

18 Hello, I want to thank the BIA for conducting this 

19 important Draft EIS public hearing on the tribe's 

20 proposed casino-resort project.  It allows you, the 

21 community, to voice your comments and opinions on 

22 tribe's proposed casino-resort project.

23          My name is Raymond Charles Hitchcock.  I'm of 

24 Miwok decent.  And I'm proud to say I'm the Chairman of 

25 Wilton Rancheria, the only Native American tribe in 
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1 Sacramento County.

2          The original Miwok Indian community of Wilton 

3 Rancheria was established by the Federal Government in 

4 1928.  My grandfather Charlie McKean was the first 

5 chairman of the tribe.  Later in 1958, Wilton Rancheria 

6 and 40 other Californian Native American tribes were 

7 legally terminated by the Federal Government.  This was 

8 called the California Rancheria Act.  Some 20 years 

9 later, many of those terminated tribes were 

10 reestablished by the Tillie Hardwick case.

11 Unfortunately, Wilton Rancheria was mistakenly left off 

12 this landmark case.

13          Many of our elders, some of whom are here 

14 tonight, helped start the fight to help get Wilton 

15 Rancheria re-recognized.  Over 25 plus years on June 8, 

16 2009, Wilton Rancheria was finally recognized as a 

17 restored Native American tribe.  Pursuant to the 

18 tribe's court restoration, the Historic Wilton 

19 Rancheria is eligible to be taken into trust 

20 immediately pursuant to the mandatory land-into-trust 

21 the tribe has.  However, the County of Sacramento and 

22 City of Elk Grove were concerned about the tribe 

23 putting land into trust at the Historic Rancheria.

24 They didn't want the tribe building a casino project 

25 out in Wilton.
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1          Out of respect for the County of Sacramento, 

2 the City of Elk Grove, and the people of Wilton, the 

3 tribe decided to pursue land into trust elsewhere where 

4 a project of this side and magnitude would be more 

5 conducive to traffic and commercial development.

6 Because the tribe is landless, it is entitled to 

7 request that the government designate the tribe's new 

8 lands as restored lands.  Many of you may recall in 

9 early 2013, the tribe originally considered the mall 

10 Seven Mile site which was near Arno Road and Highway 

11 99.

12          After consulting with local environmental 

13 activists including Mike Eaton, the tribe was made 

14 aware of many environmental issues including flooding 

15 during the years of 1986 and 1997.  Mr. Eaton suggested 

16 that the tribe consider an alternative site that was 

17 just to the south of the Seven Mile site and was within 

18 the spirit influence of Galt.  The current Draft EIS 

19 that was reviewed among others, Alternative A,  the 282 

20 acres in the Galt's spirit influence, Alternative D in 

21 Wilton at the Historic Rancheria, and Alternative F in 

22 Elk Grove just north of the proposed outline.

23          Any of these proposed sites are current viable 

24 options.  Even though we have a mandatory land-into-

25 trust application at the Historic Rancheria, 
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1 Alternatives A and F, Elk Grove, are the tribe's 

2 preferred alternatives.  The tribe will seek to be 

3 responsive to the feedback of local officials and 

4 community to where the tribe's new home will be the 

5 most perfect fit.  Our property of choice will directly 

6 reflect our diligent efforts to create a community 

7 profit for all.

8          Our tribal membership is over 700 people, most 

9 of them live within a 50-mile radius in this area.  We 

10 have a 62-percent unemployment rate.  We have a median 

11 income level of our tribe at just over 20,000 a year.

12 The tribe's rate of college graduation is only at 14 

13 percent.  These are staggering statistics, and we want 

14 to try to reverse some of these.  With this project, we 

15 hope to provide many new opportunities to our 

16 underprivileged membership.  This project is going to 

17 create jobs not only for our members but for the 

18 community at large.

19          This development is going to bring up to 2000 

20 full-time, good-paying jobs in South Sacramento County.

21 There's going to be hundreds of full-time and part-time 

22 construction jobs over this project over the two-year 

23 life of this build.  We'd like to use local area 

24 construction companies.  We'd like to utilize local 

25 business services that can provide services for this 
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1 project.  With the Sacramento Valley being the 

2 agricultural Mecca of the world and America's food-to-

3 fork capitol, we'd like to feature local produce, 

4 wines, and meats in our restaurants and bars.

5          We're going to have a detailed MOU with 

6 Sacramento County and all jurisdictions with 

7 significant impacts from this project.  This will 

8 provide yearly monetary contributions to police 

9 services, fire protection, road maintenance, social 

10 services, and much more.  With the added revenue, the 

11 tribe will be able to provide many services, not to our 

12 members but to the community as well.  We will have the 

13 ability to be premiered sponsors for local events, 

14 local charities, youth sports, school programs, 

15 philanthropic endeavors, and so much more.

16          Wilton Rancheria is committed to our community 

17 because being a tribe means just that:  Committed and 

18 community.  We've had to lean on federal grants and 

19 local social services to provide services for our 

20 members.  We would now have the opportunity to be self-

21 sufficient, to provide services not only to our members 

22 but to the greater community as well.  To have this 

23 ability would be amazing.  It would be our opportunity 

24 to give back to the community.

25          We're committed to being a good partner with 



Accuracy-Plus Reporting, Inc.      (916) 787-4277

18

1 all our neighbors and jurisdictions alike.  Wilton 

2 Rancheria sees this project not just as a tribal 

3 project.  This is a community project.  Please, join me 

4 in support of our tribe's quest for self-sufficiency.

5 Thank you.

6          CHAD BROUSSARD:  Thank you, Chairman 

7 Hitchcock.

8          Now we will proceed with the public comments.

9 Remember that all comments will be limited to three 

10 minutes.  And we have a light-timer system up front 

11 that you might not be able to see if you're sitting in 

12 the back, but you'll see it if you come up to speak.

13 Basically, when you start speaking we'll set the timer.

14 And there's a little green light that will be on.  When 

15 you get down to one minute left, the light will start 

16 blinking green.  When it gets down to 30 seconds left, 

17 the light will turn to yellow.  And then when your time 

18 is up, the light will turn to red, and we'll ask you to 

19 finish up your comments.

20          Please remember to state your name before 

21 speaking, and speak as clearly as possible.  Also, to 

22 best participate in this hearing process, I offer the 

23 following ground rules and suggestions:  First, 

24 summarize your main points within three minutes.  Be 

25 specific as you can.  Only substantive comments will be 
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1 responded to in the final EIS.  So in other words, if 

2 you tell us that you don't like the analysis in the 

3 Draft EIS but you give no specific reasons, there won't 

4 be anything that we can review and respond to.  So if 

5 you have specific comments, please give them to us.

6          Avoid personal attacks.  We understand that 

7 there may be strong feelings pro and con regarding this 

8 projects.  The best opportunity to state your views 

9 convincingly is through a brief factual presentation.

10 Of course it's okay to disagree.  The key is to do it 

11 in a manner of mutual respect.  I will require you not 

12 to make any noises that would distract from the 

13 stenographer's ability to accurately record anyone's 

14 comments.  In addition, if I cannot hear a speaker's 

15 comments because of sidebar conversations or other 

16 disturbances such as booing or clapping, I'll stop the 

17 hearing until order is restored.

18          Please address me directly with your comments 

19 so that I can hear what you're saying and so that our 

20 stenographer can accurately record your words.  The 

21 hearing is not a referendum.  We're not here to count 

22 the number of people for or against the project.  The 

23 purpose of this hearing is to collect comments on the 

24 Draft EIS.  And all comments will be considered equally 

25 no matter how many times they're made.  Please limit 
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1 the substance of your comments accordingly.  And if 

2 someone ahead of you has already made your point, 

3 there's no need to repeat it.

4          So we're going to call speakers.  We have a 

5 number of speaker cards already.  So we're going to 

6 call speakers in groups of three.  We have some seats 

7 reserved up front.  So when you hear your name, please 

8 just come up front and sit in the front row, and then 

9 we'll call you up to the microphone to speak.

10          Sorry.  We're getting a little feedback up 

11 here.  We'll try and stall that briefly.

12          All right.  We're going to go ahead and start.

13 And if that gets worse, we'll just have to take a 

14 little break while we resolve that issue.

15          So the first three are Joyce Dozier, Tracey 

16 Hansen, and Lee Ann McFaddin.  And again, apologies if 

17 I butcher your name.

18          So Joyce, go ahead and come up to the 

19 microphone, please.  And restate your name for the 

20 record.

21          JOYCE DOZIER:  Hi, I'm Joyce Dozier.  Good 

22 evening, my name is Joyce Dozier, and I'm a member of 

23 the Wilton Rancheria Tribal Council.  And I am also a 

24 resident of Galt where my family has lived for six 

25 years.  Thank you for the opportunity to speak a little 

PH-01
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1 on the historical and modern ties of our tribe has to 

2 this area.  And I believe the proposed project 

3 strengthens not only my tribe but also my community.  I 

4 have also been sharing incites about Miwok Indian 

5 culture with local people and groups, especially kids.

6 It has been my passion.

7          It's important for folks to understand who the 

8 first people of this region were and who their 

9 neighbors are today.  And in the 1850s, the ancestors 

10 of our tribe were promised a large reservation 

11 spreading hundreds of miles through the Cosumnes River.

12 From 1928 until 1964, the Miwok people that were living 

13 in Sacramento County had a small 38 track of Rancheria 

14 trust land near the town of Wilton.  In 1964, we lost 

15 the land and our tribal recognition.  In the eyes of 

16 the Federal Government, we were no longer considered 

17 Indian people.  After some 50 years, our tribe 

18 reclaimed our rightful political status.  We are 

19 formally recognized again, but we still have no land.

20 The actions we are discussing here would long last 

21 provide a remedy for this.

22          The citizens of Wilton Rancheria deserve 

23 justice, the tribal homeland to call their own, and an 

24 opportunity for the following development to better 

25 their lives.  New land and our resort project will 
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1 provide resources to improve the conditions for the 

2 tribal and the community citizens alike.  We will be 

3 able to educate, house, feed, and take care of our 

4 kids, adults, and elders in the manner that will give 

5 them dignity and hope.  For these reasons and many 

6 more, I think the proposed project will have a great 

7 positive effect on our tribe and community.  And I 

8 think it should be moved forward quickly.  Thank you.

9          TRACEY HANSEN:  Thank you.  Again, my name is 

10 Tracy Hansen.  I'm the fire chief with the Cosumnes 

11 Community Services District Fire Department.  We serve 

12 the Galt and City of Elk Grove area for both fire 

13 hazard mitigation and EMS services and provide 

14 ambulance transport services to the community of 

15 Wilton.  I should make it crystal clear that the 

16 Cosumnes Community Services District has not taken any 

17 formal position relative to this project of any of its 

18 potential project locations.  Our Board of Directors 

19 have not made any official position.

20          My sole purpose for testifying this evening is 

21 to share with you that we have a Letter of Intent on 

22 file with the tribe to explore the concept of providing 

23 fire and EMS services to any of the project locations 

24 that are proposed this evening.  We have a considerable 

25 amount of work left to do to make it clear what the 
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1 impacts and effects of any one of those project 

2 locations and whatever iteration that the project is 

3 actually built.  And we continue to have dialogue with 

4 the tribal chairman, their legal counsel, and others in 

5 exploration of that feasibility.

6          So that's the purpose for my comments this 

7 evening, and I appreciate the opportunity to speak.

8          LEE ANN McFADDIN:  Good evening.  My name is 

9 Lee Ann McFaddin, and I represent the Galt District 

10 Chamber of Commerce Economic development.  I've been a 

11 member of the community for 25 years.  I live here.  I 

12 work here.  One of the main things that we see as a 

13 chamber is jobs.  It's very, very important to our 

14 community and to the region.  We have over 2000 jobs 

15 from what I see for this area going to be given to the 

16 casino.  And in addition to that, the ancillary 

17 businesses that would come with it.  The location 

18 couldn't be more perfect.  It's right off the freeway.

19 It gives us highway commercial businesses that would 

20 maybe not be there otherwise that will be coming along.

21 And it also helps us with housing.

22          Galt is short of a lot of businesses.  We're 

23 in the process of trying to get a lot more homes in 

24 town, and we are doing it.  But we also need to have 

25 the businesses.  And this is going to bring to the City 
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1 of Galt a lot of economic help.  And I appreciate your 

2 time.  Thank you.

3          CHAD BROUSSARD:  Okay.  We're going to try a 

4 new microphone and see if that solves the problem.

5 Next three speakers are Alexandra Barnhill, Steven 

6 Rudolph, and John Lundgren.  Please come up to the 

7 front row.

8          And Alexandra, go ahead and proceed with your 

9 comments.

10          ALEXANDRA BARNHILL:  Good evening.  My name is 

11 Alexandra Barnhill, and I represent the City of Galt as 

12 their special counsel on Wilton casino matters.  The 

13 City recently requested a 30-day extension for the 

14 public comment period.  The reason we did this is 

15 because we need more time to review and comment because 

16 this is not a traditional Draft Environmental Impact 

17 Statement.  It's also a Tribal Environmental Impact 

18 Report and a Tribal Project Environmental Document, 

19 which are CEQA-style documents.

20          We're concerned about this document being used 

21 to reduce or avoid later environmental review that 

22 might have otherwise occurred.  If there's only one 

23 opportunity for the City and this community to weigh in 

24 on the impacts of such a large-scale casino project, we 

25 need time to get the comments correct.  As a 
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1 cooperating agency, the City asks that our extension be 

2 given serious consideration.  Building a hotel and 

3 casino at the Twin Cities site will permanently change 

4 the character of the Galt community.  Under NEPA, the 

5 City is recognized as having expertise on what those 

6 local impacts would be.  And the BIA is required to 

7 coordinate and seek consensus.

8          It's difficult for Galt's limited staff to 

9 thoroughly analyze such a large-scale project, so we've 

10 engaged outside experts.  We hope that our team will be 

11 given reasonable time to coordinate its data and 

12 educate the BIA.  We believe a 30-day extension is 

13 reasonable because putting things in perspective, as 

14 your slid shows, it's taken over two years for the BIA 

15 to draft this document.  In the two weeks that the DEIS 

16 has been officially noticed, our team has identified a 

17 number of environmental impacts on the city that we 

18 believe are not adequately addressed.  The biggest area 

19 of concern is that the Twin Cities site is 

20 incorporated -- excuse me.

21          The biggest area of concern is that the 

22 document fails to take into account that the city has a 

23 pending application before LAFCo to annex the Twin 

24 Cities site into its incorporated boundaries.  This 

25 would fundamentally affect many aspects of the Draft 
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1 analysis.  For example, the fiscal section currently 

2 recognizes that the project would result in lost 

3 property taxes and other revenues for the county.

4 However, if and when the property is annexed as a city, 

5 those impacts would occur at the city level.

6          We recommend that the entire document analyze 

7 the project near both scenarios.  The current scenario 

8 where the land remains in the county's jurisdiction and 

9 under the scenario where the land is annexed.  It 

10 wasn't practical for us to provide more substantive 

11 comments this afternoon, and we imagine that would be 

12 difficult for the public to have done so under this 

13 limited two-week time period.  So we ask that you 

14 consider having a meeting with the City of Galt too to 

15 receive more information from our organization.  Thank 

16 you.

17          STEVEN RUDOLPH:  Good evening.  My name is 

18 Steve Rudolph.  I'm the city attorney for the City of 

19 Galt.  And I have four comments that I'd like to make 

20 this evening.

21          First, there is an absence of discussion on 

22 the justification in the Environmental Impact Statement 

23 for the taking of the 282 acres into trust.  The 

24 environmental impact report states that the proposed 

25 action is to take the 282 acres into trust to develop 
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1 the casino hotel and associated facilities.  However, 

2 the casino project will encompass 76 acres.  When you 

3 look at the other alternatives in the document, 

4 Alternate D, the Historic Rancheria site, is 75 acres, 

5 and Alternate F, the Mall site, is 28 acres.  The 282 

6 acres is almost four times the land required to build 

7 the casino project.

8          A much smaller site would accommodate the 

9 primary purpose and the need of the tribe for economic 

10 development but would also dramatically reduce the 

11 potential impacts to the city by leaving in tact much 

12 of the land area planned for commercial development.

13 The city respects the tribe's need for economic 

14 development, and the tribe should respect the city's 

15 need for economic development by only taking into trust 

16 the land area needed for the identified project.

17          The second comment I want to make tonight 

18 relates to the balance of the site, the 206 acres.  The 

19 environmental document does not identify what the 

20 balance of this site will be used for.  There's no 

21 commitment to leaving the balance of the site in its 

22 natural state, nor do we think that that will be a 

23 realistic assumption.  By taking the full 282 acres 

24 into trust and developing a casino project on the 

25 northernmost 76 acres, it's reasonably foreseeable that 
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1 the balance of this site will be developed.

2          The most probable scenario for use of the 

3 remainder of the site is commercial development, which 

4 is similar to that identified in the City of Galt 

5 general plan for possibly a range of uses including 

6 commercial business and professional uses and possibly 

7 some residential use.  Regardless, the environmental 

8 document should have evaluated some resembled level of 

9 development on the remainder of the site if the full 

10 282 acres is to be taken into trust.  This analysis 

11 will allow to public as well as the agencies that will 

12 be making decisions on this project the ability to look 

13 at the full environmental impacts from the use of the 

14 282 acres.

15          Further, there's no process available after 

16 the 282 acres is taken into trust to evaluate the 

17 environmental consequences of development on the site 

18 and to provide the mitigation of environmental impacts 

19 after the property is taken into trust.  Unless an 

20 evaluation of the environmental impacts of development 

21 is undertaken now, prior to the time it comes into 

22 trust, there will be no opportunity for this 

23 evaluation.  Thank you.

24          JOHN LUNDGREN:  Good evening.  My name is John 

25 Lundgren.  I'm the senior planner environmental analyst 
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1 representing the County of Sacramento.  The County has 

2 been participating in the federal EIS process as a 

3 cooperating agency and we are currently carefully 

4 reviewing the Draft EIS.

5          Additionally, we have been meeting with the 

6 Wilton Rancheria to discuss the mitigation for impacts 

7 to Sacramento County from the proposed project.  Thank 

8 you in advance for continuing to include Sacramento 

9 County in the process.

10          CHAD BROUSSARD:  Thank you.

11          Okay.  The next three speakers are Lee 

12 Acebedo, Rose LaVine, and Ann Ullrich.  Please come up 

13 to the front row here.

14          LEE ACEBEDO:  Good evening.  Lee Acebedo.  I 

15 am the executive director of the California Nations 

16 Indian Gaming Association.  We represent 33 tribes 

17 across the State of California.  26 of which have 

18 gaming.  The remaining are at some point in the stage 

19 of developing gaming.  So our tribes we represent range 

20 from southern California up to the Oregon border both 

21 at the Smith River and Yreka.

22          I just wanted to address, if I could, for just 

23 a few moments some of the positive economic impacts 

24 that gaming can bring to communities.  One of the 

25 things that as an association we have done is, we have 
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1 surveyed our tribes over the past four years now.

2 We're actually on our third economic impact study with 

3 our tribes.  We began in 2012, and we just are wrapping 

4 up our most current study.  Some of the more important 

5 things I'd like to share with everyone is that 

6 statewide in the 2013 study we completed and released 

7 last year, we saw $63 million in expenditures per 

8 tribe.  Mostly for advertising, administration, food, 

9 drink, and gaming.

10          But it's important to also note that each 

11 dollar that a casino is spending or generating also 

12 generates another $1.10 for the community in terms of 

13 economic activity.  The average wage of employees is 

14 $14.80 per hour, which is relatively high for an 

15 industry that with many jobs does not require high 

16 school or other higher education.  So we support 

17 roughly $4.5 billion in economic activity here in the 

18 State of California.  So our tribal members that live 

19 on the reservations are exempt from taxes.  However, 

20 the members that live off the reservation, such as 

21 myself -- and I'm from southern California -- we are 

22 responsible to pay taxes, federally and state.

23          It's also important to note that 90 percent of 

24 the employees and the workforce in the casino are non 

25 tribal members.  So tribal gaming expenditures also go 
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1 through things and do things like motor vehicles 

2 licensing, we pay our sales tax, severance taxes, 

3 things like that.  Overall, we also support other non 

4 gaming tribes through the Revenue Sharing Trust Fund.

5 So gaming tribes will contribute to those funds, and 

6 those tribes get to experience and share in the some of 

7 these economic benefits.  So we see a total of about 

8 25.3 million per year that goes into the Revenue 

9 Sharing Trust Fund.  We've also seen an uptake in 

10 charitable contributions of about 36.6 million per 

11 year.  So getting that, we're okay.

12          Two more important notes.  56,000 jobs in the 

13 gaming industry in California.  14,000 tribal gaming 

14 jobs.

15          So those are the important notes that I wanted 

16 to share with you this evening.  I also have a copy of 

17 the study if you'd like to have that.

18          ROSE LaVINE:  I'm Rose LaVine.  I'm with the 

19 Galt Chamber of Commerce, and I'm also a business owner 

20 and resident of Galt.  I'm really excited about the 

21 Wilton Rancheria coming to Galt.  We can really benefit 

22 from the tax revenue and the jobs.  The location on the 

23 west side of the freeway on -- the west side of 99 has 

24 been blinded for years.  It's also easy access to 99 

25 and Twin Cities for I-5 traffic.
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1          The added benefit of having more people come 

2 to Galt will have a positive effect on our local 

3 businesses.  The hotel casino resort will attract 

4 families for the swimming and event center.  Since Galt 

5 is not a destination location, I feel that the project 

6 will attract new people to Galt in a positive way.

7 While the hotel casino resort customers are visiting, 

8 they'll discover all of Galt's hidden treasures like 

9 the Old Town area wineries and the Cosumnes River 

10 Preserve.

11          Also, the tribe's commitment to handle traffic 

12 or any other issues that might impact our area will be 

13 an added bonus.  Many of the tribe members live and 

14 work in Galt, so they have a vested interest in our 

15 town.  For these reasons, support the Wilton Rancheria 

16 and ask that the BIA move forward with this project.

17          ANN ULLRICH:  I am Ann Ullrich.  I also serve 

18 on the Galt Chamber of Commerce board.  I've been a 

19 resident of the Galt and Wilton areas for most of my 

20 life.  The Chamber is here to support the Wilton 

21 Rancheria in their endeavors because we believe it will 

22 be a positive economic contribution to our already 

23 existing business community and will also create more 

24 jobs along with -- help with the infrastructure that 

25 will both support, again, our local businesses that are 
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1 here and to bring more to town.

2          As co-chair of the Shop Local Committee that 

3 was established to help showcase our local businesses 

4 and encourage residents to spend their money in our 

5 town, I believe that the fact that the Wilton Rancheria 

6 tribe is composed of many local residents will also be 

7 a positive as well with their already active 

8 participation in the community.

9          In conclusion, we support the Rancheria's 

10 project and look forward to working with them so that 

11 Galt can be a better business climate so that our local 

12 economy can thrive in the future.

13          CHAD BROUSSARD:  The next three speakers are 

14 Sergeant Martinez, Dorothea Theodoratus, and Dahkota 

15 Brown.  Please come to the front row.

16          SERGEANT JAMIN MARTINEZ:  Good evening.  My 

17 name is Jamin Martinez.  I'm a sergeant with the 

18 Sacramento County Sheriff's Department.  I'm a member 

19 of the Sheriff's executive staff.  And I'm just here to 

20 express to you, as well as the citizens behind me now, 

21 we have been in active discussions with the tribe 

22 regarding law enforcement services, and we are prepared 

23 to provide as many services as needed.  And that's 

24 basically all I have to say this evening.  Thank you.

25          DOROTHEA THEODORATUS:  I'm Dorothea 
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1 Theodoratus, a professor of anthropology and Native 

2 American studies at CSUS.  I'm an anthropologist, and 

3 I've worked over 50 years with Native Americans 

4 throughout the central valley and northern California.

5 I'm presently researching Wilton Miwok cultural 

6 history, and they are classified as Plains Miwok.

7          I can verify that the Wilton Miwok have 

8 anthropological and historical connections to Galt and 

9 the surrounding area in Sacramento and San Joaquin 

10 County.  Archaeologists tell us they planned this area 

11 at least for a thousand years and probably much longer.

12 Non Indians came here early in the 1880s.  The mountain 

13 men found the Indians to be a constant irritant, and 

14 they dealt with them roughly.  By 1839, the Sutters 

15 settled immediately north and enslaved hundreds of 

16 Plains Miwok.  Vallejo had already enslaved many year 

17 for his endeavors in the north Bay Area.

18          The Missions began recruiting Plains Miwok in 

19 1811, but the Miwok were resistant, always trying to 

20 escape and return to what they perceived as their own 

21 land.  By 1850, many had been forced to Mission San 

22 Jose, and by 1840, there were 874 of the local Miwok in 

23 that Mission.  This was followed by Mexican authority, 

24 which was followed by statehood.  New diseases severely 

25 reduced their population numbers.  This was a fierce 
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1 area in those years, and surviving was difficult.  But 

2 those that did always made effort to return to their 

3 that traditional area, an area they care about very 

4 deeply.

5          This area is close to the Historic Rancheria, 

6 and it has the Hicksville Cemetery, the location where 

7 so many of the ancestors have been interred since the 

8 1800s.  One person interred at Hicksville is traced 

9 back to the 1840s, when at age 10, he was indentured to 

10 a farmer here in Galt.  He became a respected integral 

11 part of this community.  His descendants are active, 

12 participating members of the Wilton Indian community.

13 For Native people, territory has a deep meaning far 

14 beyond what most of us perceive.  Throughout 

15 California, I found tribes staying in traditional lands 

16 and having a profound influence in the development of 

17 these lands.

18          This is the case for the Wilton Miwok.  They 

19 have historical and modern ties to Galt.  The law 

20 entitles them to restore tribal land under the historic 

21 lands clause of the Federal Gaming law.  I urge the 

22 community to consider this positively.  Thank you.

23          DAHKOTA BROWN:  Good evening.  I'd like to 

24 thank you for allowing me the opportunity to speak 

25 tonight in support of the Wilton Rancheria Resort 
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1 Project.  My name is Dahkota Brown, and I'm a proud 

2 member of the tribe where my great grandmother Jane 

3 Brown was an original Ahwahneechee.  I'm 17 years old 

4 and currently a senior at Argonaut High School.  I was 

5 recently accepted through Restrictive Early Action at 

6 Stanford University.  As a soon-to-be college student, 

7 one of my biggest concerns is how I'm going to be able 

8 to focus on school, clubs, and running a nonprofit all 

9 while having to worry about affording college.

10          With the operation of the planned resort, 

11 Wilton would be able to help students like myself 

12 afford college.  This is a huge deal because currently 

13 in the United States, Native American students have the 

14 highest dropout rate, lowest graduation rate, and least 

15 numbers represented in college of the ethnicity.  With 

16 implementation of the Wilton Rancheria Resort, our 

17 tribe would be to promote higher education and ensure 

18 students don't become statistics.  Wilton tribal 

19 members wouldn't be helping only their own children but 

20 those in the local community schools as well.

21          In the Miwok language, there is no word for 

22 "I" or "me," because it is our custom and tradition to 

23 care for the community and therefore we say "us" and 

24 "our."  And this project will benefit all of us.  As I 

25 mentioned earlier, I run my own nonprofit, which is 
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1 called Native Education Raising Dedicated Students or 

2 NERDS.  NERDS is a peer-to-peer mentoring program to 

3 help 7th- through 12th-grade students succeed in school 

4 and plan for the future.  Through this program, I've 

5 seen the devastating statistics firsthand.  Wilton 

6 Rancheria operates the NERDS club, and our students are 

7 doing quite well.  Many can go to college and become 

8 doctors who could work in the tribe's medical center, 

9 lawyers who can work in the tribal court, culinary 

10 experts who can work in the resort restaurants, and 

11 business majors who can be future CEOs.

12          As you can see, I have big plans for our 

13 tribe, mainly concerning education.  But there's so 

14 much more that Wilton would be able to provide.  Truly 

15 I envision a long, overdue education center, but also a 

16 senior center to care for our elders, a medical center, 

17 tribal court, cultural center, rehabilitation center, 

18 and tribal housing.  With self sufficiency the 

19 possibilities are endless, and I hope to work hands-on 

20 to create some of these opportunities.  I plan on 

21 majoring in political science and government while in 

22 college so I can return to serve the tribe.

23          The Wilton Rancheria Resort Project won't just 

24 benefit tribal members but all surrounding communities 

25 as well.  I'm extremely confident in our people to work 
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1 with the local county residents to complete a plan for 

2 positive productive relationships that will bring 

3 careers and city improvement for years to come.  And 

4 I'm excited to move forward.  Thank you.

5          CHAD BROUSSARD:  So the next three speakers 

6 will be Elena Tarango, Antonio Ruiz, and Melissa Leal.

7          ELENA TARANGO:  Good evening.  Thank you for 

8 allowing comments on the proposed project and the 

9 impact it will have on the community.  As mentioned, my 

10 name is Elena Tarango, and I'm the Director of Health 

11 for Wilton Rancheria where I am also a tribal member.

12          I support the project, which will increase 

13 opportunities for not only my department and tribe, but 

14 the greater community as well.  As the Director of 

15 Health for a newly recognized tribe, my job is to 

16 assess, create, and build health programs that will 

17 directly benefit members of our tribe and the 

18 surrounding native community and also the community at 

19 large.  The lingering effects of termination still 

20 impact our tribe and have a direct link to the low 

21 numbers of members with health insurance, access to 

22 tribal health care including drug rehabilitation 

23 programs and wellness facilities.

24          As seen in table 3.7-1, Wilton Rancheria's 

25 demographics, displayed one side of age population with 
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1 greater than 40 percent of the members under the age of 

2 18.  Of those assessed, greater than 60 percent are 

3 below federal poverty line.  As seen in page 13, 

4 Appendix C, greater than 30 percent of our members are 

5 without health insurance.  And the nearest indian 

6 health facility is about one hour away, which requires 

7 reliable transportation.  The health funding they 

8 receive, as stated earlier, is not adequate to meet the 

9 needs of our members.  I see on a daily basis what lack 

10 of funds and resources lead to:  Unhealthy infants, 

11 children, mothers, grandfathers, aunties, cousins, all 

12 members.

13          This project will help us to address many of 

14 our tribal health cares.  We will be able to ensure all 

15 members create the wellness facilities, drug 

16 rehabilitation programs, transportation program, and 

17 ultimately a tribal health care clinic with medical, 

18 dental, and behavioral health care services.  Because 

19 members of surrounding native and nonnative communities 

20 will be able to utilize the clinic, more than just 

21 Wilton Rancheria tribal members will benefit.  Creating 

22 these programs will also generate numerous employment 

23 opportunities open to all members of community.  In the 

24 success of nearby Shingle Springs tribal health clinic 

25 demonstrates how tribal economic development benefits 
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1 many stakeholders, native and nonnative alike.

2          I am excited by the many possibilities this 

3 project presents.  I look forward to the day where our 

4 tribal community is self-sufficient and relies less on 

5 the grants and funds on our trust relationship with the 

6 Federal Government, funds that are not guaranteed and 

7 continue to increase annually.  As a tribal community 

8 on the move, slowly correcting the damage of predation, 

9 we cannot rely on dwindling shared dollars.

10          In conclusion, I believe this project will 

11 have a direct positive impact on our tribal health 

12 program as well as the surrounding community.  And I 

13 ask for your support in carrying this project forward.

14 Thank you for your time.

15          ANTONIO RUIZ:  Hello.  My name is Antonio 

16 Ruiz, and I'm the Culture Resource Officer for Wilton 

17 Rancheria.  I have worked on this build for nearly a 

18 decade and for this tribe for the last year and a half.

19 I'm also a tribal member of Wilton Rancheria and a 

20 resident of Sacramento County.  The proposed Wilton 

21 Resort Project will support my office activities in 

22 ways likely to benefit both our tribe and community at 

23 large.  Our mission is to protect places of cultural 

24 significance and preserve sacred sites and artifacts 

25 for out tribe and future generations to come.
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1          In carrying out these duties, we work closely 

2 with federal, state, and local government agencies that 

3 communicate with our office on a daily basis requesting 

4 formal consultation for proposed projects that are 

5 under their jurisdiction and within our ancestral 

6 territory.  Our work is so important for a tribe like 

7 ours that its history, if not its existence, erased for 

8 nearly half a century and is still trying to call back 

9 the losses that resulted from its unlawful termination.

10          Financial support from the project will help 

11 reverse these losses and enhance true tribal 

12 sovereignty.  We will be able to put the pieces of our 

13 history and culture back together again by building a 

14 cultural center, revitalizing traditional practices 

15 such as language, songs and dances, and providing 

16 public outreach programs to the greater non-Indian 

17 community.  Culture enrichment benefits not only Wilton 

18 tribal citizens but other native people of the region 

19 as well as nonnative people eager to understand and 

20 experience the full richness of the area's history.

21 Reason on growth and development may also benefit 

22 better, more predictable funding from the project means 

23 we won't have to rely on government grants to hire and 

24 train staff needed to keep up with the steady stream of 

25 request for cultural consultations.
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1          Regarding our own project, the DEIS document 

2 indicates no known cultural resources of significance 

3 in any of the proposed alternative sites and therefore 

4 little anticipated impact on cultural resources.  Just 

5 in case litigation measures have been identified in 

6 section 5.6 of the DEIS for the treatment of 

7 unanticipated archaeological discoveries, which my 

8 office would be responsible for managing.

9          In summary, I appreciate you taking my 

10 comments into consideration and giving us the 

11 opportunity to comment on this project.  I ask that we 

12 have the full support of you and the greater community 

13 to move this project forward without any delays.  Thank 

14 you for your time.

15          MELISSA LEAL:  Good evening.  My name is 

16 Dr. Melissa Leal.  I'm Esselen and Ohlone and are 

17 descendants of a known federally recognized tribe here 

18 in California.  And I also said (IN MIWOK), which means 

19 "hello" in Miwok.

20          Currently -- I actually graduated from Galt 

21 High.  So I love this community, and I'm here because I 

22 love this community.  I have five generations of my 

23 family currently living in Galt, so this project not 

24 only means something to me because I'm an employee of 

25 Wilton Rancheria, but also because it will benefit my 
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1 family and my family's family that have been here in 

2 Galt for many, many years.

3          I've been working with Native American youth 

4 for more than 15 years, and I currently serve as the 

5 Director of Education for Wilton Rancheria, which means 

6 that my job is to ensure that all of the tribal 

7 children are successful in school, that they graduate 

8 from high school and they go onto college or vocational 

9 training or a really great job.  That can be really 

10 difficult, and Dahkota mentioned some of those reasons.

11 Native American students have the highest high school 

12 dropout rate.  That's not really any different from 

13 Wilton Rancheria.  They also have the highest rate of 

14 incarceration of any ethnic group in the country.

15          These obstacles can be reversed.  It really 

16 takes resources and committed educated people to work 

17 with young people.  What can gaming do for us in 

18 regards to education at Wilton?  Well, the financial 

19 support that gaming can provide will allow my 

20 department to provide tutoring, scholarships, youth 

21 programs, summer programs, mentorship, cultural 

22 linguistic programs, anything that we can do to allow 

23 our tribal children to be successful in the classroom 

24 and in their everyday lives.  And those classrooms are 

25 your public schools in the county.  So our students are 
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1 going to your schools.  So if our students are 

2 succeeding, your schools are succeeding too.

3          Tribal government gaming revenue will allow 

4 the tribe's programs to teach children not only 

5 academics, but to teach them that they are important 

6 and that they have something great to offer the 

7 community.  It will help me and other staff to help 

8 raise educated, compassionate, effective leaders.

9 Casino revenue also filters into the local schools and 

10 will benefit all children, not just tribal member 

11 children.  Many gaming tribes have community-giving 

12 campaigns that support local schools and nonprofits, 

13 provide scholarships.

14          I was the recipient of a scholarship.  I'm the 

15 only person in my family to go to and graduate from 

16 college, let alone get a PhD.  I wouldn't have been 

17 able to do that if it wasn't for gaming tribes 

18 affording me a scholarship to continue my education.

19 It will also help fund nonprofits and all these things 

20 within the Galt and surrounding communities.

21          So for these reasons and for my passion and 

22 love for youth and for this community, I wholeheartedly 

23 promote, respect, love this project.

24          CHAD BROUSSARD:  Okay.  The next three 

25 speakers -- and I want to thank everyone for being so 
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1 quiet and respectful while everyone is speaking.  That 

2 really helps.

3          Next three speakers are Carrie Yuhre, Nova 

4 Mastrogiovanni, and Lisa Jimenez.

5          CARRIE YUHRE:  Good evening.  My name is 

6 Carrie Yuhre, and I'm in support of the casino.  I've 

7 been a resident of the area for 25 years.  Prior to 

8 moving to this area, I lived in the Capay Valley area, 

9 better known as Cache Creek Casino.  I have firsthand 

10 experience with a casino and what it can do for a 

11 community.  Capay Valley was recognized for their 

12 agricultural land and their small-town feel.  Not many 

13 residents of the Valley were excited about a casino.  I 

14 have to say that the casino came, and the community has 

15 embraced it.

16          The fear of losing a small-town feel and the 

17 impact on the environment has brought many jobs.  And 

18 the casino has partnered with the community and 

19 embraced the partnership of other businesses, the 

20 organic farms in the area.  The wineries, the casino 

21 has partnered with them to use their products and to 

22 sell their products in their casino.  I think people 

23 look at a casino as just a gaming location and are 

24 unaware of what it can do for the community.  It is a 

25 resort with fine dining, entertainment, impeccable 
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1 luxury rooms, day spas, a place to hold events, and 

2 bring a footprint to the area that is embraced by a 

3 benefit to all, as everyone has said gracefully.

4          For what I see in Galt, it should embrace the 

5 casino as an ongoing development and footprint for the 

6 community.  There's so much that comes out of the 

7 gaming and casino that is far beyond, what I think some 

8 people look at as a negative impact, as a positive one.

9 And I'm just in support of it.  Thank you.

10          NOVA MASTROGIOVANNI:  Thank you.  You're one 

11 of the few people that actually got my last name right 

12 on the first try.

13          My name is Nova Mastrogiovanni.  And I 

14 understand that there are a lot of pros and cons to a 

15 casino and any town in any state.  However, there are a 

16 couple things that I don't feel have been addressed 

17 yet.  One of which is the water supply.  We just went 

18 through our lawns turning brown because the City had to 

19 ration our water, and we still didn't make the state 

20 mandates on our water supply.  So where's the water 

21 coming from to support this project?  Because that's 

22 millions and millions of gallons of water going out 

23 every single day for a project of this size.

24          The other thing I haven't heard addressed:

25 Yes, the map showed a new interchange at Mingo Road, 
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1 where there are a lot of cattle trucks also going off.

2 I've commuted several years between here and Sacramento 

3 and most recently between here and Stockton.  You can't 

4 put this kind of traffic on our freeway.  It has 

5 sometimes taken a couple of hours to get from Lodi 

6 because a truck crashed out here on 99.  We just 

7 recently had two or three truck wrecks up here on 

8 Dillard.

9          So you've got a big interchange at C Street, 

10 and you're going to put another big interchange at 

11 Mingo Road, but you're not doing anything to expand the 

12 highway between here and Elk Grove or between here and 

13 Stockton.  99 can't support this kind of a project.

14 Thank you.

15          LISA JIMENEZ:  For correction, there's two 

16 Sacramento County tribes.  We're one of them.  My name 

17 is Lisa Jimenez.  I'm a chairwoman of the Historical 

18 River Valley Miwok Indians.  My mother served for 20 

19 years on board with Wilton Rancheria.  I'm the great, 

20 great, great granddaughter of Aleck Blue, who was 

21 founder of the Rancheria.

22          The Historical River Valley Miwok Indians are 

23 and in from around the rancheria.  At its earliest 

24 existence and creation as a land base for homeless 

25 California Indians, our tribe currently has a 
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1 membership of 30 adults and 53 minors.  In 2009, we 

2 were disenrolled from the Wilton Rancheria.  I use the 

3 term "disenrolled" because we have always been a part 

4 of Wilton.  The east historical families, the Blues, 

5 the Browns, the Taylors, fought along with the other 

6 families to restore Wilton Rancheria to its federal 

7 recognition.

8          However, after recognition, the (INAUDIBLE) 

9 created the constitution that excluded the historical 

10 families from the tribe.  This is the litigation that 

11 provided that the Wilton Rancheria would be restored to 

12 its original tribe and original constitution.  We have 

13 always been and will be part of the Wilton Rancheria.

14 Today I'm here to provide the comments of the Draft of 

15 the EIS.  I am not an attorney nor an expert in 

16 environmental matters, but I do understand that the 

17 National Environmental Protection Act requires that the 

18 EIS informs decision makers and the public of the 

19 reasonable alternatives which would minimize the 

20 adverse impacts and enhance the quality of the human 

21 environment.

22          NEPA requires an actual analysis to project 

23 impacts.  The EIS may not simply defer to the NEPA 

24 analyst, to some future dates, or to some other 

25 entities.  I am certain that the DEIS is deficient in 

PH-18

(cont.)



Accuracy-Plus Reporting, Inc.      (916) 787-4277

49

1 many areas, but I want to address the historical and 

2 cultural references in the documents.  It's just plain 

3 wrong, or it just doesn't provide enough information.

4 In many areas, the DEIS uses the history of the 

5 families that it excluded from the tribe.  This tribe 

6 and their Draft EIS could not have fit both ways.  Use 

7 our history to serve to secure your casino's fight but 

8 then exclude us from the tribe.

9          Specifically, the culture section of draft of 

10 the EIS are insufficient for the following reasons:

11 The DEIS states that the Hicksville Cemetery is tribal 

12 cemetery.  However, the cemetery is dedicated to the 

13 Aleck Blue family and they must request our permission 

14 in order to be buried on our family roads.  Otherwise, 

15 they should bury on the non Indian side.  The cemetery 

16 is managed and used by the historical families.  The 

17 Wilton Rancheria have no claim to the cemetery and 

18 cannot use this location to accomplish a connection to 

19 the project site.  The DEIS states that no cultural 

20 research --

21          CHAD BROUSSARD:  Ma'am, your time is up.  If 

22 we have time at the end of the hearing, you can have an 

23 additional three minutes.

24          Okay.  The next three speakers please come to 

25 the front row.  Derek Glantz, Al Baldwin, and Chris 
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1 Newell.

2          DEREK GLANTZ:  Hi, my name is Derek Glantz.

3 I'm the Vice Chairman of the Historic River Valley 

4 Miwok Indians.  There are two tribes in Sacramento 

5 County, not just one.  I would like to speak about the 

6 character of Wilton Rancheria and would like to warn 

7 you about doing business with them.  Approximately 20 

8 plus years ago our tribe at one time was going for 

9 recognition.  We worked together and we were recognized 

10 but quickly voted out of the trust upon recognition.

11 Our family members who were even on the tribal board 

12 were voted out.

13          Our families were part of the Wilton Indian 

14 Rancheria and lived there for many years and are on 

15 many senses.  They used our family name to be 

16 recognized.  This was a dirty move by Wilton Rancheria.

17 The group I'm apart of now has been trying to educate 

18 people in this area about our ancestors and the Indian 

19 ways of the Serrano.  We continue to be involved in all 

20 areas of the community and tribal affairs and will 

21 continue.

22          They excluded some of the Census.  And they're 

23 not okay to use our information.  We were ticked off by 

24 one word, of shell to may, just like in their EIS 

25 report.  Thank you.
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1          AL BALDWIN:  Good evening.  My name is Al 

2 Baldwin.  I'm a very concerned citizen of Galt.  And 

3 this is a community of character.  It's been going on 

4 and on and on.  I respect the Miwoks.  I've dealt with 

5 the Miwoks in different projects, and I think they're 

6 blue number one.

7          Galt is a bedroom community.  It's getting out 

8 of that, but it is.  We've been growing slowly.  All of 

9 a sudden, this thing is going to take off like a 

10 rocket.  And I'll tell you what, in Galt we don't have 

11 enough highway for the cars that are going to be in 

12 Galt.  We don't have the transportation for something 

13 like this.  But, you know, it may not be a bad idea for 

14 the ones that really want it.  15, 20 minutes away from 

15 here, we'll still get all the benefits; jobs, maybe 

16 volunteer money, maybe other things.  15, 20 minutes 

17 away.

18          We had a Wal-Mart planned just over the 

19 freeway here that was even bigger than what they're 

20 doing, and that was taken out.  We are growing slowly.

21 People move here because they don't want all the hustle 

22 and bustle.  We're getting more schools being built 

23 here.  We need families here.  And 20 minutes away to 

24 Lodi, 15 minutes to Lodi, 20 minutes to Elk Grove, 15 

25 minutes to Wilton, we can live with that.  But to have 
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1 it here, you know, when our kids want to go out on 

2 their bicycle -- ride their bicycles, there's a lot of 

3 things that can happen.  I would say respect the 

4 Miwoks.  If they want to build, I would say 15 minutes, 

5 20 minutes away from here freeway, go for it.  But 

6 Galt, people move here for a reason.  It didn't just 

7 happen.  And it's been developed over the years.

8          So if you want a casino 20 minutes away isn't 

9 going to hurt you.  This is a great idea 20 minutes 

10 away.  We don't have the traffic under control that we 

11 can control the thousands of cars.  And we're going to 

12 have six lanes on 99.  That's going to bring even more 

13 cars without this.  Be ready for the big one.  There's 

14 probably going to be some kind of recession in the next 

15 year and a half.  And there's going to be a big hell 

16 about that one.

17          So think about this, people.  You're asking 

18 for it.  And remember, if you dream on it and you want 

19 it, be careful you may get it.  And this is one of 

20 them.  I'm for it for the Miwoks.  I think they're 

21 deserving, but not in my backyard.

22          CHRIS NEWELL:  Good evening.  My name is Chris 

23 Newell.  I've been in this community for over 30 years 

24 now.  Moved here in 1986, and in 1995 I started a 

25 business here.  I'm going to speak in regards to the 
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1 benefits for businesses for this Rancheria to come in 

2 here.

3          If the Wilton Rancheria uses the local 

4 businesses to supply, stock, identify the casino,  the 

5 restaurant, and the resort, it will be a huge shot in 

6 the arm for local businesses.  I'm going to speak 

7 personally for me as a business owner here.  If the 

8 Rancheria uses and does what they say they were going 

9 to do and use local businesses, I would have to 

10 increase by purchasing new equipment, increasing my 

11 building size, hiring people that are not just 

12 minimum-wage workers.  They have to be skilled to do 

13 the things that we do.  So not only will they be hiring 

14 people outside for working in their Rancheria, but 

15 they'll also be hiring people to support other local 

16 businesses that come in to this area.

17          I could go on about the benefits of this 

18 project, but I feel that the economic viability that 

19 would supply the local business here is not a drawback, 

20 because I think that Galt could use it right now.  We 

21 have no other -- we just got a Wal-Mart.  Like I said, 

22 I've been here 30 years.  The commercial growth we're 

23 talking about that's 30 years, I've seen McDonald's 

24 come in here, and I've seen a Wal-Mart come in here.

25 So I believe that this would be a viable, economic 
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1 growth for the City of Galt.

2          CHAD BROUSSARD:  The next three speakers are 

3 Gary Yuke, Mel Shamblen, and Laree Bermudez.

4          Gary Yuke?

5          Okay, Mr. Shamblen.

6          MEL SHAMBLEN:  I'm Mel Shamblen.  I'm the 

7 General Manager of Comfort Inn & Suites here in town.

8 My first impression when I heard about the Rancheria 

9 was, "Well, 300 rooms?  It's going to kill me."  My 

10 area director just finished a study of all the hotels 

11 in her area that are affected by these hotel casinos.

12 Every one of them has had a positive effect on the 

13 hotels in the area.  Increased revenues, increased 

14 occupancy.  I don't see a problem at all with the 

15 Rancheria coming here.  It's going to be a boon to our 

16 area.

17          LAREE BERMUDEZ:  Hi, my name is Laree 

18 Bermudez.  And my husband and I, even though we have 

19 lived in the area for 35 years in the Elk Grove area 

20 and South Sacramento, we recently about a year and a 

21 half ago purchased a home right off of Twin Cities and 

22 the railroad tracks for over a half million dollars 

23 along with about 75 of our neighbors.  And our concern 

24 is, since we are so close to Twin Cities Road and the 

25 property, even though the complex is supposed to be up 
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1 close to Mingo, there's property all the way down in 

2 trust to the Twin Cities Road.

3          Twin Cities is the main thoroughfare.  Even 

4 though it's a small two-lane country road, it's the 

5 main thoroughfare between one of them, between I-5 and 

6 99.  It also has the traffic of the Rio Cosumnes 

7 Correctional Center, which, you know, is a substantial 

8 amount of personnel going back and forth during shift 

9 changes.  It also handles the traffic of the 

10 Correctional Officer Training Center, along with all 

11 the farms, small ranchettes like ours.  If access to 

12 Twin Cities Road would somehow -- I'm sure there was a 

13 reason that they put it all the way down to Twin Cities 

14 Road because they probably planned on using it at some 

15 point as an access point.  That would be a major 

16 problem for that little country road with all of that 

17 traffic that would be along there.

18          There's also the railroad tracks, major Union 

19 Pacific railroad tracks.  30 to 45 trains go by every 

20 day.  And I know because our property backs up to it, 

21 and sometimes the trains stay there for two or three 

22 hours waiting for a higher priority train to go through 

23 blocking the access.  That would be a major problem.

24 And it wouldn't make sense to have the trust land all 

25 the way down to Twin Cities had they not planned on 
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1 using it at some point when they expand this mega 

2 complex at some point in the future, which is what 

3 other casinos have done.

4          Galt, it's a small town.  And it's renowned 

5 for its bird preserves, its performing arts, animals 

6 reserve, and for being country, small ranchettes for 

7 families.  Very family oriented.  I don't think it's a 

8 food fit for this casino to come in.  The biggest, 

9 tallest building we have is the 3-story Comfort Inn.

10 Like the gentleman said, we just got a Wal-Mart.  And 

11 it's not a good fit.  The infrastructure there at the 

12 exit off of 99, and it's already there.  The highways, 

13 it's not surrounded by any homeowners.  I don't want to 

14 lose value in my half-a-million retirement home.  Thank 

15 you.

16          CHAD BROUSSARD:  Next three speakers will be 

17 Alice Henderson, Matt Weaver, and Kathy Diaz.

18          ALICE HENDERSON:  Hello, my name is Alice 

19 Henderson, and I am a lifelong resident of Galt.  I 

20 stand before you today in favor of the Wilton Rancheria 

21 Casino and Hotel.  Galt needs new jobs, and Galt needs 

22 good jobs.

23          This project and the resulting businesses will 

24 bring 5,630 new jobs to our community.  And nearly 2000 

25 of those jobs will be permanent.  Who here does not see 
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1 the incredible value that those jobs will bring to our 

2 community?  I worked in the Galt School District for 

3 more than 20 years in our school cafeterias.  I can't 

4 even tell you how many families I saw struggling to 

5 make end's meat.  These jobs will change lives forever.

6          There will be construction-related jobs, 

7 architectural engineering and related services, food 

8 services, wholesale trade businesses, real estate 

9 establishments, employment services, health 

10 practitioner offices, and retail stores are expected to 

11 expand as a result of building the resort.  And these 

12 aren't dead-end jobs.  Many of these jobs will be 

13 managerial positions offering technical and vocational 

14 training as well as a career ladder of opportunity for 

15 local job seekers.

16          With our state economy improving, we know that 

17 these will need to be well-compensated jobs with 

18 competitive benefits.  Galt needs these jobs, and with 

19 only 400 adult members of the tribe, more than 82 

20 percent of the jobs will go to members of Galt and 

21 neighboring communities.  The Wilton Rancheria Casino 

22 and Hotel Project will ultimately add $1.1 million each 

23 day to our local economy.

24          So let's do the right thing and support this 

25 great opportunity to enhance lives of so many of our 
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1 Galt residents.  Thank you, and good evening.

2          MATT WEAVER:  Hi, my name is Matt Weaver.

3 I've lived in Galt all my life.  I presently own my 

4 home and reside with my wife and two children.  I also 

5 work in Galt.  My family and I are in favor of the 

6 Wilton Rancheria Project.  I have seen my town grow 

7 over the years, and it has all been good growth.  This 

8 project will bring so many positive activities in my 

9 community.  The restaurants will give us more options 

10 for dining.  The convention center will have limitless 

11 possibilities not only for concerts and conventions, 

12 but our school functions as well, such as proms and 

13 graduations.

14          An additional hotel to our town is desperately 

15 needed.  The full spa that all the women in Galt 

16 including my wife will enjoy.  And, of course, the slot 

17 machines for our adult entertainment and fun.  I have 

18 personal friends in the Wilton Rancheria tribe, and I 

19 know they are good people.  I'm sure they will make 

20 good decisions in creating and completing this project 

21 while keeping my community in mind.  Thank you.

22          KATHY DIAZ:  Hi, my name is Kathy Diaz.  I 

23 live in the Herald area which is near Galt.  So it's 

24 considered part of the area of influence.  Referring to 

25 the Environmental Impact Study, I don't believe -- it 
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1 actually states that it is not consistent at this point 

2 with the County's plan.  And also, I would like to 

3 point out especially for the City Council Members that 

4 may be present or may be reading these transcripts 

5 later on, that that area has actually been -- the area 

6 around the Twin Cities area -- the proposed location 

7 has been selected or has been designated to remain as 

8 farmland until the year 2030, which means you are also 

9 looking at changing that plan.

10          And I am not sure from what I've heard from 

11 people in Galt that there's been a transparent or clear 

12 process here because there are people who work to put 

13 that in place, and apparently that's going away.  We're 

14 talking about a quantitative change that will change 

15 the quality of life for everyone in the area.  We're 

16 looking also at transferring this into a trust.  We're 

17 looking at a potential loss of revenue and opportunity 

18 loss because with the area here, we have all looked at 

19 this as growing slowly but still growing and 

20 developing.  And again, I'm an economist.  I'm not 

21 against the development.  I'm just against disorganized 

22 impoverishing development or negative growth that will 

23 have unintended consequences unless they're carefully 

24 mentioned or prepared for.

25          They are asking us in terms of crime.  They 
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1 are asking us to accept that an existing low crime rate 

2 is equivalent to a high crime rate that is mitigated, 

3 which is potentially what the report is talking about, 

4 that there are mitigations for a higher crime rate.

5 And I would like to question some of the comparisons 

6 that are put in the study.  I do not believe them to be 

7 representative.  I do not believe that comparing the 

8 impact or the crime rates in a casino located in 

9 downtown Cincinnati, Ohio is equivalent to comparing 

10 mitigated crime at Galt levels and the whole area 

11 surrounding.  So there is a social cost there.

12          Construction jobs are temporary.  Let's not 

13 forget about that.  Yes, it will bring an infusion of 

14 dollars into the economy -- likely to the local 

15 economy, but there's only so much that someone is going 

16 to pay for the job once it's approved.  It doesn't 

17 guarantee that we will get those contracts here.  And 

18 once that goes, we really have to look at what we have 

19 left.  These kind of opportunities are presented and 

20 sometimes a casino can be a great place to go have spas 

21 and what we're looking at, but really more than a 

22 destination -- if you want to put it as a destination, 

23 does it have to be at the proposed location?  Why not 

24 at a different location with tax-generated arrangements 

25 as opposed to taking from the County or the City.
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1          There's also land that is covered here.  In 

2 fact, it specifically states in the report -- 

3          CHAD BROUSSARD:  Ma'am, your time is up.

4 You'll have more time after everyone has had a chance 

5 to speak.

6          KATHY DIAZ:  May I submit in writing?

7          CHAD BROUSSARD:  Yes, absolutely.

8          Next three speakers will be Carol Louis, Tonya 

9 Caldwell, and George Leon.

10          CAROL LOUIS:  I'm Carol Louis.  I do not live 

11 in Galt.  I live in El Dorado County.  We have a Red 

12 Hawk Casino that is one mile from my residence.  And 

13 I'm here to tell you what happens when a casino's on 

14 the ground.  I've seen some of the signs that says 

15 "We're voted number one."  They are.  In crime, gangs, 

16 and guns.  Since the institution of this Rancheria, 

17 which is not setting on trust land -- and they have a 

18 casino -- as the BIA, you mentioned it had to be trust 

19 land; it's not.  The land is held in fee, not trust.

20          We have drugs, drug manufacturing, gangs, 

21 prostitution, theft, and murder.  All of this is 

22 documented by the Sheriff's Department in El Dorado 

23 County.  Property values have been destroyed.  The 

24 general plan has been blown apart.  The BIA, the 

25 Secretary of Interior in the State of California have 
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1 absolutely left the general community out of the 

2 process for their altruistic effort to help Indian 

3 tribes.  The indigenous people of El Dorado County for 

4 Miwok.  The casino tribe is not that.  They were 

5 imported from Yolo, Sacramento, and Sutter counties to 

6 put this -- to occupy this Rancheria.

7          The BIA rubber stamps 100 percent of all the 

8 applications that come through their office, their 

9 department.  There are 52 applications for the year of 

10 2015 that were put before you.  And if that states 

11 correct, there will be 11,600 acres taken out of tax 

12 rolls.  I've seen the Chamber of Commerce come before 

13 you and say what a great boom it is to the economy; it 

14 is not.  If any of the trust land has a business on it, 

15 there's no taxes.  There's no withholding.  There's no 

16 Social Security.  There's no business license.  There's 

17 sales tax.  There's no property tax that goes to the 

18 community.  And it is in an unleveled playing field 

19 with the existing business community.

20          We live in what the State of California and 

21 the BIA and the Secretary of Interior had thought was a 

22 great idea for Native American tribes.  I can tell you 

23 it is not.  I respect the Native American tribes.  My 

24 great grandmother was a full blood.  So when the idea 

25 of destroying the surrounding communities for a 
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1 gambling entity, it just doesn't flow.  And you need to 

2 change it.  Sovereignty is the worst thing that you can 

3 have.  Fee to Trust is the worst thing to have.  If 

4 you're going to have sovereignty, it should not be a 

5 nation sovereignty, but it should be a state 

6 sovereignty.  There should be one land, one people, one 

7 law.

8          TONYA CALDWELL:  Hello.  My name is Tonya 

9 Caldwell.  I am a member of the Wilton Rancheria.  I am 

10 the spokesperson for the tribal council, and I am also 

11 one of five generations that have lived, worked here, 

12 graduated from Galt High School, and raised a family 

13 here in Galt.

14          I grew up in Galt when the east and west sides 

15 were dairy and country living, and town was between 99 

16 and the railroad tracks.  There were no stoplights.

17 Our middle school was the Save Mart shopping center.

18 After school we still cruised down Lincoln Way.  There 

19 was Pizza Palace and Galt Frostie.  And if you had a 

20 special occasion to celebrate or you were going to the 

21 prom, you wanted to go to the Golden Acorn at the golf 

22 course for dinner.  I am for the Wilton Rancheria 

23 project being in my hometown because I believe it will 

24 bring many positive changes to this community.

25          I will be honest and tell you that I was a 

PH-27

(cont.)

PH-28



Accuracy-Plus Reporting, Inc.      (916) 787-4277

64

1 little apprehensive when I first learned about this 

2 project possibly being in my hometown.  But seven years 

3 ago I started working in Sonora in an orthodontist 

4 office.  And there is a casino named Black Oak that is 

5 owned and operated by the Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk 

6 Indians.  In the seven years that I have worked up 

7 there, I have not heard one negative comment about that 

8 casino or what it has brought to that community.  In 

9 fact, I have heard all the positive things that they do 

10 and provide for that community.  The fact that they own 

11 and operate a medical and dental facility in Sonora, a 

12 health center for its members and community.  It also 

13 provides many jobs in the health field for the tribal 

14 members and community.

15          They have helped schools up there with 

16 different projects when needed such as score boards and 

17 track fields and many other things.  They have 

18 school-aged children who receive help with their 

19 different school projects because of them.  Schools 

20 reward their students for attendance and honor roll and 

21 different things by taking them to the casino bowling 

22 alley.  When someone is celebrating a special birthday 

23 or anniversary they go to Seven Sisters Restaurant at 

24 the casino.  On the weekends they have local bands that 

25 perform.  These are just a few of the positive things I 
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1 have heard from people that I work with and that come 

2 into our office.

3          Because of that positive influence and they 

4 have pride in that community, I am now very excited to 

5 think that Wilton Rancheria Project can possibly be in 

6 my hometown.  As a Wilton Rancheria member and a Galt 

7 resident, I look forward to the exciting future that 

8 will bring many wonderful opportunities to tribal 

9 people and the community that I live in.

10          GEORGE LEON:  Hello, my name is George Leon.

11 I didn't come prepared with everything written down.

12 So I'm just going to throw out what I got.

13          My wife and I, we lived in Elk Grove for 25 

14 years.  We awe it grow from nothing to what it is 

15 today.  And we see all the traffic, all the people, all 

16 the crime that's come to that town.  We moved five 

17 years ago from Elk Grove to Galt.  Formerly a general 

18 contractor for over 30 years.  Now a building 

19 inspector.  And you mentioned already -- they talk 

20 about the construction it's going to bring.  You know, 

21 they talk about all of the workers that they're going 

22 to bring to this facility.  Yes, and it is -- and I'm 

23 going to repeat a lot of what prior people have said.

24          Yes, there's going to be work here, but the 

25 contracting that's going to build that is going to come 
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1 from outside of Galt.  There isn't a contractor in this 

2 town big enough to build that.  They're going to come 

3 from outside the area.  They're going to bring their 

4 subcontractors from outside the area.  They're going to 

5 bring traffic from outside the area.  This area is 

6 not -- Twin Cities, 99, the off-ramp, you're out there 

7 at 4:00 or 5:00 o'clock.  It backs up both ways.  I 

8 avoid 99 because traffic is just too bad.  To get to 

9 work I go out on 5.  And even then, coming home it 

10 backs up.

11          I live off of Twin Cities off of Pringle.

12 And, yes, like the lady said before, I've had to stop 

13 because of the train and sit and wait.  As one train 

14 goes, the other stops, and finally it's going.  Like I 

15 said, you know, bringing the work here for the people 

16 here is great.  But there's not enough people here to 

17 work there.  So they're going to come from outside the 

18 area, and they're going to bring traffic.  The gamblers 

19 are going to bring traffic.  I mean, we have enough 

20 gambling as it is.  You have all these other casinos 

21 around.  Now you've got the lottery going on, and 

22 you've got the Fantasy Football games.  There's so much 

23 gambling going out there.  There's a lot of people with 

24 problems with gambling, and all we're doing is adding 

25 to that problem.  That's all I got to say.  Thank you.
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1          CHAD BROUSSARD:  Okay.  The next three 

2 speakers will be Janene Lawrence, Lynn Wheat, and Jacob 

3 Cullers.

4          JANENE LAWRENCE:  First off, my name is Janene 

5 Lawrence.  And I want to say, I grew up with the Miwok 

6 Indians.  I was born and raised in Elk Grove.  Moved to 

7 Galt 14 years ago.  So it's not against the Indian 

8 casino or the Miwok tribe.  This is my town.

9          I belong to several social media sites that 

10 are against this casino, as some of you know, because 

11 we have written to the City Counsel members, we've 

12 written to the Bureau of Indian Affairs to make sure 

13 you know of our opposition.  I'm here to represent the 

14 people that weren't here.  I feel like you should have 

15 had those cards shuffled around because everybody that 

16 started out was all for it.  And so a lot of people 

17 that I saw left.  So I wish you would have shuffled 

18 those around.

19          Anyway, I'm not in favor of this.  Why would 

20 the Federal Government take land from a community for 

21 this purpose?  This area is known for its farmland, cow 

22 pastures, vineyards, and wildlife refuge.  Putting a 

23 casino on land that could be used in other ways to 

24 generate money for the city would just be stupid.  This 

25 land is still part of Galt's spirit influence and 
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1 should be up to the City of Galt and its residents, 

2 what is still theirs, if there is anything ever.  This 

3 site is not a good place to put a 12-story casino that 

4 will forever destroy this peaceful open space.

5          How can you be okay with the horrible traffic 

6 mess this will cause?  Have any of you driven from Galt 

7 to Elk Grove daily?  Well, I do.  And most of the time 

8 I can only drive 45 miles an hour because there are so 

9 many cars already commuting to either Sacramento, 

10 Stockton, or the Bay Area.  Will you widen Highway 99 

11 to four lanes on each side putting a new overpass?

12 It's a huge expense that I'm sure could be spent 

13 elsewhere repairing roads.

14          I've been selling homes in the Galt area for 

15 the past 14 years.  And the reason people are willing 

16 to add more time and miles to their commute is to enjoy 

17 the quiet country feeling of this small community.

18 They come here to raise their kids in small town and 

19 sacrifice that we don't have all the shopping options 

20 that Elk Grove or Lodi have, but that's a small 

21 sacrifice to not have to spend 10 minutes trying to get 

22 from one side of town to the other.  Not to mention the 

23 decrease in the value of property if this is allowed to 

24 happen.

25          Several people have already contacted me to 
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1 say if this is approved they will leave.  Is this what 

2 you want, to make our citizens feel they have to leave?

3 I am one of the citizens that will be gone, and this 

4 makes me sad.  Let's develop Galt in a smart way that's 

5 economically sensible for the residents as well as the 

6 city.  You take our tax money, so why don't we have a 

7 say on the community we put taxes in?  Let's put this 

8 to a vote.  I bet that wouldn't happen.  I was told by 

9 a member of the Miwok that the reason they chose Galt 

10 is because it's the area of least opposition.  Why is 

11 that?  Who's making it easy?  Surely not the residents 

12 because we were never given an opportunity until now to 

13 voice our opinions.

14          Please do more research on the effects of 

15 using this beautiful land and what it will do to the 

16 communities that surround it.  And that's it.

17 Everything that I've heard so far, there's nothing that 

18 actually benefits us.  A few things, but most of it 

19 involves to the benefit of the Miwok Indian tribe and 

20 their children and their families.  So that's it.

21          LYNN WHEAT:  Thank you for this opportunity to 

22 speak on this project.  My name is Lynn Wheat, and I 

23 live in Elk Grove and have worked in Galt.  I want to 

24 talk to you as a resident of the South county.  We are 

25 known for our farmland.  And as we consider moving into 
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1 this farm-to-fork, if we continue to cover up our 

2 farmland as Elk Grove has done, then we really won't be 

3 farm-to-fork, and I wonder where our food will come 

4 from.

5          I'd like you to consider carefully the last 

6 Alternative F.  I believe the Mall site in Elk Grove 

7 will still provide residents of Galt the jobs that they 

8 need.  The residents will be employed.  They'd come 

9 back home.  They would spend their money in their 

10 hometown of Galt, and that would produce the sales tax 

11 revenue.  I recognize cities need sales tax revenue.

12 I've heard that over and over again from Elk Grove in 

13 some of their poor planning and projects.  So I would 

14 suggest that in Elk Grove, there's already the 

15 overpass.  There's already an infrastructure.  They've 

16 done quite a bit of environmental work on that.  And I 

17 think that Galt and Elk Grove and the South county can 

18 work together, preserve our farmland, and keep the 

19 economy going, protect our environment, reduce the 

20 traffic.

21          We cannot dismiss the traffic impacts and the 

22 growth-producing results that a project of this size 

23 would have.  So the benefit for our Miwok tribe would 

24 be that they would already have the infrastructure 

25 available, and they would be able to get this project 
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1 off the ground sooner than later.  Please look at the 

2 traffic impacts.  I would plead with the people of Galt 

3 to seriously consider -- business owners too -- will it 

4 produce what they think it's going to produce?

5          Elk Grove moved forward with the Mall project 

6 thinking it was going to be built.  It's eight years 

7 later.  We really need to look at this expense that 

8 Galt could benefit Elk Grove.  I do not want to see Elk 

9 Grove and Galt blended together and the loss of the 

10 rest of our resources here.  Thank you.

11          JACOB CULLERS:  Good evening.  My name is 

12 Jacob Cullers.  I'm a citizen here in Galt.  And I'm 

13 also a probation officer for the County of Sacramento.

14 I think one of the main things that I haven't heard 

15 brought up yet -- and I acknowledge there's a lot of 

16 good that can come from this.  But I also know there's 

17 also unintended consequences that can come from putting 

18 something like this in any area.  I think the 

19 uniqueness of Galt's problem is, we kind of sit in the 

20 middle of two high crime and high gang areas of 

21 Stockton and Sacramento.

22          And I think we talked about lack of 

23 infrastructure and lack of resources and dealing with 

24 people coming in in general.  Do we have the resources 

25 to deal with two areas that have that kind of crime 
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1 involvement coming into this town to protect the 

2 community, to protect our children?  Not only our kids 

3 but the Miwok.  We're all going to be in this together.

4 It's also protecting their interest in running a 

5 business.

6          Do we have things in place to protect the 

7 people and the interest of this town where two areas 

8 like that will be converting a small farm town like 

9 Galt?  Do we have that ability?  And that's my concern 

10 as a citizen, seeing this firsthand day to day and what 

11 goes on in the communities of both South Sacramento and 

12 Stockton.  Thank you for your time.

13          CHAD BROUSSARD:  Okay.  The next three 

14 speakers will be Steve Holman, Linda Barz, and Matthew 

15 Pratton.

16          STEVE HOLMAN:  My name is Steve Holman.  I've 

17 been in the Galt area for about 27 years.  I'm here 

18 representing myself and also a business networking 

19 group in the community.

20          The last couple of weeks we discussed the 

21 project, and the question that was asked was very 

22 simple:  Do you see any negative about the project?

23 And I got to tell you, about 20-something people -- no, 

24 they didn't see anything negative about the project.

25 And from a personal perspective, I probably visited 
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1 both -- because of the business I am and personal 

2 because I do enjoy going to fun resorts and casino 

3 resorts -- I haven't seen any problems.  I've talked to 

4 the locals that are gambling, eating in their 

5 community, they go shopping, walking the streets.

6 Honest to goodness, they praise the casinos.

7          Now, there's a lot of discussion, and I'm not 

8 going to pick on anybody.  But roads?  Has anyone been 

9 to Jackson Rancheria?  Has anyone been to Cache Creek?

10 You talk about roads, we're talking about two-lane 

11 roads through the country, and they don't have 

12 problems.  They don't.  They don't have any problems.

13          The jobs, I can go to any city up and down the 

14 valley, and if I went in and I just suggested that 

15 there's a potential for 2000 jobs, I don't think they 

16 would care what it was.  We need jobs.  If you have 

17 2000 jobs in Galt, you have how many people at a 

18 time -- let's just say 500 cars -- that are not getting 

19 on the road and traveling somewhere else, which takes 

20 people off the road; not on the road.  Personally, I 

21 really -- like I said, I really enjoy -- I probably 

22 paid for some of the machines in the casinos, but I 

23 really enjoy it.  There's a request my significant 

24 other asked me, that once the tribe gets settled if we 

25 can have a couple of banks for Flaming 7's and a couple 
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1 of 10's, and we like the 5 machines.  But the old 

2 fashioned, not the new electronic ones.

3          I'm looking forward to the project wherever it 

4 may end up for the City of Galt, the businesses of 

5 Galt.  It's what is needed.  As to the use of the land, 

6 my goodness.  The only thing that's been on that land 

7 for 27 years that I've been here are cows.  There's a 

8 lot of land for the cows.  I think it's a perfect 

9 destination.  It's a resort.  I want people to realize 

10 it's not a casino; it is a resort.  It brings families.

11 They stay for one to three days.  It brings 

12 conventions.  They stay one to three days.  They shop.

13 They spend money.  They buy gas.

14          I just don't see where there's any downside.

15 And I really appreciate the tribe moving forward with 

16 it.  It's a tough thing for a tribe to do.  A lot of 

17 time, money, and expense.  So thank you very much for 

18 doing that.

19          LINDA BARZ:  My name is Linda Barz, and I've 

20 lived in Wilton since 1979.  So I've seen all kinds of 

21 growth in the year.

22          Now, Wilton and Galt and Herold, as everybody 

23 knows, is a rural community.  Most of us that live here 

24 have invested our lives in keeping it rural and helping 

25 the community stay rural.  Now, this Miwok tribe -- and 
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1 I'm not saying anything against the Miwok tribe.  I 

2 respect them and want the best for them because they 

3 live in Wilton.  But they want 703 people, 12 families 

4 who live on 39 acres wants to come in and totally 

5 change our lifestyle.  They want to put a casino in 

6 Galt, and I'm wondering how this would benefit the 

7 rural community.

8          What I see is there would be more traffic.

9 There'd be more crime.  There'd be more gambling 

10 problems.  There'd be more pollution.  There'd be less 

11 water, less farmland.  Nothing good can benefit the 

12 rural community.  It's all about people who are making 

13 money on this project.  That's all it's about.

14          If Galt is so concerned -- and I want all of 

15 the people who are in Galt, the council and stuff who 

16 probably left by now.  If they are so concerned about 

17 jobs in Galt, they should be promoting jobs.  Let Home 

18 Depot come in.  Let Costco come in.  Let some 

19 businesses that will benefit all of us.  Not just 

20 people that want to gamble.  And they would also 

21 provide decent jobs.  That's all I have to say.  And I 

22 thank you for your time.

23          MATTHEW PRATTON:  Hello, my name is Matt 

24 Pratton.  I'm a lifelong citizen of Galt.  I have owned 

25 a number of businesses in Galt, Lodi, and Stockton.  My 
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1 involvement in Galt's business and community started in 

2 1974.  Over the years I've had the pleasure of helping 

3 with youth sports, fundraising, and business groups.

4 Currently I chair the Galt Chamber slash City of Galt 

5 Economic Business Development Community.  These 

6 experiences give me a very unique perspective on this 

7 community.  Of course I can't speak for the whole City 

8 of Galt, but I have personally talked with over 100 

9 local city business owners and community leaders.

10          A few have told me that they will not make a 

11 public statement because it could be too political for 

12 them.  A few others have voiced the usual, cautious 

13 concerns.  And I respect that.  I have not had a lot of 

14 them tell me it's a bad idea.  And none of them have 

15 told me they want to see it go to a different town.  In 

16 fact, it's been overwhelmingly positive.  I have 

17 watched the tribe rebuild their nation after they were 

18 federally recognized in June 8th, 2009.  What I have 

19 seen is a group of very dedicated people.  These are 

20 not people from Yolo.  These are not people from south 

21 California.  These are people that live here in the 

22 community that are focused on taking the opportunity to 

23 improve the life of every member in their tribe and the 

24 community around.

25          They are family, community, and long-term 
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1 minded.  I am confident this attitude will passed not 

2 only onto their tribal members but also the community 

3 that they reside in.  They have proven they can make 

4 good business decisions based on their choice of the 

5 use of Boyd Gaming as their management partner.  The 

6 benefits are magnificent, and the negatives are 

7 manageable.  I believe a good business relationship 

8 between the Wilton Miwok tribe and the community of 

9 Galt is the best opportunity our city has seen.  And I 

10 hope the BIA and the City of Galt will work quickly to 

11 make it happen for us.

12          I do want to address the greed aspect of this 

13 thing.  As a business person, I would like to point 

14 out, yes, bringing Home Depot to Galt would be awesome.

15 We'd like that.  But keep in mind, Home Depot will come 

16 to town -- first off, they won't come to town until the 

17 town's big enough.  That's a given.  If we had a 

18 casino, they'd come to town.  Second off, Home Depot 

19 will take the money and send it right on off to their 

20 corporation.  I work for a corporation.  I know how it 

21 works.  The tribe will take the money, and they will 

22 use it in the city that they're in.  So I think there 

23 can be nothing more positive in a business than this 

24 project.

25          CHAD BROUSSARD:  Okay.  The next three.  First 
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1 one is Bob Terry with the Wilton Rancheria.  Next is 

2 Darrell Doan, and Mary Tarango.

3          MARY TARANGO:  I'm a tribal elder of the 

4 Wilton Rancheria.  I'm a mother, grandmother, sister, 

5 auntie, and cousin to many in the tribal community.  I 

6 better mention that I'm the wife of close to 45 years 

7 to the same man, as he's in the room right now.  I want 

8 to thank you for your time and consideration to this 

9 opportunity to speak in support of the Wilton Rancheria 

10 Gaming Project.  And I must say that I am one of the 

11 reasons why we are here tonight.

12          I'm one of the main persons responsible for 

13 restoration and federal recognition of the Indian 

14 people of the Wilton tribal community.  It was through 

15 my efforts of over 22 years of organizing, meeting, and 

16 struggling to get our voices heard, that finally in 

17 June 2009, with the commitment and legal 

18 representation, that were successful in bringing back 

19 sovereignty.  It was a bittersweet victory.  I was 

20 original spokesperson for the tribe, co-tribal 

21 chairman, and upon restoration, the first-elected 

22 tribal chairman of the recognized tribe.  And I'm proud 

23 of that.

24          I'm not here to provide an education of the 

25 historical trauma and force the simulation that many 
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1 people have been subjected to in California, which 

2 includes Indian appropriation, Indian re-organization, 

3 boarding schools, and ultimately termination, just to 

4 name a few.  What I'm here to address is the strength 

5 and perseverance of the people and their dreams of 

6 making life better for themselves, their children, and 

7 grandchildren.  When I took up the fight of restoration 

8 of federal recognition for my tribal community, I was 

9 told by my elders who are no long here, my father Alvin 

10 Daniels, my grandmother Arlene McKean, not to forget 

11 who you are, and to not let anyone to tell you that you 

12 are not Indian.

13          That coupled with the many voices of elders in 

14 the early days of struggle who wanted nothing more but 

15 to have what was promised and committed by the Federal 

16 Government, that is, medical benefits and educational 

17 opportunities for our children.  We are a unique and 

18 indigenous people of this land.  We all know that the 

19 federal monies that are dispersed to tribal governments 

20 are dwindling and are becoming hard to obtain through 

21 and infinite process with every tribal government.

22          So it's become time for our other enterprises, 

23 other opportunities to self-sufficiency.  This project 

24 would bring many opportunities not only to the Wilton 

25 tribal community, but to our neighbors and surrounding 
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1 communities.  The collaboration of stakeholders, Indian 

2 and non Indian alike, will benefit from employment 

3 opportunities generated by the building and maintenance 

4 of academic institutions, hospitals, clinics, 

5 expansion, road improvement, law enforcement, and 

6 emergency agencies to serve our community.  All 

7 communities.  The list is endless, and the future is 

8 bright.  If we can come together and see this endeavor 

9 through, it's a win-win situation for all.

10          In closing, I ask you to consider all of this 

11 and help to move this project forward.  Again, thank 

12 you for your time, respectfully and in peace.

13          BOB TERRY:  My name is Bob Terry.  I am the 

14 Housing Director for Wilton Rancheria.  I have worked 

15 in this field since 2004.  And like Ms. Tarango, I've 

16 been married for 45 years to the same woman who's not 

17 here but, anyway, supports me.

18          I strongly support this project for several 

19 reasons.  And one of these are, ownership of homes can 

20 be increased.  We have a quality of life issue that we 

21 need to address.  And 72 percent of the people live 

22 within a 30-mile area of this project.  Currently, 

23 Wilton Rancheria has a number of unmet needs, and one 

24 of them is homeownership.  Homeownership within our 

25 tribe is 16 percent.  The national average is 64 to 69.
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1 Most people are living -- 74 percent of them are living 

2 with extended families and/or renting instead of owning 

3 their own home and property.  Five percent are homeless 

4 or in prison.  One-third of them live on social 

5 services to help keep them afloat.  We rely on grant 

6 money which goes up and down, and we have no control 

7 over that.

8          Long-term results of this project will address 

9 many of these challenges.  We would be able to buy 

10 land, develop that land.  We would be able to increase 

11 homeownership.  Funding would be more consistent and 

12 reliable.  And we would be able to work within our 

13 community and serve other organizations as well as our 

14 tribe.

15          In summary, the resort project will not just 

16 add another casino.  It will help improve our 

17 lifestyle, our quality of life, ownership of homes, 

18 ownership of property.  We will be better able to 

19 support schools, parks, and other public programs.  We 

20 would boost the economy and overall standards of 

21 living, not just within our tribe, but within the 

22 community itself.  I want to thank you for this 

23 opportunity to be here and make this presentation.

24          DARRELL DOAN:  Good evening.  I'm Darrell 

25 Doan.  I'm the City of Elk Grove's Economic Development 
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1 Director.  My comments will be very brief.  But first I 

2 wanted to commend all of you.  The level of discourse 

3 this evening has been incredibly civil, and these are 

4 difficult issues.  I think you all represent the 

5 community of Galt quite well.  I've been in a lot of 

6 nasty meetings over more simple issues in my career.

7          I'm here tonight for just a couple of reasons.

8 One is to just be on record that the City of Elk Grove 

9 is here and in presence this evening.  We want to 

10 advise the BIA and the tribe that we are carefully 

11 evaluating the Environmental Impact Statement, and we 

12 plan to make formal comments to you prior to the 

13 deadline.  We also want to go on record that we have 

14 had and will continue to have discussions with the 

15 tribe as we evaluate the impacts and effects of these 

16 projects on the City of Elk Grove, and we have not 

17 taken any formal position at this time.  But with all 

18 that being said, again, thank you for the opportunity 

19 to be here this evening.  We look forward to continuing 

20 to evaluate this project.  Thank you.

21          CHAD BROUSSARD:  Next three speakers will be 

22 Stan Kimbrough, George Rocha, and Johnny Gayton.

23          STAN KIMBROUGH:  Stan Kimbrough.  I'm a local 

24 business owner.  Just a couple concerns that I have.

25 I'm not necessarily against it.  So I'm for it on one 
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1 hand, but I do have a lot of questions, which I'm sure 

2 everybody else or so many others do.  I do know that 

3 construction jobs, employment, I've heard all of that.

4 I do know that we will gain some jobs through that.  A 

5 lot of my concern is through the agreements.  I don't 

6 know how, as far as the local government.  But I would 

7 hope that -- even with the agreements made, that our 

8 law enforcement and our education programs are stepped 

9 up here.  Because we would need that, as far as those 

10 programs, to be stepped up to handle what's going to 

11 come.

12          So these are just what I want to say.  But my 

13 concern also -- my biggest concern is that with the 

14 growth, with the traffic, roads, I am in agreement 

15 there.  Something would have to be done.  Thank you for 

16 your time.

17          GEORGE ROCHA:  My name is George Rocha.  I've 

18 been in Galt since 1961.  I came to Galt in June of 

19 1961.  So those of you who say, "I've been here.  I 

20 moved to Galt 5 years ago, 10 or even 30 years ago," 

21 you're all part of the growth, of the boom that 

22 happened in Galt already.  When I moved to Galt there 

23 was only 1,200 people.  Now there's about 25,000.

24          We started our dairy in 1961 in November on 

25 Pringle Avenue.  A family farm.  When I came to Galt, 
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1 it was considered a farming community.  It was known as 

2 the Latino clover capital of the world.  Where at one 

3 time there were rice fields and irrigated pastures, now 

4 exists shopping centers and subdivisions.  That's all 

5 considered progress, and I'm a farmer.  And I agree 

6 with all that.  That's part of growth, and you can't 

7 stop it.  So Galt is no longer a farming community.

8 It's now a bedroom community.  People travel, I've 

9 heard, sometimes up to six hours total commuting just 

10 so they can live in Galt.  They'll work in the Bay Area 

11 and come back to Galt.  Three hours' commute in the 

12 morning, three hours at night.  So Galt is a special 

13 town.

14          I graduated from Galt High.  I have three sons 

15 who both graduated from Galt High.  And I have a 

16 grandson that's graduating this year from Galt.  So 

17 just to let you know, I approve of this project with 

18 the Wilton Rancheria because I know it's going to be 

19 for Galt.  It's going to give jobs and growth.  You 

20 can't stop growth.  And I'm proud of what Galt did with 

21 the industrial park bringing new businesses in.  It's 

22 really making Galt -- putting Galt on the map besides 

23 just the flea market.  And I think the Rancheria will 

24 enhance what Galt has to offer.  And don't forget, the 

25 Rancheria will build an overpass at the Mingo Road 
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1 exit.

2          So a lot of the traffic -- I guarantee a lot 

3 of commuters coming from Sacramento, they're going to 

4 use that Mingo Road overpass and head east through the 

5 subdivisions instead of taking Twin Cities Road.  It 

6 will relieve a lot of the traffic.  I believe it will.

7 And also, there will be an overpass over the Twin 

8 Cities railroad crossing.  Just to let you know some 

9 inside information.  That's going to help with the 

10 trains stopping and changing tracks there holding up 

11 traffic.  They will build and overpass like they did 

12 over there at the Grant Line railroad tracks by 

13 Waterman.  Thank you.

14          JOHNNY GAYTON:  Good evening.  My name is 

15 Johnny Gayton.  I'm a resident here in Galt.  I moved 

16 hear 26 years ago.  I raised my kids here, and they're 

17 grown now.  And what I'd like to say about this casino 

18 is that, yes, it's going to bring a lot of jobs.  It's 

19 going to bring a lot of contractors from outside our 

20 area.  And it's only going to be just for a season.

21 They're going to come in.  They're going to bid on this 

22 work.  They'll get it.  But they're also going to come 

23 from other areas.

24          I'm a construction worker.  I've been a 

25 construction worker for over 30 years.  And I've dealt 
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1 with numerous contractors over the years, and they come 

2 from all over our roads.  They get resurfaced year and 

3 year after.  I go to these bid openings, and there's a 

4 lot of contractors out there that can continue to 

5 rework our roads.  So it's impacting our Galt area.  I 

6 feel for the farmers.  Those residents that are here 

7 that have farmlands and want to continue to farm, you 

8 know, I'm with you.

9          And I love Galt.  And that's why I moved here.

10 It's a quiet town.  And I think we should go to Elk 

11 Grove.  I think it would be a better spot for the 

12 casino.  Let's get it close to the highway.  It's right 

13 there.  Let's get it off towards the highway somewhere 

14 else, but not here in Galt.  And that's where I stand 

15 on the casino.  I respect the Miwok tribes for what 

16 you're trying to do.  But not here in Galt.

17          CHAD BROUSSARD:  Next two speakers will be 

18 Charles Altekruse and Gary Yuke.

19          CHARLES ALTEKRUSE:  Good evening.  My name is 

20 Charles Altekruse.  And by way of disclosure, I'm a 

21 Public Affairs consultant working with Wilton.  I've 

22 spent ten years facilitating discussions, negotiations, 

23 and partnerships between these tribes and the 

24 communities.  And I've really enjoyed the time I've 

25 spent in Galt.  I love this community.  I love this 

PH-41

(cont.)

PH-42



Accuracy-Plus Reporting, Inc.      (916) 787-4277

87

1 area.  The people are amazing.  It's been a real treat 

2 for me and treasure.

3          I'm not a gambler, but I've seen dozens or 

4 scores of projects across the state.  I've seen them in 

5 the middle of cities.  I've seen them on two-lane 

6 roads.  I've seen them on highways.  I've seen them in 

7 suburbs.  And I really respect that people have 

8 concerns about traffic, crime, property values, and so 

9 forth.  But I'm here to say, "Relax."  Really, relax.

10 It's going to be okay.  There are 60 projects in the 

11 State of California right now of tribal gaming.  There 

12 is not one local jurisdiction that formally opposes or 

13 wants to get rid of that project.  And the DEIS really 

14 takes painstaking time to identify and mitigate the 

15 areas.

16          Let's talk about traffic.  They talk about 8 

17 to 10 thousand cars a day possibly.  Well, you spread 

18 that out because these are jobs, people, people going 

19 to -- it translates into about one car every six to 

20 eight seconds.  Well, let's time that.  You're standing 

21 by 99.  There goes a car.  One, two, three, four, five, 

22 six, seven, eight.  There goes another car.  But those 

23 are the numbers.  I was sent a letter from a chamber in 

24 Yuba Sutter.  It's a very rural area.  And the chamber 

25 there supports their projects.  They have five casino 
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1 projects within 25 miles.  And this is the letter I'd 

2 like to submit that they said:

3          "The Yuba Sutter Chamber of Commerce stands in 

4 support of projects such as the Wilton Rancheria 

5 Proposal for it's potential to become a significant 

6 economic driver for its region.  Anticipated benefits 

7 include job creation, social responsibility programs 

8 that benefit community nonprofit education 

9 organization, improved access to top quality facility 

10 spaces as appropriate for community connections and 

11 business workplaces, meeting rooms, and more.

12          In addition, we have found tribal host 

13 organizations to be extremely engaged, supportive, and 

14 consistent contributors to community involvement and 

15 development.  Our region has benefited significantly 

16 from the inclusion and support of our tribal host and 

17 partners.  We strongly recommend moving forward with a 

18 project that can become a great asset to your 

19 community."

20          I'd like to submit that from Rikki Shaffer, 

21 CEO of the Yuba Sutter Chamber of Commerce.  Thank you.

22          CHAD BROUSSARD:  The next two speakers 

23 Veronica Kaufman and Gary Yuke.

24          VERONICA KAUFMAN:  I didn't intend to speak 

25 today, however, I do feel compelled to.  So I apologize 
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1 for not being as articulate as I'd like to be.

2          This impact report does not accurately reflect 

3 what the impact is going to be to our community.  It 

4 does not discuss the groundwater contamination 

5 possibilities.  It does not say where this water is 

6 going to come from.  It does not talk about impact to 

7 our home prices.  It does not talk about impact to our 

8 wildlife.  We have a preserve a couple miles from where 

9 this is supposed to be built.  What's going to happen 

10 to that preserve?  What's going to happen to those 

11 animals?  And we also do not know how the additional 

12 200 acres is going to be used.  This report doesn't 

13 reflect that.  Once this goes through, we have to say 

14 as to what's going to happen to that.

15          Furthermore, taking that land is going to take 

16 revenue from Galt.  Galt has a slow-growth program up 

17 to 2030.  Galt intends to annex that land.  So you are 

18 taking land essentially from Galt.  It is going to 

19 change the way of life for Galt as well.  In addition, 

20 all the research I have done, crime has gone up by up 

21 to four times.  We are a bedroom community.  There is 

22 no reason to put this casino a mile and a half from my 

23 community.  Thank you.

24          CHAD BROUSSARD:  Okay.  That's all the 

25 speakers that we have signed up.  We're going to take a 
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1 four- or five-minute break.  If you'd like to speak or 

2 if you've already spoken and you'd like to continue 

3 your thoughts, please fill out a speaker card.  We'll 

4 reconvene at 8:30 sharp.  Thank you.

5          (Whereupon a recess was taken.)

6          CHAD BROUSSARD:  We're going to call the next 

7 two speakers.  Barbara Woods and Lisa Jimenez, please 

8 come to the front.

9          BARBARA WOODS:  My name is Barbara Woods, and 

10 I'm a member of this community.  And I would like to 

11 speak on behalf of the wildlife that's in this open 

12 area that discussing today.

13          So first of all, I would like to have us 

14 always to remember to consider beyond the people, 

15 although the people are impacted.  So I'd like to 

16 reflect some considerations for any construction that 

17 occurs in this area, whether it be the casino or 

18 something else.  This area is in proximity of the 

19 Cosumnes River Preserve.  It's a drainage mason that's 

20 one of the last places that has not been dammed all 

21 along this route.  This makes it a treasure for our 

22 community and for our larger community in this whole 

23 entire area.

24          Efforts were made for the nature conservancy 

25 to purchase land all along the core of the Cosumnes 
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1 River.  Although that has not been able to occur on a 

2 continuous basis, it takes beyond the protected land -- 

3 it takes the land that's near it such as the farmland 

4 and the agreements that are made in order to preserve 

5 the wildlife that was there.  Just today, cranes and 

6 other birds were feeding in this area that is being 

7 considered for a 12-story hotel.  Those will be 

8 impacted greatly.  It used to be that we had all sorts 

9 of hots along the freeway there.  Now we have fewer.

10 With this development, there will be many fewer.

11          It would be ironic as we have a roundabout 

12 that's on Twin Cities Road to have those sculptures of 

13 children with their binoculars peering out to land that 

14 at one time could sustain the nature in the area and 

15 the wildlife and now is no longer able to because of 

16 developments that are there.  So please consider if 

17 there is developments to do things to mitigate the 

18 impact by preserving areas around the river and its 

19 drainage mason for generations to come so that we can 

20 have nature run its course as well as us as people.

21 Thank you.

22          LISA JIMENEZ:  We also request with the Wilton 

23 Rancheria a consultation with the Historical  River 

24 Valley Miwok Indians for a monitoring and treatment 

25 plan.  The DEIS has no provisions for the damages or 

PH-44
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1 destruction that will occur during the 

2 ground-disturbing activities.  The DEIS uses language 

3 throughout their -- throughout -- that is their 

4 uncertainty and of impact.  NEPA requires an actual 

5 analysis of project impacts.  The EIS may not simply 

6 defer the NEPA analysis to some future date.

7          The DEIS states that the Alternate D consists 

8 of developing also the Historical Wilton Rancheria on 

9 the site of 75 acres.  However, the DEIS errs in 

10 calling it Historical Rancheria.  In fact, this is land 

11 that is not formal Rancheria and is not even owned by a 

12 tribe.  The DEIS makes no reference to the 

13 identification of historical sites and artifacts that 

14 may be on the proposed site or their connections to the 

15 modern day Wilton Rancheria.  The DEIS to stop claiming 

16 the relationship between the Historical Wilton 

17 Rancheria and the tribe that it is today.  Instead, the 

18 DEIS should provide a detailed analysis of the impacts 

19 the Historical project families to reduce the potential 

20 impact to less than significant.

21          We request that the BIA and tribe reconsider 

22 the Draft EIS and request additional historical and 

23 cultural information.  We will also provide the 

24 detailed comments in writing.  And thank you for your 

25 time.

PH-45
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SECTION 3.0  
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  

This section contains responses to comments that were received during the public comment period on the 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Tribal Project Environmental Document (EIS).  Comments shown 

in Section 2.0 are responded to in this section.  Comments may be addressed with a general response in 

Section 3.1, individually in Section 3.2, or by reference to a specific individual response.  This format 

eliminates redundancy where multiple comments have been submitted on the same issue.   

 

Based on the comments received on the Draft EIS, revisions have been made in the Final EIS (Volume II) 

to improve language, enhance data, and provide clarification.  The changes made to the Draft EIS are 

consistent with the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulation 40 CFR § 1503.4 

and the BIA NEPA Guidebook (59 IAM 3-H), Section 8.5.3.   

 

3.1 GENERAL RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

GENERAL RESPONSE 1 – NON-SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES 

Summary of Comments:  A number of Commenters expressed an opinion either for or against one or 

more of the six action alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS or did not raise a substantive environmental 

issue.  

 

Response:  The CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Regulations (40 CFR [Code of 

Federal Regulations] §1500) and BIA NEPA Guidebook (59 IAM 3-H) provide guidance on responding 

to Draft EIS comments.  Section 1503.4 of the CEQ NEPA Regulations states that all substantive 

comments received on the draft statement (or summaries thereof where the response has been 

exceptionally voluminous), should be attached to the final statement whether or not the comment is 

thought to merit individual discussion by the agency in the text of the statement.  CEQ provides further 

guidance that comments be addressed if they are:  1) substantive and relate to inadequacies or 

inaccuracies in the applied environmental analysis or methodologies; 2) identify new impacts or 

recommend reasonable new alternatives or mitigation measures; or 3) involve substantive disagreements 

on interpretations of significance and scientific or technical conclusions (40 CFR 1503.3).  According to 

40 CFR § 1500, the goal of NEPA is to improve decision-making by providing decision makers and the 

public with pertinent and accessible information on potential project impacts on the environment.  

Comments received that further NEPA’s purposes are addressed in the Final EIS.  Responses are not 

required for comments that do not raise a substantive issue regarding the content of the EIS, such as 

comments merely expressing an opinion.  However, such comments are part of the administrative record 



3.0 Response to Comments 

 

December 2016 3-2 Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project  

  Final EIS – Volume I 

and thus will be considered by the U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) in its 

decision to identify which alternative will become the agency’s Preferred Alternative.  See General 

Response 2 below and Volume II, Section 2.11 of this EIS. 

 

The CEQ regulations for agency implementation of NEPA at 40 CFR § 1505.2 state that the record of 

decision shall: [i]dentify all alternatives considered by the agency in reaching its decision, specifying the 

alternative or alternatives which were considered to be environmentally preferable.  An agency may 

discuss preferences among alternatives based on relevant factors including economic and technical 

considerations and agency statutory missions. 

 

The CEQ policy set forth in section 6b of Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s 

NEPA Regulations states that the agency EIS staff is encouraged to make recommendations of the 

environmentally preferable alternative(s) during EIS preparation.  In any case, the lead agency official 

responsible for the EIS is encouraged to identify the environmentally preferable alternative(s) in the EIS.  

In all cases, commenters from other agencies and the public are also encouraged to address this question.  

The agency must identify the environmentally preferable alternative in the ROD. 

 

The USEPA in its February 25, 2016 comments on the Draft EIS states that “of all the action alternatives, 

Alternative F at the Elk Grove Mall site would result in the least adverse environmental impact, overall.  

For this reason, we recommend that it be designated the environmentally preferable alternative and that 

BIA and the Tribe strongly consider this site for the project.” 

 

Consistent with the CEQ NEPA Regulations (40 C.F.R. § 1505.2), sections 6a and 6b of the 

CEQ NEPA Forty Most Asked Questions guidance document (46 FR 18026 (1981)), and EPA’s February 

25, 2016 recommendation, the BIA considers Alternative F (the Mall site) to be the environmentally 

preferable alternative.  See Volume II, Section 2.11 of the Final EIS. 

 

GENERAL RESPONSE 2 – ALTERNATIVE F AS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

Summary of Comments:  A number of Commenters expressed a preference for placement of the 

proposed casino at the Mall site in Elk Grove (Alternative F) over placement at the Twin Cities site 

(Alternatives A and B).  

 

Response:  The purpose of identifying a Preferred Alternative is to let the public know which alternative 

the Lead Agency, this case the BIA, is inclined to select at the time that the Final EIS is released (40 CFR 

§1502.14(e); CEQ’s NEPA’s Forty Most Asked Questions).  Identification of a Preferred Alternative does 

not indicate that final action has been taken or the Lead Agency’s opinion may not change based on 

additional input from the public and governmental agencies prior to adopting the Record of Decision 

(ROD).  Nevertheless, common elements factoring into selection of the Preferred Alternative include: 

which alternative best meets the purpose and need for the Proposed Action; which best meets the Lead 
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Agency statutory mission and responsibility; which causes fewer environmental impacts; and which is 

most feasibly implemented. 

 

However, the Tribe and BIA acknowledge that the Mall site in Elk Grove (Alternative F) presents several 

obvious advantages over the Twin Cities site, specifically that it is currently partially developed and 

prepared for implementation of a large-scale commercial project.  In addition, the City of Galt has 

expressed extensive concerns about locating the proposed facility on the Twin Cities site.  Therefore, 

Alternative F is now identified as the Preferred Alternative in Section 2.10.2 of the Final EIS, “[o]f the 

alternatives evaluated in this EIS, Alternative F would best meet the purposes and needs of the BIA in 

promoting the long-term economic vitality and self-governance of the Tribe as the casino-resort facility 

described under Alternative F would provide the Tribe with the best opportunity for securing a viable 

means of attracting and maintaining a long-term, sustainable revenue stream.” 

 

GENERAL RESPONSE 3 – WATER SUPPLY 

Summary of Comments:  A number of Commenters expressed concern regarding water supply 

(availability and rights) for the proposed casino at the Twin Cities site (Alternatives A and B), the 

Historic Rancheria site (Alternatives D and E), as well as the Mall site in Elk Grove (Alternative F). 

 

Response:  As discussed in Section 4.3 and 4.10 of the Draft EIS and based on detailed water analyses 

(Draft EIS, Appendices I and K) and subsequent assessment, it was determined that, with the 

incorporation of mitigation measures to implement existing municipal programs for capacity expansion, 

there would be adequate water supply to serve any of the project alternatives.  Should the proposed casino 

be built at the Twin Cities site (Alternative A), water demands would be met by either development of an 

on-site water system (Option 1) or through connection to the City of Galt water supply system (Option 2, 

Draft EIS, Section 2.2.5).  For Option 1, the Tribe would develop two on-site wells (Draft EIS, Section 

2.2.5).  The two wells would have adequate capacity, including fire flow and redundancy, to meet the 

water demands of the alternatives.  Furthermore, investigations of the groundwater table indicate that 

pumping to meet the needs of the alternatives would not significantly affect groundwater levels of those 

wells surrounding the Twin Cities site (Draft EIS, Section 4.3.1).  For Option 2, the selected alternative 

would connect to the City’s water supply system (Option 2, Draft EIS, Section 4.10.1).  Because the 

system is currently near capacity, implementation of Phase 4 of the City of Galt’s 2010 Water 

Distribution System Master Plan would be required to ensure adequate capacity would be available to 

meet the demands of the project alternatives at the site.  Because such improvements have yet to be 

implemented, the impact to the municipal system was considered significant.  Accordingly, mitigation for 

project alternatives at the Twin Cities site would require the Tribe enter into a service agreement with the 

City of Galt and make funding contributions toward the implementation of Phase 4 (Draft EIS, Section 

5.10.1, Mitigation Measure A).  For the casino build out at the historic Wilton Rancheria site 

(Alternatives D and E), the only option for water would be installation of two on-site wells.  As stated in 

Section 4.3 of the Draft EIS “pumping for Alternative D is not expected to cause localized overdraft of 
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the aquifer,” and although “[g]roundwater use for Alternative D may lower the water table in the 

immediate area and affect a limited number of neighboring wells… [m]itigation measures in Section 

5.3.2 would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level.”  Mitigation measures, consisting of 

“water conservation measures” and “groundwater recharge,” (Section 5.3.2 of the Draft EIS) would be 

the same as with Alternative A.    

 

For the Mall site in Elk Grove (Alternative F), the only option for water would be through the Sacramento 

County Water Agency (SCWA).  Similar to the City of Galt alternatives, a significant effect would occur 

to water supply distribution facilities as a result of the need to provide service to Alternative F.  As 

discussed in Section 2.7.2 of the Draft EIS, SCWA has capacity to meet anticipated demand for domestic 

water use under Alternative F; however, the Tribe would resubmit water improvement plans to SCWA 

and pay the remaining water development fees (refer to Appendix I).  Mitigation measures are provided 

in Section 5.10.1 to ensure that an adequate water supply is available for the operation of Alternative F, 

and for the necessary fire flows.  With mitigation measures, the impact would be less than significant.  

Furthermore, all casino-development alternatives would require implementation of water conservation 

measures (Draft EIS, Section 5.3.2, Mitigation Measure I), such as the use of low flow faucets and 

showerheads and recycled water for toilets, to further reduce impacts to water supplies and ground water 

levels.  Therefore, with mitigation, sufficient water is available for any of the alternatives. 

 

GENERAL RESPONSE 4 – HABITAT AND SPECIES 

Summary of Comments:  A number of Commenters expressed concern regarding a disturbance or loss 

of habitat for specific biological species (tri-colored blackbird, Swainson’s hawk, and greater sandhill 

crane), and migratory birds in general, due to implementation of project alternatives at the Twin Cities 

site (Alternatives A, B, and C), as well as general disturbance to those species from increased noise, light, 

and traffic resulting from the proposed casino. 

 

Response:  As discussed in Section 4.5 of the Draft EIS, no U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

designated critical habitat occurs within the Twin Cities site and no federally listed species were observed 

on-site.  The biological setting for the Draft EIS was determined by using industry standard methodology, 

inclusive of conducting four field surveys, agency consultation (with USFWS), and a review of known 

federal and State literature and data:  USFWS list of federally listed species; a California Native Plant 

Society query; a California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) query; a review of the CNDDB map of 

State and federally listed species known to occur within five miles of the site; and a USFWS National 

Wetlands Inventory map review (refer to Section 3.5.2 of the Draft EIS and Appendix L, Section 4.0).  

Both federal and State-listed special-status species were included in Draft EIS analysis to determine 

“which of these special-status species have the potential to occur within the Twin Cities site” (Section 

3.5.2).   Indirect effects to biological species resulting from construction of traffic improvement measures 

that are recommended in Section 5.8 were assessed in Section 4.14.1 of the Draft EIS and, though it was 

determined that little or no habitat existed in these improvement areas, measures were recommended for 
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all alternative sites to mitigate potential impacts to a less-than-significant level (measures in Sections 

5.5.2, 5.5, and 5.8).  Likewise, indirect effects to biological species resulting from off-site 

utility/infrastructure improvements were assessed in Section 4.14.2 of the Draft EIS, wherein it was 

similarly determined that little or no habitat existed in these improvement areas and measures were 

recommended to mitigate potential impacts to a less-than-significant level (measures in Section 5.5). 

 

Only marginally suitable foraging and/or nesting habitat exists on the Twin Cities site for migratory bird 

species in general and specifically for State-listed species Swainson’s hawk, greater sandhill crane, and 

tri-colored blackbird in wetland areas: Drainage 1, Drainage 3, and the 1.79-acre southern wetland (see 

Draft EIS, Figure 3.5-1).  This habitat is considered marginally suitable because it is on agricultural land 

located between a busy highway and railroad tracks.  Better habitat exists within the region immediately 

west of the Twin Cities project site, as shown in Figure 1-2 of the Draft EIS.  Under Alternatives A, B, 

and C, this marginally suitable potential habitat would be largely avoided by project design, so there 

would be minimal loss of habitat on-site.  Additionally, mitigation measures have been specified to avoid 

disturbance of these and other bird species during project construction and operation, such as conducting 

pre-construction surveys and maintaining buffer zones around nesting birds (Draft EIS, Section 5.5.1, 

Mitigation Measures T and U).  Mitigation is also presented to alleviate potential impacts to bird species 

from lighting, including the installation of lighting designed to minimize the effects of lighting and glare 

on birds and other wildlife (Draft EIS, Section 5.5.1, Mitigation Measure V).  Regional wildlife preserve 

areas, the Cosumnes River Preserve and Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge, are located more than 6.5 

miles and 9 miles, respectively, from the Twin Cities site—significant distances that would ensure no 

conflicts between the habitat/species present at both preserve areas and construction/operation of 

Alternatives A, B, and C.  Additionally, the development footprint for Alternatives A, B, and C would 

encompass approximately 27 percent of the site or less, with the remaining 73 percent continuing in 

agricultural use thereby further minimizing potential impacts to species that may utilize the site. 

 

Section 2.9 of the Draft EIS discusses alternatives that were eliminated from consideration.  Of the six 

eliminated alternatives, two were removed due to the presence of several special-status species and 

habitat and other biological constraints (the Seven Mile site, Section 2.9.1, and the Mingo site, Section 

2.9.3), including their closer proximity to the Cosumnes River Preserve.  As evidenced by the elimination 

of potential project sites with more sensitive biological habitats, and the analysis present in EIS Sections 

3.5 and 4.5, impacts to sensitive biological resources have either been avoided or mitigated.   

 

Moreover, under the 2016 MOU between the Tribe and Sacramento County that will apply if the Tribe 

builds Alternative A at the Twin Cities site, the Tribe will make a one-time $3.5 million payment to the 

County for habitat conservation and agricultural land conservation.  This payment will be used by 

Sacramento County to purchase additional habitat that will more than offset possible impacts of 

Alternative A on Swainson’s hawk and other state-listed species, as well as on County agricultural land. 
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GENERAL RESPONSE 5 – PROPERTY VALUES 

Summary of Comments:  A number of Commenters expressed concern regarding a potential decrease in 

property values of homes surrounding the project site in both Galt and Elk Grove.  

 

Response:  Section 4.7 of the Draft EIS addresses the impact that casino development has on surrounding 

property values.  A 2013 meta-analysis of eight independent studies (NAR, 2013) concluded that casino 

development has a negative effect on surrounding property values.  However, that overall conclusion 

conflicts with data present in five out of the eight studies included in the meta-analysis, the most 

comparable to the project being a 2005 nationwide study on property values in proximity to Indian 

casinos that indicated a slight positive effect.  Of the three studies that indicate a negative effect on 

property values in proximity to casinos, one involves a bedroom community of Las Vegas, arguably a 

unique region, and one was situated in Canada, a country with a different housing market than the United 

States.  The 2013 NAR meta-analysis appears to lack objectivity in that it contains subjective assumptions 

regarding the studies that cite a positive effect on property values resulting from casino operation (e.g., 

“the level of negative ambience around a casino…would seem to imply a negative price impact of a 

casino on nearby properties”) while presenting only support for the three studies stating negative effects; 

in one case obfuscating property value increases that occurred after initial decreases.  This apparent lack 

of objectivity brings its overall findings further into question.  And, as stated in the Draft EIS, the NAR 

meta-analysis was intended for applicability to a very specific region (Springfield, Massachusetts).   

 

Original research on property values (Draft EIS, Table 4.7-10) shows that counties in California with 

significant gaming venues (e.g., Contra Costa and Placer) experienced an increase in property value 

comparable to those from counties with no significant gaming venue (e.g., San Joaquin and Sacramento) 

from 1999 through 2004 as well as comparable decrease in value from 2004 through 2014, likely largely 

attributable to the national recession.  This data, while not specific to neighborhoods immediately 

surrounding casinos, trends toward regional casinos having no significant impact on property values, 

which will increase or decrease based on other market influences.  Compounded with the results of data 

from previous studies that find a positive effect, the EIS concludes that the development of a casino 

would have no significant effect (or a slight positive effect) on regional property values.  Therefore, 

concerns regarding a decrease in property values, while understandable given the nature of the real estate 

market in recent years combined with a somewhat negative perception of tribal casinos by some people, 

are unfounded.  To be conservative, the Draft EIS concluded that the proposed casino would have a less-

than-significant or neutral impact on surrounding property values at all alternative sites, except at the 

Historic Rancheria, where there may be a neutral to slightly negative effect. 

 

GENERAL RESPONSE 6 – CRIME/LAW ENFORCEMENT 

Summary of Comments:  A number of Commenters expressed concern regarding a potential increase in 

local crime resulting from operation of the Proposed Project, as well as a potential impact to local law 

enforcement in Galt under Alternatives A, B, and C.  
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Response: As discussed in Section 4.7 of the Draft EIS, while no definitive studies exists that correlate 

casinos to increased crime, several studies indicate that there is no discernible causal relationship between 

casino operation and an increase in local or regional crime.  In fact, some studies show an eventual 

decrease in demands on police departments in regions containing casinos.  Therefore, concerns regarding 

an increase in crime stemming from the operation of the proposed casino, while understandable given the 

increase in visitation caused by casinos and the somewhat negative perception of tribal casinos by some 

people, are unfounded.  However, development of any public gathering space increases the potential for 

crime and associate law enforcement responses just by inviting a gathering of people.  As discussed in 

Section 4.10 of the Final EIS, there will be an adequate tribal security force included as part of the 

development alternatives and the payments required by the 2016 MOU between the Tribe and Sacramento 

County to address potential crime impacts and an expansion of police services.  With the incorporation of 

specified mitigation (Section 5.10.3, Mitigation Measures N, O, and P), there would be an overall less-

than-significant impact to local law enforcement.  These mitigation measures would ensure local law 

enforcement has all necessary personnel, equipment, and supplies to supplement their existing resources 

due to implementation of any of the development alternatives.  The specified mitigation measures would 

require the Tribe to enter into reimbursement agreements with City of Galt Police Department, the 

Sacramento County Sheriff’s Department, and/or the City of Elk Grove Police Department (as applicable) 

depending on the actual project site chosen, to compensate the affected agency(ies) for actual impacts. 

 

GENERAL RESPONSE 7 – TRAFFIC 

Summary of Comments:  A number of Commenters expressed concern regarding an increase in traffic 

along roadways surrounding the Twin Cities site (Alternatives A and B) as well as the Mall site in Elk 

Grove (Alternative F), including specific comments on traffic congestion on Highway 99. 

 

Response:  Because the development alternatives would result in the introduction of new vehicle trips to 

the project site roadway transportation networks of the two project sites, and traffic was a known concern 

based on scoping and initial assessments of the project sites, a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was 

prepared for the project alternatives and was provided as Appendix O of the Draft EIS.  The TIA “was 

prepared based on discussions with, and criteria set forth by, the City of Galt, the City of Elk Grove, 

County of Sacramento and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)” (Section 3.8.2 of the 

Draft EIS).  As explained in Section 3.8.2 of the Draft EIS, traffic congestion is generally measured in 

terms of level of service (LOS), with an LOS A rating representing free flowing traffic and an LOS F 

rating representing over-capacity conditions (i.e., longer wait times for drivers).  Within the Cities of Galt 

and Elk Grove and the County of Sacramento, LOS D is the acceptable LOS for streets and intersections, 

except for LOS E on Galt roadways and intersections within a quarter-mile of State Routes and LOS E on 

urban roadways in the County.  For highways, the Caltrans considers LOS D and E to be acceptable along 

portions of State Route (SR) 104 and Highway 99 studied for the Draft EIS (Draft EIS, Section 4.8.1).  

Currently, the majority of intersections and roadway segments studied under all project alternatives 

operate at LOS D or better with the exception of the intersection at Grant Line Road and Sheldon Road 
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and five segments along Grant Line Road, all located within Elk Grove or Sacramento County (Draft EIS, 

Section 4.8.1).   

 

Alternative A would generate additional vehicle trips in the area surrounding the project site.  The number 

of trips were determined by assigning trip generation rates to the various planned uses of the property 

using professional standards including published trip generation rates by the Institute of Traffic Engineers 

(ITE).  The generated trips were then “assigned” to the roadway network based on a trip distribution that 

assigned trips to the major roadway networks based on regional population centers.  Accordingly the 

Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix O) assumed that most of the project-generated trips are anticipated to 

use Highway 99 from Elk Grove and Sacramento to the north, and Lodi and Stockton to the south.  These 

additional trips would result in exceedances of the LOS criteria at various intersections and along certain 

roadway segments.  New exceedances would occur at three intersections during some PM and/or 

Saturday peak hours (West Stockton Boulevard/Twin Cities Road, East Stockton Boulevard/Twin Cities 

Road, Grant Line Road/East Stockton Boulevard), one roadway segment (Twin Cities Road [SR 104]:  

Fermoy Way to Marengo Road), one Highway 99 segment (Between Mingo Road and Arno Road), and 

four Highway 99 ramps during some peak hours (West Stockton Boulevard/Highway 99 southbound off-

Ramp at Twin Cities Road, West Stockton Boulevard/Highway 99 southbound off-ramp and on-ramp at 

Mingo Road, East Stockton Boulevard/ Highway 99 northbound on-ramp at Mingo Road) (Draft EIS, 

Section 4.8.2).  For the Final EIS, seven additional roadway segments were analyzed to provide 

supplemental cumulative (2035) traffic projections, all segments operated at LOS A or B under project 

conditions with construction of the Mingo Road interchange, which is Mitigation Measure G in Section 

5.8.2 of the Draft EIS (see Appendix O supplement in the Final EIS).  

 

Alternative F would generate additional vehicle trips in the area surrounding the Mall site in Elk Grove.  

These additional trips would result in the exceedance of the LOS criteria at various intersections and 

along certain roadway segments.  New exceedances would occur at two intersections during PM and/or 

Saturday peak hours (Promenade Parkway/Bilby Road, Grant Line Road/East Stockton Boulevard), one 

roadway segment (Twin Cities Road [SR 104]:  Fermoy Way to Marengo Road), and three Highway 99 

ramps during M and/or Saturday peak hours (West Stockton Boulevard/Highway 99 southbound off-ramp 

and on-ramp at Mingo Road, East Stockton Boulevard/ Highway 99 northbound on-ramp at Mingo Road) 

(Draft EIS, Section 4.8.7).   

 

Therefore, Alternatives A and F (full build-out scenarios) would create additional vehicle trips in the 

region, but only a few specific locations would, during some peak hours, violate LOS criteria due to the 

operation of the proposed casino.  It should be noted that congestion on Highway 99 would only reach 

unacceptable LOS standards in one segment under Alternative A (Draft EIS, Section 4.8.1).  

Implementation of mitigation measures included in the Draft EIS (Draft EIS, Section 5.8.2, Mitigation 

Measures G through HH) would ensure acceptable LOS ratings prevailed at intersections and roadway 

segments impacted by Alternatives A and F.  To further alleviate congestion, Mitigation Measures II 

and JJ have been added to Section 5.8.4 of the Final EIS to promote multiple-rider transportation. 
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Additionally, three recent MOUs included in Supplemental Appendix B (one with Sacramento County 

applicable to Alternative A, and two applicable to Alternative F with Sacramento County and the City of 

Elk Grove, individually) include provisions requiring the Tribe to make payments for roadway 

improvements.  These agreements provide an enforcement mechanism for the mitigation included in 

Section 5.8. 

 

GENERAL RESPONSE 8 –  QUANTIFICATION OF SOCIOECONOMIC EFFECTS AND 

MITIGATION 

Summary of Comments:  A number of Commenters requested that certain socioeconomic effects be 

further quantified in the EIS and that mitigation to be proposed to offset such effects.   

 

Response:  There are various reasons that some socioeconomic effects identified in the EIS are not 

quantified to a precise level or do not include mitigation.  Firstly, some of the potential issues identified in 

the EIS have a possible effect, but precise quantification of the effect is infeasible.  For example, the EIS 

identifies certain effects for which there are multiple methods available to arrive at a quantifiable 

estimate.  One such circumstance is estimating the costs of increased law enforcement utilization 

associated with EIS alternatives.  There is sometimes no apparent method to reconcile the difference in 

results produced by different methodologies.  In these cases, the most appropriate methodology and result 

have been presented in the EIS, and where uncertainty exists, a range of results is presented in the EIS.  

Secondly, in some cases effects do exist but can be reasonably concluded to be less than significant 

without performing a quantitative estimate.   

 

Lastly, in some cases, Commenters may identify issues that are relevant to them and their constituents but 

which are not considered environmental impacts under NEPA.  This EIS may include such analysis 

because they are requested by commenters or for the general information of the reader, even though this 

analysis is not required by NEPA.  There have been a number of legal actions that have clarified what 

constitutes an impact under NEPA.  One such decision determined that competition is not considered an 

impact under NEPA (Citizens for a Better Way, et al. v. United States Department of the Interior [E.D. 

Cal., 2015]).  Another such decision is the Metropolitan Edison Co. v. People Against Nuclear Energy 

(PANE) case (U.S. Supreme Court, 1983).  In its decision, the U.S. Supreme Court held that unless an 

effect to the nonphysical environment is closely tied to changes in the physical environment, such effects 

are not addressed in NEPA.  The Court stated:   

 

“To paraphrase the statutory language in light of the facts of this case, where an agency action 

significantly affects the quality of the human environment, the agency must evaluate the "environmental 

impact" and any unavoidable adverse environmental effects of its proposal.  The theme of 102 is sounded 

by the adjective "environmental": NEPA does not require the agency to assess every impact or effect of 

its proposed action, but only the impact or effect on the environment.  If we were to seize the word 

"environmental" out of its context and give it the broadest possible definition, the words "adverse 

environmental effects" might embrace virtually any consequence of a governmental action that someone 
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thought "adverse.”  But we think the context of the statute shows that Congress was talking about the 

physical environment - the world around us, so to speak.”     

 

The Court also cited an example of a socioeconomic effect that would not be addressed by NEPA: 

 

“For example, if the Department of Health and Human Services were to implement extremely stringent 

requirements for hospitals and nursing homes receiving federal funds, many perfectly adequate hospitals 

and homes might be forced out of existence.  The remaining facilities might be so limited or so expensive 

that many ill people would be unable to afford medical care and would suffer severe health damage.  

Nonetheless, NEPA would not require the Department to prepare an EIS evaluating that health damage 

because it would not be proximately related to a change in the physical environment.” 

 

The Court also provided guidance to distinguish between those types of effects that are covered under 

NEPA and types that are not covered: 

 

“Our understanding of the congressional concerns that led to the enactment of NEPA suggests that the 

terms "environmental effect" and "environmental impact" in 102 be read to include a requirement of a 

reasonably close causal relationship between a change in the physical environment and the effect at issue.  

This requirement is like the familiar doctrine of proximate cause from tort law.” 

 

The implication of the PANE decision is that only those effects linked to a primary impact to the physical 

environment are addressed by NEPA.  Consequently, the PANE decision suggests that only direct 

socioeconomic effects are addressed by NEPA.    

 

It is acknowledged that decision makers, including local governments, may seek to obtain as much 

information as possible to assist them in their decision making process.  Wherever feasible, and to the 

extent that data was obtainable, this EIS seeks to quantify issues that are relevant to stakeholders, even 

when these analyses are not required under NEPA.  However, to the extent that socioeconomic effects are 

not reasonably estimable, are less than significant, or are not required to be analyzed by NEPA, 

quantitative estimates related thereto are beyond the scope of this EIS.   

 

3.2 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS FROM GOVERNMENT 
AGENCIES 

COMMENT LETTER A1: WILTON RANCHERIA, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Response to Comment A1-01 

The Commenter indicates support for the Proposed Project and suggests that it will allow the Tribe to 

better financially support itself and contribute to the community.  As stated in Section 1.3 of the Draft 

EIS, the “purpose of the Proposed Action is to promote the economic development, self-sufficiency, and 

government programs for the Tribe and its members.  This purpose, which is consistent with the BIA’s 
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Self-Determination policy, the IGRA, and the Tribe’s application, would allow the Tribe to meet its 

significant unmet needs.”  Specifically, the Proposed Action would “[i]ncrease funding for housing, 

health care, senior services, social services, educational support and cultural preservation.  These 

services will significantly improve the quality of life of tribal members by strengthening families, reducing 

poverty and providing housing assistance in a state with significantly higher housing costs than the 

national average.”  

 

As well, per the Draft EIS (Section 1.3), the Proposed Action would improve “local communities through 

tribal payments to local governments to offset increased use of public and social services, and to fund 

environmental mitigation” and improve “employment and economic development opportunities for 

employees and businesses in local communities.”  Section 4.7 of the Draft EIS shows the economic 

benefits to local communicates from implementation of the development alternatives, such as “substantial 

temporary and ongoing employment opportunities.” 

 

COMMENT LETTER A2: WILTON RANCHERIA, HOUSING DEPARTMENT 

Response to Comment A2-01 

The Commenter suggests the Proposed Project will allow the Tribe to better house its members.  Refer to 

Response to Comment A1-01. 

 

COMMENT LETTER A3:  SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT 

DISTRICT 

Response to Comment A3-01 

The Commenter states that stationary source emission should be included in the air quality analysis.  

Based on the comments received, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

(SMAQMD) was consulted to address comments on the methodology utilized to assess air quality 

impacts within the Draft EIS.  Accordingly, based on that consultation, minor stationary source (boilers 

and emergency generators) operational criteria air pollutant emissions have been added to operation 

emissions tables presented in Sections 4.4 and 4.15 of the Final EIS and in the Conformity Determination 

(Appendix T).  Appendix S has been updated to include the results, which were calculated using 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) emission 

factors, where appropriate.  The addition of the stationary source emissions does not result in the 

identification of new significant adverse impacts nor do the results significantly increase an impact 

identified in the Draft EIS. 

 

Response to Comment A3-02 

The Commenter notes that it may not be technically feasible to require diesel particulate filters on every 

engine at a project site.  The Commenter is correct that it may not be feasible to readily affix all engines 

on a project site, such as those in personal vehicles, with particulate filters.  Furthermore, not every 
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engine on a project site would require such filtration in order to mitigate construction emissions.  The 

intent of the mitigation measure was to ensure the larger engines that will be the major emitters, such as 

bulldozers and cranes, are fitted with particulate filters to reduce emissions during construction.  

Accordingly, the mitigation measure in Section 5.4.1 has been revised in the Final EIS to reflect this 

intent.  Mitigation in Section 5.4.1 requires all engines with a horsepower rating of greater than 50 be 

equipped with at least CARB rated Tier 3 engine, and if practical and available, Tier 4 engines.   Further, 

the corresponding Tier 3 engines shall also be required to be fitted with a diesel particulate filter.  

Because Tier 4 engines includes particulate filtration, no additional mitigation is required for Tier 4 

engines to reduce emissions levels from construction activities.  Revisions to the mitigation measure in 

Section 5.4.1 of the Final EIS do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIS and, accordingly, the 

emissions from construction activities for all alternatives after the implementation of mitigation would 

still remain below General Conformity de minimis thresholds.  No further mitigation is required. 

 

Response to Comment A3-03 

The Commenter states that the Draft EIS does not demonstrate that proposed air quality mitigation would 

reduce emissions to the SMAQMD air quality thresholds.  The Commenter also offers assistance 

regarding construction mitigation.  In accordance with BIA’s NEPA Guidebook, compliance with 

statutes, regulations, and executive orders that apply to any of the development alternatives should be 

addressed in the EIS.  The SMAQMD construction threshold of significance for nitrogen oxide (NOX) 

emissions does not apply as any of the development alternatives would result in the selected project site 

being outside of local and state jurisdiction, including SMAQMD jurisdiction.  However, as stated in 

Section 4.4.2 of the Draft EIS, “construction emissions of NOx are significantly below the applicable 

[federal] levels.”  The SMAQMD construction threshold of significance was provided in the EIS at the 

request of SMAQMD based on a comment received during Scoping and is only for reference purposes 

only.  The Final EIS clarifies this distinction in Section 4.4.1.  Furthermore, as discussed in Section 4.4.1, 

the purpose of the General Conformity Rule is to determine if a Federal action will conform to an 

applicable, federally-approved State Implementation Plan (SIP) and to ensure that federal actions do not 

prevent efforts of local jurisdictions to meet National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) through 

implementation of SIPs in accordance with the Clean Air Act.  Accordingly, completion of the General 

Conformity Review process and General Conformity Determination  (refer to Appendix T of the Final 

EIS) ensures that the Preferred Alternative (Alternative F) does not prevent or inhibit SMAQMD 

implementing SIP provisions such as the implementation of its significance thresholds on other local 

projects that are under SMAQMD jurisdiction. 

 

Response to Comment A3-04 

The Commenter states that some operational emission elements are missing from air quality modeling.  

The Draft EIS air quality analysis in fact omitted minor emissions from energy, water, and wastewater 

resulting from proposed casino operation.  Energy source emissions were included in the Draft EIS (Table 

4.4-4); however, the table has been updated in the Final EIS based on new modeling results.  In 
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accordance with the meeting held with SMAQMD (refer to Response to Comment A3-01), air quality 

analysis in the Final EIS, Section 4.4, has been updated to include operational stationary source emissions 

(such as on-site boilers and generators), as well as waste and water source emissions (which were 

negligible and rounded to zero), from the casino for Alternatives A, B, D, E, and F and updated 

CalEEMod modeling output files have been included in Appendix S of the Final EIS.  The updates were 

provided to account for limitations of the CalEEMod, especially its initial overcalculations of ROG/VOC 

emissions as identified by SMAQMD.  The addition of the stationary source modelling results do not 

result in the identification of new significant adverse impacts nor do the results significantly increase an 

impact identified in the Draft EIS. 

 

Response to Comment A3-05 

The Commenter would like a commitment from the BIA to implement air quality mitigation measures 

and estimate reductions in emissions after implementation.  Refer to the Response to Comment A16-152 

regarding implementation and enforceability of mitigation measures.  As requested, emission reduction 

estimates have been included in Section 5.4.2 of the Final EIS, where methodologies to determine such 

reductions are available.  Accordingly, quantification of these emission reductions resulted in a reduction 

in credits required to reduce emissions impacts to below the de minimis threshold for NOx. 

 

Response to Comment A3-06 

The Commenter encourages the BIA to incorporate multiple modes of transit into the Proposed Project.  

As shown in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIS, the proposed alternatives would not adversely impact 

pedestrian, bicycle, or transit facilities or plans.  As discussed in Section 5.4.2 of the Draft EIS, the 

selected alternative would incorporate preferential parking for vanpools and carpools, which would 

promote sustainable modes of transportation and reduce criteria pollutant emissions.  The Tribe has 

expressed interest in implementing other sustainable methods of transportation (such as employee shuttle 

service, providing bicycle parking, etc.) and working with local transportation agencies to provide transit 

service and reduce the amount of vehicle trips.  The Tribe has indicated a desire to implement programs 

that will have a high rate of use and success, which require an understanding of where employees live 

along with where the patrons are originating from; therefore, specific details of these programs are not 

available at this time.  However, Mitigation Measures II and JJ have been added to Section 5.8.4 of the 

Final EIS to ensure the promotion of multiple-rider transportation that would further reduce traffic 

congestion and related air quality impacts.   

 

Response to Comment A3-07   

The Commenter suggests the Draft Conformity Determination requires revisions.  The Draft Conformity 

Determination has been revised to reflect the selection of Alternative F as the Preferred Alternative (refer 

to General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative) as well as (1) updated air emission 

modeling data; and (2) a change in emission reduction credits (ERCs) purchasing.  Accordingly, the 
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Updated Draft Conformity Determination will be recirculated for comment (See Appendix T – Updated 

Draft Conformity Determination). 

 

When the CalEEMod air emission model was run using site-specific and default input values in a manner 

noted by SMAQMD, ROG emissions were reduced by approximately 57 tons per year (79 percent 

reduction).  This more recent model run corrected for an error in the previous model run.  The revised 

CalEEMod output is provided in Appendix S of the Final EIS and corresponding changes have been 

made in Sections 4.4 and 4.15 of the Final EIS.  Appropriate changes have also been made to the Draft 

Conformity Determination mitigation requirements outlined in Section 93.160 of the Clean Air Act, as 

referenced by SMAQMD. 

 

Although there are particulate matter (PM10) and carbon monoxide (CO) federal maintenance areas in 

Sacramento County, the Twin Cities site is not within the maintenance areas.  However, some project-

related vehicle emissions may occur with the maintenance areas.  These emissions were anticipated, with 

great level of confidence based on experience with modelling CAP (cap-and-trade) emissions, to be 

below de minimis levels.  An analysis of PM10 and CO is included in Section 4.0 of the revised Draft 

Conformity Determination.  As anticipated, the results of the CO and PM10 analysis indicated that 

project-related emissions in the maintenance areas would not exceed de minimis thresholds; therefore, no 

Conformity Determination is required for CO or PM10. 

 

The Draft Conformity Determination identifies the purchase of ERCs as the method to mitigate project 

emissions to zero.  Recognizing that an adequate amount of NOx ERCs may not be available in the 

Sacramento Nonattainment Area, which includes the SMAQMD, El Dorado Air Quality Management 

District (EDAQMD), Feather River Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD), Yolo-Solano Air 

Quality Management District (YSAQMD), and Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) 

(refer to Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS for more detail), the Tribe is working on securing an agreement to 

either purchase ERCs (1) in the Sacramento Nonattainment Area; (2) in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin 

(SJVAB); and/or (3) in another adjacent district with an equal of higher nonattainment classification 

(severe or extreme) meeting the requirements outlined in 40 CFR 93.158(a)(2),  with credits available 

within 50 miles of the project site given priority.  ERCs purchased from the SJVAB meet the 

requirements to show conformity outlined in 40 CFR 93.158(a)(2), in that the San Joaquin Valley Air 

Basin contributes and has contributed to the past to violations of the Broader Sacramento Area (which 

includes the Proposed Project site) for ozone levels.  The California Clean Air Act of 1988 required the 

ARB to assess the relative contributions of upwind emissions to downwind State ozone standard 

exceedances.  The initial Transport Assessment was approved by ARB in 1990.  The first triennial 

updates to the 1990 ozone transport report were approved by the ARB in August 1993, November 1996, 

and April 2001.  The ARB determined that “(t)he analyses done over the last decade have given us a good 

understanding of pollutant transport statewide – including the fundamental transport relationships 

between air basins” (ARB, 2001).  According to the April 2001 update, the San Joaquin Valley is 

classified as having various levels of impact to the greater Sacramento air basin (which includes the 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/transport/assessments/1993.pdf
https://www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/transport/assessments/1993.pdf
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project site) ranging from significant to inconsequential depending on the day of the year.  Accordingly, 

the results of these assessments indicates that the San Joaquin valley contributes to the violations within 

the Broader Sacramento Area.  The updated Draft Conformity Determination (Appendix T of the Final 

EIS) and EIS Mitigation Measure 5.4.2(C)(9) have been revised to reflect this information.  A resolution 

from the Tribe to purchase ERCs will be submitted to the BIA and included as part of the Final 

Conformity Determination, which will be released prior to the ROD.   

 

Response to Comment A3-08   

The Commenter summarizes their previous comments.  Refer to Responses to Comments A3-01 through 

A3-07. 

 

COMMENT LETTER A4: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 

Response to Comment A4-01 

The Commenter expresses concern over declining agricultural land and Swainson’s hawk foraging 

habitat.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species.  

 

Response to Comment A4-02  

The Commenter expresses concern over loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat due to development of 

Alternative A.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species. 

 

Response to Comment A4-03 

The Commenter gives historical information on tricolored blackbirds.  Refer to General Response 4 – 

Habitat and Species. 

 

Response to Comment A4-04 

The Commenter notes that some alternative sites contain tricolored blackbird habitat.  Refer to General 

Response 4 – Habitat and Species. 

 

Response to Comment A4-05 

The Commenter notes that the tricolored blackbird is a candidate for State protection.  Refer to General 

Response 4 – Habitat and Species.  Additionally, it should be noted that once land is taken into trust by 

the BIA for use by an Indian tribe, the state no longer has jurisdiction concerning special status species 

and the provisions of the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) are no longer applicable.  

Jurisdiction concerning endangered species transfers to the USFWS along with the applicable provisions 

of the federal Endangered Species Act.  Therefore, the Tribe would not be required to obtain an Incidental 

Take permit under CESA from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) for species 
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protected solely under state law to implement the selected alternative.  However, in addition to mitigation 

measure present in the EIS to protect bird species, the Tribe has stated its commitment to the protection 

and preservation of the environment and natural resources as well as a desire to conduct “government to 

government consultation” regarding natural resources (Comment Letter A6).    

 

Response to Comment A4-06 

Refer to Response to Comment A4-05. 

 

Response to Comment A4-07 

Refer to Response to Comment A4-05. 

  

Response to Comment A4-08 

The Commenter states that specific compensatory mitigation for loss of foraging habitat for the 

Swainson’s hawk and tricolored blackbird is not proposed in the Draft EIS; however, mitigation for other 

impacts to biological resources (Draft EIS, Section 5.5.1, Mitigation Measures T, U, and V) will serve 

to benefit Swainson’s hawk and tricolored blackbirds.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and 

Species. 

 

Response to Comment A4-09 

The Commenter requests written notification of actions and decisions regarding the Proposed Project.  As 

requested, the Commenter has been added to the list of those receiving written notification of decisions 

relating to the project. 

 

COMMENT LETTER A5: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Response to Comment A5-01 

The Commenter states that some improvements may occur in the State’s right-of-way and may require 

encroachment permits.  As listed in Table 1-1, Section 1.8 of the Draft EIS, California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans) encroachment permits “for the construction of interchange/intersection/ 

roadway and utility improvements” resulting from implementation of the development alternatives would 

be obtained as required. 

 

Response to Comment A5-02  

The Commenter requests the planned construction of the State Route 104/Highway 99 interchange be 

considered in EIS analysis.  Extensive coordination has occurred with all of the project alternatives’ area 

roadway jurisdictions, one of which is Caltrans.  Through multiple discussions and face-to-face meetings, 

both the existing and envisioned geometrics along this segment of SR-99 have been thoroughly 
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considered.  While the current Twin Cities Road interchange is described by both the City of Galt and 

Caltrans as an “interim” improvement, the City of Galt has indicated that it has not been, nor does it 

anticipate, collecting funds for the construction of an ultimate interchange which would be built just north 

of the existing interchange.  As such, while this is appropriate project background information, no 

additional analyses or documentation is required at this time. 

 

Response to Comment A5-03 

The Commenter states that transportation improvements and related activities must be coordinated with 

applicable agencies.  Intersection and roadway improvements constructed as mitigation for the 

development alternatives (Section 5.8 of the Draft EIS) would occur off-site and therefore would require 

applicable jurisdictions (Cities of Galt or Elk Grove, County of Sacramento, or the Caltrans) to act as lead 

agency and procure necessary approvals and permits, ensure coordination with stakeholders, and be 

consistent with regulations.  As stated in Section 5.8 of the Draft EIS, the Tribe shall pay either full share 

or fair share “of the cost of implementing recommended mitigation measures” depending on whether LOS 

becomes unacceptable due fully to increased trips resulting from the implementation of a development 

alternative or due partially to project trips.  The Tribe would coordinate closely with Caltrans and other 

lead agencies for all transportation improvements. 

 

Response to Comment A5-04  

Refer to Response to Comment A5-03. 

 

Response to Comment A5-05  

Refer to Response to Comment A5-03. 

 

Response to Comment A5-06  

Refer to Response to Comment A5-03. 

 

Response to Comment A5-07 

Refer to Response to Comment A5-03. 

 

Response to Comment A5-08 

The Commenter requests written notification of actions and decisions regarding the Proposed Project.  As 

requested, the Commenter has been added to the list of those receiving written notification of decisions 

relating to the project. 
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COMMENT LETTER A6:  WILTON RANCHERIA ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

DEPARTMENT 

Response to Comment A6-01 

The Commenter indicates support for the Proposed Project and suggests that the Draft EIS is adequate.  

As stated in in Section 1.4 of the Draft EIS, the EIS was completed in accordance with “the requirements 

set forth in NEPA (42 U.S.C. §4321 et seq.); the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations 

for Implementing NEPA (40 CFR. §§ 1500-1508); the BIA’s NEPA handbook (59 IAM 3); the NEPA 

procedures of the U.S. Department of the Interior (516 DM Ch. 1-7 and 10); and the NEPA Procedures of 

the National Indian Gaming Commission (NIGC)” to ensure “significant prospective environmental 

impacts” have been identified, discussed, and mitigated. 

 

Response to Comment A6-02 

The Commenter indicates a need for the Proposed Project to properly fund the Tribe’s Environmental 

Resources Department.  Refer to Response to Comment A1-01.  Also as stated in in Section 1.3 of the 

Draft EIS, the Proposed Action would “[d]ecrease the Tribe’s and tribal members’ dependence on 

federal and state grants and assistance programs” and “[p]rovide capital for other tribal economic 

development and investment opportunities,” which would in turn allow the Tribe to better staff and fund 

its Environmental Resources Department thus allowing for increased protection and preservation of 

natural resources, as desired by the Tribe. 

 

COMMENT LETTER A7: COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 

Response to Comment A7-01 

The Commenter requests a 10-day comment period extension.  A ten-day comment period extension, 

ending on March 10, 2016, was granted to the County of Sacramento for its review of the Draft EIS. 

 

COMMENT LETTER A8: CITY OF ELK GROVE 

Response to Comment A8-01  

The Commenter states its intent to comment primarily on Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – 

Alternative F as Preferred Alternative.  

 

Response to Comment A8-02 

The Commenter requests specific timing details regarding what should be addressed in an agreement 

between the Tribe and the City of Elk Grove relating to mitigation for extra City police services that will 

be needed for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement and Supplemental 

Appendix B to the Final EIS, which contains the 2016 MOU between the Tribe and the City of Elk 

Grove, which provides for payments from the Tribe to the City to ensure proper support exists for public 

services, including law enforcement (Final EIS, Section 5.7, Mitigation Measure B). 
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Response to Comment A8-03 

The Commenter states that if the Tribe desires to implement Alternative F at the Elk Grove Mall site 

additional analysis would be necessary to estimate fiscal impacts to the City of Elk Grove of both 

Alternative F and Alternative G.  The Commenter points out that the Elk Grove Mall site is zoned for 

commercial development.  The Commenter requests that the amount of appropriate mitigation be agreed 

upon soon.  As described in Final EIS Section 2.8, in the absence of the development alternatives 

analyzed herein, the Elk Grove Mall site would likely be developed into retail/commercial space.  Impacts 

under the Alternative G (No Action) are analyzed in Section 4.7.6 and Supplemental Appendix H 

provided in the Final EIS.  These effects and corresponding mitigation measures were documented in the 

Lent Ranch Marketplace Environmental Impact Report (City of Elk Grove, 2001) and were updated in a 

City Council Staff Report presented to the Elk Grove City Council on October 8, 2014 (City of Elk 

Grove, 2014).  Supplemental Appendix H includes additional information to assist the Commenter and 

the Tribe in determining the precise terms of mitigation.  Also refer to Response to Comment A8-02 

regarding the need for appropriate mitigation. 

 

Response to Comment A8-04 

The Commenter states that the EIS’s conclusion that Alternative F would not have an impact on parks and 

libraries is inconsistent with the estimated 2,914 operational jobs that would occur as a result its 

implementation.  An economic study prepared for the Draft EIS (Appendix H) determined that 

approximately 75 percent of operational jobs under Alternative A would accrue from Sacramento County 

residents and 25 percent to San Joaquin County residents.  The reason that a significant percentage of 

employees are assumed to reside in San Joaquin County is because the Twin Cities site is located 

approximately 4 miles north of the Sacramento/San Joaquin County line.  These percentages were 

estimated based on drive times to the Twin Cities site and regional unemployment rates.  These 

percentages do not apply to Alternatives F and G.  Although Appendix H identifies the economic study 

area as Sacramento and San Joaquin Counties, it is assumed that approximately 100 percent of economic 

activity and local fiscal effects under Alternatives F and G would occur in Sacramento County due to the 

more centralized location of the Elk Grove Mall site within the County.   

 

As stated in Appendix H and in Draft EIS Section 4.7.1, it is assumed that because most potential 

employees are persons who currently reside in the Counties, plus the creation of additional housing stock 

prior to the commencement of operations, there would be sufficient housing.  Therefore, no new housing 

would be required to accommodate Alternative F employees, and, accordingly, as stated in Section 4.7.6 

of the EIS, “it is expected that these effects [to area libraries and parks] would be negligible.”  Likewise, 

as stated in Section 4.7.6, “it is not anticipated that patrons would frequent local libraries or parks.”  See 

General Response 8 – Quantification of Socioeconomic Effects and Mitigation regarding the 

appropriateness of quantitative estimates, impacts that are less than significant, and appropriate levels of 

mitigation under such circumstances.   
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Response to Comment A8-05 

The Commenter requests discussion of City of Elk Grove building codes in the EIS. Should any of the 

development alternatives be approved and the land taken into trust by the BIA for use by the Tribe, local 

and state government regulations, codes, and ordinances would generally not apply.  However, 

discussions of Elk Grove City codes, ordinances, and criteria are included in the Draft EIS in Sections 

3.8.2 (transportation), 3.9.3/4.9.6 (land use), 3.11.2 (noise), and 3.13.4/4.13.6 (aesthetics).  Some updates 

have been made in the Final EIS in accordance with City of Elk Grove requests, including the addition of 

a new City of Elk Grove General Plan land use policy (Table 4.9-4).  Should Alternative F be 

implemented, the Tribe would enter into a cooperative agreement with the City of Elk Grove to ensure the 

City’s satisfaction with project construction and operation. 

  

Response to Comment A8-06 

The Commenter notes an error in an EIS figure.  Figure 1-5 has been revised to reflect the correct 

Accessor’s Parcel Number (APN).  Thank you for the correction. 

 

Response to Comment A8-07 

The Commenter requests a correction of groundwater level and supply information in the EIS.  Section 

3.3.3 has been clarified to state that SCWA is the water provider and information on groundwater level 

and supply has been revised to properly reflect that groundwater elevation is measured as “below mean 

sea level” instead of “below ground level.”  Thank you for the correction.  This clarification does not 

impact the conclusions of the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A8-08   

The Commenter requests a discussion of approved residential development project Sterling Meadows be 

included in the EIS as a sensitive receptor for Alternative F.  Section 3.4.2 has been revised to include a 

discussion of future sensitive receptors at the approved Sterling Meadows and Hampton Oaks residential 

developments. The Sterling Meadows and Hampton Oaks developments would be located greater than 

1,000 feet from the project site, which is above the CARB screening distance set forth in the CARB Air 

Quality and Land Use Handbook (CARB, 2005).  Therefore, the inclusion of this information in Section 

3.4.2 of the Final EIS does not require a change in the analysis and does not change the air quality 

impacts shown in Section 4.4 of the Final EIS.  

 

Response to Comment A8-09 

The Commenter requests a correction and updated information be included in the EIS.  Section 3.6.2 has 

been revised to accurately reflect the approximate locations of nearby existing and approved residential 

developments.  Inclusion of this information does not impact the conclusions of the analysis. 
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Response to Comment A8-10 

The Commenter requests a correction of information in the EIS.  Section 3.9.3 has been revised to 

incorporate the majority of City of Elk Grove’s suggested clarifications.  Thank you for the corrections.  

These clarifications do not impact the conclusions of the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A8-11 

The Commenter requests a correction of information in the EIS.  Section 3.9.3 has been revised to 

incorporate this information.  This clarification does not impact the conclusions of the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A8-12 

The Commenter requests a correction of information in the EIS.  Section 3.9.3 has been revised to 

incorporate this suggested clarification.  This clarification does not impact the conclusions of the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A8-13 

The Commenter requests a correction of information in the EIS.  Figure 3.9-3 has been revised to reflect 

this suggested clarification.  This clarification does not impact the conclusions of the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A8-14 

The Commenter requests updated information be included in the EIS.  Section 3.10.2 has been revised to 

include mention of the planned fire station in the approved Sterling Meadows residential development.  

Thank you for the updated information.  Inclusion of this information does not impact the conclusions of 

the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A8-15   

The Commenter requests additional information be included in the EIS.  Section 3.10.2 has been revised 

to include mention of the trauma center at the Kaiser Permanente South Sacramento Medical Center.  

Thank you for the updated information.  Inclusion of this information does not impact the conclusions of 

the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A8-16 

The Commenter requests its General Plan Noise Element be referenced in the EIS.  Because land taken 

into trust by the BIA for use by an Indian tribe is no longer under local and state government jurisdiction, 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) criteria is used for noise impact analysis.  Some local 

jurisdictional General Plan noise element and threshold information is included in Section 3.11 of the 

Draft EIS for background information only and does not impact the conclusions of the analysis.  
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Comparable information for the City of Elk Grove has been included in Section 3.11.  Inclusion of this 

information does not impact the conclusions of the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A8-17 

The Commenter requests additional information be included in the EIS.  Section 3.13.4 has been revised 

to include the City of Elk Grove Tree Preservation and Protection code (Chapter 19.12).  Inclusion of this 

information does not impact the conclusions of the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A8-18 

The Commenter requests updated information be included in the EIS.  Section 3.13.4 has been revised to 

include mention of existing Mall site weeding and security efforts.  Inclusion of this information does not 

impact the conclusions of the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A8-19 

The Commenter requests additional explanation be provided in the EIS regarding the potential aesthetic 

impact of the Proposed Project, specifically regarding viewsheds and the hotel building.  Section 3.13.4 

of the Draft EIS asserts that views “from vehicles passing on the highway to the west of the site are mostly 

unobstructed” (i.e., Viewshed D).  A photograph of Viewshed D from within the Mall site boundaries is 

shown in Figure 3.13-6b.  This viewshed is discussed in Section 4.13.6 of the Draft EIS as Viewshed D.  

A photograph of Viewshed D shown from Highway 99 westbound has been included in the Final EIS as 

Figure 3.13-6c.  Section 4.13.6 has been revised to include an enhanced discussion of potential aesthetic 

impacts related to Alternative F.  Inclusion of this information does not impact the conclusions of the EIS.  

The City of Elk Grove’s zoning codes allow a variety of building heights for commercial development 

under certain conditions.  Aside from the hotel building, Alternative F would be largely compatible with 

Lent Ranch Special Planning Area building regulations, and, as stated in Section 2.7 of the Final EIS and 

shown in Figure 2-9, “[b]uildings would be architecturally compatible with the adjacent retail facility.”  

 

Response to Comment A8-20 

The Commenter encourages further analysis of measures to mitigate impacts resulting from Alternatives 

D and E.  Comparable levels of environmental analysis have been conducted for each project alternative, 

pursuant to CEQ guidelines (40 CFR Section 1502.14).  Section 4.0 of the Draft EIS includes extensive 

environmental analysis of 12 environmental issue areas for Alternatives D and E, as well as analysis of 

indirect impacts, growth inducement, and cumulative impacts, as required by NEPA.  When impacts were 

determined to be significant, or sometimes even when impacts were already less-than-significant (such as 

in Section 4.10.4 of the Draft EIS regarding solid waste services), mitigation measures were 

recommended in Section 5.0 of the Draft EIS.  Section 5.0 of the Final EIS presents approximately 35 

pages of mitigation measures designed to eliminate or reduce impacts to the environment from the project 

alternatives to less-than-significant levels. 
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Response to Comment A8-21 

The Commenter requests a correction of information in the EIS.  Section 4.8.6 has been corrected with 

the accurate alternative site location name. 

 

Response to Comment A8-22 

The Commenter suggests the city-level socioeconomic analysis presented in Draft EIS is only applicable 

to Alternatives A, B, and C.  The Commenter states that the analysis should be supplemented to address 

Alternatives D, E, and F.  The Commenter is correct that the Draft EIS includes city-level effects for 

Alternatives A, B, and C only.  City-level analysis was not performed for Alternatives D and E because 

the Historic Rancheria site is not located in, or contiguous to, a city.  EIS Sections 4.7.4 and 4.7.5 have 

been updated to explain this distinction.  The Commenter is correct that a more detailed city-level 

socioeconomic analysis for Alternative F would provide a greater level of detail to facilitate input from 

local governmental decision makers.  Please see Response to Comment A8-03 and Supplemental 

Appendix H for this additional information.  As well, Section 4.7.7 has been updated to include 

additional detailed information for Alternative G (No Action) for the Elk Grove Mall site.  Supplemental 

Appendix H includes more detailed information regarding fiscal effects for the State of California, 

Sacramento and San Joaquin Counties, the City of Elk Grove, and the City of Galt.  The additional 

information does not impact the conclusions of the EIS analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A8-23 

The Commenter requests additional information be included in the EIS.  City of Elk Grove General Plan 

Land Use Policy LU-1 has been added to Table 4.9-4 in Section 4.9.6.  Inclusion of this information does 

not impact the conclusions of the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A8-24 

The Commenter requests additional information be included in the EIS.  Section 4.9.6 has been revised to 

discuss Alternative F’s consistency with the Lent Ranch Special Planning Area (LRSPA) and better 

describe its consistency with existing retail land uses and the site’s Elk Grove General Plan Land Use 

designation.  Inclusion of this information does not impact the conclusions of the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A8-25 

The Commenter suggests additional noise analysis may be required if pile driving is anticipated to occur.  

Pile driving is not being considered for construction of Alternative F. 

 

Response to Comment A8-26 

The Commenter would like the City of Elk Grove’s noise thresholds be used for analysis in the EIS.  

Because land taken into trust by the federal government for use by an Indian tribe would no longer be 
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under local and state government jurisdiction, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) criteria is used 

for impact analysis in Section 4.11 of the EIS.  Comparison in Section 4.11 to County of Sacramento 

thresholds is for reference only as the County is the jurisdictional entity for the majority of the potentially 

impacted off-site areas.  Upon request and because the Mall site currently is within the City of Elk 

Grove’s boundaries, comparable noise threshold information for the City of Elk Grove has been included 

in the Final EIS and summarized here.   

 

Under Alternative F, operational noise levels related to increased traffic would not exceed the City of Elk 

Grove’s 60 dB threshold for transportation-related noise for residential receptors (52.4 dBA Leq from 

highway traffic, 55.2 for Promenade Parkway traffic, and 60 dBA for parking lot noise), as presented in 

the City’s General Plan Noise Element.  Other non-transportation operational noise, such as that from 

roof-mounted HVAC equipment, would be inaudible at the nearest existing sensitive noise receptors 

(residences) and, therefore, would not exceed the City’s thresholds. 

   

Response to Comment A8-27 

The Commenter suggests that aesthetics analysis does not include enough viewsheds.  The viewshed from 

the Kaiser Permanente Medical Building are discussed in Sections 3.13.4 and 4.13.6 of the EIS.  As well, 

refer to Response to Comment A8-19 for detail on an added viewshed for the Mall site. 

 

Response to Comment A8-28 

The Commenter requests clarification on applicable noise regulations regarding Alternative F and indirect 

offsite impacts.  Refer to Response to Comment A8-26.  Section 4.14.1 discusses indirect effects related 

to off-site traffic mitigation improvements.  Unlike Alternative F elements that would occur on trust land 

(i.e., not subject to local ordinances and codes), traffic mitigation improvements would occur on land that 

would be subject to these regulations, which is why these regulations are discussed as applicable in 

Section 4.14.1 but not in Section 4.11. 

 

Response to Comment A8-29  

The Commenter requests off-site impacts to water and wastewater facilities be discussed in the EIS.  As 

discussed in Section 4.10.6 of the Final EIS, mitigation measures would be implemented to ensure a less-

than-significant impact on off-site wastewater and water purveyors, services, and facilities.  Mitigation 

measures include service agreements with applicable agencies and fair share compensation for new or 

expanded facilities “to maintain existing public services at existing levels” (Final EIS, Section 5.10.1, 

Mitigation Measure A) and state that improvements shall be sized to maintain existing public services at 

existing levels; therefore, mitigating any direct or indirect impacts of utility connections. 
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Response to Comment A8-30 

The Commenter requests a correction of information in the EIS.  Table 4.15-2 in Section 4.15.3 has been 

corrected and revised to reflect all potential known cumulative development in the City of Elk Grove.  

Inclusion of this information does not impact the conclusions of the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A8-31 

The Commenter requests a clarification of information in the EIS.  Section 4.15.8, “Land Use,” has been 

revised to state “While Alternative F would not be subject to local land use policies, as discussed in 

Section 4.9, the Tribe has agreed to work cooperatively with local governments on matters relating to 

land use and consistency with local codes.”  This clarification does not impact the conclusions of the 

analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A8-32 

Refer to Response to Comment A8-19. 

 

Response to Comment A8-33 

The Commenter requests mitigation for GHG reduction include specific building standards and measures 

included in the City of Elk Grove’s 2013 Climate Action Plan.  Section 5.4.2 of the Draft EIS includes 

several GHG reduction mitigation measures based on California Air Pollution Control Officers 

Association (CAPCOA) and California Office of the Governor GHG reduction directives.  Mitigation 

measures include using clean fuel vehicles on-site, preferential parking for carpools/vanpools, installation 

of low-flow appliances and use of recycled water, use of energy efficient lighting and appliances, obvious 

placement of recycling bins, planting of trees, and potentially implementing ride-sharing programs for 

staff, use of 100 percent electric vehicles on-site, and implementation of renewable energy projects.  

Sections 5.3.2, 5.4.2, and 5.10 includes mitigation measures to reduce waste and use environmentally 

preferable materials for construction of facilities.  These mitigation measures are relatively consistent 

with several measures presented in the City of Elk Grove’s 2013 Climate Action Plan for GHG reduction, 

including: BE-7 (Building Stock: Appliances and Equipment in New Development); BE-8 (Community 

Forestry); Measure BE-10 (On-Site Renewable Energy Installations); RC-1 (Waste Reduction); RC-2 

(Water Conservation); RC-3 (Recycled Water); TACM-7 (Jobs/Housing Balance); TACM-9 (Efficient 

and Alternative Vehicles); and TACM-10 (Car Sharing).  However, specific revisions and additions have 

been made to mitigation measures in Section 5.0 of the Final EIS to increase consistency with some of 

these City of Elk Gove Climate Action Plan GHG reduction measures.  These revisions are shown below 

in strikeout and underline for convenience. 
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Elk Grove Climate Action 
Plan Measure 

EIS Mitigation Measure Revision 

BE-7 5.4.2(C)(8) 
“The Tribe shall use energy-efficient appliances and 
equipment in the hotel and casino.” 

BE-8 5.4.2(C)(7) 
“The Tribe shall plant trees and vegetation in 
appropriate densities to maximize air quality benefits 
on-site or fund such plantings off-site.”  

RC-1 5.10.2(E) 

“A solid waste management plan shall be developed 
and adopted by the Tribe that addresses recycling, 
and solid waste reduction, and reuse of materials on 
site to reduce solid waste sent to landfills.   

RC-2 5.3.2(I) 
“The Tribe shall implement water conservation 
measures to reduce the amount of water used…” 

TACM-9 5.4.2(C)(1) 
“The Tribe shall use efficient clean fuel vehicles that 
use alternative fuel…” 

TACM-9 5.4.2(C)(2) 

The Tribe shall provide preferential parking for 
vanpools and carpools, which would reduce criteria 
pollutants by promoting the use of transportation 
options other than single-occupant vehicles. 

TACM-9 5.8.4(II) 

The Tribe shall institute a shuttle service or 
comparable private multi-rider transportation system to 
provide alternative transportation options other than 
single-occupant vehicles for casino patrons and/or 
employees. 

 

 

Also, as stated in Section 2.7.1 of the Final EIS, “Alternative F would be constructed to meet the 

International Building Code,” which requires implementation of energy efficiency standards present in 

the International Energy Conservation Code that established regulations for energy efficient buildings by 

using new materials and energy efficiency designs (International Code Council, 2012). 

 

Response to Comment A8-34 

The Commenter requests a clarification of the dollar amount cited for mitigation to fund a local program 

that treats problem gamblers.  Mitigation Measure C in Section 5.7 of the Draft EIS guarantees a 

contribution from the Tribe to an applicable Sacramento County organization “no less than $50,000 

annually to a program that treats problem gamblers.”  This amount was derived from known data 

obtained from other comparable tribal casino operations and is a minimum amount, meaning additional 

funds could be made available.  As well, money paid from the Tribe into the State Special Distribution 

Fund, as would be required under a typical gaming compact with the State, may be used to address 

problem gambling. 

 

Response to Comment A8-35 

The Commenter requests specific mitigation measures be added to the EIS regarding landscape design 

and the “purple pipe” system.  Section 5.3.1, Mitigation Measures B, of the Final EIS states that 

recycled water “shall be used beneficially to the extent practical, including, but not limited to, landscape 



3.0 Response to Comments 

 

December 2016 3-27 Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project  

  Final EIS – Volume I 

irrigation, toilet flushing, and cooling towers, as applicable.”  The Tribe would enter into a cooperative 

agreement with applicable local jurisdictions (under Alternative F that would be the City of Elk Grove) to 

ensure the jurisdiction’s satisfaction with project construction and operation, including connectivity to a 

“purple pipe” treated wastewater system if available and feasible. 

 

Response to Comment A8-36  

Refer to Response to Comment A8-10. 

  

Response to Comment A8-37 

The Commenter requests updated information be included in the EIS.  Thank you for the updated law 

enforcement information; it has been included in the Final EIS Section 3.10.4.  Reasonable effort was 

made at the time of Draft EIS preparation to obtain current information.  This updated information does 

not alter the conclusions of the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A8-38 

The Commenter requests further information prior to the Elk Grove Police Department entering into an 

agreement with the Tribe.  In September 2016, the City of Elk Grove and the Tribe entered into an MOU 

to reimburse the City “for quantifiable direct and indirect costs incurred in conjunction with providing 

law enforcement services” (Final EIS, Section 5.10.3, Mitigation Measure P).  The 2016 MOU contains 

provisions for a one-time police equipment contribution and recurring annual payments for police and 

code enforcement services (see Supplemental Appendix B to the Final EIS). 

 

Estimated incremental costs to local police departments for Alternative A are listed in EIS Table 4.7-16 

and Table 4.7-17.  The Commenter states that further information would be needed to determine a 

projected annual increase in calls for service and arrests specific to the Elk Grove alternative, based on the 

City of Elk Grove Police Department data provided by the Commenter.  Supplemental Appendix H 

includes an analysis that estimates the fiscal impacts to the City of Elk Grove Police Department.  Also 

see General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement, General Response 8 – Quantification of 

Socioeconomic Effects and Mitigation and Response to Comment A16-23.  

 

Response to Comment A8-39 

The Commenter notes that absent an agreement with the Tribe, law enforcement requests for Alternative 

F would be handled by the City of Elk Grove Police Department and that extended time may be required 

by the Police Department to hire and train necessary additional staff.  Refer to Response to Comment A8-

38 regarding the 2016 MOU between the Tribe and the City of Elk Grove (Supplemental Appendix B to 

the Final EIS) 
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Response to Comment A8-40 

The Commenter states that several roadway descriptions are either incorrect or missing.  As discussed in 

responses to subsequent comments, several study facility conditions are understood to have changed since 

the subject traffic study (Appendix O of the Draft EIS) was prepared.  Consistent with standard traffic 

engineering practice, actual on-the-ground conditions at the time traffic counts were conducted and were 

reflected in the Draft EIS.  However, since that time, Grant Line Road has been widened from East 

Stockton Boulevard to Waterman Road, including the railroad overcrossing.  This change is reflected in 

subsequent analysis scenarios shown in Supplemental Appendix O (Table 1) of the Final EIS. Updated 

descriptions of Grant Line Road, Kammerer Road, Promenade Parkway, and Elk Grove Boulevard have 

been provided in the Final EIS in Section 3.8.1.  This updated information does not impact the 

conclusions of the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A8-41 

The Commenter appears to question the baseline conditions used in the existing conditions analysis for 

the Grant Line Road intersection with Sheldon Road and Grant Line Road, between East Stockton 

Boulevard and Waterman Road.  As mentioned in Response to Comment A8-40, consistent with standard 

traffic engineering practice, actual on-the-ground conditions at the time traffic counts were conducted and 

were reflected in the Draft EIS.  Since that time, this intersection and roadway segment have been 

improved, and those improvements are appropriately reflected in subsequent analysis scenarios shown 

Table 1 of the memorandum (dated March 15, 2016) that is attached to Supplemental Appendix O of the 

Final EIS.  

 

Response to Comment A8-42 

The Commenter requests specific timing for implementation of fair-share payments included as part of 

transportation-related mitigate measures.  As stated in Section 5.8.2 of the Draft EIS, the Tribe would 

enter into agreements with applicable lead agencies (City of Elk Grove, City of Galt, County of 

Sacramento, or Caltrans) to fund “fair-share contribution toward future vicinity roadway maintenance 

and improvements.”  The timing of this funding would be determined by the cooperative agreements with 

individual agencies, but would occur prior to project operation.  Timing of payments for roadway 

mitigation is addressed within the 2016 MOU with Sacramento County for Alternative A, and within the 

individual 2016 MOUs with Sacramento County and the City of Elk Grove for Alternative F (refer to 

Supplemental Appendix B of the Final EIS).   Additionally, language has been added in Section 5.8 of the 

Final EIS to clarify the timing of mitigation implementation.   

 

Response to Comment A8-43   

The Commenter requests a correction of information in the EIS.  Section 5.8.2, Mitigation Measure F, 

has been revised to include the City of Elk Grove.  
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Response to Comment A8-44 

The Commenter indicates that the traffic study’s mitigation for the Grant Line Road intersection with 

Wilton Road should be further analyzed and indicates that the City of Elk Grove has had discussions with 

the Capital Southeast Connector (Connector) Joint Power Authority (JPA) regarding realignment of 

Wilton Road with Pleasant Grove School road to create a common four-way intersection, rather than the 

existing offset.  The intersection above may be modified as part of the Connector project.  It is currently 

in the planning stage and is not scheduled for construction until mid-2022 (Minnema, 2016).  Mitigation 

Measure 5.8.2.O has been modified accordingly.   

 

Response to Comment A8-45 

The Commenter suggests that water supply information provided in the EIS for Alternative F is unclear 

regarding impacts to SCWA’s system.  Alternative F would use approximately 260,000 gallons per day 

(or 291 acre feet per year) of water on average (Section 2.7.2 of the Draft EIS).  Alternative F is within 

SCWA’s Zone 40; an area that SCWA assumes will steadily increase its water demand through 2024 

buildout of Sacramento County’s General Plan (SCWA, 2005).  The existing planned commercial use at 

the Mall site is included in Sacramento County’s General Plan and is comparable to the use under 

Alternative F.  Because water demands at the Mall site are accounted for in SCWA’s master planning for 

Zone 40, SCWA has, therefore, accounted for Alternative F water demands within its 2030 projected 

water demands of 113,064 acre feet per year (SCWA, 2005). 

 

As stated in Section 4.10.6 of the Draft EIS, “[a] significant effect would occur to water supply 

distribution facilities as a result of the need to provide service to Alternative F,” though, as stated in 

Section 2.7.2 of the Draft EIS and demonstrated above, “SCWA has capacity to meet anticipated demand 

for domestic water use under Alternative F.”  However, the existing conveyance system at the Mall site 

may need to be modified.  Appendix I (Section 3.0) of the Draft EIS states that coordination with SCWA 

has occurred through “discussions with SCWA’s Department of Community Development,” and it was 

determined that “most of the water system acreage and impact fees have been paid and construction is 

mostly complete, but the system installation has not been finalized;” an action that would occur prior to 

implementation of Alternative F (“the Tribe would resubmit water improvement plans to SCWA and pay 

the remaining water development fees,” Section 4.10.6 of the Draft EIS).  Accordingly, Section 5.10.1 of 

the Draft EIS recommends Mitigation Measure A that details service agreements that the Tribe will 

enter into prior to project operation, including “fair share compensation for new, upgraded, and/or 

expanded water supply…conveyance facilities necessary to serve development of the selected site, 

including development of appropriately sized infrastructure to meet anticipated flows.  Such 

improvements shall be sized to maintain existing public services at existing levels.  The service agreement 

shall also include provisions for monthly services charges consistent with rates paid by other commercial 

users.”  
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Response to Comment A8-46 

The Commenter suggests that water supply mitigation measures included in the EIS for Alternative F are 

too broad.  Refer to Response to Comment A8-45 

 

Response to Comment A8-47 

The Commenter requests more supporting details be included in Appendix I of the EIS.  The distribution 

capacity of the City’s distribution lines is discussed on page 24 of Appendix I of the Draft EIS.  The 

previously installed water distribution system is served by four connection points to 12‐inch diameter 

water mains located adjacent to the Mall site access driveways.  With water flows at approximately 2 feet 

per second, each 12‐inch pipe would deliver roughly 700 gallons per minute, which in total exceeds the 

peak demand estimated for the facility.  Therefore, existing water distribution infrastructure appears to 

have adequate capacity for Alternative F, subject to final confirmation by the City of Elk Grove and 

SCWA. 

Response to Comment A8-48 

The Commenter suggests that wastewater information provided in the EIS for Alternative F is unclear 

regarding impacts to Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District’s (SRCSD) system.  The Draft EIS 

and Appendix I are meant to investigate potential environmental impacts related to wastewater treatment 

and are not detailed design documents.  However, as stated in Section 4.10.6 of the Draft EIS, the 

“projected average daily wastewater flow for Alternative F would be approximately 232,000 gpd, with 

peak day flows estimated at 309,000 gpd” and “[t]he 40 MGD of current available capacity at the 

Sacramento Regional WWTP would accommodate the wastewater demands of Alternative F.”  Appendix 

I discusses potential wastewater impacts and mitigation for Alternative F (Mall site) (page 16), where it 

states that a public sewer connection is already installed at this site, and that impact fees and monthly 

usage fees would be paid to SRCSD and Sacramento Area Sewer District (SASD).  SRCSD’s WWTP 

already has permitted capacity available to accept the wastewater from Alternative F.  The project would 

require installation of a new sewer line connecting the casino to the existing Promenade Parkway trunk 

sewer line, at the expense of the developer.  Coordination with SASD would occur prior to and during 

construction of Alternative F, as stated in Appendix I of the Draft EIS (page 16).  Accordingly, Section 

5.10.1 of the Draft EIS recommends Mitigation Measure A that details service agreements that the Tribe 

would enter into prior to project operation, including for “fair share compensation for new, upgraded, 

and/or expanded…wastewater conveyance facilities necessary to serve development of the selected site, 

including development of appropriately sized infrastructure to meet anticipated flows.  Such 

improvements shall be sized to maintain existing public services at existing levels.  The service agreement 

shall also include provisions for monthly services charges consistent with rates paid by other commercial 

users.” 
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Response to Comment A8-49 

The Commenter suggests that wastewater mitigation measures included in the EIS for Alternative F are 

too broad.  Refer to Response to Comment A8-48. 

 

Response to Comment A8-50  

The Commenter requests more supporting detail be included in Appendix I of the EIS.  Because 

infrastructure was previously constructed and/or installed in the vicinity of the Mall site in anticipation of 

the mall commercial development, it is anticipated that this infrastructure will be adequate to service 

Alternative F.  SASD would confirm this prior to providing service by completing a capacity study to 

confirm that the existing trunk sewer or associated collection and pumping system components are 

adequate.  A service agreement with SASD would specify if any system upgrades are required and fee 

arrangement between the Tribe and SASD.  Also as stated in Appendix I, for a more detailed discussion 

of the reimbursement processes for trunk sewer lines, see Section 8.1 of SASD’s Sewer Ordinance, which 

was included in Appendix C of Appendix I in the Draft EIS. 

 

Response to Comment A8-51 

The Commenter requests updated information be included in the EIS regarding e-Tran services.  Thank 

you for the transportation information; it has been added to Section 3.8.3 the Final EIS, but does not 

change the conclusions of the analysis.  Reasonable effort was made at the time of Draft EIS preparation 

to obtain current information.  Transportation analysis in the Draft EIS is conservative and trip 

assumptions do not take into account reductions due to public transit services that may be available at or 

near the Mall site as the details of such future services are not known at this time (Section 3.8.3).  Use of 

public transit or casino shuttle services (refer to Response to Comment A3-06) by casino patrons and 

employees would reduce traffic impacts.  Mitigation Measures II and JJ have been added to Section 

5.8.4 of the Final EIS to ensure the promotion of multiple-rider transportation that would further reduce 

traffic congestion.   

   

Response to Comment A8-52 

The Commenter states that the traffic study did not include an analysis on the number of transit trips 

(transit ridership) that are anticipated.  Refer to Responses to Comments A3-06 and A8-51.  

 

Response to Comment A8-53  

The Commenter suggests a mitigation measure pertaining to public transportation for Alternative F be 

included in the EIS.  Refer to Responses to Comments A3-06 and A8-51.  Mitigation Measure JJ have 

been added to Section 5.8.4 of the Final EIS to ensure coordination with the City of Elk Grove to promote 

the operation of public transportation to the Elk Grove Mall site so as to further reduce traffic congestion. 
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Response to Comment A8-54  

The Commenter provides background information regarding commercial and residential solid waste in the 

City of Elk Grove and requests clarification of solid waste information provided for Alternative F in the 

EIS.  Thank you for the background information.  Sections 3.10.3, 4.10.6, and 4.15.8 have been updated 

to more accurately describe commercial waste hauling and disposal in the City of Elk Grove.  Section 

4.10.6 provides a conservative analysis, therefore, only Kiefer Landfill was evaluated.  This clarification 

does not alter the conclusions of the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A8-55  

The Commenter provides background information regarding commercial solid waste in the City of Elk 

Grove.  Refer to Response to Comment A8-54. 

  

Response to Comment A8-56  

The Commenter requests consideration of additional landfills regarding solid waste disposal for 

Alternative F.  Refer to Response to Comment A8-54. 

  

Response to Comment A8-57   

The Commenter requests that Alternative F comply with City of Elk Grove codes regulating debris 

reduction and business recycling.  Because land taken into trust by the BIA for use by an Indian tribe is 

no longer under local and state government jurisdiction, the City’s debris reduction and business 

recycling requirements would not apply.  However, several mitigation measures are included in Sections 

5.4.2 and 5.10.2 of the Draft EIS as part of Alternative F that include recycling enhancement measures, 

such as obvious placement of recycling bins and recycling as much construction debris as possible, and 

the use of recycled materials in construction, as well as the best management practices (BMPs) contained 

in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) required by USEPA (Section 5.2 of the Draft 

EIS).  BMPs include proper handling and disposal of material during construction to protect from 

environmental damage.  These mitigation measures are consistent with the spirit of the City’s debris 

reduction and business recycling requirements.  

 

COMMENT LETTER A9:  WILTON RANCHERIA CULTURAL RESOURCES OFFICER 

Response to Comment A9-01 

The Commenter states support for the Proposed Project as it would enable predictable funding for cultural 

enrichment of tribal members and the surrounding community. Refer to Response to Comment A1-01.  It 

is noted in Section 1.3 of the Draft EIS the many “residual effects of the Tribe’s 45-year termination 

period from 1964 to 2009” and that “the Tribe and its members were economically disadvantaged for a 

period of two generations.”  Section 3.6.2 of the Draft EIS acknowledges the ethnography of the Tribe as 
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direct decedents of the Eastern Miwok, who had occupied the region since pre-historic times and have 

been known to continuously inhabit the region since European contact in the early 1800s. 

 

COMMENT LETTER A10: U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Response to Comment A10-01 

The Commenter states that it would like to work with the lead agency to reduce any environmental 

impacts.  Comment noted.  As stated in Section 1.4 of the Draft EIS, USEPA is a Cooperating Agency for 

the EIS.  All potential physical environmental impacts that may not be avoided by the development 

alternatives have been addressed by project design features described in Section 2.0 of the EIS; BMPs 

(EIS, Sections 2.0 and 5.0), and mitigation measures (EIS, Section 5.0). 

 

Response to Comment A10-02 

The Commenter expresses concern that SMAQMD may not have enough NOx and VOC emission 

reduction credits to fully offset the Proposed Project’s emissions and requests that the General 

Conformity Determination explain how emission offsets would originate from an area that contributes, or 

has contributed in the past, to violations in the project area.  Additionally, the Commenter requests a 

clarification of potentially imported fill to the Twin Cities site during project construction.  Refer to 

Response to Comment A3-07. 

 

Response to Comment A10-03 

The Commenter recommends that Alternative F be considered the Environmentally Preferred Alternative.  

Refer to Section 2.10.2 of the Final EIS and also, refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred 

Alternative. 

 

Response to Comment A10-04 

The Commenter recommends against selecting Alternatives D and E due to environmental concerns.  All 

potential physical environmental impacts that might occur under Alternatives D and E could be mitigated 

to a less-than-significant level; however, as stated in the Final EIS, Section 2.10.2, Alternative F now is 

the Preferred Alternative.  Also, refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to Comment A10-05 

The Commenter requests that one copy of the Final EIS be sent to a specific address.  The indicated 

branch of your agency is on the list of those receiving written notification of decisions and documentation 

relating to the project. 
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Response to Comment A10-06 

The Commenter recommends that Alternative F be considered the Environmentally Preferred Alternative.  

Refer to Response to Comment A10-03. 

 

Response to Comment A10-07 

The Commenter makes several recommendations regarding the General Conformity Determination.  The 

Draft General Conformity Determination has been revised based on updated emission model runs and the 

change in the Tribe’s Preferred Alternative and will be re-issued (see updated Appendix T of the Final 

EIS).  During the development of the revised Draft Conformity Determination, the BIA took into 

consideration the comments received on the initial draft and made appropriate revisions. 

 

The Draft EIS indicated that the fill required for the Twin Cities site would be taken from other areas of 

the site (Draft EIS, Section 2.2.5, “…additional material would need to be excavated from other 

locations on the property”).  Based on comments received, the Final EIS (see Methodology, Section 

4.4.1) has been updated to clarify that for the project alternatives, all fill would be obtained from on-site 

locations.  Accordingly, without the generation of construction trips associated with fill import, 

construction emissions would still be below the 25 tons per year (tpy) de minimis thresholds for ozone 

precursors (ROG and NOX) and the 100 tpy de minimis threshold for PM2.5.  Therefore, revising the Draft 

General Conformity Determination to address fill importation is unwarranted. 

 

The Draft EIS referred to the General Conformity de minimis thresholds for criteria pollutants as “Council 

on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Reference Points (RP).”  The Final EIS uses the more conventional 

terminology of “General Conformity de minimis threshold” for criteria pollutants.  The terminology has 

been revised throughout Sections 4.4, 4.15, and 5.0 of the Final EIS.  For more detail on the purchase of 

ERCs (emission reduction credits) as outlined in the Draft Conformity Determination, refer to Response 

to Comment A3-07.  A resolution from the Tribe to purchase ERCs will be submitted to the BIA and 

included as part of the Final Conformity Determination, which will be released prior to the ROD. 

 

Response to Comment A10-08 

The Commenter assert that language in the Draft EIS regarding the application of a minor New Source 

Review permit is not correct.  The Draft EIS stated that the Tribe would only be required to apply for a 

permit under the newly implemented minor New Source Review (NSR) requirements of the Clean Air 

Act if USEPA promulgates both class-specific guidelines for casino resorts and regulations that require 

the Tribe to obtain a minor NSR permit.  The Final EIS clarifies the discussion of Tribal NSR permitting 

(Section 4.4) as it relates to the project alternatives.  As stated in the Final EIS, a minor NSR permit 

would be required prior to construction if the aggregate emissions from stationary emission units at the 

facility would exceed the minor NSR thresholds for CO and PM2.5.  In addition, Table 4.4-1 has been 

revised to remove the incorrect nitrogen dioxide (NO2) threshold and include the PM threshold of 10 tons 

per year.  These changes do not create new impacts or significantly impact the severity of impacts. 
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Response to Comment A10-09 

The Commenter recommends that all mitigation measure related to air quality in Section 5.4.2 of the 

Draft EIS be implemented.  All mitigation measures would be implemented, as appropriate.  Refer to the 

Response to Comment A16-152 regarding implementation and enforceability of mitigation measures.  

The purchase of GHG ERCs would be from a program that has been validated using rigorous protocols 

and guidance to ensure the credits are real, additional, and surplus, such as credits from the Climate 

Action Registry, American Carbon Registry, or CARB, as described in Mitigation Measure 5.4.3(D). 

 

Response to Comment A10-10 

The Commenter notes that the City of Galt’s wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) is located on the parcel 

adjacent to the Twin Cities site, which could be advantageous for an off-site connection.  Comment noted. 

 

Response to Comment A10-11 

The Commenter expresses concern regarding absorption capacity of soils for treated effluent at the Twin 

Cities site and the potential for runoff.  The Twin Cities site would have an ample area of undeveloped 

land under Alternatives A, B, and C for land dispersal of treated effluent via surface (spray fields) and 

subsurface disposal, as shown in Figure 2-1 of the Draft EIS.  At its maximum buildout (Alternative A), 

up to 22.8 acres are required (6.2 for spray fields and 16.6 for subsurface disposal) and more than 80 are 

available (Draft EIS, Appendix I, Table 5-1 and page 34).  Calculations were based on soils consisting of 

silt loam, which have an application rate of 0.4 gpd/ft2 (gallons per day per square-foot) per Sacramento 

County design guidelines (Draft EIS, Appendix I, page 34).  However, to be conservative, application 

rates for a far less absorptive soil type (e.g., clay soils, 0.2 gpd/ft2) were also calculated and would require 

36.2 acres of land for surface disposal (Section 4.3.1 of the Draft EIS), still far less than the more than 80 

acres available at the Twin Cities site, thus ensuring sufficient area is available for treated effluent 

disposal.  As stated in Section 4.3.1 of the Draft EIS, “effluent would be applied at agronomic rates 

throughout the year, except during rain events constraints.”  Therefore, due to the large amount of land 

available for disposal of treated effluent; agronomic application; and implementation of mitigation 

measures included in Section 5.3.1 of the Draft EIS, surface water or groundwater quality would not be 

adversely impacted and no violations of the Clean Water Act (CWA) would occur.  Since no surface 

water discharge would occur under Alternatives A, B, or C, a USEPA National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) permit for wastewater discharges is not required for proposed activity at the 

Twin Cities site.   

 

Response to Comment A10-12 

The Commenter requests clarification of statements made in the EIS regarding the USEPA’s role in an 

on-site WWTP.  Mitigation Measures A and C in Section 5.3.1 in the Draft EIS have been revised to 

better reflect that a USEPA permit may not be applicable and/or required, and Section 4.3.1 has been 
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modified to specify which USEPA wastewater disposal criteria are being referenced (namely the USEPA 

Underground Injection Control (UIC) program for Tribal land).   

 

Response to Comment A10-13 

The Commenter states appreciation for inclusion in the EIS of a mitigation measure recommended by 

their agency and summarizes their previous recommendations.  Thank you for your previous mitigation 

recommendation.  Refer to Responses to Comments A10-10, A10-11, and A10-12. 

 

Response to Comment A10-14 

The Commenter requests a commitment for early consultation by the Tribe with the USEPA regarding the 

installation of an on-site public drinking water system and for the Tribe to conduct baseline monitoring.  

As stated in Section 3.3.1 of the Draft EIS, “under the mandate of the Safe Drinking Water Act, the 

USEPA sets legally enforceable National Primary Drinking Water Regulations (primary standards) that 

apply to public water systems…[t]he USEPA does not oversee the construction and permitting of 

groundwater wells, but requires that public health standards…are in place.”  It goes on to state that the 

“USEPA will also primarily establish monitoring and operational requirements, which will typically be 

specific to the project area.”  Therefore, USEPA will be the regulatory agency overseeing an on-site 

potable water operation.  The Tribe will work closely and cooperatively with USEPA to ensure that 

appropriate monitoring is conducted pursuant to USEPA guidelines and that all USEPA drinking water 

standards are met. 

 

COMMENT LETTER A11: CENTRAL VALLEY REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL 

BOARD 

Response to Comment A11-01 

The Commenter states that project alternatives have the potential to create significant water quality 

impacts to waters of the U.S. without proper mitigation.  Mitigation to avoid significant water quality 

impacts is included in the Draft EIS in Sections 5.2 (all), 5.3 (all), 5.4 (A), 5.5 (A, E, F, G, K, N, S, W, X, 

Y, Z, BB, and CC), 5.10 (D), and 5.12 (A, C, and E). 

 

Response to Comment A11-02 

The Commenter recommends mitigation for Alternatives A through F include construction BMPs 

identified in several local and State agency plans and documents.  Both construction and post‐

construction stormwater BMPs were described and addressed in Draft EIS Section 5.2 as well in 

Appendix J of the Draft EIS (Grading and Drainage Feasibility Study).  If the Tribe were to move 

forward with any of the alternatives, a Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan would be 

prepared as required by the USEPA (Section 5.2, Mitigation Measure A, of the Draft EIS).  Post‐

Construction Stormwater BMPs will follow the jurisdictional requirements described in Draft EIS 

Section 5.2 and Appendix J. 
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Response to Comment A11-03 

The Commenter requests that the Proposed Project either avoid all impacts to wetlands or comply with 

the State of California Wetlands Conservation Policy.  Section 5.5.2, Mitigation Measure W, ensures 

that a “formal Jurisdictional Delineation shall be conducted” and verified by the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers and that existing wetlands shall be “avoided, fenced, and excluded from activity.”  Several 

other mitigation measures are suggested to protect and avoid wetlands for project alternatives.  Land 

taken into trust by the BIA for use by an Indian tribe is no longer under local and state government 

jurisdiction; however, the spirit of the State of California Wetlands Conservation Policy is being met by 

specified mitigation. 

 

Response to Comment A11-04 

The Commenter requests that wastewater generated by the Proposed Project be conveyed to existing 

wastewater treatment facilities in lieu of treated on-site.  Request noted.  Alternatives A, B, C, and F 

possess an option (or requirement, as with Alternative F) to use existing off-site wastewater conveyance 

and treatment facilities. The final selection of the wastewater system will be made based on the project 

alternative chosen, environmental and economic considerations and agreements reached with applicable 

agencies.   

 

Response to Comment A11-05 

The Commenter makes a specific request relating to on-site wastewater treatment facilities that could 

occur at the Twin Cities and Historic Rancheria sites.  The recommendations for primary, secondary 

(including nitrogen removal) and tertiary treatment for the purpose of meeting the standards of Title 22 

recycled water are duly noted.  As discussed in the Draft EIS, Sections 4.3 and 5.3 and Section 2 of 

Appendix I of the Draft EIS, subheading “Recycled Water,” the use of on-site tertiary treated water for 

toilet flushing and satisfying irrigation demand was considered, and estimated recycled water supply and 

demand was presented in Tables 2‐7 and 2‐8 for peak daily and annual flows.  Draft EIS, Section 4.3 and 

5.3, and Appendix I (page 14) state that where an on-site WWTP is utilized, tertiary treated effluent will 

be available for re-use.  The use of on-site tertiary treated wastewater will help to minimize the potential 

for groundwater and surface water impacts, as noted in the comment.  In addition, the Draft EIS states in 

Section 2.2 that “[a]ll water used for reclamation would meet the equivalent of State standards governing 

the use of recycled water as described in Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations.”  The subsequent 

sections of the Draft EIS for Alternatives B through E also include references to the recycled water 

reclamation proposed under Alternative A. 

 

Response to Comment A11-06 

The Commenter recommends that wastewater be recycled to the maximum practical extent by applying it 

to land (via spray and drip irrigation) rather than by discharging it to surface waters.  As detailed in 

Section 2.0 of the Draft EIS, Alternatives D and E would require an on-site WWTP.  Alternatives A, B, 
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and C may include an on-site WWTP, or may connect directly to the local wastewater conveyance 

system.  In all instances where on-site wastewater collection and treatment may occur, recycled 

wastewater would be employed to the extent feasible for non-potable uses such as in toilets and urinals 

and for landscape irrigation.  For the Twin Cities site, non-recycled wastewater would be discharged to 

the land in the manner described by the Commenter (at agronomic rates in spray or drip fields).  At the 

Historic Rancheria site, spray field(s) may be utilized for disposal of non-recycled treated water but 

primary discharge would be to the Consumes River.  This would be necessary because the Historic 

Rancheria site “has limited area for land disposal and wastewater” (Draft EIS, Appendix I, page 35).  It 

is acknowledged that this may not be the environmental preferred choice; however, this discharge would 

occur “in compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) waste 

discharge permit issued by the [US]EPA” Draft EIS, Section 2.5.2). 

 

Response to Comment A11-07 

The Commenter suggests consideration of salinity levels when selecting a water supply for the Proposed 

Project.  The recommendation to use the highest quality groundwater available for the project site selected 

is noted.  As discussed in Section 4.10 of the Draft EIS and Section 4 of Appendix I of the Draft EIS, the 

selection of a water supply source will be based on the availability of municipal connections at each 

project site, available groundwater quality and quantity, and the associated impacts to cost and system 

maintenance.  Specific efforts to manage the salinity of disposed wastewater, as necessary, will be 

considered and implemented at the time of on-site wastewater system design. 

 

Response to Comment A11-08 

The Commenter states that wastewater and stormwater discharges resulting from Alternative A through E 

may have a cumulative effect on local and regional water quality (specifically in regards to Cosumnes 

River and its tributaries).  Potential water quality impacts in a cumulative setting are analyzed throughout 

Section 4.15 of the Draft EIS (specifically refer to Section 4.15.3: Water Resources).  With the 

implementation of measures identified in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIS (erosion control measures, 

construction BMPs compliant with State of California General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water 

Associated with Construction Activity, and compliance with USEPA stormwater regulations), it was 

determined that there would be no adverse cumulative effects to water quality. 

 

Response to Comment A11-09 

The Commenter encourages the use of alternative stormwater mitigation and treatment measures for 

hydromodification mitigation.  As stated in Section 4.3.1 of the Draft EIS and Appendix J of the Draft 

EIS (page 7), the Twin Cities and Historic Rancheria sites fall “outside of Sacramento County’s MS4 

permit boundary…[t]herefore, hydromodification mitigation parameters were selected using the State 

Water Resources Control Board’s (SWRCB) Post‐ Construction Standards to offset the impacts of the 
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development.”  These standards are deemed adequate by the California Environmental Protection Agency 

State Water Resources Control Board and are appropriately applied to project alternatives. 

 

Response to Comment A11-10 

The Commenter recommends that the Final EIS clearly identify all surface waters that receive direct or 

indirect stormwater discharges from the Proposed Project.  Section 3.3.1 (Site Drainage) of the Draft EIS 

and Appendix J of the Draft EIS describe the adjacent receiving water bodies for each alternative both 

within the text and on the plans shown in Appendix D of Appendix J.  

 

COMMENT LETTER A12:  U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, SACRAMENTO DISTRICT 

Response to Comment A12-01 

The Commenter explains the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ jurisdiction.  Thank you for the background 

information.  Comment noted. 

 

Response to Comment A12-02 

The Commenter states the requirement for the preparation of a wetland delineation for the Proposed 

Project.  Mitigation Measure W in Section 5.5.2 of the Final EIS prescribes the requirement for a formal 

jurisdictional delineation with results to be verified by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

 

Response to Comment A12-03 

The Commenter asserts that an alternative should be included that avoids impacts to wetlands or other 

waters of the United States or that proper compensatory mitigation be included if this is not possible.  All 

project alternatives are designed to avoid on-site wetlands, as verified by the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, should they exist on-site.  However, if complete avoidance is infeasible then several mitigation 

measure would be implemented to reduce impacts and/or properly compensate to ensure no net loss 

occurs, as presented in Section 5.5.2 (Mitigation Measures X–CC).  

 

COMMENT LETTER A13:  WILTON RANCHERIA 

Response to Comment A13-01 

The Commenter requested commensurate modification of Table ES-1 of the Draft EIS pursuant to 

changes made throughout the EIS.  Any changes made to impacts and mitigation measures in Sections 4 

and 5 have been reflected in Table ES-1. 
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Response to Comment A13-02 

The Commenter requests insertion of language in Section 5.4.2, Mitigation Measure C to expand 

sources from which GHG emission reduction credits can be purchased.  Mitigation Measure 5.4.2(D) 

has been added to clarify the purchasing of ERCs. 

 

Response to Comment A13-03 

The Commenter suggests a text correction in the EIS.  Thank you for the suggestion.  Text in Section 1.1 

has been revised to specify that the restored lands exception in the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act (IGRA) 

is the applicable exception.  This change does not alter the conclusions of the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A13-04 

The Commenter requests the distance from the Mall site in Elk Grove to the Tribe’s former Rancheria be 

stated in the EIS for consistency.  Request noted.  That information has been added to Section 1.2.3.  The 

inclusion of this information does not alter the conclusions of the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A13-05 

The Commenter requests patron estimates for Alternative C be included in the EIS.  Alternative C would 

“create less of a regional draw compared to the casino project alternatives” (Draft EIS, Appendix O, 

page 126); the least of which (Alternative B) estimates “approximately 8,100 – 9,000 patrons would visit 

the facility on weekdays, while the number of anticipated on weekends is 12,900-14,200 (Boyd, 2014)” 

(Draft EIS, Section 2.3.1).  Furthermore, on Alternative C patronage, Appendix H of the Draft EIS (page 

34) states that there would be “a lack of latent demand for this type of shopping opportunity in the area.” 

 

Response to Comment A13-06 

The Commenter requests patron estimates for Alternative D be included in the EIS, to be consistent.  As 

stated in Section 2.5.1 of the Draft EIS, Alternative D “would be the same scope and size as Alternative 

A” so the patron numbers would be comparable (as stated in Section 2.2.5 of the Draft EIS, “number of 

patrons per weekday is 8,100-9,000, while the number of anticipated daily weekend patrons is 12,900-

14,200”), though may be lower given that a lower revenue stream is anticipated with Alternative D (Draft 

EIS, Section 2.10.2). 

 

Response to Comment A13-07 

The Commenter notes that a retail alternative for the Mall site was eliminated partially because it would 

be in direct competition with the retail stores planned for development on the adjacent property.  

Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment A13-08 

The Commenter suggests language it considers more accurate regarding revenue generated by Alternative 

D.  Note that Section 2.10.2 of the Draft EIS states that “[i]n comparison to Alternative A, Alternative D 

is less attractive because of its lower revenue stream….” 

 

Response to Comment A13-09 

The Commenter requests an explanation of language and suggests updated information.  The first 

sentence of the sixth bulleted item in Section 2.10.2 of the Draft EIS was intended to state an effect from 

the increase in employment and economic growth resulting from implementation of Alternative F.  Text 

in Section 2.10.2 has been revised to better reflect this sentiment and be more consistent with other 

sections of the EIS.  Text has been revised to reflect the Tribe’s relationship with other governmental 

jurisdictions.  Also, refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative.  This 

information update does not alter the conclusions of the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A13-10 

The Commenter notes a typographical error in the EIS.  Thank you for this information.  Text in Section 

3.3 has been corrected.  This correction does not alter the conclusions of the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A13-11 

The Commenter requests a status update of the Limited Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) 

mentioned in Appendix R of the Draft EIS.  This analysis has not yet been conducted but “shall be 

implemented prior to land being taken into trust,” as stated in Section 5.12 of the Draft EIS, Mitigation 

Measure B. 

 

Response to Comment A13-12 

The Commenter notes a confusing presentation of information in the EIS.  Text has been updated in 

Section 4.3.6 to clarify impact analysis on groundwater supply.  This clarification does not alter the 

conclusions of the analysis.  Because water for Alternative F would be supplied by SCWA in a manner 

that was contemplated under a previous City development approval for the Elk Grove Mall site, 

groundwater impact analysis is not applicable.  As stated in Section 4.10.6, “SCWA has capacity to meet 

anticipated demand for domestic water use under Alternative F; however, the Tribe would resubmit water 

improvement plans to SCWA and pay the remaining water development fees” (Mitigation Measure 

5.10.1.A provided in Section 5.10.1) thereby ensuring a less-than-significant impact to water supply.   
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Response to Comment A13-13 

The Commenter suggests that the EIS contains incorrect information.  Table 4.8-5 in Section 4.8.2 of the 

Draft EIS contains the appropriate trip generation data for Alternative A, as presented in Table 17 of 

Appendix O (Traffic Impact Study) of the Draft EIS. 

 

Response to Comment A13-14 

The Commenter would like references to CEQ Reference Points in the EIS to be limited.  Refer to 

Response to Comment A10-07 regarding the use of Reference Points within the Draft EIS. 

 

Response to Comment A13-15 

The Commenter would like substitution effects applied to air quality modeling.  Impacts associated with 

air quality were determined utilizing the trip generation rate, among other model inputs, for the project 

alternatives.  The trip generation rate provides the estimated number of trips, and associated potential for 

vehicular emissions.  The trip generation rate does not take into account the substitution effect of other 

regional casinos.  While the Commenter is correct that reductions in trips at other businesses would 

reduce emission, disregarding these potential reductions leads to a more conservative environmental 

analysis.  Furthermore, trip reductions including diverted-linked trips and pass-by trips (similarly, trips 

that are already accounted for on the roadway network) were incorporated into the trip generation rates of 

the project alternatives and, therefore, corresponding air quality emission reductions have been 

considered.  Further reducing the air quality emissions rate assumptions by incorporating substitution 

affects may result in underreporting the air quality emissions of the selected alternative.  Therefore, no 

associated revisions to the methodologies for determining the air quality emissions of the project 

alternatives have been made. 

 

Response to Comment A13-16 

The Commenter would like the use of the term “indirect emissions” for customer vehicle emissions 

associated with the Proposed Project revisited.  Pursuant to Section 93.152 of the General Conformity 

Rule, indirect emissions means those emissions of a criteria pollutant or its precursors: 

 

(1) That are caused or initiated by the Federal action and originate in the same nonattainment or 

maintenance area but occur at a different time or place as the action; 

(2) That are reasonably foreseeable; 

(3) That the agency can practically control; and 

(4) For which the agency has continuing program responsibility. 

 

In accordance with the definition, the emissions are initiated by the Federal action and originate in the 

same nonattainment area and occur at a different time and place as the action (aka trips generated by 

residents within the nonattainment area).  As shown in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIS, emissions of CAPs 
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are reasonably foreseeable and the BIA can practically control these emissions through the ROD and 

mitigation process and through trust responsibilities. 

 

Response to Comment A13-17 

The Commenter is questioning the recommendation, pursuant to NEPA, to purchase GHG emission 

reduction credits for vehicular traffic associated with the Proposed Project.  Motor vehicle use is the 

highest contributor to GHG emission rates associated with the project, and accordingly, the credits would 

offset emissions from vehicles driven to casino by patrons and employees.  The emission rates utilized to 

calculate GHG emissions take into account future technologies and requirements that will reduce such 

emissions.  Therefore, the GHG emissions estimates presented in Section 4.15 of the Draft EIS already 

take into account the programs that California has implemented to reduce statewide GHG emissions.  

Also, refer to the Response to Comment A13-16 regarding the substitution effect. 

 

Response to Comment A13-18 

The Commenter notes a typographical error in the EIS.  Thank you for this information.  Text in Section 

5.13 has been corrected.  This correction does not alter the conclusions of the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment A13-19 

The Commenter requests language be added to the GHG emission reduction mitigation measure found in 

the EIS.  Refer to Response to Comment A13-02. 

 

Response to Comment A13-20 

The Commenter states that the Tribe should determine what archaeological sites are to be tested, how 

wide a buffer should be placed around cultural resources, what cultural resources could be removed from 

the field, and whether any documentation would be required.  Mitigation related to cultural resources is 

identified in Section 5.6 of the EIS.  Additionally the commenter recommends that preconstruction 

cultural awareness training be provided to contractors and that, in advance of construction, a cultural 

resources testing, treatment, and disposition plan (or plans) should be developed.  As the federal Lead 

Agency, the BIA is required to consult with the Tribe and is required to complete the Section 106 process 

in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act.  The BIA cannot relinquish its Section 106 

obligations to the Tribe.  Rather, the BIA and the Tribe, in consultation, would determine what 

archaeological sites should be tested to answer questions of National Register eligibility.   

 

Response to Comment A13-21 

The Commenter recommends several changes to cultural and paleontological resources mitigation 

measures in Section 5.6 of the Draft EIS.  Refer to Response to Comment A13-20. 
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Response to Comment A13-22 

The Commenter states that if human remains are found, their identity is to be confirmed by an osteologist, 

that Native American remains would fall under the provisions of NAGPRA, that California laws 

regarding human remains are not applicable, and that a burial treatment plan should be in place prior to 

construction.  In 1953, Congress passed Public Law 280, giving six states, including California, criminal 

jurisdiction over tribal members and other people on reservations.  Therefore, remains found during 

project construction could, potentially, be those of a crime victim rather than Native American.  Pursuant 

to Section 7050.5 (b) of the California Health and Safety Code, if human remains are uncovered during 

construction, the County Coroner shall be notified and shall make a determination regarding the origin of 

the remains; a Tribal representative and human osteologist should be present when the determination is 

made.  If the remains are Native American, then The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation 

Act (NAGPRA) provisions would apply.  Development of protocols for the treatment of human remains 

in advance of construction would help avoid construction delays, and should be prepared in consultation 

with the Tribe, BIA, and an osteologist.  Clarification to Section 5.6 of the EIS have been made regarding 

this matter. 

 

Response to Comment A13-23 

The Commenter is concerned with protocols related to cultural resources in the event that off-site traffic 

mitigation improvements are implemented.  If any such improvements are implemented, then the 

provisions provided in Section 5.6, Mitigation Measure D, shall be implemented by the applicable lead 

agency to ensure compliance with CEQA.  Additional CEQA requirements resulting from Assembly Bill 

(AB) 52 would also be implemented to ensure that Native American tribes that are understood to be 

traditionally, culturally, and/or geographically affiliated with the project area, including Wilton 

Rancheria, are properly notified and consulted. 

 

Response to Comment A13-24 

The Commenter disagrees with wastewater production quantities show in Appendix I of the Draft EIS. 

The estimated wastewater quantities are meant to be a conservative estimate of the total facility 

wastewater production.  The use of a conservative total in the EIS ensures that if actual operating 

conditions do lead to higher flows, no unanticipated impacts will be encountered.  Sections 4.3 and 4.10 

of the Draft EIS and Appendix I demonstrate the various possible environmental impacts related to 

treatment and disposal.  It may be true that 100 percent occupancy is not the norm, however, it probably 

will occur occasionally.  Therefore, the capacity to meet these occasions without violation of treatment 

quality requirements is an important consideration.  Prudent design requires consideration of peak events 

such as opening day and special events, as well as the ability to maintain some reserve capacity for 

loading variations.  With respect to anticipated wastewater flows, several methods of determination were 

considered such as plumbing codes, fixture counts, and seating capacity estimates.  These were compared 

to actual data collected from operating casino projects in Northern California.  All these factors were 

taken into consideration.  Section 5.10.1 of the Draft EIS states that “monthly services charges consistent 
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with rates paid by other commercial users,” and Appendix I states that actual flow data shall be used to 

determine monthly fees rather than estimates based on anticipated use.  The additional request that fixture 

counts be used in determining connection fees to off-site facilities is noted; however, it is likely that the 

specific agency with jurisdiction over the off-site facilities will determine what parameters are used in 

calculating connection fees.  The fee schedules for the relevant agencies were provided in Appendix F of 

Appendix I for reference, but any future negotiations with water and wastewater utilities will likely be 

based on the policies of that agency at the time of the implementation of a development alternative. 

 

Response to Comment A13-25 

The Commenter agrees with information in the EIS that states the need for a detailed hydrology and 

hydraulic study for the Twin Cities site.  More detailed design level grading and drainage plans based on 

detailed topography may result in less fill material being required for project construction. 

 

Response to Comment A13-26 

The Commenter request that air quality emissions be modeled using updated USEPA vehicle emission 

factors and using USEPA’s MOVES model (motor vehicle emission simulator).  The CalEEMod model 

that was used to assess CAP emissions and General Conformity provides the most accurate avenue to 

assess potential environmental impacts of the project, considering the model takes into account specific 

settings within California.  As part of the Final EIS, refinements were made to the methodology used to 

calculate potential emissions from the project alternatives (see Response to Comment A3-07). 

 

Response to Comment A13-27 

The Commenter presents further discussion of impact of substitution effects on air emissions.  Refer to 

Response to Comment A13-15. 

 

Response to Comment A13-28 

The Commenter presents further discussion on the potential lack of necessity of a conformity 

determination.  Refer to Response to Comment A13-16. 

 

Response to Comment A13-29 

The Commenter presents further discussion on the potential lack of necessity of a conformity 

determination.  Refer to Response to Comment A13-16. 

 

Response to Comment A13-30 to A13-35 

The Commenter presents further discussion on the project alternatives wastewater production.  Refer to 

Response to Comment A13-24. 
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COMMENT LETTER A14:  SHINGLE SPRINGS BAND OF MIWOK INDIANS 

Response to Comment A14-01 

The Commenter expresses support for Alternatives D and E and questions the legitimacy of the Tribe’s 

efforts to procure land for gaming at the Twin Cities site and Elk Grove Mall site in relation to the results 

of Proposition 48.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues.   

 

Response to Comment A14-02 

The Commenter expresses support for Alternatives D and E and concern for traffic and crime/safety 

impacts resulting from implementation of project alternatives at the Twin Cities site and Mall site.  The 

level of traffic anticipated to be created by constructing project alternatives along Highway 99 

(Alternatives A to C, and F) is fully documented in Sections 4.8.2, 4.8.4, and 4.8.7 of the Draft EIS.  

These sites’ close proximity to Highway 99 and the associated infrastructure are perceived as beneficial.  

Because the majority of the site trips are projected to arrive via Highway 99, these alternatives result in 

more convenient access and less travel than would be required to reach the Historic Rancheria site.  As 

documented in the Draft EIS traffic study (Appendix O), Alternatives D and E result in nearly twice as 

many intersection and roadway segment impacts than the other alternatives.  

 

One purpose of the Draft EIS traffic study (Appendix O) is to document transportation facility 

deficiencies associated with the addition of project alternatives and suggest mitigation.  The significant 

impacts and related mitigation measures identified in the traffic study are considered to be an appropriate 

analysis of the potential safety and operational issues that are reasonably anticipated to result from the 

addition of project traffic to the surrounding roadways.  As is common for any public roadway, the 

respective jurisdictions monitor all roadways in their areas to identify traffic accident patterns and facility 

safety in general.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues; General Response 7 – Traffic; 

and General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement. 

 

Response to Comment A14-03 

The Commenter expresses the opinion that Alternative D would have the least impacts on traffic.  Refer 

to Response to Comment A14-02. 

 

Response to Comment A14-04 

The Commenter would like the EIS to address the loss of property tax revenue to the City of Galt under 

Alternatives A, B, and C.  As stated in Section 2.2.1 of the Draft EIS, the Twin Cities project site is 

located within “unincorporated Sacramento County” inside the “City of Galt sphere of influence” area but 

not within City limits.  Therefore, there would be a loss of County property tax revenue resulting from the 

implementation of Alternatives A, B, or C, which was analyzed in Section 4.7.1 of the Draft EIS.   
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Data presented in Tables 4.7-8 and 4.7-9 of the Draft EIS showed that “lost property taxes would be more 

than offset by tax revenues generated for state and local governments from economic activity associated 

with construction and operation of Alternative A.”  For additional information, refer to Response to 

Comment A16-02. 

 

Response to Comment A14-05 

The Commenter supports a comment period extension for the City of Galt on the Draft EIS.  A comment 

period extension was granted to the City of Galt to March 10, 2016. 

 

Response to Comment A14-06 

The Commenter states the belief that Alternatives D and E are preferred for reasons previously stated.  

Refer to Responses to Comment A14-03. 

 

COMMENT LETTER A15:  COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO, DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY 

DEVELOPMENT 

Response to Comment A15-01 

The Commenter thanks the BIA for including the County in the EIS process, asserts its lack of a position 

on the Proposed Project, and states its recent collaborative work with the Tribe to address County needs.  

Comment noted.   

 

Response to Comment A15-02 

The Commenter discusses the potential Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the County and 

the Tribe, the time investment of both governments, and the desire for the County to have State and local 

standards applied toward the Proposed Project.  The potential MOU, now in the form of one MOU for the 

Alternative A (located on the Twin Cities site) and one for Alternative F (the Elk Grove Mall site), has 

been finalized, signed by both parties, and included within Supplemental Appendix B in the Final EIS. 

 

Response to Comment A15-03 

The Commenter states the understanding that the MOU framework addresses County needs for all 

proposed alternative sites.  Refer to Response to Comment A15-02. 

 

COMMENT LETTER A16:  CITY OF GALT 

Response to Comment A16-01 

The Commenter (1) thanks the BIA for the comment period extension and expresses concerns about the 

adequacy of the Draft EIS; (2) notes their belief that comments made by the City of Galt on the 

Administrative Draft EIS were not adequately addressed in the Draft EIS and states its expectation that 
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the BIA will respond appropriately to all comments in the Final EIS; and (3) asserts the Draft EIS does 

not meet the requirements of a Tribal Environmental Impact Report (TEIR) or a Tribal Project 

Environmental Document (TPED) 

 

(1) Significant efforts were made to ensure the adequacy of the Draft EIS.  None of the changes that were 

made to the Final EIS changed the conclusions of the analysis in the Draft EIS.   

 

(2)  As stated in Section 1.1 of the Draft EIS, “NEPA requires that the BIA and the Cooperating Agencies 

review and analyze the environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Action.”  As a Cooperating 

Agency, the City of Galt reviewed the Administrative Draft EIS and submitted its comments to the BIA 

on April 13, 2015.  All comments submitted by Cooperating Agencies were thoroughly reviewed and 

used to make appropriate revisions to the publicly released Draft EIS.  When reviewing the comments 

received from Cooperating Agencies, the BIA assessed the “environmental analysis and proposals of 

cooperating agencies with jurisdiction by law or special expertise…consistent with its responsibility as 

lead agency” (40 C.F.R. 1501.6(a)).  More specifically, the BIA’s responsibility is to maximize the 

incorporation of substantive comments from Cooperating Agencies that are within the scope of scientific 

and analytical reasoning and applicable regulatory requirements.  In accordance with 40 C.F.R. Part 1500 

all “substantive disagreements on interpretations of significance and scientific or technical conclusions” 

have been discussed in these response to comments and the Final EIS.  While the City may have special 

expertise on a certain resource issue, if a request is made that would conflict with a federal requirement or 

the trust responsibilities of the BIA, the BIA can, at its discretion, decide not to incorporate the 

information provided by the Cooperating Agency.  Accordingly, of the approximately 135 substantive 

comments submitted by the City of Galt on the Administrative Draft EIS, approximately 100 of them 

resulted in document changes.  

 

Other actions of the City of Galt as a Cooperating Agency that have been documented in the 

administrative record for this project include:  

 

 Commenting on the Notice of Intent (NOI) for the EIS on January 2, 2014; 

 Signing an MOU with the Tribe on May 5, 2015 (Appendix F of the Draft EIS); 

 Attending and speaking at the public hearing for the Draft EIS held in the City of Galt on 

January 29, 2016 (two City of Galt legal representatives spoke);  

 Extensively reviewing the Draft EIS and submitting a comment letter on March 10, 2016; 

 Phone communication between the City’s legal representative and the BIA;  

 Ongoing written communication between the City and the BIA from 2014; and  

 Ongoing communication between the City and the Tribe. 

 

(3) Firstly, a TEIR may be prepared to comply with a gaming compact between the State of California 

and an Indian tribe to assess off-reservation impacts of gaming-related projects (as defined within each 

compact).  Because the gaming alternatives would result in the development of a new gaming 
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establishment, a recent TEIR checklist is included in the EIS (Appendix G of the Draft EIS), and all the 

issues in the checklist are fully analyzed in the corresponding EIS sections.  The Draft EIS states that the 

“EIS had been prepared to address all relevant [TEIR] checklist items” and that a gaming compact would 

be “anticipated to acknowledge this EIS and the 2011 MOU as adequately addressing potential off-

reservation impacts” (Section 1.7 of the Draft EIS).  The Draft EIS is intended to meet the requirements 

of a TEIR, and also satisfies the requirements of “NEPA and its implementing regulations and guidance, 

as well as the guidance for [the TPED] provided in the [MOU] between the County of Sacramento, City 

of Elk Grove, and the Wilton Rancheria” (Draft EIS, Section 1.1).    

 

Specifically, in anticipation of a tribal-State compact, the Draft EIS contains the following: (1) Section 

3.0, where existing conditions of the project sites and vicinity are detailed; (2) Section 4.0 and Table ES-

1, where all potential impacts are presented, and in particular Section 4.14 where the indirect impacts of 

the project are addressed including potential “off-site” (e.g., off-reservation) impacts of the project 

alternatives; (3) Section 5.0, where mitigation measures are presented, including several related to energy 

efficiency, such as Section 5.4.2, Mitigation Measure C, and Section 5.1.5, Mitigation Measures T and 

U; (4) Section 2.0, where seven project alternatives are presented; (5) Section 4.14, where growth-

inducing impacts are delineated; and (6) Section 4.0 and Table ES-1, where impacts and mitigation 

measures are listed and discussed and impact ratings are explained and applied.  By inclusion of the 

information and analysis noted above, the Draft EIS meets standards of a TEIR in regards to potential off-

reservation impacts.   

 

Secondly, the Draft EIS serves as the TPED required under the MOU between the County of 

Sacramento/City of Elk Grove and the Tribe (Appendix B of the Draft EIS), as explained in Draft EIS 

Section 1.1.  The MOU requires the TPED comply with NEPA, discuss potential physical environmental 

impacts to off-reservation land (as would be required in a TEIR), and include specific content such as a 

description of the proposed project, environmental setting, mitigation measures, cumulative analysis, et 

al.  The Draft EIS meets the TPED/TEIR requirements set forth in tribal-State compacts and the 2011 

MOU.  

 

Response to Comment A16-02 

The Commenter asserts the Twin Cities site will be incorporated into the City of Galt and designated for 

commercial development within 2016.  Refer to Response to Comment A14-04 and additional detail 

below.  In order for the City of Galt to annex the Twin Cities site into its City boundaries, it must do the 

following (not necessarily in this order): 

 

1. Engage in a “pre-zone” process in coordination with the Sacramento Local Agency Formation 

Commission (LAFCo);  

2. Prepare a CEQA document for the annexation, presumably an EIR (Lockhart [LAFCo], 2016);  

3. Complete the CEQA process;  



3.0 Response to Comments 

 

December 2016 3-50 Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project  

  Final EIS – Volume I 

4. Take actions detailed in the 2010 City of Galt Sphere of Influence Amendment EIR (see below 

for more detail);  

5. Submit an application to LAFCo; and  

6. Ensure application approval.  

 

Statements made in the City’s March 10, 2016, comment letter (Comment A16-02) on the Draft EIS 

provide an indicator of the City’s imminent intent and assumed timeline for annexation, re-designation, 

and/or development of the site.  Prior to this comment letter, the City of Galt has stated that annexation 

only “would be considered” (2010 Draft Environmental Impact Report [EIR] for the City of Galt Sphere 

of Influence Amendment, page 3).  Another public City of Galt document, the City’s 2010 Water 

Distribution System Master Plan (City of Galt, 2010), indicates that development, should it occur, would 

not occur until at least 2026 (Figure 6.4 of the Plan shows that the Twin Cities site would not receive 

water pipeline infrastructure necessary for development until 2026, at the earliest).  Thus, at the time of 

preparation of the Draft EIS, annexation was not considered a predictable reasonably foreseeable action 

(46 Federal Register 18026) in the near-term.  Therefore, as stated in Section 2.8 of the Draft EIS, it was 

appropriately assumed “that existing uses on the Twin Cities site would not change in the near term, but 

may change in the longer term if the site is annexed into the City of Galt for development.  In the short-

term, it is assumed that no development would occur on any of the alternative sites” and “future possible 

development outcomes of the Twin Cities site are not reasonably foreseeable.” 

 

On April 14, 2016, the City of Galt held a public hearing where it expressed its intent to engage in a 

“prezone” process for the potential annexation of the Twin Cities site (and surrounding property) and 

prepare a CEQA document (April 14, 2016, City of Galt Planning Commission Agenda, Item #6B).  Also 

on April 14, 2016, the City of Galt submitted to the California State Clearinghouse a Notice of 

Preparation to prepare a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed annexation of 1,003 acres (116 

parcels), possibly including the Twin Cities site.  However, at the time of preparation of this Final EIS 

(May 2016), there was no pending annexation application that has been submitted to LAFCo (Lockhart, 

2016). 

 

As stated above, prior to submission of a successful annexation application to LAFCo, the City of Galt 

must take several actions, detailed in the 2010 City of Galt Sphere of Influence Amendment EIR (pages 

22–24), that would impact the timing and outcome of the annexation process.  These actions include:  

 

1. Demonstrated participation with the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (or 

compensatory mitigation);  

2. Demonstrated compliance with the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan;  

3. Consultation with the Sacramento Area Council of Governments;  

4. Compliance with specific GHG reduction criteria;  

5. Creation of a plan for providing water, wastewater, solid waste and other public services to the 

site;  
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6. Confirmed consistency with Galt’s 2030 General Plan Housing Element; and  

7. Implementation of air quality mitigation measures.   

 

Also impacting the timing and outcome of the annexation process would be any existing community 

conflict (Lockhart pers. Comm., 2016).  And, as evidenced by comment letters and public hearing 

sentiments received from community residents on the Wilton Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Casino Project 

and Draft EIS, there is community concern over removing the Twin Cities site from its current 

agricultural use (see Comments CO2-02, CO2-03, CO2-05, CO3-04, CO3-05, CO6-05, CO8-03, CO8-5, 

CO9-05, CO9-4, I1-01, I20-03, I28-01, I36-04, I37-01I38-02, I45-02, I47-05, I52-02, I49-01, I53-02, I60-

01, PH-30, PH-26, PH-31, and PH-44).  This community concern may also apply to the City’s proposed 

change in land use and may result in opposition to the proposed annexation. 

 

Therefore, given the circumstances surrounding the potential annexation of the Twin Cities site, it cannot 

be concluded at this time that annexation and commercial development of the site is reasonably 

foreseeable in the near-term if the land is not taken into trust by the BIA, and any future potential 

development at the site is speculative and not predictable (46 Federal Register 18026). 

 

Response to Comment A16-03 

The Commenter questions the project need for the entirety of the 282 acres of the Twin Cities site and 

suggests only the acres slated for development be considered as potential trust property.  As stated in 

Section 2.2.1, “[a]t 282 acres, the site may be sufficiently large and environmentally diverse so as to 

provide the Tribe with the opportunity to use portions of it to mitigate environmental impacts.”  These on-

site mitigation measures and uses may include one or all of the following: creation of construction zones 

for minimization of land disturbance (Section 5.2, Mitigation Measure A[5]); surface and subsurface 

fields for wastewater disposal (Section 5.3.1, Mitigation Measure D and Figure 2-1); tree and 

vegetation planting for GHG reduction (Section 5.4.2, Mitigation Measure C[7]); creation of 

replacement wetlands (Section 5.5.2, Mitigation Measure AA); preservation of a “a very small amount 

of prime farmland (Section 4.9.1 of the Draft EIS);” and “the majority of the site (73 percent)” remaining 

in agriculture (Section 4.9.1 of the Draft EIS).  Development that is proposed for the Twin Cities site 

under Alternatives A, B, and C is commercial development, which would be consistent with the City of 

Galt’s proposed future land use of the site.  

 

Response to Comment A16-04 

The Commenter suggests that water and wastewater analysis in the EIS is incomplete.  Section 4.10 of 

the Draft EIS presents a robust water and wastewater analysis for all project alternatives and Section 5.3 

presents multiple mitigation measures to reduce all potential impacts to less-than-significant levels.  The 

level of analysis presented in the EIS constitutes the ‘hard look’ required by NEPA (Robertson v. Methow 

Valley Citizens Council [1989]). 
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Response to Comment A16-05 

The Commenter states that the socioeconomic analysis regarding the impact of the casino alternatives on 

crime are inadequate and uses a methodology that does not conform to generally established social 

science research principles.  The subject of crime and its impact on the casino alternatives are thoroughly 

analyzed in EIS Sections 4.7 and 4.10.  There is no single universally accepted method to estimate the 

effects of casinos on crime and law enforcement utilization.  Consequently, the EIS draws upon a 

combination of a review of previous studies, as well as a survey of local law enforcement agencies.  The 

results of this survey are presented in Appendix N and were used as a basis to quantitatively evaluate 

effects to local law enforcement, as shown in Tables 4.7-16 and 4.7-17.  Also see General Response 6 – 

Crime/Law Enforcement and General Response 8 – Quantification of Socioeconomic Effects and 

Mitigation. 

 

Response to Comment A16-06 

The Commenter states that the EIS fails to quantify non-casino substitution effects, overstates operational 

revenues and tax revenues, and fails to disaggregate fiscal impacts.  The Commenter makes these same 

statements in Comments A16-89, A16-217, A16-92, respectively.  Refer to Responses to Comments A16-

89, A16-217, and A16-92.  The Commenter also states that the EIS references only gross fiscal effects 

instead of net figures; refer to Responses to Comments A16-89 and A16-92. 

 

Response to Comment A16-07 

The Commenter asserts the Draft EIS does not meet the requirements of a TEIR or a TPED.  Refer to 

Response to Comment A16-01(3). 

 

Response to Comment A16-08 

The Commenter notes that Table ES-1 of the Draft EIS should be updated as necessary and that most 

impacts identified as less-than-significant prior to mitigation, but that also have mitigation measures, 

should be re-identified as significant impacts prior to mitigation.  Table ES-1 has been updated in the 

Final EIS to reflect any changes made throughout the document.  Several minor changes were made to 

impacts and mitigation measures in the Final EIS, but no impact levels have been re-characterized in the 

Final EIS.   

 

Response to Comment A16-09 

The Commenter requests that Table ES-1 be modified to state that Alternative A is expected to result in a 

decline in business for local restaurant and entertainment businesses.  Such a change would be 

inconsistent with the analyses included in EIS Section 4.7.  The issue of substitution effects to non-

gaming local businesses is addressed in Response to Comment A16-89.  Also see revised Section 4.7.1 in 

the Final EIS, which addresses studies on the subject of non-gaming substitution effects. 
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Response to Comment A16-10 

The Commenter requests specific changes to Table ES-1, Section 4.7, Socioeconomic Conditions: Fiscal 

Effects.  There is a distinction between environmental impacts of the project alternatives (i.e., 

Alternatives A through F) and Alternative G (No Action).  These issues are addressed in Responses to 

Comments A16-92 and A16-93.  However, the Commenter is correct that the language in Table ES-1 is 

not completely consistent with the analysis included in Draft EIS Section 4.7.  Please see revised 

language in Final EIS Table ES-1 and Section 5.7. 

 

Response to Comment A16-11 

The Commenter requests specific changes to Table ES-1, Section 4.7, Socioeconomic Conditions: Fiscal 

Effects, and mitigation measures to conform to the Commenter’s suggested changes described in 

Comment A16-10.  Some of the language suggested by the Commenter has been incorporated into Table 

ES-1.  See revised Table ES-1. 

 

Response to Comment A16-12 

The Commenter questions the project need for the entirety of the Twin Cities site and suggests only the 

acres included for development be considered as potential trust property and identifies the site as slated 

for planned development in the City of Galt.  Refer to Responses to Comments A16-02 and A16-03. 

 

Response to Comment A16-13 

The Commenter questions the characterization of the role of Cooperating Agencies in drafting the EIS.  

Refer to Response to Comment A16-01(2). 

 

Response to Comment A16-14 

The Commenter states that the MOU between the City of Galt and the Tribe is mischaracterized in the 

EIS.  A stated purpose in Section 1 of the MOU entered into between the City of Galt and the Tribe on 

May 5, 2015, is that “[t]he City and the Tribe intend to establish a cooperative government-to-

government relationship regarding potential off-trust impacts of development of the proposed project on 

the trust site…” (Appendix F of the Draft EIS).  The Letter of Intent (LOI) between the City and the 

Tribe also explicitly refers to off-reservation impacts, “the parties desire to address the impacts of the 

gaming facilities to the City and the mitigation that will be offered by the Tribe to address those impacts” 

(Appendix F of the Draft EIS).  As a clearly stated purpose of the MOU, the addressing of off-reservation 

impacts is a primary focus of the EIS, as it is presented in the text of Section 1.6 of the Draft EIS.  

Nowhere in the MOU or the Draft EIS is the term “substantive agreement” used in regards to the MOU, 

however, it is a document entered into in good faith in the State of California signed by the City Manager 

Jason Behrmann, attested to by the City Clerk Donna Settles, and approved by the City Attorney Steven 
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Rudolph.  In this framework, the MOU is a substantive agreement, though no longer in effect as the 

Wilton Rancheria sent notice of termination of the MOU on June 9, 2016. 

 

Response to Comment A16-15 

The Commenter asserts the Draft EIS does not meet the requirements of a TEIR.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-01(3). 

 

Response to Comment A16-16 

The Commenter requests changes to Table 1-1 of the EIS.  Service agreements entered into between the 

Tribe and governmental agencies are not characterized as required “federal, state, and local permits and 

approvals” as listed in Table 1-1 of the Draft EIS.  The approval of water/wastewater connections is 

already listed in Table 1-1.  Neither an off-site mitigation agreement with the City of Galt nor a law 

enforcement services agreement with the Galt Police Department is listed in Table 1-1 because the Tribe 

currently does not have a Compact with the State.  When one is entered into, it is unlikely to include a 

requirement for an agreement with either the City of Galt or the Galt Police Department since Alternative 

F, the Elk Grove Mall Site, is now the Tribe’s Preferred Alternative.  Service agreements are included as 

appendices to the EIS and identified as mitigation in Section 5.10, Mitigation Measures A, N, P, and R 

of the Draft EIS. 

 

Response to Comment A16-17 

The Commenter requests a re-characterization of site scope/boundaries and changes to circulation 

components of the Twin Cities project site description (Alternative A), as well as a re-characterization of 

mitigation measures.  Refer to Responses to Comments A16-02 and A16-03.  The proposed driveway 

included as part of Alternative A is an on-site component, separate from the off-site Highway 99/Mingo 

Road interchange reconstruction included in Section 5.8.2 of the Draft EIS as Mitigation Measure G.  

Refer to Figure 2-1 for a visual representation of this driveway component.  The closure of West 

Stockton Boulevard is included in Section 5.8.2 of the Draft EIS as Mitigation Measure I.  These two 

traffic improvement mitigation measures (Highway 99/Mingo Road interchange reconstruction and 

closure of West Stockton Boulevard) would not be located on trust land, and their implementation would 

require local and/or State approvals that are outside of the Tribe’s jurisdiction.  Therefore, they are not 

part of the Proposed Project; they are mitigation measures. 

 

Response to Comment A16-18 

The Commenter requests an additional provision be added to Section 2.2.4 of the EIS.  A reference to 

enforceable mitigation agreements has been added to Section 2.2.4. 
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Response to Comment A16-19 

The Commenter requests clarification of a statement made in Section 2.2.5 of the EIS.  Refer to Response 

to Comment A16-03.  The statement “[n]o development is proposed on the southern part of the site” is 

straightforward.  The Tribe has no plans to develop this portion of the site or use it for reasons other than 

those presented in the EIS, such as for a source of fill material.  Any other potential future development at 

the site is unforeseeable.   

 

Response to Comment A16-20 

The Commenter requests clarification of a statement made in Section 2.2.5 of the EIS.  Construction on 

land taken into trust by the federal government for an Indian tribe is not subject to local and state 

regulations and codes.  The federal government has various regulations to protect public safety.  Also, 

there are recognized organizations, such as the International Code Council, that develop codes and 

standards, such as the International Building Code, that are adopted by state or local governments as well 

as by Indian tribes.  Government entities may modify these codes to meet their specific needs.  The codes 

and standards gain their enforcement authority through the government adoption processes.  In this case, 

under Alternative A, the International Building Code is anticipated to be adopted and followed by the 

Tribe as it is an internationally recognized building standard upon which many local and state 

jurisdictions base their own building codes and includes nationally and internationally recognized safety 

features and standards, such as best building materials and fire resistance measures.  However, codes may 

be modified to reflect agreements made with applicable agencies.  However, as stated in Section 2.7.1, 

“Alternative F would be constructed to meet the International Building Code.” 

 

Response to Comment A16-21 

The Commenter questions the construction timeframe stated in the EIS for Alternative A.  It is feasible 

for construction to begin in 2017.  The Tribe no longer intends to keep to the 2017 schedule for 

Alternative A, and instead intends to keep to the 2017 schedule for Alternative F (the Preferred 

Alternative), although delays are possible.  The environmental review process is anticipated to be 

completed in 2016 and most permits, approvals, and agreements can be obtained simultaneously.  

Construction and permitting schedules are subject to change pending future agreements between the Tribe 

and applicable agencies. 

 

Response to Comment A16-22 

The Commenter requests clarification on the number of parking spaces provided in Table 2-1 of the EIS.  

The number of parking spaces suggested as part of Alternative A and included in Table 2-1 of the Draft 

EIS were established in consultation with Boyd Gaming, casino operator and proposed management 

company for gaming project alternatives.  Boyd Gaming’s extensive experience operating casinos 

throughout the U.S. gives it unique insight into project components of gaming operations.  As noted by 

the City of Galt in Comment A16-41, there is no City equation for parking; however, the number of 
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parking spaces to be provided under Alternative A exceeds the City’s unofficial conservative standard of 

one per 200 square feet of developed square footage. 

 

Response to Comment A16-23 

The Commenter requests additional analysis of the sign component of Alternatives A, B, and C.  As 

stated previously, land taken into trust by the federal government for an Indian tribe is not subject to local 

codes.  As noted in Section 4.13.1 in the Draft EIS, “development of Alternative A on the Twin Cities site 

would not be visually incompatible with urban development currently existing in the immediate vicinity 

along the Hwy 99 corridor.”  No sensitive receptors would be included among those Highway 99 

travelers who might view the signage included as part of development at the Twin Cities site and it 

“would not affect any designated scenic resources” (Section 4.13.1 of the Draft EIS).  The sign 

component of Alternative A is further discussed in Section 4.13: “[e]xterior signage would enhance the 

buildings’ architecture and the natural characteristics of the site by incorporating natural materials in 

combination with architectural trim.  Illuminated signs would be designed to blend with the light levels of 

the building and landscape lighting in both illumination levels and color characteristics.”  Mitigation 

Measures in Section 5.13 of the Draft EIS specify other design elements that would apply to all project 

components including signage, such as the use “of earth tones in paints and coatings, and native building 

materials such as stone” and downcast lighting.  Additional mitigation is included to minimize “the 

effects of lighting and glare on birds and other wildlife,” such as the use of downcast lighting and the 

extinguishing of lights as practical “during the peak bird migration hours of midnight to dawn” (Section 

5.5.1, Mitigation Measure V).  Therefore, even though there are currently no design-level specifications 

for a sign, potential impacts from a large, illuminated sign are analyzed throughout the Draft EIS.  Refer 

to Response to Comment A16-01(3) for a discussion on the TEIR process. 

 

Response to Comment A16-24 

The Commenter asserts that the EIS uses inconsistent numbers for the projected water demand of 

Alternative A.  The estimated average daily water consumption used in Section 2.2.6 and throughout the 

Draft EIS for Alternative A (including landscape and irrigation) is correct and was derived using data 

present in Table 2-2 and 2-3 of Appendix I of the Draft EIS.  Table 2-2 shows the estimated average 

demand for potable water in gallons per day (gpd) and Table 2-3 shows the average annual demand for 

landscape and irrigation in million gallons per year (Mgal/yr).  The average daily water consumption of 

“approximately 295,000” was calculated by dividing the landscape and irrigation demand (15 million 

gallons per year) by 365 and adding potable water demand (254,000 gpd).  The use of an estimated 

average daily water consumption number for water analysis is an acceptable industry standard for an 

environmental impact study.  Appendix I presents more detailed information. 

 

Water required for fire protection would come either directly from the City of Galt’s municipal public 

water system (Option 2) or from on-site wells (Option 1).  In the case of Option 1, on-site fire protection 

storage would be required for approximately 720,000 gallons of water.  Fire protection water is not 
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accounted for in the estimated average daily water consumption as its procurement would not occur daily 

and is a non-consumptive water use.  As stated in Section 4.3.1 of the Draft EIS, “[t]his demand may be 

met with either potable or recycled water; if recycled water is to be used, fire protection storage must be 

separate from potable water storage.”  

 

Response to Comment A16-25 

The Commenter requests clarification on the potential use of existing on-site wells at the Twin Cities site.  

As stated in Section 2.2.5 of the Draft EIS, the “existing on-site wells, currently for farm irrigation, 

would either be abandoned, would be used as monitoring wells, or would remain in agricultural use.”  

Thus, it is unknown at this time if existing on-site wells would continue to be used for agricultural 

purposes on the Twin Cites site should Alternative A be implemented; however, continuation of existing 

agricultural uses is anticipated though at a reduced rate due to development of Alternative A.  See 

Response to Comment A16-75.  Any abandonment of existing wells would be conducted using USEPA 

guidelines. 

 

As evaluated in Section 4.3.1 of the Draft EIS “compared to existing agricultural operations, the 

construction and operation of Alternative A would significantly reduce the volume of groundwater 

extracted from the aquifer during the dry season, when aquifer recharge is typically lowest.”  Therefore, 

“a minimal and less than significant effect” to groundwater supplies is anticipated with Alternative A in 

comparison to existing conditions (Section 4.3.1 and Appendix K of the Draft EIS). 

 

Response to Comment A16-26 

The Commenter requests clarification on water storage for fire protection at the Twin Cities site.  The 

water storage tank for Option 1 for Alternative A would be located near the back (western edge) of the 

property, and would be shorter than the proposed casino and hotel.  Tank dimensions presented in 

Appendix I of the Draft EIS (page 13) are “approximate” and, as stated in Response to Comment A16-24, 

fire protection water storage may be combined with potable water storage or storage of treated effluent.  

Given this placement, the storage tanks would be consistent with the existing setting, not be readily 

visible from most viewpoints, and would have a negligible aesthetic impact. 

 

Response to Comment A16-27 

The Commenter requests additional description of infrastructure that would be required for off-site water 

supply to the Twin Cities site under Alternative A, Option 2.  Regarding Alternative A, Water Supply 

Option 2, Section 2.2.5 of the Draft EIS states that “the City of Galt’s municipal public water 

system…would be extended to the Twin Cities site to serve the Proposed Action.”  The Draft EIS goes on 

to state that “[e]xtending the City of Galt’s water system connection would require construction of 

approximately 9,750 linear feet of piping along Bergeron Road crossing Mingo Road and Highway 99 to 

connect to the southeast corner of the Twin Cities site.”  This extension is shown in Figure 2-3.  Section 
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4.10.1 goes on the state that “[t]he expanded water system that would serve the area is consistent with 

Phase 4 of the City of Galt’s 2010 Water Distribution System Master Plan, and includes three wells, a 

water treatment system, and a storage tank on Bergeron Road, located north of Twin Cities Road” and 

“[p]lanned city water system improvements are identified in the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan.”  

Appendix I of the Draft EIS also shows the approximate alignment of the connection on Figure 4-2 (page 

22) and assumes “a 6 inch building water supply line and a 6 inch irrigation water supply line for the 

facility are sufficient to supply the anticipated maximum daily building and irrigation demands” for 

estimating connection fees (page 23).  The City of Galt’s 2010 Water Distribution System Master Plan 

(City of Galt, 2010) presents detailed information on existing and planned water supply connectivity.  

Figure 6.4 of the City’s 2010 Report shows the planned pipelines for water conveyance to the Twin Cities 

site.  

 

The Draft EIS acknowledges that a significant effect to the City’s water supply distribution facilities 

would occur, and mitigation is provided in Section 5.10.1 to ensure the impact is reduced to a less-than-

significant level.  Additionally, Section 4.14.2 of the Draft EIS considers the indirect environmental 

effects that may result from off-site utility improvements. 

 

If for any reason a connection to the City of Galt municipal water system is not made available, the Tribe 

may choose to implement On-site Supply (Option 1), as described in Draft EIS Section 2.2.5, which 

involves utilizing on-site water wells. 

 

Response to Comment A16-28 

The Commenter questions potential undisclosed development on the Twin Cities site.  Refer to Response 

to Comment A16-03. 

 

Response to Comment A16-29 

The Commenter questions the inclusion of a discussion of the MOU between the Tribe, the County of 

Sacramento, and the City of Elk Grove.  The discussion of the MOU is included in Section 2.2.5 of the 

Draft EIS as it is relevant to such issues as consistency with general plans, environmental constraints, and 

mitigation measures.  The May 2015 MOU with the City of Galt addresses specific elements of the 

government-to-government relationship between the Tribe and the City but does not dictate the 

requirements of this EIS.  Also, refer to Response to Comment A16-14. 

 

Response to Comment A16-30 

The Commenter asserts that BMPs included in the EIS do not meet industry standards and that City of 

Galt BMPs would meet industry standards and should be included in the EIS.  Land taken into trust by the 

BIA for use by an Indian tribe falls under federal and tribal jurisdiction and local and state government 

standards typically do not apply.  As such, several industry standard construction BMPs are included as 
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on-site mitigation measures in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIS.  However, as stated in Section 5.2 of the 

Draft EIS: “BMPs shall include, but are not limited to…,” i.e., additional BMPs may be employed 

pending site-specific circumstances and cooperative agreements with local jurisdictions.   

 

Response to Comment A16-31 

The Commenter states that their previous comments on Alternative A should be applied to Alternatives B 

and C.  Refer to Responses to Comments A16-17 to 30. 

 

Response to Comment A16-32 

The Commenter asserts that analysis in Appendix G is insufficient as it does not account for the City of 

Galt’s plan for annexation and commercial development of the Twin Cities site.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-02. 

 

Response to Comment A16-33 

The Commenter asserts that the biological resources analysis in the EIS is incomplete in regards to the 

Swainson’s hawk and greater sandhill crane.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species. 

 

Response to Comment A16-34 

The Commenter states that Section 3.7 of the EIS is missing an analysis of tribal gaming in the vicinity of 

the Twin Cities site.  The Commenter states that such analysis should include certain competitive data for 

each area casino, such as casino revenues per slot per day, etc.  Although no federal regulation dictates 

the definition of ‘vicinity’ for purposes of analysis (refer to Response to Comment A16-131 for a broader 

discussion on ‘vicinity’), there are no tribal casinos located within Sacramento County.  The tribal gaming 

market environment, as well as competitive effects, are described and analyzed in the Draft EIS Section 

4.7.  Both topics are addressed in a single EIS section because the subjects are interconnected.  An 

analysis of tribal gaming is also included in Appendix U of the Draft EIS.  Much, but not all, of the data 

requested by the Commenter are included in these analyses.  Some of the data requested by the 

Commenter are proprietary or not publically available and thus are not included.   

 

Response to Comment A16-35 

The Commenter suggests changes to LOS ratings of specific intersections in the EIS.  Thank you for the 

information.  This correction was made to Table 3.8-4; however, it does not change the conclusions of the 

analysis. 
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Response to Comment A16-36 

The Commenter notes that a City of Galt new development code is not reflected in Section 3.9 of the EIS.  

NEPA does not require adoption of local building and development codes.  The Draft EIS has been 

prepared pursuant to 40 CFR §1502.16 to discuss possible conflicts with local land use plans and policies 

(Section 4.9 of the Draft EIS).  The Twin Cities site is not currently located within City of Galt limits and 

therefore is currently subject primarily to Sacramento County land use policies.  Local codes would not 

apply to the Twin Cities site once the land is taken into trust.  The City of Galt’s April 13, 2015 request to 

include this new development code was given consideration but determined to be unnecessary.  

 

Response to Comment A16-37 

The Commenter discusses how City of Galt zoning designations are inapplicable to the Twin Cities site.  

It is agreed that the Twin Cities site is not currently subject to City of Galt zoning designations.  Refer to 

Response to Comment A16-36. 

 

Response to Comment A16-38 

The Commenter states why development on the Twin Cities site cannot be compared to the Galt City 

Development Code.  Refer to Response to Comment A16-36. 

 

Response to Comment A16-39 

The Commenter remarks that the height of the proposed hotel would be incompatible with City of Galt 

zoning and other development in the vicinity.  Refer to Response to Comment A16-36.  Section 4.13.1 of 

the Draft EIS appropriately states that “the visual change is inconsistent with the current County 

Agricultural zoning designation of the Twin Cities site; however…the commercial nature of the casino 

resort proposed under Alternative A is not inconsistent with long-range plans for the Twin Cities site.” 

 

Inconsistency with local land use plans and policies is relevant for NEPA in as much as it does not impair 

a local government from implementing its “land use control mechanisms” outside the project boundaries, 

such as on neighboring parcels (46 Federal Register 18026), which is effectively discussed throughout the 

Draft EIS in regards to both the City of Galt and the County of Sacramento, which are the currently the 

local regulating agencies in the area.  Specific places in the Draft EIS where consistency with local 

government plans and policies are discussed include:  Section 4.8.1 regarding transportation level of 

service; Section 4.9.1 regarding neighboring land uses; Section 4.10.1 regarding water distribution; 

Section 4.11.1 regarding noise; Section 4.13.1 regarding visual cohesiveness; Section 4.14 regarding 

indirect and growth inducing impacts; and Section 4.15 regarding cumulative effects.  Section 5.0 of the 

Draft EIS contains several mitigation measures that are recommended to assist in reducing or eliminating 

potential impacts to local jurisdictions. 
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Response to Comment A16-40 

The Commenter remarks that Alternative A appears to have adequate parking as assessed by the City of 

Galt’s informal calculation.  Comment noted.  

 

Response to Comment A16-41 

The Commenter remarks that Alternative B appears to have too much parking as assessed by the City of 

Galt’s informal calculation.  Comment noted. 

 

Response to Comment A16-42 

The Commenter remarks that Alternative C may have too much, too little, or adequate parking as assessed 

by the City of Galt’s informal calculation.  Comment noted. 

 

Response to Comment A16-43 

The Commenter requests additional City of Galt General Plan Policies be included in the EIS.  NEPA 

requires early solicitation of input with officials from affected areas regarding potential conflict with local 

land use policies and goals (46 Federal Register 18026).  On March 16, 2015, the City of Galt received 

the Administrative Draft EIS and responded with comments on April 13, 2015.  In its April 13th letter, the 

City requested several additional General Plan policies be included in the Draft EIS, only some of which 

directly related to land use but all of which were included in Table 3.9-2 of the Draft EIS.  Upon request, 

additional suggested City of Galt General Plan policies have been added to Section 3.9 of the Final EIS 

and subsequently assessed for consistency in Section 4.9 of the Final EIS; please see revised sections.  

Suggested policies that were not added to the Final EIS were either inapplicable to Alternatives A, B, and 

C because: (1) they would be out of the Tribe’s jurisdiction for implementation such as enforcement of 

City standards and amendments to specific plans (C-1.2, ED-3.3, ED-3.4, PFS-2.5, PFS-2.13, PFS-3.8); 

or (2) include actions that are not required once land is taken into trust such as amending general plans or 

procuring City permits (PFS-1.11, PFS-2.7); or (3) they were already included in the Draft EIS (LU-1.1).  

Inclusion of additional local land use policies does not change the severity of the potential impact to land 

use.  Refer to Response to Comment A16-39 for more detail on land use impact assessment and Response 

to Comment A16-115 for a discussion on land use impact conclusions. 

 

Response to Comment A16-44 

The Commenter notes that the Farmland Conversation Impact Rating (FCIR) score for the Twin Cities 

site is not included in Section 3.9 of the EIS.  An agricultural assessment of the Twin Cities site is 

discussed in Section 4.9.1 of the Draft EIS, in which the FCIR score is stated: “[t]he Twin Cities site 

assessment rating has been computed at 100 out of 160.” 
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Response to Comment A16-45 

The Commenter requests a correction in the EIS regarding City of Galt well information.  Section 3.10.1 

has been revised with the appropriate information on wells in the City of Galt.  This correction does not 

alter the conclusions of the EIS. 

 

Response to Comment A16-46 

The Commenter requests a clarification in the EIS regarding City of Galt wastewater collection systems.  

Section 3.10.2 of the Draft EIS regarding sanitary sewer collection system components associated with 

projects in the City of Galt has been revised.  This revision does not alter the conclusions of the EIS. 

 

Response to Comment A16-47 

The Commenter requests information be added in the EIS regarding City of Galt solid waste services.  

Section 3.10.3 of the Draft EIS regarding solid waste service in the City of Galt is appropriate has been 

revised.  This addition does not alter the conclusions of the EIS. 

 

Response to Comment A16-48 

The Commenter requests information be added in the EIS regarding County of Sacramento law 

enforcement services.  At the time of preparation of the Draft EIS, information of response call times for 

the Sacramento County Sheriff’s Department was not made available.  Again, several attempts were made 

in April and May, 2016, to obtain this information from the Sacramento County Sherriff’s Department for 

inclusion in Section 3.10.4; however, they were non-responsive.  The lack of inclusion of this information 

does not change the conclusions of the EIS.  As requested by the Commenter, information regarding the 

closest Sacramento County Sheriff’s Department substation to the Twin Cities site was added to Section 

3.10.4.   

 

Response to Comment A16-49 

The Commenter requests information be added in the EIS regarding City of Galt amenities.  Some of this 

information has been added to Section 3.10.8.  This addition does not alter the conclusions of the EIS. 

 

Response to Comment A16-50 

The Commenter requests a change to the EIS in Table 3.11-7 to better reflect the origin of information 

(from the City of Galt General Plan Noise Element).  Table 3.11-7 of the Draft EIS has the term “City of 

Galt Noise Element” stated in the title, which is the same as the wording in Table 3.11-6 for the County 

of Sacramento General Plan, also with “County of Sacramento Noise Element” in the title. 
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Response to Comment A16-51 

The Commenter suggests an additional City of Galt General Plan Policy be included in the EIS.  Policy 

CC-1.10 has been added to Section 3.13.2.  This addition does not alter the conclusions of the EIS. 

 

Response to Comment A16-52 

The Commenter suggests that the Draft EIS is problematic because it only analyzes Alternative A at its 

full projected build out and does not analyze potential annexation and commercial development by the 

City of Galt of the Twin Cities site.  Refer to Responses to Comments A16-02, A16-03, and A16-09.   

 

Response to Comment A16-53 

The Commenter asserts that the EIS does not make clear its impact assessment methodology.  

Significance criteria have been provided where available and applicable.  As stated in Section 4.1 of the 

Draft EIS “direct and indirect impacts” to resource areas are analyzed in the document against the 

“existing environment of the area affected by the project Alternatives” (Section 3.1 of the Draft EIS).  As 

stated in multiple issue area introductory paragraphs in Section 4.0 of the Draft EIS, “[e]ffects are 

measured against the environmental baseline presented in Section [3.0].” 

 

In discussing environmental consequences NEPA requires inclusion of “environmental impacts of the 

alternatives including the proposed action, any adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided 

should the proposal be implemented” inclusive of direct and indirect effects and their significance, among 

other attributes (40 C.F.R. §1502.16).  Section 102 of CEQ Guidelines directs preparers to “utilize a 

systematic, interdisciplinary approach” that will assist in the assessment of “unquantified environmental 

amenities and values” (42 U.S.C. §4332).  Thus, woven into the fabric of NEPA is the fact that not all 

environmental issues are quantifiable using known significance criteria. 

 

Response to Comment A16-54 

The Commenter suggests corrections to the EIS and requests additional analysis for geology and soils in 

regards to proposed grading at the Twin Cities site.  Section 4.2.1 has been revised to better reflect fill 

quantities discussed in Appendix J of the Draft EIS.  Grading and drainage plans in Appendix J are 

preliminary, “represent the worst case scenario,” and would be finalized to include “[d]etailed 

calculations of earthwork quantities… determined by the contractor based on detailed grading design” 

and potentially other options aside from soil relocation (Appendix J, page 8).  Fill would come from on-

site and a sufficient amount is available to meet even the “worst case scenario” needs of the project 

alternatives.  This potential relocating of on-site soil was analyzed for Alternatives A, B, and C, and, as 

appropriately noted in Section 4.2.1 of the Draft EIS “is not anticipated to result in significant impacts to 

geology, air quality, biological resources, or other areas.”  Grading has already occurred at the Twin 

Cities site historically, as it is agricultural land, and future grading would avoid any 100-year flood plain 

areas (as shown on Figures 1, 2, and 3 in Appendix J of the Draft EIS).  Any potential impacts resulting 
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from grading, such as those associated with air quality, biological resources, or surface water quality, 

would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with measures present in Section 5.0 of the Draft EIS 

(e.g., Section 5.2, Mitigation Measure A, Section 5.4.1, Mitigation Measures A and B, Section 5.5.1, 

Mitigation Measures A to Z).  

 

Response to Comment A16-55 

The Commenter suggests corrections to the EIS and requests additional analysis for geology and soils.  

Refer to Response to Comment A16-54. 

 

Response to Comment A16-56 

The Commenter asserts that the evaluation of wastewater disposal Option 1 for Alternative A is 

inadequate.  Refer to Response to Comment A10-11. 

 

Response to Comment A16-57 

The Commenter requests changes to the EIS to include a discussion of water demands in the evaluation of 

wastewater disposal Option 1 for Alternative A.  The Commenter did not clarify why this information 

would be beneficial for a wastewater discussion, and its usefulness is not apparent.  This change has not 

been made.  

 

Response to Comment A16-58 

The Commenter asserts the impossibility of evaluation of wastewater disposal Option 1 for Alternative A.  

Refer to Responses to Comments A10-11 and A16-03. 

 

Response to Comment A16-59 

The Commenter requests more analysis of wastewater disposal Option 1 for Alternative A in regards to 

the City of Galt’s requirements.  The membrane bioreactor proposed for the on-site WWTP would 

provide high quality treated effluent that would meet the treatment standards of Title 22 of the CCR for 

recycled water.  Appendix I of the Draft EIS (page 17) discusses the surface and subsurface disposal of 

wastewater and states that surface disposal wastewater effluent limits would be determined based on local 

groundwater quality.  Appendix I also states that subsurface disposal would be regulated by USEPA and 

that likewise subsurface wastewater quality effluent limits would be determined based on local 

groundwater quality.  The Draft EIS discusses the existing groundwater elevation contours and 

predominant groundwater flow direction at the Twin Cities site in Section 3.3-1, and states that 

groundwater flow has been shown to be generally from the northwest to southeast and from the west to 

east, in both cases generally away from the City of Galt WWTP.  This flow direction will reduce the 

possibility for any impact on the existing groundwater monitoring wells surrounding the WWTP.   
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Review of the existing NPDES permit at the City of Galt WWTP shows ongoing treatment and effluent 

concerns, including violations for arsenic, cyanide, and copper.  These existing treatment concerns are 

unrelated to Alternative A at the Twin Cities site.  However, any impacts on the current Galt WWTP 

operations that are related to off-site wastewater treatment from the Twin Cities site would be addressed 

via a service agreement and payment of impact mitigation and fair share fees, as outlined in the Draft EIS 

(Section 5.10.1, Mitigation Measure A). 

 

Response to Comment A16-60 

The Commenter requests clarification on waste and wastewater storage for wastewater disposal Option 1 

for Alternative A.  As stated in Section 2.2.2 of the Draft EIS “a 160,000-gallon recycled water storage 

tank” would be required for the reuse of recycled water as landscape irrigation and other non-potable uses 

(e.g., toilets).  More detail is available in Appendix I of the Draft EIS, which states additional storage 

may be needed depending on final project design, such as whether only subsurface or a combination of 

surface and subsurface disposal would occur.  Also discussed in Appendix I is a “solids tank” that would 

be required for short-term storage of dried waste solids prior to it being “hauled off to a permitted landfill 

approved to handle biosolids” (Appendix I of Draft EIS, page 32).   

 

The exact size and placement of these storage tank(s) would depend on final project design and some may 

be combined with each other and water storage needs (such as that for fire protection; refer to Response to 

Comment A16-26).Refer also to Response to Comment A16-26 for a discussion on the potential aesthetic 

impact of these tanks. 

 

Response to Comment A16-61 

The Commenter suggests the EIS does not address regulatory oversight of a potential WWTP that may be 

developed as part of Alternative A.  Once land is taken into trust for use by an Indian tribe, federal and 

tribal oversight applies to wastewater systems.  USEPA would provide federal regulatory oversight for 

the proposed potential on-site WWTP and associated treated effluent disposal as applicable (as indicated 

in Mitigation Measures A and C in Section 5.3.1 in the Draft EIS; see also Response to Comment A10-

12).  As stated in Section 5.3.1 of the Draft EIS, Mitigation Measures C and D, WWTP “operators shall 

have qualifications similar to those required by the State Water Resources Control Board Operator 

Certification Program for municipal wastewater treatment plants” and “subsurface disposal shall be 

closely monitored by a responsible engineer.” 

 

Response to Comment A16-62 

The Commenter suggests that the EIS does not adequately analyze off-site environmental impacts related 

to off-site Wastewater Disposal Option 2 for Alternative A.  Off-site connections to City of Galt 

wastewater system that would be required for implementation of Alternative A Wastewater Option 2 

would be outside the jurisdiction and control of the Tribe.  However, they are discussed and assessed in 
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detail throughout the EIS.  Section 4.3.1 of the Draft EIS states “[w]astewater at the City WWTP is 

treated and discharged in compliance with a Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) NPDES 

permit to ensure that water quality is adequately protected.  No adverse effects to surface water or 

groundwater quality would occur through connection to the existing City system and continued 

compliance with the NPDES discharge permit.”  Furthermore, Section 4.10.1 of the Draft EIS states that 

“[t]he City of Galt’s WWTP currently treats an average of approximately 2.3 million gallons per day 

(MGD) of wastewater, with existing capacity at 3.0 MGD, with a planned expansion to the WWTP 

increasing capacity to 4.5 MDG by 2020.  The 0.7 MGD of available capacity at the City of Galt’s 

WWTP would accommodate the wastewater demands of Alternative A.”  Therefore, there would be no 

significant adverse effect; however, the Draft EIS goes on to offer mitigation to further reduce the less-

than-significant impacts (Section 5.10.1).  Mitigation recommended in Section 5.10.1 of the Draft EIS 

ensures that adequate funding for wastewater facilities are made prior to the operation of Alternative A 

for “necessary new, upgraded, and/or expanded water and/or wastewater collection, distribution, or 

treatment facilities.”  The Tribe would also “pay the current capital connection charges and monthly 

service fees, consistent with any other commercial development” (Section 4.10.1 of the Draft EIS). 

 

Appendix I of the Draft EIS provides more detail on its Figure 5-1 (page 38) and refers to the City of 

Galt’s “Collection System Master Plan (CSMP) Phase 3 and 4 expansions” that “provide options for 

connecting to proposed sewer lines” (page 35).  Appendix I then proceeds to discuss in numerical detail 

two proposed options for this off-site wastewater connection, included anticipated sewer main sizes, 

wastewater directional flow, and a potential plant increase (pages 35 and 36).  In addition, Section 2.2.5 

of the Draft EIS states that “[t]here are two possibilities for this connection.  Connection to the existing 

treatment system would be provided either by a new 4,200 foot long pipeline extending through the 

central part of the Twin Cities site, or by a 3,600 foot long pipeline connection to the City of Galt’s 

WWTP extending in a westerly direction from the southwest corner of the Twin Cities site.”  These 

possibilities are shown in Figure 2-3.  Furthermore, Section 4.14.2 of the Draft EIS considers the indirect 

environmental effects that may result from off-site utility improvements.  All of the detail summarized in 

this response and provided in the EIS fulfills the ‘hard look’ required under NEPA. 

 

Response to Comment A16-63 

The Commenter questions impacts associated with on-site pipeline infrastructure that would be required 

for off-site wastewater collection to the Twin Cities site under Alternative A (Option 2).  Refer to 

Response to Comment A16-62 and Section 4.14.2 of the Draft EIS.  As stated in Response to Comment 

A16-62, Appendix I shows two possibilities for on-site pipelines that would be used to connect the City 

of Galt’s wastewater system.  Installation of either pipeline option is part of project proposed under 

Alternative A and is analyzed throughout the EIS as such, including the potential for drainage issues and 

soil erosion resulting from construction (Section 4.2.1), and the potential presence of wetlands and waters 

of the U.S. (Section 4.5.1).  All on-site infrastructure required to facilitate a connection to the City of 

Galt’s wastewater system would be constructed in accordance with BMPs required under the USEPA’s 
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NPDES permit and included in the EIS Section 5.2 as mitigation measures to minimize potential impacts.  

Other mitigation measures that would ensure on-site wetlands and waters of the U.S. would incur less-

than-significant impacts due to on-site infrastructure installation are included in Section 5.5.2 of the EIS 

to “ensure no adverse effects, wetlands and jurisdictional drainage features shall be avoided, fenced, and 

excluded from activity.” 

 

Response to Comment A16-64 

The Commenter expresses concerns regarding potential expansion of the City of Galt WWTP resulting 

from wastewater collection to the Twin Cities site under Alternative A (Option 2) in a cumulative setting.  

Refer to Response to Comment A16-62.  Section 4.15.3 of the EIS discusses potential impacts to the City 

of Galt’s WWTP from cumulative effects in combination with Alternative A.  As stated in Section 4.15.3, 

the current capacity of the City of Galt’s WWTP “would accommodate the wastewater demands of 

Alternative A;” however, with implementation of mitigation in Section 5.2, “the adverse cumulative 

effects to the City’s wastewater system would be reduced to a minimal level.” 

 

Response to Comment A16-65 

The Commenter questions if the EIS adequately estimates costs regarding off-site wastewater collection 

to the Twin Cities site under Alternative A (Option 2).  Refer to Response to Comment A16-62. 

 

Response to Comment A16-66 

The Commenter asserts that additional analysis is required for potential impacts relating to off-site 

wastewater collection at the Twin Cities site under Alternative A (Option 2).  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A16-62 and A16-01(2). 

 

Response to Comment A16-67 

The Commenter asserts that the water supply analysis in the EIS is inadequate by not including data for 

water needs and the water supply source for construction of Alternative A.  The Draft EIS was prepared 

using extensive scientific data and analysis regarding water supply and analysis, as represented in 

Sections 2.0, 3.10, 4.10, and Appendices I and K of the Draft EIS.  Water required for construction 

would be supplied via existing on-site agricultural wells; this use would not be a long-term consumptive 

water use and would have a negligible effect on water availability (refer to Response to Comment A16-25 

for more detail on existing wells).  Language has been revised in Sections 2.0 and 4.3 of the Final EIS to 

reflect this construction water use. 

 

Response to Comment A16-68 

The Commenter questions the conclusion that there would be no adverse impact to groundwater as a 

result of Alternative A because the comparison of project water demand versus existing agricultural 
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demand is not appropriately characterized.  Existing water use for the current agricultural operation at the 

Twin Cities site is presented in the Draft EIS Section 3.3.1.  Capacities of the various existing wells on 

the property are provided in gallons per minute (gpm).  In Draft EIS Appendix I, water use data is 

presented on acre feet per year (AFY).  As stated in Appendix I of the Draft EIS, the existing agricultural 

operations on the Twin Cities site currently utilize approximately 747 acre-feet per year of water (450 

gallons per minute), if averaged over the year of groundwater to meet the crop water demands.  The Twin 

Cities site would experience a 23 percent reduction in water use under Alternative A.  Water demands 

have been revised in the Final EIS (Sections 2.1 and 3.3.1) to match demands presented in Appendix I, 

and the water demands for the project alternatives have been revised to include acre-feet per year where 

necessary to allow for a comparison with the existing agricultural water demand on the Twin Cities site.  

The updated information does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIS. 

 

Response to Comment A16-69 

The Commenter asserts that the EIS uses inconsistent numbers for projected water demand of Alternative 

A.  Refer to Response to Comment A16-24. 

 

Response to Comment A16-70 

The Commenter states the EIS does not adequately discuss water required for fire protection needs for 

Alternative A.  Refer to Response to Comment A16-24. 

 

Response to Comment A16-71 

The Commenter questions the representation of water required to continue existing agricultural uses on 

undeveloped acreage of the Twin Cities site under Alternative A.  Refer to Response to Comment A16-68 

and General Response 3 – Water Supply.  See response to Comment A16-75, which specifies how much 

of the remaining land will remain in irrigated agriculture.  The remainder of the undeveloped southern 

portion of the site will be dry-farmed. 

 

Response to Comment A16-72 

The Commenter requests additional technical detail regarding the water supply to the Twin Cities site 

under Alternative A (Option 1).  Sections 2.2.5 and 4.10.1 of the EIS include approximate water demand 

(in gallons per day) of Alternative A, applicable to both Option 1 and Option 2.  Additional water demand 

details, including peak, average, and maximum daily demand, are available in Appendix I (pages 11 to 

13) of the EIS.  Mitigation measures related to groundwater and water supply are included in Sections 

5.3.2 and 5.10.1 of the EIS.  The level of technical detail and analysis presented in the Draft and Final EIS 

in regards to water demand and groundwater quantity constitutes the ‘hard look’ required by NEPA. 
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Response to Comment A16-73 

The Commenter asserts that the EIS fails to acknowledge the impact to the City of Galt’s WWTP under 

Alternative A (Option 1) and requests additional technical detail.  Section 2.2.1 of the Draft EIS states 

that “[t]reated effluent that is not used as reclaimed water may be discharged through sub-surface 

disposal, or a combination of spray disposal and sub-surface disposal,” and Figure 2-1 shows the 

proposed locations this disposal.  Section 2.2.1 of the Draft EIS also gives the estimated required acres of 

land for disposal under both disposal options (sub-surface only or a combination of sub-surface and 

surface).  The proposed disposal locations shown in Figure 2-1 are located along the central western edge 

of the project site boundary and also inward in an easterly direction.  The disposal area closest to the City 

of Galt WWTP is located across railroad tracks and, as stated in Section 3.10.2 of the Draft EIS, is 

“located approximately 0.5 miles west of the Twin Cities site.”  As stated in Section 3.3.1 of the Draft 

EIS, “groundwater flow in the vicinity of the Twin Cities site to be generally from northwest to 

southeast,” which means that treated effluent that is disposed of in the proposed disposal sites would 

flow, underground, away from the City of Galt WWTP and cause no impact.  Therefore, “a 

comprehensive study to identify groundwater impacts of on-site treatment/disposal and its effect on City's 

continued WWTP operation under its permits” is not warranted. 

 

Response to Comment A16-74 

The Commenter asserts that a more formal water supply analysis in compliance with State code is 

required for the Twin Cities site.  The implementation of Alternative A would use less groundwater than 

is currently used on-site (refer to Response to Comment A16-25).  As stated in Appendix K or the Draft 

EIS, “...the construction of the proposed EIS alternatives on the [Twin Cities site] would not only cause 

no additional negative impacts to the groundwater resources, but would lessen the impact the existing 

land use has on groundwater resources....”  Due to this, implementation of Alternative A plus existing 

and planned future use would result in less groundwater demand than existing and planned future uses.  

Based on this information, a more formal water supply assessment is not warranted.  Regarding SB 610 

and 221 requirements (and similarly the California Water Code Section 10910-10915), as Alternative A 

would not be subject to local jurisdictional approval, SB 610 does not apply.  And, as Alternative A 

would not include a subdivision (consisting of 500 or more dwelling units), SB 221 would not apply even 

if Alternative A were not constructed on federal trust land.   

 

Response to Comment A16-75 

The Commenter requests a more direct comparison of water use from existing conditions.  Refer to 

Response to Comment A16-68.  The combined water demand for Alternative A uses, including landscape 

irrigation, is 295,000 gallons per day (gpd), or 331 acre-feet per year, as presented in Section 2.0 of the 

Draft EIS.  This demand consists of 254,000 gpd of use within buildings and 41,000 gpd for landscape 

irrigation.  Existing agricultural operations on the Twin Cities site are estimated to use 747 acre-feet per 

year (see Response to Comments A16-68) and up to one-third of the existing agricultural lands may 

remain in irrigated agriculture after implementation of Alternatives A or B (this would require an 
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estimated 249 acre-feet per year of water).  Accordingly, the resulting total water demand for Alternative 

A would be 580 acre-feet per year (331 for Alternative A and 249 for continuing irrigated agricultural 

operations), which is an approximate 22.4 percent annual decrease compared to the existing agricultural 

operation on the Twin Cities site.  Furthermore, as explained in Response to Comment A16-24, fire 

suppression water is not a consumptive demand under normal circumstances and, therefore, is not 

factored into annual or average day estimates. 

 

Response to Comment A16-76 

The Commenter claims that water supply analysis under Alternative A (Option 2) is speculative.  Refer to 

Response to Comment A16-27. 

 

Response to Comment A16-77 

The Commenter requests more information in the EIS on groundwater recharge.  As stated in Section 

4.3.1 of the Draft EIS, “two stormwater detention basins are included in the project design for Alternative 

A” to ensure adequate storage volume is available during storms.  As stated in Section 4.3.1, these 

detention basins would be unlined and would allow percolation of the stormwater into the soils and 

groundwater table.  The concern regarding conversion of 63 acres (22 percent of the total site) to 

hardscape is minimized by the 23 percent reduction in groundwater use that would result from the 

implementation of Alternative A.  Language has been revised in Section 4.3.1 of the Final EIS to clarify 

this data.  The runoff generated by the impervious surface would be directed to the detention basins, 

thereby in part or whole offsetting any reduction in groundwater recharge.  Also refer to Response to 

Comment A16-227.  

 

Response to Comment A16-78 

The Commenter states the EIS needs to address impacts to City of Galt air quality associated with 

Alternative A, as have been reported with other casino communities.  Refer to Response to Comment A3-

03. 

 

Response to Comment A16-79 

The Commenter asserts that the biological resources analysis in the EIS does not recognize impacts to 

Swainson’s hawk and greater sandhill crane.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species and 

Response to Comment A16-33. 

 

Response to Comment A16-80 

The Commenter asserts that the EIS does not reduce effects to Swainson’s hawk to a less-than-significant 

level.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species and Response to Comment A16-33. 
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Response to Comment A16-81 

The Commenter states that the EIS does not adequately assess impacts to sensitive species.  Refer to 

General Response 4 – Habitat and Species and Responses to Comments A16-23, A16-33, and A16-54. 

 

Response to Comment A16-82 

The Commenter asserts that the EIS does not effectively mitigate potential impacts to Swainson’s hawk 

habitat.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species and Response to Comment A16-33. 

 

Response to Comment A16-83 

The Commenter indicates that future development at the Twin Cities site beyond Alternative A could 

impact sensitive species.  Refer to Responses to Comments A16-03 and A16-19. 

 

Response to Comment A16-84 

The Commenter states that the Draft EIS does not adequately represent Alternative G (No Action) in 

regards to annexation of the Twin Cities site into the City of Galt.  Refer to Responses to Comments A14-

04 and A16-02.  See Response to Comment A16-03 for a discussion of the development plans for the 

Twin Cities site. 

 

Response to Comment A16-85 

The Commenter states the need for a more concise discussion on fiscal effects under Alternative A.  The 

Draft EIS presented fiscal effects analyses on local jurisdictions for each alternative.  Final EIS Section 

4.7 includes updated tables that provide a greater level of detail than the textual descriptions.  See the 

tables in Section 4.7 of the Final EIS that describe the estimated fiscal effects. 

 

Response to Comment A16-86 

The Commenter requests clarification on statements made in the Alternative A fiscal effects analysis 

regarding evaluation by Sacramento County and San Joaquin County (the Counties) and City of Galt.  

The language on the Draft EIS, pages 4.7-9 and 4.7-10, that is referenced by the Commenter states that 

both the Counties and the City of Galt may use both internal resources (i.e., personnel) and external 

resources (i.e., third-party experts) to facilitate their review of the EIS.  There is a cost related to the use 

of such resources and such cost, to the extent not reimbursed by the Tribe, will be borne by the Counties 

and the City of Galt.    

 

Response to Comment A16-87 

The Commenter states that the last sentence of Draft EIS Section 4.7, page 4.7-16, titled Summary of 

Economic Effects, is not supported by the analyses included in the Draft EIS.  This last sentence 
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concludes that Alternative A would result in a beneficial impact to the local economy in Sacramento and 

San Joaquin counties.  This conclusion is generally supported by the analyses which precede it in Draft 

EIS Section 4.7.  However, Draft EIS Section 4.7-1 Fiscal Effects concludes by stating that the 

mitigation measures outlined in Section 5.7 and 5.10 would adequately fund the increase in demand for 

public services caused by project alternatives.  The sentence referenced by the Commenter has been 

modified in the Final EIS to include the concept of mitigation.   

 

Response to Comment A16-88 

The Commenter states that the EIS does not analyze whether adding another casino would result in 

market saturation or siphoning off of patrons from existing casinos.  Draft EIS Appendix U analyzes 

substitution effects, also known as competitive effects.  Most of Appendix U is devoted to substitution 

effects to existing casinos that may be impacted by the various gaming alternatives analyzed throughout 

the EIS.  Appendix U also includes a quantitative analysis in which the total estimated revenue under the 

various alternatives is separated into categories of new market growth versus revenue that is estimated to 

come from substitution/competitive effects.  These analyses are summarized in EIS Section 4.7.1, 

including Table 4.7-5 and 4.7-6.  As described in Appendix U and Section 4.7.1, the majority of revenue 

of the gaming alternatives is projected to come from new market growth, not substitution effects.  

Consequently, the gaming alternatives described in the EIS are not projected to result in market 

saturation. 

 

Response to Comment A16-89 

The Commenter states that the EIS does not adequately address substitution effects to non-casino 

businesses or how such effects would impact fiscal revenues and expenses.  Draft EIS Sections 4.7.1, 

4.7.2 and 4.7.3 include analyses of the potential of substitution effects of Alternatives A, B, and C on 

local businesses.  Because potential retail substitution effects are greatest under Alternative C, EIS 

Section 4.7.3 includes a discussion of the potential for urban blight EIS Section 4.7, the studies, when 

analyzed in the aggregate, indicate that the opening of casinos do not have a discernable effect (either 

positive, neutral, or negative) on the sales at surrounding non-gaming businesses.  The studies that were 

reviewed on this topic include: 

 

 Williams and Rehm (2011) The Social and Economic Impacts of Gambling:  Meta study that 

identified a net decrease in retail sales following casino openings. 

 Wiley and Walker (2010) Casino Revenues and Retail Property Values:  The Detroit Case:  

Casino openings had positive effect on retail property values.  Retail sales was not the focus of 

the study. 

 Barrow, Clyde and Hirschy (2008) The Persistence of Pseudo-Facts in the U.S. Casino Debate:  

The Case of Massachusetts: Positive effect on retail sales. 

 University of Massachusetts at Dartmouth (2004) Economic and Fiscal Analysis for a West 

Warwick Casino Resort:  Positive effect on retail sales. 
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 Thomas A. Garrett (2003) Casino Gambling in America and Its Economic Impacts that included 

an analysis of employment in certain counties in Mississippi, Illinois, Iowa and Missouri:  

Employment effects are situation specific, although retail employment declined in most of the 

counties analyzed, while local service employment tended to increase.  Net local employment 

most positive in urban areas.  Rural areas are more likely to experience a decrease in local retail 

sales. 

 Taylor, Krepps and Wang (2000) The National Evidence on the Socioeconomic Impacts of 

American Indian Gaming on Non-Indian Communities:  Casino openings cause sales of local 

retailers to decline by an average of 3%. 

 Terance J. Rephann et al (1997) Casino Gambling as an Economic Development Strategy:  No 

discernable effect on the growth in retail sector, but positive effect on services sector. 

 

Many of these studies do state that idiosyncratic factors, such as the population density of the project area 

and the mix of non-gaming amenities at a new casino, can be a determinant of substitution effects (either 

positive, neutral, or negative) observed in the studies’ data.  It should be noted that the non-gaming 

amenities that comprise Alternatives A and B are designed to complement, not supplement, gaming 

activities.  For example, the hotel and food and beverage elements of Alternative A are designed to 

provide a more pleasant and convenient gaming experience to Alternative A patrons.  Consequently, these 

non-gaming elements are not intended to compete with local businesses.  In summary, the results of these 

studies are consistent with the conclusions stated in the EIS.     

 

An analysis of lost property taxes is included in Draft EIS Section 4.7.1, Section 4.7.3 and Table 4.7-8.  

Because the figures are rounded to the nearest $100,000, most of the lost property taxes are listed as 

“$0.0” in Table 4.7-8.   

 

Response to Comment A16-90 

The Commenter states that Alternative C requires mitigation to offset the reduced tax revenues that would 

result from the construction of a retail development on the Twin Cities site.  As described in Draft EIS 

Section 4.7.3, Alternative C would likely result in a decrease in certain retail categories, such as 

food/grocery stores.  Such effects could be substantial to the competing food/grocery stores, but the 

effects should diminish over time.  However, such effects would not cause a physical effect to the 

environment, such as urban blight.  NEPA requires mitigation for significant effects to the physical 

environment.   

 

The Commenter is correct that the competitive effects would cause a decline in tax revenues to the City of 

Galt and Draft EIS Section 5.0 included appropriate mitigation.  As described in EIS Section 4.7.3 

subsection titled Non-Gaming Substitution Effects - City of Galt Retailers section, Alternative C is 

anticipated to have a substitution effect of approximately $40.5 million in annual sales, although such 

effect is anticipated to dissipate over time.  Food/grocery stores typically sell a mix of goods, some of 
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which are exempt from sales taxes.  The 2009 Walmart Draft EIR estimated that 30 percent of the then 

proposed Walmart food/grocery products would be subject to sales tax.  This 30 percent is a reasonable 

assumption for the food/grocery component of Alternative C sales.  The impact to the City of Galt would 

be approximately $40.5 million multiplied by the percent allocable to the City (assumed to equal 1.0 

percent for this analysis) and further multiplied by 30 percent, or approximately $122,000.  In addition 

there could be short to medium-term diminution in value of competing food/grocery stores due to lower 

sales, which could be reflected in reduced property values and property taxes.  Because some such stores 

would re-tenant to an alternative retail use, such effects would be temporary and also would not have a 

significant impact on property tax revenues.  Under such a worst case scenario, only a portion of the 

existing food/grocery establishments would need to re-tenant in order to absorb the substitution effect.  

 

Also see General Response 8 – Quantification of Socioeconomic Effects and Mitigation regarding those 

impacts that NEPA is required to address.   

 

Response to Comment A16-91 

The Commenter requests more detail on use of undeveloped portion of the Twin Cities site and requests 

additional mitigation measures, including one that precludes additional development on the site.  Refer to 

Responses to Comments A16-02, A16-03, and A16-19.  Mitigation precluding further development on 

the Twin Cities site is not required by NEPA. 

 

Response to Comment A16-92 

The Commenter makes a number of statements: 1) fiscal effects of Alternatives A, B, and C are not 

adequately identified and disaggregated; 2) lost property taxes are not quantified; and 3) the baseline for 

determining lost property taxes should be the amount of property tax revenues that would be received by 

the City of Galt should the Twin Cities site be developed in fee.   

 

Fiscal effects at the local level for the project alternatives are thoroughly analyzed in EIS Section 4.7, 

including Table 4.7-6b and Table 4.7-7 that illustrate how local sales and property taxes are apportioned 

among the various local governmental agencies.  This data was not incorporated into disaggregation 

tables in the EIS because the resulting level of detail is substantial if shown for each project alternative.  

This detailed level of disaggregation analysis is now included in the supplemental Appendix H that is 

included in the Final EIS.   

 

See Response to Comment A16-89 regarding lost property taxes. 

 

The Commenter’s statement that the baseline for Alternatives A, B and C should be the Twin Cities site 

developed in fee is inaccurate.  Rather, impacts are defined as the difference between the consequences of 

development in comparison to the baseline described in EIS Section 3.7, which is what is in existence as 

of the time the EIS is published.  However, the Commenter is correct that the impacts of the Twin Cities 
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site under Alternative G (No Action) should be discussed, and this information is included for Alternative 

G in EIS Section 4.7.7.  The distinction between impacts under the various project alternatives and 

impacts under Alternative G are summarized in CEQ’s NEPA’s Forty Most Asked Questions.  As 

described for Question 3, Alternative G: 

 

“The second interpretation of ‘no action" is illustrated in instances involving federal decisions on 

proposals for projects. "No action" in such cases would mean the proposed activity would not 

take place, and the resulting environmental effects from taking no action would be compared with 

the effects of permitting the proposed activity or an alternative activity to go forward. 

 

Where a choice of "no action" by the agency would result in predictable actions by others, this 

consequence of the "no action" alternative should be included in the analysis. For example, if 

denial of permission to build a railroad to a facility would lead to construction of a road and 

increased truck traffic, the EIS should analyze this consequence of the "no action" alternative.” 

 

Evaluating the fiscal effects of developing the Twin Cities site in fee under Alternative G (No Action) 

produces the same estimates as if these effects were considered indirect effects of Alternatives A, B, and 

C (which they are not).  The exception is that such effects under Alternative G are impacts of Alternative 

G, not Alternatives A, B, and C.  As described above, the EIS classifies these as effects of Alternative G, 

which is appropriate. 

 

See Response to Comment A16-02 regarding why the EIS Section 4.7.7 description of Alternative G (No 

Action) does not include quantitative analyses for the Twin Cities site. 

 

Response to Comment A16-93 

The Commenter states that Alternative G (No Action) should include mitigation.  The Commenter also 

states that the mitigation measures listed in the Draft EIS Table ES-1 should state that payments made 

pursuant to intergovernmental agreements are legal obligations.  Alternative G does not include 

mitigation because Alternative G does not involve an action by the Tribe or by the BIA.  Rather, 

Alternative G is presented for comparative purposes.  The Commenter is correct that the environmental 

impacts of Alternative G should be evaluated in the EIS.  These impacts are included in EIS Section 4.0.  

Socioeconomic effects are described in EIS Section 4.7-7.  EIS Section 4.7-7 does not include 

quantitative estimates of socioeconomic effects on the City of Galt because Alternative G (No Action) at 

the Twin Cities site does not involve a change in the current land use.  See Response to Comment A16-02 

for more information regarding how the EIS defines Alternative G.  The mitigation in Table ES-1 does 

not state that payments made pursuant to intergovernmental agreements are legal requirements because 

that is implied.  The Commenter is correct that payments made pursuant to intergovernmental agreements 

are legal obligations. 
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Response to Comment A16-94 

The Commenter requests additional compensatory mitigation for the City of Galt regarding potential 

future annexation and clarification of the mitigation measure language.  Refer to Responses to Comments 

A16-02.  Mitigation measures listed in Section 5.7 and 5.10 would result in appropriate compensatory 

payments for applicable public services that would be impacted by the EIS alternatives.  See Response to 

Comment A16-92 regarding why potential future tax revenues under Alternative G (No Action) at the 

Twin Cities site are not impacts under Alternatives A, B, and C.  Rather, these are impacts under 

Alternative G.   

 

The Commenter’s statement that additional detail regarding fiscal effects would facilitate better decision 

making is acknowledged.  See Response to Comment A8-22 and A16-92 regarding this level of detail.  

See updated tables in Final EIS Section 4.7 that include greater detail of fiscal effects. 

 

Response to Comment A16-95 

The Commenter asserts that Alternatives A, B and C would have fiscal impacts on the City of Galt that 

are not accounted for in the Draft EIS.  The Commenter states that a new casino will attract gambling-

linked businesses such as payday lenders, pawn shops, etc.  See Response to Comment A16-89 regarding 

potential competitive impacts to local area businesses.  There is no evidence that Alternatives A, B or C 

would result in an influx of undesirable businesses.  Furthermore, new business entrants into the vicinity 

of the site would be subject to local ordinances, including zoning ordinances.  Existing zoning designed to 

facilitate orderly growth and positive economic activity would remain in effect in adjacent areas.  

Provided that they adhere to zoning regulations and operate legally, new businesses formed as a result of 

Alternatives A, B or C would make positive contributions to the local economy and to local governments. 

 

The Commenter’s statement regarding mitigation is acknowledged.  Mitigation for law enforcement is 

provided in EIS Sections 5.7 and 5.10.  Traffic mitigation is proposed in EIS Sections 5.8 and 5.10.3.  As 

described in EIS Section 4.7, impacts to parks and recreation are less than significant.  Consequently, 

there is no proposed mitigation for these services.  EIS Section 4.7 does not propose specific mitigation 

for purposes of reimbursing local governments for the monitoring of mitigation programs because such 

funding can be included in mitigation that would be negotiated between the Tribe and local governments 

pursuant to mitigation measures already identified in the EIS.  Also see General Response 8 – 

Quantification of Socioeconomic Effects and Mitigation regarding the appropriateness of quantitative 

estimates, impacts that are less than significant and appropriate levels of mitigation under such 

circumstances.   

 

Response to Comment A16-96 

The Commenter asserts that the significance findings regarding the fiscal impacts to the City of Galt 

under Alternatives B and C are misstated in the EIS.  See Response to Comments A16-94 and A16-95.   
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Response to Comment A16-97 

The Commenter questions the cumulative effects analysis for socioeconomic impacts under Alternative 

A, B, and C.  As stated in EIS Section 4.7, there will likely be impacts under Alternatives A, B and C to 

local governmental agencies fiscal affairs and to law enforcement.  Mitigation is proposed in EIS 

Sections 4.7, 5.7 and 5.10 for these effects.  EIS Section 4.7 also thoroughly analyzes impacts on the 

local labor market, property values, and housing.  See General Response to Comment 8 – Quantification 

of Socioeconomic Effects and Mitigation.  

 

Response to Comment A16-98 

The Commenter states that Draft EIS Section 4.7 is incomplete because there is no estimation of 

employment under Alternative G (No Action).  See Response to Comment A16-02 regarding why EIS 

Section 4.7-7 does not include this information.    

 

Response to Comment A16-99 

The Commenter states that the law enforcement analysis included as part of the Graton Final EIS is more 

balanced than that included in the Wilton EIS.  As an example, the Commenter states that the Graton 

crime analysis indicates that certain types of crimes tend to increase following the opening of a casino.  

This crime analysis is contained in Appendix N, Socio-Economic Impact Study for the Proposed Graton 

Rancheria Hotel/Casino Project, to the Graton Final EIS.  Appendix N of the Graton Final EIS made a 

number of findings that address the Commenter’s statements, which are:  1) similar to other commercial 

developments, the opening of casinos tend to lead to increased crime;  2) data and studies on whether 

casino developments lead to an increase in crime rates, or to indirect increases in crime, are inconclusive; 

3) casino openings can lead to increases in pathological gambling, and the amount of such effect depends, 

among other things, on the availability of other gaming venues within the primary market area ; and 4) 

young persons may have a different level of susceptibility to problem and pathological gambling of a 

newly opened casino.  Although the Graton Final EIS relies upon its own Socio-Economic Impact Study 

in Appendix N, the findings in the Graton Final EIS Appendix N are generally consistent with those of 

the Wilton EIS Appendix N and Wilton EIS Section 4.7.1.  However, it should be noted that the studies 

analyzed in these appendices are different, and that the Graton and Wilton circumstances are different.  

Thus one would not expect the socioeconomic study conducted for the Graton development to come to 

identical conclusions as the Wilton EIS Appendix N study.  See also Mitigation Measures 5.8.A 

through 5.8.H, which address these concerns. 

 

Pathological and problem gaming for Alternative A are analyzed in EIS Section 4.7.1.  As stated in that 

section, although the effects of pathological and problem gaming are not anticipated to be significant, the 

2011 MOU established a framework for the Tribe, the City of Elk Grove, and Sacramento County to 

negotiate payment by the Tribe to mitigate impacts, including problem gaming.  See General Response 8 

– Quantification of Socioeconomic Effects and Mitigation regarding issues involved in estimating 

impacts. 
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The Commenter also references a report requested by the California Attorney General.  EIS Section 4.7 

and Appendix N acknowledges that crime will likely increase as a result of Alternative A.  EIS Section 

4.7 also describes the composition of crime types that are likely to occur as a result of Alternative A, and 

that mix is consistent with the Graton report cited by the Commenter.  The report requested by the 

California Attorney General, Gambling in the Golden State: 1998 Forward does contain a substantive 

amount of data on crime and problem gambling.  The report is a compilation of previous studies as well 

as information reported by local law enforcement agencies.  For example, page 83 of the reports states:  

 

“The Riverside District Attorney’s office received $700,000 from the Special Distribution Fund to 

form an Indian gaming prosecution unit for casino-related crime in 2005.  The county has eight 

gaming tribes and nine casinos.  As of October 2005, the unit had prosecuted 104 felonies and 

264 misdemeanor crimes in the previous nine months.  Driving Under Intoxication (DUI) was the 

most common felony crime, followed by ID thefts (credit cards and fake checks), and auto theft 

and violent crimes (ten percent).  Misdemeanors included petty theft, drunk in public, and 

trespassing (people who have been barred from the casinos but keep going back). 

 

Crime at the casinos may not be disproportionate given the large numbers of people who visit, although 

DUI is a particular concern, according to the Riverside prosecutor.  Prosecution of crimes committed 

inside a casino is fairly straightforward, given that they are captured on surveillance cameras.”   

 

These findings are consistent with the crime effects described in EIS Section 4.7.  Also see General 

Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement. 

 

Response to Comment A16-100 

The Commenter request more detail on potential additional law enforcement services that may be 

required due to Alternative A.  Section 4.10.1 of the Draft EIS states that the City of Galt Police 

Department and Sacramento County Sheriff’s Department “may require additional facilities, equipment, 

and staffing to meet the increased need for services under Alternative A,” however, it is unknown as to 

what specific additional items may be required.  Therefore, mitigation measures are included in Section 

5.10.3 of the Draft EIS that ensure appropriate reimbursement agreements will be reached between the 

Tribe and local law enforcement agencies for “quantifiable direct and indirect costs.”  Also, refer to 

General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement.  

 

Response to Comment A16-101 

The Commenter states that the EIS does not properly address secondary impacts of crime on the City of 

Galt.  As described in the Final EIS Section 4.7.1, studies indicated that there is no discernable 

relationship between the opening of a casino and indirect crime levels.  Consequently, there is no 

evidence that Alternatives A, B or C will result in an indirect increase in crime.  As stated in the Final EIS 

Section 4.7, Alternatives A, B and C are anticipated to increase the utilization of law enforcement 

personnel related directly to the operation of the casino/resort.  The Commenter’s statement is 
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acknowledged that the Graton Mitigation Program Budget includes payments for items that are not listed 

as mitigation items in this Draft EIS.  As stated in the Graton EIS Section 5, governmental agencies 

(including Indian tribes) may enter into agreements that provide for payments that exceed levels of 

financial mitigation listed in an EIS.  See General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement.  Also see 

Response to Comment A16-95 regarding potential indirect effects of a casino opening.  Also see General 

Response 8 - Quantification of Socioeconomic Effects and Mitigation regarding the appropriateness of 

quantitative estimates, impacts that are less than significant and appropriate levels of mitigation under 

such circumstances.   

 

Response to Comment A16-102 

The Commenter suggests additional mitigation is required for any potential increase in crime within the 

City of Galt resulting from implementation of Alternative A.  Refer to General Response 6 – Crime/Law 

Enforcement and General Response 8 - Quantification of Socioeconomic Effects and Mitigation.  The 

Commenter is correct that under certain intergovernmental agreements, other tribes make payments to 

mitigate for crime impacts that are in addition to direct impacts to law enforcement utilization.  EIS 

Section 5.7 and 5.10 clearly state that mitigation measures shall be structured so as to adequately fund the 

increase in demand for public services.  In addition, governmental agencies (including Indian tribes) may 

enter into agreements that provide for payments that exceed levels of financial mitigation listed in an EIS. 

 

Response to Comment A16-103 

The Commenter requests additional detail regarding problem gaming rates under Alternatives A and B.   

The Twin Cities site is located in Sacramento County.  Within Sacramento County and the contiguous 

counties, there are five gaming venues each with at least 1,000 electronic gaming devices, including 

Cache Creek Casino Resort (Yolo County), Jackson Rancheria (Amador County), Red Hawk Casino (El 

Dorado County), San Pablo Lytton (Contra Costa County) and Thunder Valley Resort (Placer County).  

This density of relatively large gaming venues is higher than the average U.S. county.  The Commenter’s 

statement that the City of Galt does not currently have a gaming venue is correct.  The Commenter’s 

statement that a development of a casino at the Twin Cities site would create an increase in problem 

gambling in the immediate (Galt) area may be accurate, but the impact would be less than significant.  

The Commenter’s statement that EIS Section 4.7 conclusion should be quantified in great detail is 

acknowledged.  Please see revised EIS Section 4.7 analysis regarding problem gambling.  Please see 

General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement, and General Response 8 – Quantification of 

Socioeconomic Effects and Mitigation regarding issues of quantifying results. 

 

Response to Comment A16-104 

The Commenter concludes the EIS does not fully assess crime associated with Alternative A because it 

does not take into account potential future development at the site.  Refer to Responses to Comments 
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A16-03 and A16-19.  For further detail on crime as it relates to Alternative A, refer to Responses to 

Comments A16-99 and A16-107. 

 

Response to Comment A16-105 

The Commenter questions the legitimacy of claims that decreases in crime are associated with a lower 

unemployment level.  The study used by the City of Galt for its assertions (contained in The American 

Society of Criminology’s journal, 2013) relies largely on data from European countries focused only on 

young males—not exactly comparable to existing populations in the vicinity of Alternative A.  However, 

this study still indicates a positive causal relationship between increases in employment and decreases in 

property crime, which effectively corresponds to the general assumptions made in the Draft EIS.  As well, 

several studies conducted in the U.S. using available American data have linked an overall lower 

unemployment rate with a lower crime rate1. 

 

As stated in Appendix N of the Draft EIS (page 23) “[a]ccording to a PricewaterhouseCoopers survey 

titled, ‘Gaming Industry Employee Impact Survey,’ the introduction of casino gaming eliminated the need 

for specific social services offered to local residents,” such as reduction in unemployment benefits.  As 

well, local residents experienced an increase in access to health care benefits (63 percent) and day care for 

their children (43 percent) and development of new job skills (65 percent).  These beneficial social 

impacts are directly attributed to increased employment resulting from local casino operation and can 

shed light on reasons why local crime may decrease when employment increases. 

 

Response to Comment A16-106 

The Commenter requests additional information on assumptions made in the EIS.  As stated in Table 4.7-

16 in the Draft EIS, “assumptions in this calculation were sourced from the City of Galt Walmart Draft 

Environmental Impact Report, Appendix F - Police Services Report Dated June 20, 2008 prepared by 

Robert Olson Associates, Inc.”  The footnotes to Table 4.7-16 have been updated to provide greater detail 

regarding the underlying assumptions, and how such assumptions compare to those in the City of Galt 

Walmart Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

 

Response to Comment A16-107 

The Commenter asserts the EIS lacks a discussion on growth-induced crime and resulting fiscal impacts.  

As stated in in Section 4.14.3 of the Draft EIS, it was determined that “a majority of positions would be 

filled with people already residing within the region” and “Alternative A is not expected to significantly 

stimulate regional housing development.”  Refer to Response to Comment A8-04 for information on the 

                                                 
1 A select list of studies indicating a positive relationship between unemployment rates and reduced crime rates 

include: “The Effects of Unemployment on Crime Rates in the U.S.” by Sandra Ajimotokin, Alexandra Haskins, and 

Zach Wade at Georgia Institute of Technology, April 14, 2015; “The Relationship between Crime and 

Unemployment” by Mathew D. Melick of Illinois Wesleyan University, 2003; “Identifying the Effect of 

Unemployment on Crime” by Steven Raphael and Rudolph Winter-Ebmer of University of Chicago, April 2001. 
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population distribution of new employees.  The primary indicator of growth is the development of new 

housing, which could be encouraged by an influx of new employees into a region.  However, the majority 

of employees required for Alternative A would come from within the region, and the small percentage of 

new employees who might relocate from another region would have ample housing to accommodate them 

(Sacramento County has a vacancy rate of approximately 7.6 percent with “approximately 8,000 vacant 

residential units” Section 4.7.1 of the Draft EIS).  Therefore, Alternative A would not induce significant 

population growth in the area that would lead to growth-induced crime. 

 

Response to Comment A16-108 

The Commenter would like development impact fees paid to the school districts that will serve the Twin 

Cities site.  As appropriately stated in Section 4.7.1 of the Draft EIS, “any potential increased enrollment 

would have a nominal effect on the ability of Galt school districts to provide education services at 

existing levels…[s]ome employees who may relocate to the area will choose to reside in unincorporated 

Sacramento County, and in nearby cities such as Elk Grove and Lodi.  This will further dissipate effects 

on Galt schools.  Alternative A would not result in adverse impacts to the schools of Galt or other nearby 

communities.  No mitigation is required.”  Mitigation for development impacts fees are not necessary 

where no significant impact would occur. 

 

Response to Comment A16-109 

The Commenter states that EIS Section 4.7-3 should include an assessment of possible urban blight and 

effects on local retailers.  The Commenter also states that an analysis of lost taxes should be included.  

See Responses to Comments A16-89 and A16-90.  Also, note that there is a distinction between taxes that 

would be “lost” under Alternatives A through F and future tax revenues that would occur under 

Alternative G (No Action).  See Response to Comment A16-02 regarding why EIS Section 4.7-7, which 

describes the impacts under Alternative G, does not include this information for the Twin Cities site.    

 

Response to Comment A16-110 

The Commenter suggests the data used to establish existing traffic conditions is incorrect.  Consistent 

with NEPA requirements, the traffic study (Appendix O of the Draft EIS) considered reasonably 

foreseeable project development rather than unrealistic and instantaneous development.  Because the 

approval process and construction timeline is understood to take several years, it was determined through 

consultation with the project development team that the year 2018 was a reasonable timeframe at which 

Alternative A would begin contributing traffic to the surrounding transportation network. 

 

Response to Comment A16-111 

The Commenter questions the applicability of a Grant Line Road discussion under Alternative A.  While 

Grant Line Road is in the City of Elk Grove, project trip distribution figures (shown in Appendix O of 

the Draft EIS) depict the regional assignment of project trips.  As such, even though Alternatives A and B 
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are located within the City of Galt’s sphere of influence, a small portion of project trips are anticipated to 

use the Grant Line Road corridor to access the site (approximately 15 to 20 percent).  Accordingly, it is 

reasonable to include the Grant Line Road discussion within the Alternative A and B report sections in 

Sections 3.8 and 4.8. 

 

Response to Comment A16-112 

The Commenter states the City of Galt’s lack of support for a closure of West Stockton Boulevard from 

Mingo Road to Twin Cities Road as proposed mitigation for Alternative A.  While the Tribe is 

understood to be in on-going discussions with Sacramento County on this topic, it can be reasonably 

concluded from the Draft EIS traffic study (Appendix O) that this closure would have a nominal effect 

on the area’s traffic operations due to the low background traffic volumes.  As currently envisioned by the 

Tribe, secondary access to the project site would be achieved from East Stockton Boulevard and/or Mingo 

Road, east of Highway 99.  Furthermore, it is likely that the construction of a Mingo Road interchange 

would also include adequate freeway auxiliary lanes thereby minimizing the effect of this low level of 

“local trips” that would have otherwise used West Stockton Boulevard, southbound between Mingo Road 

and Twin Cities Road. 

 

Response to Comment A16-113 

The Commenter contends the EIS does not sufficiently analyze potential land use impacts or reconcile 

land use inconsistencies.  NEPA does not require that all land use inconsistencies be reconciled, but rather 

“any possibilities of resolving the conflicts” be addressed.  Throughout Section 5.0 mitigation is 

recommended to address potential land use incompatibilities.  NEPA requires that a project not impair a 

local government from implementing its “land use control mechanisms” outside the project boundaries, 

such as on neighboring parcels (46 Federal Register 18026).  The local government currently with land 

use control over the Twin Cities site is the County of Sacramento, with whom the Tribe has entered into 

an MOU as described in Section 1.6.  Inconsistency with local land use plans and policies are discussed 

and analyzed throughout the Draft EIS.  Also, refer to Response to Comment A16-39. 

 

Response to Comment A16-114 

The Commenter states the EIS does not include land use impact significance criteria.  Refer to Responses 

to Comments A16-39 and A16-113. 

 

Response to Comment A16-115 

The Commenter requests a revision to a conclusion made in the land use analysis of the EIS.  Refer to 

Response to Comments A16-02, A16-03, and A16-19, A16-36, A16-39, and A16-43.  The conclusion 

made in Section 4.9.1 is accurate in that Alternative A would be consistent with most, but not all, 

applicable City of Galt General Plan goals; thus presenting minimal conflict.  The proposed commercial 

use of the site would be largely consistent with the City’s intended future land use for that site, even 
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though that future land use may not occur in the near-term or at all (refer to Response to Comment A16-

02).  Section 4.9.1 has been revised in the Final EIS to include additional City of Galt General Plan 

policies requested by the City. 

 

Response to Comment A16-116 

The Commenter asserts that Alternative A is inconsistent with several City of Galt General Plan policies 

and goals.  Refer to Response to Comment A16-115. 

 

Response to Comment A16-117 

The Commenter requests additional analysis of land use impacts and mitigation measures in the EIS.  

Refer to Response to Comment A16-39 and A16-115.  As stated in Response to Comment A16-39, 

Section 5.0 of the Draft EIS contains several mitigation measures that are recommended to assist in 

reducing or eliminating potential impacts to local jurisdictions.  As well, these mitigation measures have 

been revised and enhanced in the Final EIS. 

 

Response to Comment A16-118 

The Commenter requests additional City of Galt General Plan Policies be included in the EIS.  Refer to 

Response to Comment A16-43. 

 

Response to Comment A16-119 

The Commenter recommends alternate analysis and additional mitigation for the agricultural land that 

would be converted on the Twin Cities site.  Section 4.9.1 of the Draft EIS accurately states that the 

farmland that would be converted to other uses does not meet the U.S. Department of Agriculture 

(USDA) protection threshold.  Therefore, conversion does not violate the applicable federal regulation—

the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA)—and “no significant impact from farmland conversion would 

occur.”  Section 4.9.1 also accurately states that “county land use regulations would not apply to the Twin 

Cities site once the land is taken into trust;” but that the Tribe “desires to work cooperatively with local 

and State authorities on matters related to land use.”  NEPA does not require mitigation measure for 

project impacts considered less than significant.  Note that the Twin Cities site is in the City of Galt SOI 

and the City has recently initiated a process that, if successful, could lead to the Twin Cities site and 

surrounding areas being converted from agricultural land to commercial land uses. 

 

Response to Comment A16-120 

The Commenter questions that a portion of the undeveloped land on the Twin Cities site would remain in 

agricultural use.  Refer to Response to Comment A16-19. 
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Response to Comment A16-121 

The Commenter extends its previous comments on land use under Alternative A to Alternative B.  Refer 

to Responses to Comments A16-19, and A16-113 to A16-120. 

 

Response to Comment A16-122 

The Commenter would like the land use analysis for Alternative C revised.  The land use discussion for 

Alternative C presented in Section 4.9.3 of the Draft EIS is appropriate.  An expanded discussion of 

consistency between Alternative C and the potential annexation of the Twin Cities site into the City of 

Galt would be speculative and is not required under NEPA.  Refer to Responses to Comments A16-02 

and A16-119. 

 

Response to Comment A16-123 

The Commenter suggests a correction to the EIS and extends its previous comments on agriculture under 

Alternative A to Alternative C.  Thank you for your suggested correction.  Section 4.9.3 has been updated 

with the correct information.  This correction does not change the conclusions of the EIS.  Refer to 

Responses to Comments A16-19, A16-119, and A16-120. 

 

Response to Comment A16-124 

The Commenter suggests there would be additional impacts to City of Galt public services that are not 

fully addressed in the EIS.  Patrons of the proposed businesses at the Twin Cities site would be temporary 

visitors with the intent of spending time at the on-site facilities.  Section 4.7.1 of the Draft EIS accurately 

states “it is not anticipated that patrons would frequent local libraries or parks,” and the Housing 

subsection states that, “it is not anticipated that many employees of the project would require relocation 

in order to accept a position.”  Therefore, there would be little impact on other recreational amenities and 

public services in the City of Galt not explicitly discussed in the Section 4.10 of the Draft EIS.  Given the 

location of the Twin Cities site, outside the City of Galt boundaries and nearby multiple urban and 

suburban regions, any impacts to parks, libraries, and other recreational amenities would be distributed 

throughout the region. 

 

Response to Comment A16-125 

The Commenter suggests analysis regarding off-site water supply to the Twin Cities site under 

Alternative A (Option 2) is inadequate.  Refer to Response to Comment A16-27. 

 

Response to Comment A16-126 

The Commenter suggests analysis regarding off-site wastewater collection at the Twin Cities site under 

Alternative A (Option 2) is inadequate.  Refer to Response to Comment A16-62. 
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Response to Comment A16-127 

The Commenter suggests analysis regarding law enforcement under Alternative A is inadequate.  Refer to 

Response to Comment A16-100 and General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement.  

 

Response to Comment A16-128 

The Commenter extends its previous comments on public services under Alternative A to Alternatives B 

and C.  Refer to Responses to Comments A16-124 to A16-127. 

 

Response to Comment A16-129 

The Commenter states that additional City of Galt noise level thresholds should be included in the EIS.  

Refer to Response to Comment A8-16 for a discussion on why County of Sacramento noise thresholds 

were included in the Draft EIS. 

  

Response to Comment A16-130 

The Commenter states that City of Galt noise level thresholds should be referenced analytically in the 

EIS.  Refer to Response to Comment A8-16 for a discussion on why County of Sacramento noise 

thresholds were included analysis in the Draft EIS and A8-26 for information of why federal criteria was 

used. 

 

Response to Comment A16-131 

The Commenter disagrees with the less-than-significant impact finding to aesthetics under Alternative A 

in the Draft EIS.  Section 4.13.1 of the Draft EIS states accurately that “Alternative A would transform 

the current agricultural property to one more urban in appearance.  However, the development of 

Alternative A on the Twin Cities site would not be visually incompatible with urban development 

currently existing in the immediate vicinity along the Hwy 99 corridor.”  “Vicinity” is used to reference 

the Highway 99 corridor as shown in Figure 1-1, Regional Location, of the Draft EIS.  “Immediate 

vicinity” standardly refers to a more succinct region, such as Highway 99 within the City of Galt.  

 

Highway corridors are often zoned for commercial/industrial development, as is the case with Highway 

99.  Highway 99 in the City of Galt/Galt Sphere of Influence immediately across the highway (east) from 

the Twin Cities site contains commercial development, then again approximately 1/3 mile south of the 

Twin Cities site, and again approximately 3/4 mile south, and again 1 mile south, and so on.  

Commercial/industrial development exists alongside Highway 99 in the County of Sacramento 

approximately 2/3 mile north of the Twin Cities site, then again approximately 4 miles north in the City 

of Elk Grove, and so on.  Essentially, motorists traveling on Highway 99 from either direction are 

visually exposed to a multitude of commercial and industrial development adjacent the highway prior to 

the Twin Cities site. 
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Response to Comment A16-132 

The Commenter also disagrees with the less-than-significant impact finding to aesthetics under 

Alternative A due to an alleged lack of assessment of views from Twin Cities Road.  Visual impact to the 

Twin Cities Site are addressed in Draft EIS Section 4.13.1 and an architectural rendition of Alternative A 

as seen from Highway 99 is provided in Figure 2-2.  The approximately 1/3-mile portion of Twin Cities 

Road that passes by the Twin Cities site currently is visually impacted by commercial development 

immediately adjacent to the north, Highway 99 to the northeast, and the City of Galt WWTP slightly 

further to the northwest.  This is in addition to commercial development immediate adjacent and south of 

Twin Cities Road at this location and further eastward toward the City of Galt.  Essentially, the views of 

“rich farm lands” from Twin Cities Road discussed in Sacramento County’s General Plan Circulation 

Element do not exist unobstructed at this location.  Therefore, due to the shortness of length of the stretch 

of Twin Cities Road that passes by the Twin Cities site in conjunction with the existing nature of 

obstructed view from this stretch, it was not considered a viewshed from which there could be a 

significant aesthetic impact resulting from Alternative A. 

 

Response to Comment A16-133 

The Commenter suggests that the assessment of the Alternative A’s consistency with the City of Galt 

General Plan is inaccurate.  Section 4.13.1 of the Draft EIS accurately states that “the commercial nature 

of the casino resort proposed under Alternative A is not inconsistent with long-range plans for the Twin 

Cities site.”  As asserted by the City of Galt, this location is slated for future commercial/industrial 

development.  The potential impact of the hotel is discussed in this Section 4.13.1 of the Draft EIS.  Refer 

to Response to Comment A16-131. 

 

Response to Comment A16-134 

The Commenter states that the EIS does not discuss potential incompatibility between Alternative A and 

proposed future zoning of the Twin Cities site.  Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.2, consistency with pertinent 

“local plans and laws” is assessed in Section 4.9 of the Draft EIS, including City of Galt land use policies 

even though the Twin Cities site is currently under the jurisdiction of the County of Sacramento.  Also, 

refer to Response to Comment A16-02. 

 

Response to Comment A16-135 

The Commenter states additional analysis is required for the sign component of Alternative A.  Refer to 

Response to Comment A16-23. 

 

Response to Comment A16-136 

The Commenter expresses concerns regarding the sign component of Alternative A.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-23.  As stated in Section 4.13.1 of the Draft EIS, “[i]lluminated signs would be designed 
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to blend with the light levels of the building and landscape lighting in both illumination levels and color 

characteristics.” 

 

Response to Comment A16-137 

The Commenter notes that the height of the proposed hotel is inconsistent with development in the 

vicinity and City of Galt codes.  Refer to Responses to Comments A16-02, A16-39, and A16-134. 

 

Response to Comment A16-138 

The Commenter asserts that impacts to aesthetic resources under Alternatives A, B, and C would be 

significant and unavoidable.  Refer to Responses to Comments A16-131 and A16-134.  Section 4.13.1 of 

the Draft EIS states that Alternative A “may be” considered more aesthetically pleasing than other 

regional strip development.  A combination of elements were employed for the assessment of visual 

resources, including “local and regional aesthetic values” and if the project implementation would 

“degrade or diminish aesthetics of visual resources such as scenic vistas, or introduce lighting that would 

increase glare or substantially affect nighttime view of dark skies” (Section 4.13 of the Draft EIS).   

 

The City of Galt General Plan Update 2030 Draft EIR (July 2008) suggested the future conversion of a 

much larger portion of land within the Galt Sphere of Influence from agricultural uses to 

commercial/office/industrial uses (representing approximately 1,540 acres, page 1-24) than is proposed 

here, which likely accounts for the “significant and unavoidable” impact finding in that document (Impact 

3.2-1 of Chapter 3 of the 2030 Draft EIR).  Alternative A at the Twin Cities site would, at most, develop 

approximately 76 acres.  This much smaller proposed development is not unlike other roadside 

development along Hwy 99, and is therefore not considered to be a significant visual impact.  This is 

evaluated in detail, and artistic renditions are provided, in Section 4.13. 

 

Response to Comment A16-139 

The Commenter asserts motorist traveling on Highway 99 would view Alternative A for a longer period 

of time than indicated in the EIS and that aesthetics analysis should be conducted from Twin Cities Road.  

Refer to Responses to Comments A16-131 and A16-132. 

 

Response to Comment A16-140 

The Commenter states that the EIS contains no mitigation relating to the sign element of Alternative A 

and that landscape cannot minimize the height of the hotel.  Refer to Response to Comment A16-23.  

Section 4.13.1 of the Draft EIS appropriately discusses and assess the height of the hotel that is included 

as part of Alternative A, including this use of  “native building materials such as stone and the use of 

earth tones in paints and coatings” to best blend with the existing visual setting.  Given that the site has 

been identified by the City of Galt for eventual commercial development, is located between a freeway 
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and a major rail line, and is surrounded by land uses including a WWTP and shooting range, the aesthetic 

impact of Alternatives A, B, and C are correctly determined to be less than significant. 

 

Response to Comment A16-141 

The Commenter asserts that visual representations of Alternatives D and F viewpoints are not provided in 

the Draft EIS.  Viewpoints for all alternative sites are thoroughly discussed in Section 4.13 of the Draft 

EIS and represented visually in Figures 3.13-1 through 3.13-6. 

 

Response to Comment A16-142 

The Commenter states that an additional growth inducing assessment should be included in the EIS.  The 

reconstruction of Highway 99/Mingo Road, recommended in the Draft EIS as a mitigation measure 

(Section 5.8.2, Mitigation Measure G), is not considered growth inducing.  Growth inducement can 

occur mostly when new or greatly increased access to an area is created, not when adequate existing 

access is improved (FHWA, 2012).  The FHWA states that “other factors” such as an increase in public 

services and development costs are greater factors in growth (FHWA, 2012).   

 

Furthermore, all regional roadway improvements “would be subject to appropriate project-level 

environmental analysis” and “to the constraints of their general plans, local ordinances, and other 

planning policies and documents,” many of which include them specific plans for growth (Section 4.14.3 

of the Draft EIS).  

 

Response to Comment A16-143 

The Commenter suggests the EIS does not reflect the actual full build-out of Alternative A at the Twin 

Cities site in the cumulative effects discussion.  Refer to Response to Comments A16-19.  As no 

development other than that described for the 76 acres is proposed, development of the remainder of the 

site should not be analyzed as requested by the Commenter. 

 

Response to Comment A16-144 

The Commenter suggests corrections to the EIS.  Thank you for the updated information.  Corrections 

have been made to Table 4.15-1, with the exception of the Commenter’s suggested deletion of The 

Village at Lexington Heights, as cumulative development can include past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable actions.  These corrections do not change the conclusions of the EIS. 

 

Response to Comment A16-145 

The Commenter states that Alternative A would result in an adverse cumulative effect to land use 

planning in the City of Galt.  Refer to Responses to Comments A16-36, A16-39, and A16-113.  As 

accurately stated in Section 4.15.3 of the Draft EIS, “the Tribe has agreed to develop tribal projects on 
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the trust land in a manner that is generally consistent with the County and the City municipal codes” and 

“would not result in adverse cumulative effects to land use planning.”  

 

Response to Comment A16-146 

The Commenter suggests a clarification to the EIS.  Thank you for the suggested clarification.  A change 

has been made to Section 4.15.3.  This clarification does not change the conclusions of the EIS. 

 

Response to Comment A16-147 

The Commenter asserts that the proposed hotel under Alternative A is not consistent with City of Galt 

codes and would result in significant and unavoidable aesthetic cumulative impacts.  Refer to Responses 

to Comments A16-39, A16-134, and A16-138. 

 

Response to Comment A16-148 

The Commenter states that further discussion of the reduced cumulative aesthetic effect relating to 

Alternative B should be included in the EIS.  A reduction in impacts relating to Alternatives B and C are 

discussed in Sections 4.15.4 and 4.15.5 of the Draft EIS, which accurately states “[c]umulative effects 

to…aesthetics as a result of Alternative B would be similar to those of Alternative A” but “slightly less 

due to the reduced size of development” and “[c]umulative effects under Alternative C would be similar 

to, but not greater than, those under Alternative A.” 

 

Response to Comment A16-149 

The Commenter states that further discussion of the reduced cumulative aesthetic effect relating to 

Alternative C should be included in the EIS.  Refer to Response to Comment A16-148. 

 

Response to Comment A16-150 

The Commenter asserts further socioeconomics discussion relating to Alternative C should be included in 

the EIS in the Cumulative Effects section.  The Socioeconomic Conditions subsection of Section 4.15.5 

of the Draft EIS discusses the alternatives under cumulative conditions consisting of “[m]ajor 

development projects proposed and/or currently being constructed in the vicinity of the Twin Cites site.”  

These projects do not include existing operating businesses, such as those mentioned by the Commenter, 

nor do they include undeveloped commercially zoned properties that have no known plans for future 

development as potential development in these areas would be far too speculative.  The socioeconomic 

cumulative effects analysis conducted for Alternative C in Section 4.15.5 of the Draft EIS meets the 

NEPA-required ‘hard look’.  
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Response to Comment A16-151 

The Commenter suggests that mitigation measures cannot be properly assessed because Alternative A is 

misrepresented in the EIS.  Refer to Responses to Comments A16-03 and A16-19. 

 

Response to Comment A16-152 

The Commenter asks what agency is responsible for implementing and overseeing mitigation.  CEQ 

guidance states that each agency should establish its own mitigation implementation and monitoring 

procedures and methodologies (CEQ, 2011).  As well, mitigation of all adverse environmental effects is 

not required to implement a proposed action, so long as impacts are disclosed to the public (59 IAM 3-H, 

p. 34).  Once land is taken into trust by the federal government for an Indian tribe, that land is no longer 

subject to local and state oversight and is governed by the Tribe and the federal government.  The BIA 

would oversee implementation of any prescribed monitoring programs for mitigation activities under its 

discretion (40 CFR 1502.2(c)), along with the Tribe through tribal environmental laws that would be 

developed for trust land, and/or the National Indian Gaming Commission (NIGC) (25 CFR Parts 522, 

571, 573, 575, 577, and 559).   

 

Pursuant to the Record of Decision (ROD), the Tribe would be committed to implementing all mitigation 

measures contained within the ROD.  The ROD would state “whether all practicable means to avoid or 

minimize environmental harm from the alternative selected have been adopted, and if not, why they were 

not” (40 CFR 1505.2(c)).  Off-site mitigation measures may need to be coordinated with the applicable 

local or state governmental agencies.   

 

NEPA defines criteria for mitigation when a significant impact cannot be avoided, including: minimizing 

impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation; rectifying the impact by 

repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; reducing or eliminating the impact over 

time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action; or compensating for the 

impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments (40 CFR 1508.20).  Mitigation 

presented in an EIS should also be enforceable, in that it can be feasibly implemented.  Mitigation 

measures recommended in Section 5.0 of the Draft EIS were guided by these criteria.  An enforceable 

mitigation monitoring and reporting plan for the chosen alternative will be included as part of the ROD. 

 

Response to Comment A16-153 

The Commenter questions the quantification of and overseeing entity for implementation of mitigation 

measures for Alternative A.  Refer to Response to Comment A16-152.  

 

Response to Comment A16-154 

The Commenter states that an impact and mitigation measure summary should be provided in the EIS.  

Table ES-1 of the Draft EIS presents each impact along with level of significance, accompanying 
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mitigation measure (if any), and level of impact after implementation of mitigation.  40 CFR 1505.2 

identifies information that must be present in the ROD at the time of an agency’s decision and gives each 

agency authority over implementation and monitoring of mitigation.  Also, refer to Response to Comment 

A16-152. 

 

Response to Comment A16-155 

The Commenter proposes additional mitigation measures and revisions to mitigation measures and asserts 

that that an explanation is required from the BIA if they are not incorporated.  Additional mitigation 

measures and revisions suggested by the City of Galt in Comments A16-155 through A16-214 have been 

reviewed.  These suggested measures and revisions rely on local and state preferences and criteria; 

involve off-site actions that are not within the jurisdiction of the Tribe and are therefore potentially 

infeasible; and/or duplicate existing measures (counter to criteria set forth in 40 CFR 1506.2).  Mitigation 

measures presented in Section 5.0 of the Draft EIS derive from industry standards using applicable 

federal guidelines pursuant to NEPA (40 CFR 1508.20) as a “practicable means to avoid or minimize 

environmental harm” that may result from implementation of Alternative A (40 CFR 1505.2(c)).  

Mitigation measures in Section 5.0 of the EIS are thorough and appropriate; however, where feasible, 

revisions have been made to mitigation measures in Section 5.0 of the Final EIS in response to the City’s 

requests. These revisions are noted below in individual responses.  Also, refer to Response to Comment 

A16-152. 

 

Response to Comment A16-156 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Also refer to Section 2.2.5 and Appendix J of the Draft EIS for grading and 

drainage preliminary design. 

 

Response to Comment A16-157 

The Commenter asserts that new mitigation measures should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Also refer to Section 2.2.5 and Appendix J of the Draft EIS for grading and 

drainage preliminary design and for detail on applicable building codes.  Mitigation Measure 5.2(A)(5) 

has been revised in the Final EIS as suggested by the City of Galt. 

 

Response to Comment A16-158 

The Commenter requests a revision to a mitigation measures in the EIS.  The revision has not been made.  

Local and state permits and approvals would not be required for on-site activities once the Twin Cities 

site has been taken into trust status for the Tribe by the BIA. 
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Response to Comment A16-159 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.10, Mitigation Measure A for a relevant measure. 

 

Response to Comment A16-160 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.10, Mitigation Measure A for a relevant measure. 

Mitigation Measure 5.10.1(A) has been revised in the Final EIS as suggested by the City of Galt. 

 

Response to Comment A16-161 

The Commenter demands additional local government agreement stipulations be added to the EIS.  Refer 

to Response to Comment A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.10, Mitigation Measure A for a relevant 

measure. 

 

Response to Comment A16-162 

The Commenter questions the use of existing wells and requests a new mitigation measure be added to 

the EIS.  Refer to Responses to Comments A16-25 and A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.3.2, Mitigation 

Measure J for a relevant measure.  Mitigation Measure 5.3.2(J) has been revised in the Final EIS as 

suggested by the City of Galt. 

 

Response to Comment A16-163 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.3.2, Mitigation Measures I and J for relevant measures and 

Section 4.3.1 and Appendix K for detailed groundwater analysis leading to a less-than-significant impact 

finding. 

 

Response to Comment A16-164 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.3.2 Mitigation Measure H for a relevant measure. 

 

Response to Comment A16-165 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.10, Mitigation Measure A for a relevant measure. 
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Response to Comment A16-166 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A8-35 and A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.3.1, Mitigation Measure B for a relevant 

measure as well as Section 2.2.5 for detail on the use of recycled water. 

 

Response to Comment A16-167 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.10, Mitigation Measure A for a relevant measure.  

Mitigation Measure 5.10.1(A) has been revised in the Final EIS as suggested by the City of Galt. 

 

Response to Comment A16-168 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.10, Mitigation Measure A for a relevant measure and 

Section 2.2.5 and Appendix I for detail on a proposed on-site water treatment plant. 

 

Response to Comment A16-169 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A16-25 and A16-155. 

 

Response to Comment A16-170 

The Commenter asserts that the Tribe should comply with specific water conservation measures.  Refer to 

Section 5.3.2, Mitigation Measure I for a relevant measure.  Mitigation Measure 5.3.2(I) has been 

revised in the Final EIS as suggested by the City of Galt. 

 

Response to Comment A16-171 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.2, Mitigation Measure A for a relevant measure. 

 

Response to Comment A16-172 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.2, Mitigation Measure A and Section 5.5.2, Mitigation 

Measures W to AA for relevant measures. 
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Response to Comment A16-173 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.2, Mitigation Measure A and Section 5.12, Mitigation 

Measures A, D, and E for relevant measures.  Mitigation Measure 5.3.3(K) has been added in the Final 

EIS as suggested by the City of Galt for Alternatives A, B, and C. 

 

Response to Comment A16-174 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.4.2, Mitigation Measure C for a relevant measure. 

 

Response to Comment A16-175 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.3.1, Mitigation Measures A, C, and D for relevant 

measures.  As stated in Appendix I of the Draft EIS, the Tribe “would use best management practices for 

monitoring and reporting set by California Title 22 treatment and use standards for recycled water to 

ensure the health and safety of the public…[u]npleasant odors generated by the treatment system shall 

not be noticeable outside the designated treatment and disposal areas” (page 17).  Mitigation Measure 

5.4.4(D) has been added in the Final EIS as suggested by the City of Galt for Alternatives A, B, and C. 

 

Response to Comment A16-176 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155 and General Response 4 – Habitat and Species.  Also refer to Section 5.5.1, 

Mitigation Measures T to V for relevant measures. 

 

Response to Comment A16-177 

The Commenter states that a revision should be made to a mitigation measure in the EIS.  Mitigation 

Measure C in Section 5.5.1 of the Draft EIS is an industry standard measure for giant garter snake 

relocation.  “Encouraging” a species to leave an area includes actions such as fencing off of areas of 

potential habitat while leaving an escape route for the species that diverts them to other comparable 

habitat, then prohibiting them from returning to the original habitat.  Language has been added to 

Mitigation Measure 5.5.1(C) for clarification. 

 

Response to Comment A16-178 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.5.1, Mitigation Measure V for a near exact measure. 
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Response to Comment A16-179 

The Commenter states that a revision should be made to a mitigation measure in the EIS.  This revision 

has not been made.  Refer to Responses to Comments A16-02 and A16-155.  

 

Response to Comment A16-180 

The Commenter states that a revision should be made to a mitigation measure in the EIS.  Refer to 

Responses to Comments A16-100 and A16-155 and General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement.  

Mitigation Measure 5.7(B) has been revised in the Final EIS as suggested by the City of Galt. 

 

Response to Comment A16-181 

The Commenter states that a revision should be made to a mitigation measure in the EIS.   Refer to 

Response to Comment A8-34.  As stated in Appendix N of the Draft EIS, it is infeasible to precisely 

measure the costs of problem and pathological gaming, in part due to inconclusive data and co-morbidity 

(page 16).  Mitigation Measure 5.7(C) states that “no less than $50,000” shall be contributed annually to 

a program that treats problem gamblers—additional funds may be made available.   

 

Response to Comment A16-182 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A16-100 and A16-155 and General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement. 

 

Response to Comment A16-183 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A16-100 and A16-155 and General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement.  Also refer to 

Section 5.7, Mitigation Measure B to H and Section 5.10.3, Mitigation Measures I, J, M, N, and O for 

relevant measures. 

 

Response to Comment A16-184 

The Commenter states that a revision should be made to a mitigation measure in the EIS.  This revision 

has not been made.  For a discussion on future annexation, refer to Response to Comment A16-02. 

 

Response to Comment A16-185 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  The Tribe cannot implement off-site transportation mitigation measures and must 

rely on the governing jurisdictions to act as lead agencies and implement improvements. 
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Response to Comment A16-186 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A16-155 and A16-185. 

 

Response to Comment A16-187 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A16-155 and A16-185. 

Response to Comment A16-188 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.8.2, Mitigation Measure F for a relevant measure. 

 

Response to Comment A16-189 

The Commenter asserts that a mitigation measure should be deleted from the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-17. 

 

Response to Comment A16-190 

The Commenter asserts that a mitigation measure should be deleted from the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-112. 

 

Response to Comment A16-191 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.8.2, Mitigation Measure F for a relevant measure. 

 

Response to Comment A16-192 

The Commenter suggests expanding a mitigation measure.  Mitigation Measure J in Section 5.8.2 of the 

Draft EIS would be needed only for Alternative C (retail only) because of different trip origin and 

distribution pattern than what has been projected for Alternatives A and B.  As such, the additional 

Alternative C mitigation measures are considered reasonable due to the heavier influence of local traffic 

with the retail use than what would be expected with the casino use on the same site (refer to Table 4.8-

15 of the Draft EIS).  Accordingly, no further analysis is required. 

 

Response to Comment A16-193 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Also, as stated in Section 4.8.2, the “Twin Cities site is not expected to be served by 

transit routes with the implementation of the Alternative A; therefore, no significant impact to the existing 
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transit services within the region would occur.”  However, Mitigation Measure 5.8.4(II) has been added 

to Section 5.0 of the Final EIS that ensures the Tribe will institute a shuttle service or comparable private 

transportation system for patrons and/or employees.  This measure would help to minimize potential 

impacts on local public transportation systems. 

 

Response to Comment A16-194 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A16-155 and A16-193.  Also refer to Section 5.4.2, Mitigation Measure C(9)(b) for a 

relevant measure. 

 

Response to Comment A16-195 

The Commenter asserts that mitigation addressing land use impacts are inadequate.  Operational impacts 

that could potentially affect neighboring land uses are mitigated in several environmental areas, including 

air quality and climate change (Sections 5.4.2 and 5.4.3), on-site wastewater collection and treatment 

(Section 5.3.1), groundwater (Section 5.3.2), socioeconomic community benefits (Section 5.7), 

transportation and circulation (Section 5.8.2), noise (Section 5.11.2), and hazardous materials (Section 

5.12).  As well, an odor mitigation measure has been included in the Final EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-175. 

 

Response to Comment A16-196 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A16-39, A16-113, and A16-155. 

 

Response to Comment A16-197 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-188. 

 

Response to Comment A16-198 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A16-119 and A16-155. 

 

Response to Comment A16-199 

The Commenter references previous comments made.  Refer to Responses to Comments A16-158 to 

A16-173. 
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Response to Comment A16-200 

The Commenter would like a mitigation measure in the EIS expanded.  The Tribe cannot directly 

implement off-site mitigation measures to wastewater facilities owned and operated by another 

jurisdiction—it must rely on the governing jurisdictions to implement such improvements. 

 

Response to Comment A16-201 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A16-27, A16-65, and A16-155. 

 

Response to Comment A16-202 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A8-33 for a discussion on environmentally sound construction and operation and also A16-

155.  Also refer to Section 5.4.2, Mitigation Measure C(6) and Section 5.10.2, Mitigation Measures B, 

C, E, F, and G for relevant measures. 

 

Response to Comment A16-203 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A8-33 for a discussion environmentally sound construction and operation and also A16-155.  

Also refer to Section 5.4.2, Mitigation Measure C(6) and Section 5.10.2, Mitigation Measures B, C, E, 

F, and G for relevant measures. 

 

Response to Comment A16-204 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.10.1, Mitigation Measure A for a relevant measure.  As 

stated in Section 4.10.1 of the Draft EIS, “the Twin Cities site is located within the service boundaries of 

the County Municipal Services Agency, Department of Waste Management and Recycling (County 

DWMR), but service is mostly provided by private hauling companies.”  The Tribe would contract with a 

hauling company and pay all applicable fees for the service. 

 

Response to Comment A16-205 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A16-152 and A16-155. 
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Response to Comment A16-206 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155 and General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement.  Also refer to Section 5.10.3, 

Mitigation Measures I to O for relevant measures. 

 

Response to Comment A16-207 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155 and General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement.  Also refer to Section 5.10.3, 

Mitigation Measures I to O for relevant measures.  Also, Mitigation Measure 5.10.3(M) has been 

revised in the Final EIS as suggested by the City of Galt. 

 

Response to Comment A16-208 

The Commenter asserts that a revision to a mitigation measure should be made.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Prior to operation of Alternative A, fire hazards would be minimized by several best 

management practices, refer to Section 5.12, Mitigation Measures A and D and Section 5.10.4, 

Mitigation Measure Q for relevant measures. 

 

Response to Comment A16-209 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A16-20 and A16-155. 

 

Response to Comment A16-210 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A8-33 and A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.10.5, Mitigation Measures T and U for relevant 

measures. 

 

Response to Comment A16-211 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.2, Mitigation Measure A and Section 5.12, Mitigation 

Measures A to E for relevant measures.  Also, Mitigation Measure 5.12.3(D) has been revised in the 

Final EIS as suggested by the City of Galt. 

 

Response to Comment A16-212 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A 16-61 and A16-155.  Also refer to Section 5.3.1, Mitigation Measure A, C, and D for 

relevant measures. 
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Response to Comment A16-213 

The Commenter states that mitigation measures for aesthetics in the EIS are inadequate.  Refer to 

Responses to Comments A16-131 and A16-132. 

 

Response to Comment A16-214 

The Commenter asserts that a new mitigation measure should be added to the EIS.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A16-23 and A16-155.   

 

Response to Comment A16-215 

The Commenter points out an incorrect boundary on a map located in Appendix G in the Draft EIS.  It is 

assumed that the Commenter meant Appendix J, not Appendix G. This correction would not alter the 

analysis or conclusions of the EIS and therefore was not made.  

 

Response to Comment A16-216 

The Commenter states that the EIS fails to quantify the non-casino substitution effects.  See Response to 

Comment A16-89 regarding substitution effects to non-casino businesses.  Also see revised EIS Section 

4.7.1 regarding an analysis of studies on the subject of retail substitution effects.   

 

Response to Comment A16-217 

The Commenter states that operating revenue under both Alternative A and Alternative B are estimated at 

$449 million and $349 million, respectively.  The Commenter states that Graton’s revenue for 2014 is 

estimated at $380 million, which is exclusive of hotel revenue.  The Commenter states that, based on a 

comparison between the EIS alternatives and the Graton casino results, the revenue estimates in the EIS 

are overstated.  The revenue projections for Alternative A and Alternative B were estimated by the Tribe 

and its financial experts.  Alternative B estimated revenue is comprised of gaming revenues only, and thus 

represents an appropriate comparison to the 2014 Graton revenue.  The Graton gaming floor is estimated 

at 127,100 square feet (Graton Final EIS, Table 2-1) versus the Alternatives A and B gaming area of 

110,260 square feet (Wilton EIS Table 2-1).  Adjusted for economic growth that will likely occur 

between 2014 and the first full year of operations of Alternatives A and B, the gaming revenue estimates 

for Alternatives A and B are consistent with Graton casino’s projected financial performance. 

 

The Commenter also states that the hotel revenue component of Alternative A is overstated.  To 

substantiate this assertion, the Commenter subtracts the estimated year-one Alternative B revenue from 

the Alternative A revenue, and divides the resulting number by the number of hotel rooms to arrive at 

estimated daily room revenue of $900.  Implicit in this calculation is the assumption that because the 

major physical difference between Alternative A and Alternative B is the hotel component, 100% of the 

increased Alternative A revenue is attributable to hotel room revenue.  This is not a proper assumption.  
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First, Alternative A includes both a hotel and a convention center.  Second the incremental revenue under 

Alternative A would result from sources other than hotel rooms and the convention center.  Specifically, 

the increase would come from a combination of hotel room revenue, convention center revenue, increased 

food and beverage, and increased gaming revenue attributable to hotel guests.  The majority of guests 

would select this particular hotel because it would facilitate their gaming activities at the facility. 

 

Response to Comment A16-218 

The Commenter states that the fiscal effects at the county and local level should be disaggregated to show 

the fiscal effects to each local agency.  See Response to Comment A16-92. 

 

Response to Comment A16-219 

The Commenter states that the estimated tax effects from the construction of Alternatives A, B, and C are 

likely overstated.  Although it is theoretically possible for the Tribe itself to construct the facility and 

thereby exempt certain items from State and local taxes, that scenario is very unlikely.  Most likely the 

Tribe will contract with one or more contractors who will not be exempt from state and local taxes.  The 

projected increase in property taxes estimated by the IMPLAN model is not a result of the property tax 

basis of the improvements at the project site.  Rather, these estimated property taxes are the result of 

increased economic activity stimulated by the construction activity that will be reflected in increased real 

and personal property values.  These estimated property taxes are indirect and induced effects. 

 

Response to Comment A16-220 

The Commenter states that the EIS overstated estimated taxes during the operations phase.  The annual 

property tax figure cited by the Commenter of $3,075,237 represents only the indirect and induced 

component of property taxes.  Because the land would be held in trust under Alternative A, it would not 

be subject to State and local property taxes.  The estimated property taxes associated with the improved 

land held in fee has been deducted from the IMPLAN results in connection with the preparation of the 

figures in EIS Appendix H and Section 4.7.  It should be noted that the property taxes produced by the 

IMPLAN model include taxes on both real and personal property and that the property tax rate in the two 

County study area (i.e., Sacramento and San Joaquin Counties) is greater than the 1.00 percent figure 

cited by the Commenter.  The Commenter is correct that it will not be necessary for the majority of 

workers to relocate to the two County study area (i.e., Sacramento and San Joaquin Counties) in order to 

staff the facilities.  Nevertheless, the IMPLAN model is estimating a stimulating effect that would result 

in increased property tax revenues.  It is acknowledged that these taxes are indirect and induced in nature.  

Final EIS Section 4.7 has been updated to illustrate the estimated tax effects in a table format, which 

further highlights the difference between estimated direct and indirect tax effects. 
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Response to Comment A16-221 

The Commenter states that the economic impacts for the City of Galt are overstated in the Draft EIS 

because the Galt IMPLAN analysis in Appendix H is based on the ZIP code in which the City of Galt is 

located.  The Commenter states that because the population of the ZIP code is higher than the population 

of the City of Galt, the impacts calculated in Appendix H are overstated.  The Commenter is correct that 

the dataset used to estimate the City of Galt impacts were based on ZIP code, not the actual Galt city 

limits.  However, the ZIP code was used only for purposes of determining the appropriate data set to use.  

There was no IMPLAN data set for the City of Galt.  Once the dataset was selected, the gravity analysis 

employed by the consultant in Appendix H of the Draft EIS was based on the population of the City of 

Galt, not the ZIP code.  This gravity analysis is included in Appendix H, page 52.  Final EIS Section 

4.7.1 has been updated to distinguish between the City of Galt and ZIP code 95632. 

 

Response to Comment A16-222 

The Commenter suggests that additional intersections should be included in the traffic study.  The 

Commenter acknowledges that a detailed work plan was circulated for agency concurrence in April 2014 

and no requests for inclusion of these intersections occurred at this time.  Please note that the subject 

intersections are ramp termini and are, therefore, recognized to be of importance to Caltrans.  Through the 

scoping process, Caltrans did not request inclusion of these facilities.  Additionally, Section 5.8.2, 

Mitigation Measure G, is presented as the solution to Alternative A’s documented impacts at the other 

Twin Cities Road interchange intersections.  As a result, should Alternatives A, B, or C ultimately be 

selected, the necessary mitigation would be a new Mingo Road interchange (Section 5.8.2, Mitigation 

Measure G) thereby removing the vast majority of the project trips from the subject intersections.  No 

additional analyses are required. 

 

Response to Comment A16-223 

The Commenter states that Twin Cities site would not fall within Sacramento County’s MS4 permit 

boundary if the City of Galt were to annex.  Refer to Response to Comment A16-02.  The Draft EIS was 

developed based on current and reasonably foreseeable jurisdictional requirements.  The City of Galt’s 

post-construction stormwater requirements utilize a similar storm event (85th percentile storm) as the 

State Water Resources Control Board’s Post‐Construction Standards.  Appendix J of the Draft EIS 

addresses the 85th percentile storm requirement as well as lists numerous options for stormwater 

treatment requirements (page 10 under “Post‐Construction BMPs”).   

 

Response to Comment A16-224 

The Commenter states that any subsequent drainage study for the Twin Cities site use hydrologic and 

hydraulic modeling.  Such modeling was conducted and the results are provided in the Draft EIS, 

Appendix J, and summarized in Section 4.2.  As stated in Section 4.2.1 of the Draft EIS, “As part of the 

NPDES General Construction permit, which will be obtained prior to project construction, a Stormwater 
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Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) must be prepared and implemented.  The SWPPP must make 

provisions for erosion prevention and sediment control and control of other potential pollutants.”  As 

well, detailed topographic surveys would be required to complete design and construction documents if 

any of the alternatives are selected, as stated in Appendix J of the Draft EIS.  Hydrologic and hydraulic 

modelling of the drainage system downstream of the Twin Cities site is not warranted as Alternative A 

would already address stormwater detention for the maximum storm (100 year) required by the USEPA, 

and, therefore, downstream drainage ways would not experience significant changes in peak flows.   

 

Response to Comment A16-225 

The Commenter asserts that an evaluation of existing surface water quality should be conducted for the 

Twin Cities site.  Existing surface water quality is discussed in Draft EIS Section 3.3.1 and appropriately 

assessed for potential impacts resulting from implementation of Alternative A in Appendix J and 

summarized in Section 4.3.1.  As stated in Section 4.3.1 of the Draft EIS, Alternative A “design includes 

various features to improve stormwater quality…and would ensure protection of surface water quality, 

along with erosion control measures listed in Section 5.2,” and “treated effluent from the on-site WWTP 

would not adversely impact surface water or groundwater quality.  Nonetheless, mitigation measures 

have been included in Section 5.3.1 that would further reduce impacts from wastewater.”  Appendix J 

used best available technology and data, including SacCalc software, Hydraflow Express, and 

government agency standards, to properly assess potential impacts to surface water quality resulting from 

implementation of Alternative A.  The requested additional analysis is not warranted. 

 

Response to Comment A16-226 

The Commenter asserts that the Tribe should conduct monitoring of water channels into which Twin 

Cities site project alternative on-site WWTP treated effluent may flow, similar to monitoring currently 

conducted by the City of Galt.  As discussed in Section 2.2.5 of the Draft EIS, treated effluent would be 

beneficially utilized on the property to the extent possible.  Excess effluent would be applied to the land 

on the Twin Cities site through a combination of subsurface leach fields and spray fields.  No effluent 

would be disposed of in surface water bodies.  Surface water disposal would require an NPDES permit 

from the USEPA if it were proposed; however, it is not.  

 

As discussed in Section 2.2.5 of the Draft EIS, the proposed WWTP would meet USEPA wastewater 

disposal criteria.  As stated in Draft EIS Section 4.3.1 “treated effluent from the on-site WWTP would not 

adversely impact surface water or groundwater quality.  Nonetheless, mitigation measures have been 

included in Section 5.3.1 that would further reduce impacts from wastewater.”  Therefore, water quality 

analysis of a downstream water body that will not be impacted by the proposed WWTP is not warranted.   
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Response to Comment A16-227 

The Commenter would like additional evaluation conducted for 100-year, 10-day storm events.  The Twin 

Cities site Alternatives A to C were analyzed based on the 100‐year, 24‐hour storm event cited on page 9‐

6 of the Sacramento Drainage Manual (Manual), which states that short duration storms are appropriate 

for larger basins and basin master planning.  The Manual also notes that longer duration storms are used 

for areas where long‐duration storms have downstream impacts.  Alternative A detention basins would 

outlet outside of the 100‐year floodplain for Laguna Creek and, therefore, it is concluded that they would 

not have an impact on the creek, irrespective of its susceptibility to longer duration storms. 

 

Regardless, if the Twin Cities site is selected and the jurisdiction having authority has determined that the 

100‐year, 10‐day storm should be used as the design storm, the site will have adequate space for a 

detention basin to mitigate this storm event.  SacCalc software was used to model the volume generated 

by the 100‐year 10‐day duration storm event and results are shown in the below table.   

 
100-YEAR, 10-DAY STORMWATER RUNOFF 

 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C 

Peak Flow 
(cfs) 

Max Average 
Flow (af) 

Peak Flow 
(cfs) 

Max Average 
Flow (af) 

Peak Flow 
(cfs) 

Max Average 
Flow (af) 

Existing Site 42 32 42 32 42 32 

After Project Buildout 55 63 55 63 54 61 

Difference 13 31 13 31 12 29 

Notes: cfs-cubic feet per second; af=acre-feet. 

 

 

The greatest increase in flow rate is from the 100‐year 24‐ hour storm and the greatest increase in volume 

is from the 100‐year, 10‐day storm.  The worst case scenario occurs in Alternatives A and B, which add 

31‐acre‐ft in volume for the 10‐day storm.  The proposed stormwater basins were designed for a 100‐year, 

24‐hour storm event.  The infiltration of the soil was reviewed to see if the volume from a 100‐year, 10‐

day storm event would be able to infiltrate into the soil in the detention basins as they are currently 

designed.  The proposed stormwater detention basins are located on soil types 213 and 217.  These soil 

types have hydraulic conductivity of 1.1214 in/hr and 0.8012 in/hr, respectively.  The following 

calculation was used to find the time of infiltration for a 100‐year, 10‐day storm event: 

 

[(Volumeproposedsite‐Volumeexisitingsite)/Abasinbottom]*Hydraulic Conductivity = Time 

 

For the soil with hydraulic conductivity of 1.1214 inches/hour (in/hr), the water from the storm would 

take 95.92 hours (approximately 4 days) to infiltrate.  For the hydraulic conductivity of the 0.8012 in/hr, 

the water from the storm would take 134.25 hours (approximately 5.5 days) to infiltrate.  With either soil 

type, the water would infiltrate prior to the completion of the 10‐day storm.  Therefore, the pond sized for 

the added volume from a 100‐year, 24‐hour storm would be sufficient to provide enough detention to 

allow for the added 100‐year, 10‐day storm volume to infiltrate.  Therefore, there is adequate space to 
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mitigate this volume of stormwater within the proposed basins shown on Figure 2 of Appendix J in the 

Draft EIS. 

 

Response to Comment A16-228 

The Commenter asserts that proposed water detention basins for Alternatives A, B, and C need to be 

resized using hydrologic and hydraulic computer models.  As stated in Section 4.3.1 of the Draft EIS 

“two stormwater detention basins are included in the project design for Alternative A… These detention 

basins are sized to offset the increase in runoff (from the 85th percentile storm) and would have metered 

outlets to control the rate of discharge.”  Sizing the stormwater detention basins to mitigate runoff 

volume is more conservative than using flow rate.  Detaining flow rate throughout the duration of the 

storm is feasible and is typically done at a detailed design phase as it is determined through an iterative 

analysis of outlet control devices such as overflow weirs and orifices.  As Appendix J of the Draft EIS 

was prepared to understand the most conservative project requirements, the detention basins were 

designed based on runoff volume. 

 

Response to Comment A16-229 

The Commenter requests off-site evaluation of potential drainage impacts resulting from implementation 

of Alternative A.  The Draft EIS does addresses drainage from the Twin Cities Site and resulting potential 

off-site impacts in Section 4.3.1 where it states “two stormwater detention basins are included in the 

project design for Alternative A” that would “would discharge to vegetated swales and level spreaders 

that would release runoff via overland flow into Laguna Creek” but that these “various features to 

improve stormwater quality…would ensure protection of surface water quality, along with erosion 

control measures listed in Section 5.2.  Accordingly, the implementation of Alternative A would not result 

in significant adverse effects to stormwater runoff.”  Also, the Draft EIS requires the preparation of “a 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) [that]… must make provisions for erosion prevention 

and sediment control and control of other potential pollutants” as part of the “NPDES General 

Construction permit, which will be obtained prior to project construction” (Section 4.2.1 of the Draft 

EIS).  Appendix J of the Draft EIS presents more detailed information. 

 

Response to Comment A16-230 

The Commenter contends the proposed water detention basins for Alternatives A, B, and C should be 

enlarged.  The stormwater detention basins were sized to cumulatively hold both the added stormwater 

runoff from the 100‐year storm event as well as the 85th percentile stormwater treatment requirements. 

The table below shows the 100‐year volume of runoff in acre‐feet to clarify.  
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100-YEAR, 24-DAY STORMWATER RUNOFF 

 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C 

Peak Flow 
(cfs) 

Max Average 
Flow (af) 

Peak Flow 
(cfs) 

Max Average 
Flow (af) 

Peak Flow 
(cfs) 

Max Average 
Flow (af) 

Existing Site 83 15 83 15 83 15 

After Project Buildout 170 25 170 25 159 24 

Difference 87 10 87 10 76 9 

Notes: cfs-cubic feet per second; af=acre-feet. 

 

 

For example, as shown in the table above, Alternative A had 10 acre-feet (af) of added volume from the 

100‐year storm plus 0.88 af of volume from the 85th percentile storm, shown in Table 3 in Appendix J of 

the Draft EIS, therefore, the detention basin was sized at 11 af. 

 

Response to Comment A16-231 

The Commenter contends that the grading that would occur on-site under Alternatives A, B, and C may 

impact drainage patterns.  The fill for Alternatives A to C would be supplied from un‐developed portions 

of the trust land adjacent to the proposed development.  As stated in Section 2.2.5 of the Draft EIS, 

“additional material would need to be excavated from other locations on the property.”  The removal of 

this soil would be conducted in a way to maintain existing drainage patterns thus minimizing impact to 

adjacent water bodies.  Potential wetlands and waters of the U.S. and related drainages would be avoided 

per mitigation included in Section 5.5 of the Draft EIS.  As well, the area used as a source of fill material 

could be reduced by increasing the depth of excavation.  As stated in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIS, “[the 

soil material excavated] from other locations on the Twin Cities site… is not anticipated to result in 

significant impacts to geology, air quality, biological resources, or other areas.”  Also, refer to Response 

to Comment A13-25. 

 

Response to Comment A16-232 

The Commenter states that the EIS does not describe the fiscal impacts in sufficient detail.  The 

Commenter also states that the EIS does not break down the tax effects by department for the City of 

Galt.  The Commenter’s statement regarding providing more detail for fiscal effects is acknowledged.  

Final EIS Section 4.7 has been updated to include fiscal effects in a detailed table format to facilitate 

analysis.  The Draft EIS does include fiscal impacts by major category, such as police, schools, parks and 

recreation, and the general fund.  Because the alternatives would not create a significant in-migration of 

workers, the alternatives would not result in a significant impact to schools or parks and recreation.  The 

Draft EIS does analyze fiscal effects to other City of Galt services such as police, fire, and emergency 

medical response. 
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Response to Comment A16-233 

The Commenter states that there are a number of problems with the survey methodology undertaken in 

Draft EIS Appendix N.  The Commenter describes these as follows: 

 

a. It is unclear whether the sample of surveyed agencies is representative of all communities where 

casinos have opened that are comparable to Alternative A.  It is acknowledged that Appendix N 

is not an exhaustive study of all comparable casinos where there were impacts to law enforcement 

utilization or crime.  It is also acknowledged that Appendix N may not have been conducted 

under a protocol that would be sufficiently rigorous for publication in an academic journal.  

Rather, the study was performed by a highly qualified economics consulting firm with the 

specific objective of providing an accurate an appropriate analysis consistent with NEPA 

guidance of how the alternatives described in the EIS were likely to affect local law enforcement 

utilization and crime.  Appendix N used a reasonable method to select those casinos that are 

comparable to Alternative A.  Specifically, all facilities analyzed were opened relatively recently, 

are comparable in size to Alternative A and, importantly, the authors of Appendix N were able to 

obtain law enforcement data on the facilities analyzed.   

b. The Commenter states that it was not clear whether local law enforcement agencies were covered 

by the Appendix N survey.  The Commenter also states that to the extent that local agencies 

serving the Wilton casino do not receive such funding, the survey results in Appendix N may not 

be applicable to Alternative A.  The reason that Appendix N does not include data on how much 

compensation law enforcement agencies receive for providing services for casinos is because 

such amounts do not necessarily represent the cost of providing law enforcement services.  See 

General Response 8 - Quantification of Socioeconomic Effects and Mitigation regarding how 

local governments sometimes enter into agreements to make payments in excess of proposed 

mitigation.  However, it is acknowledged that information regarding how much other law 

enforcement agencies are paid in connection with recent casino developments would be useful 

information for local governments that are negotiating intergovernmental agreements with the 

Tribe.   

c. The Commenter states that it is not clear whether multiple law enforcement agencies were 

affected by the casinos listed.  In each case, the consultant GMA obtained the data from the law 

local enforcement agency with primary jurisdiction for the casino.  In some cases, law 

enforcement personnel from other agencies were also interviewed.  For example, in the case of 

the Graton casino, members of both the Sonoma County Sherriff’s Office and the City of Rohnert 

Park Police Department were interviewed.  However, the calls for service and arrest data were 

obtained from the Sonoma County Sherriff’s Office. 

d. The Commenter states that the specific questions asked of each law enforcement agency were not 

listed in Appendix N.  The specific questions asked of each law enforcement agency were not 

explicitly stated in Appendix N, but can be inferred from the report’s content.  Specifically, each 

agency was asked to describe its opinion on the possible link between the opening of the local 

casino, and its impact on law enforcement utilization and crime.  Each agency was asked to 
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describe the mix of crime.  Each agency was also asked to provide data on arrests and calls for 

service.  It should be noted that as each interview conducted followed its own unique course, 

depending on the level of information that was in the possession of each respondent.  

Consequently, the interview protocol did not lend itself to a standardized set of questions. 

e. The Commenter states that the persons interviewed at each law enforcement agency were not 

consistent across law enforcement agencies.  There is no standard across law enforcement 

agencies with respect to who at each agency possesses what information.  In addition, the 

agencies interviewed were not legally compelled to provide the information requested.  

Consequently, the interviewers sought the information from those specific persons at each law 

enforcement agency who were in possession of the information sought. 

f. The Commenter states that the range of outcomes for the various law enforcement agencies 

varied greatly, even after adjusting for the size of the related casinos.  The Commenter is correct 

that there was a relatively wide range of outcomes.  This may relate to idiosyncratic factors 

present in the law enforcement agencies, the casino or the broader community.  In addition, it is 

presumed in the analysis that the casino opening was the sole cause of subsequent changes in 

arrests or calls for service.  However, there are other factors that may cause changes in law 

enforcement utilization.  This highlights one of the limitations of the estimates in Appendix N, 

which is there is a limit to how precisely the law enforcement effect of the EIS alternatives can be 

quantified.  Also see General Response 8 - Quantification of Socioeconomic Effects and 

Mitigation regarding limitations of quantifying certain effects. 

 

Response to Comment A16-234 

The Commenter states that the number of service calls estimated in Draft EIS Appendix N and Section 

4.7.1 is substantially understated.  The Commenter states that “preliminary research” into other California 

casinos indicates that in the year 2015 calls for service to these facilities was as follows: Thunder Valley 

Casino (1,457), Cache Creek (1,288) and San Manuel Indian Bingo and Casino (3,122).  The Commenter 

also states that these levels of calls for service are consistent with the calls for service at the Graton 

Casino Resort, noted in Appendix N of the Draft EIS.  Because the Commenter did not cite the published 

source of its information, the figures described by the Commenter could not be verified for Thunder 

Valley, Cache Creek or San Manuel.  However, according to a November 15, 2014 article in The Press 

Democrat, law enforcement calls for service increased by approximately 600 during the first year of 

Graton’s operations.  This is consistent with the estimated 461 calls for service included in Appendix N 

and EIS Section 4.7.1 because Alternative A is a smaller gaming venue than that of Graton.  Part of the 

discrepancy in figures may be traced to the data in Draft EIS Appendix N, pages 34 and 40.  This data 

states that annual calls for service at the Graton facility are estimated at 1,700 and 480, respectively.  As 

described in Appendix N, there are differences in how local law enforcement agencies track and report 

service calls, which may result in differences in comparing service call data across law enforcement 

agencies.  For example, as described on page 34 of Appendix N, a significant number of service calls for 

the Graton facility were calls that originated from officers on patrol.  This is different from other law 
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enforcement agencies where the vast majority of what these agencies define as “service calls” are calls 

that originate from 911 and other calls into the dispatch office.   

 

In addition, it should be noted that data for calls for service for many law enforcement agencies is not 

made publically available.  Consequently such non-public data can only be obtained through direct 

inquiry to law enforcement agencies.  Calls for service data obtained directly from law enforcement 

sources may be a combination of hard data and anecdotal data.  Also, not all calls into a police department 

result in a “call for service” depending on the protocol of the specific law enforcement agency.  

Consequently, using calls for service as a metric of police utilization has some limitations.  

 

The Commenter also states that it estimates that Alternative A would result in 307 additional arrests per 

year.  The Commenter provides no analysis for its estimate of 307 additional arrests.  See EIS Section 

4.7.1 for estimate arrests as a result of Alternative A.  In the course of responding to the Comment, the 

author of Appendix N contacted the Sonoma County Sherriff’s Office to confirm the Graton data listed in 

Appendix N.  Annual calls for service were confirmed at approximately 1,700, but it was discovered that 

the Graton arrest data in Appendix N, page 40 was overstated.  Specifically, the correct number of annual 

arrests is approximately 8 percent of that amount listed in Appendix N.  Consequently, the estimated 121 

annual arrest estimate in Appendix N, page 40 is overstated by approximately 14 percent.  However, this 

difference is not sufficiently large to change the conclusions regarding estimated law enforcement costs 

stated in EIS Section 4.7.1. 

 

The Commenter states that additional police activity as a result of Alternative A would likely result in the 

hiring of additional police officers and the need for additional equipment and support services.  EIS 

Section 4.7-1 acknowledges that an increase in policing would likely entail not only the direct costs 

related to policy officer compensation, but costs related to support personnel, equipment, and possibly 

facilities.  Also see General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement. 

 

Response to Comment A16-235 

The Commenter states that the statements made by certain law enforcement agencies cited in Appendix 

N of the Draft EIS are not consistent with the conclusions rendered in Appendix N.  It is acknowledged 

that in some circumstances, law enforcement personnel interviewed in the course of the preparation of 

Appendix N stated that the openings of local casinos did not impact policing activity, and that such 

statements are inconsistent with the data presented in Appendix N regarding incremental calls for service 

and arrests that are presumably attributable to the casino openings.  The inclusion of statements by law 

enforcement personnel in Appendix N were to provide qualitative information, and were not included in 

the quantitative analyses that are at the heart of Appendix N.   

 

The Commenter also included information regarding the levels of payments made by the Graton Tribe to 

local city governments for the provision of certain services.  While this information may be useful to local 
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governmental decision makers, the focus of Appendix N was to obtain information from law enforcement 

agencies and to estimate a dataset for determining law enforcement costs.  The level of payments 

described in specific intergovernmental agreements, such as between the Graton Rancheria and local 

governments, may not equal the mitigation payments proposed in the Graton Final EIS.  Also see 

Responses to Comments A16-232 through A16-234.   

 

Response to Comment A16-236 

The Commenter states that the Draft EIS does not address the potential indirect impacts from crime.  

Indirect impacts from crime are addressed primarily in Draft EIS Section 4.7.  Also see General Response 

6 – Crime/Law Enforcement, General Response 8 – Quantification of Socioeconomic Effects and 

Mitigation, and Response to Comment A16-99 regarding indirect impacts of crime. 

 

Response to Comment A16-237 

The Commenter states that Draft EIS Appendix N includes a number of statements that are unsupported 

by the quantitative data in Appendix N.  The commenter is correct that some of the statements from law 

enforcement personnel are not consistent with the quantitative data included in the study.  See Response 

to Comment A16-235 regarding why anecdotal comments provided by interviewed law enforcement 

personnel are not always consistent with the quantitative data. 

 

Response to Comment A16-238 

The Commenter states that the conclusions reached in the Draft EIS Appendix N are not always 

consistent with the study’s data.  The Commenter cited the data regarding Cincinnati in Appendix N as 

an example.  The Commenter is correct that some of the quantitative data regarding Cincinnati spans from 

2003 to 2013.  Staffing data for the Cincinnati Police Department is presented from 2004 to 2014.  The 

Horseshoe Casino Cincinnati opened on March 4, 2013.  The Commenter is correct that data for years 

2003 to 2012 is not relevant per se as to the question of whether the casino opening had an effect on crime 

or law enforcement utilization.  Rather, the data during this earlier period was presented to provide 

context, and specifically to show the historical trend in crime and law enforcement utilization prior to the 

casino’s opening.  The 2013 and 2014 data were then compared against this trend.   

 

Response to Comment A16-239 

The Commenter asserts that statements in Draft EIS Appendix N regarding crime statistics that occurred 

prior to casino openings are irrelevant to the analysis and misleading.  As described in Response to 

Comment A16-238, historical trends in crime and law enforcement utilization are important to provide 

trend data prior to a casino opening.  The Commenter is correct that the study states that the number of 

DUI/DWI has dropped significantly since its peak of 205 arrests in 2008.  However, this is simply a 

statement of fact, and not intended to imply that the casino was responsible for these declines. 
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Response to Comment A16-240 

The Commenter states that, based on Comments A16-233 through A16-239, the conclusions reached in 

Appendix N of the Draft EIS are unreliable.  Please see Responses to Comments A16-233 through A16-

239. 

 

Response to Comment A16-241 

The Commenter appears to state that:  1) the Draft EIS does not properly analyze or mitigate indirect 

impacts of crime, and/or  2) the Draft EIS does not properly analyze or mitigate impacts from crime that 

are distinct from increases in law enforcement.  The Commenter references Appendix N of the Final EIS 

for the Graton Rancheria Casino.  See Responses to Comment A16-99, General Response 6 – Crime/Law 

Enforcement and General Response 8 – Quantification of Socioeconomic Effects and Mitigation. 

 

Response to Comment A16-242 

The Commenter states that Draft EIS Appendix U does not address retail substitution effects, that there is 

no discussion of the use of the remaining 206 acres of the Twin Cities site, or discussion of the 

development of the Twin Cities site possibly crowding out the potential for other commercial 

developments within the vicinity of the site.  The Commenter is correct that retail substitution effects for 

the Twin Cities site Alternatives A and B are not evaluated.  Rather, Appendix U analyzes retail 

substitution effects for Twin Cities site Alternative C.  See Response to Comment A16-109 regarding 

retail substitution effects.  See Response to Comment A16-03 regarding land uses at the Twin Cities site 

under Alternatives A, B, and C. 

 

Response to Comment A16-243 

The Commenter states that it wants full impact disclosure and mitigation and to share their expertise, and 

that their requests for staff meetings have not been accepted by the BIA.  Thank you for your comment; 

Cooperating Agency input is critical to the NEPA process.  Some updates, corrections, and clarification 

have been made to the Final EIS from the Draft EIS; however, the severity of impacts resulting from 

implementation of Alternatives A, B, and C have not changed as a result of these changes.  As of August 

2016, the BIA has not received a request from the City of Galt for a staff meeting. 

 

3.3 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS FROM 
ORGANIZATIONSAND BUSINESSES 

COMMENT LETTER O1:  PAUL C. MURPHEY, PH.D., ROCKY MOUNTAIN PALEO 

SOLUTIONS 

Response to Comment O1-01 

The Commenter suggests that a paleontological record search be performed at the Sierra College Natural 

History Museum (Sierra College) in Rocklin.  Section 3.6 of the Draft EIS includes reference to a records 
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and literature search for paleontological records and “[n]o records or references to fossil records were 

found in any of the resources listed” for the three project sites.  However, recent online records from the 

University of California Museum of Paleontology show Pleistocene mammal finds from the Hanford 

Sand and Gravel Pit located north of the Cosumnes River, north of the Historic Rancheria site.  Sierra 

College Curator George Bromm performed a search of records and determined that there are no recovered 

specimens from any of the three Alternative sites (Bromm, 2016).  The closest known specimen is a 

donated camel molar with no specific location beyond from the bank of the Cosumnes River near the 

Town of Wilton.  Mr. Bromm also reported that some of the specimens collected outside the Alternative 

sites were recovered from Pleistocene Riverbank Formation strata (Bromm, 2016). 

 

COMMENT LETTER O2:  STEVE HOLMAN, GALT BUSINESS BUILDERS NETWORKING 

GROUP 

Response to Comment O2-01 

The Commenter states that the Proposed Project would have a positive impact on the City of Galt and the 

Central Valley.  Refer to Response to Comment A1-01. 

 

COMMENT LETTER O3:  EL DORADO COUNCIL 

Response to Comment O3-01 

The Commenter asserts that, in the context of the Shingle Spring Band of Miwok Indians located in El 

Dorado County, Indian tribes should not be able to transfer land into federal trust and subsequently 

exercise regulatory sovereignty over that land; that their land acquisition decreases community property 

values; that local jurisdictions should have more say in fee-to-trust applications; that Indian tribes should 

be granted State status not nation status; that Indian tribes should be held to the same laws as all citizens; 

that taxpayers shoulder the burden of a tax-revenue loss from land being taken into trust; and that the BIA 

is abusing its power.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and General Response 5 – 

Property Value.  Also, refer to Section 4.7 for a detailed socioeconomic analysis of the project 

alternatives that discuss economic impacts (some beneficial) to local jurisdictions and communities and 

Section 5.7, Mitigation Measures A and B, for compensation payments that would be paid to local 

jurisdictions for loss of property taxes and to support public services. 

 

COMMENT LETTER O4:  RIKKI L. SHAFFER, CEO YUBA-SUTTER CHAMBER OF 

COMMERCE 

Response to Comment O4-01 

The Commenter expresses support for the Proposed Project and states that several community and 

economic benefits would derive from it.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and 

Response to Comment A1-01. 
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COMMENT LETTER O5: CHRIS NEWELL, GALT SIGN & SCREEN PAINTING 

Response to Comment O5-01 

The Commenter expresses support for the Proposed Project and states that several community and 

economic benefits would derive from it.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and 

Response to Comment A1-01. 

 

COMMENT LETTER O6: ANN ULLRICH, GALT DISTRICT CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

Response to Comment O6-01 

The Commenter expresses support for the Proposed Project and states that several community and 

economic benefits would derive from it.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and 

Response to Comment A1-01. 

 

COMMENT LETTER O7: TERRY PARKER, PARKER REALTY 

Response to Comment O7-01 

The Commenter expresses a belief that the Proposed Project will increase property values and improve 

the nearby communities.  Refer to General Response 5 – Property Value and Response to Comment A1-

01. 

 

Response to Comment O7-02 

The Commenter expresses support for the Proposed Project and the Tribe’s generosity and requests that 

the BIA expedite its approval.  Refer to General Response 5 – Property Value and Response to Comment 

A1-01. 

 

COMMENT LETTER O8: CHERYL SCHMIT, DIRECTOR STAND UP FOR CALIFORNIA 

Response to Comment O8-01 

The Commenter asserts that the Draft EIS has deficiencies and does not fully evaluate direct and indirect 

off-site effects.  Refer to responses to comments for this letter (O8), Comment Letter O9, and Comment 

Letter O10.  Also, refer to Response to Comment A16-01(2). 

 

Response to Comment O8-02 

The Commenter asserts that the EIS may be in violation of NEPA because it fails to include information 

on IGRA’s fee-to-trust process and that local agencies must adhere to CEQA.  The fee-to-trust application 

made by the Tribe to the BIA indicates the Tribe’s intent to seek land pursuant to IGRA’s “restored lands 

exception,” 25 USC § 2719(b)(1)(B)(iii).  In addition, the Tribe has formally requested that the Office of 

Indian Gaming consider its project site(s) to be restored lands.  This restored lands exception is governed 
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by 25 CFR Part 292.  Section 1.1 of the Draft EIS includes this same information on IGRA.  This EIS is 

not required to or intended to adhere to CEQA. 

 

Response to Comment O8-03 

The Commenter identifies that the number of slot machines was omitted from Section 2.0 of the Draft 

EIS.  Environmental analysis conducted in the Draft EIS is based on the physical development of land, 

which based on the proposed square footage of facilities, as well socioeconomic effects that are based on 

the square footage of proposed gaming areas, all of which is accurately provided in Section 2.0 of the 

Draft EIS.  The number of slot machines proposed for gaming alternatives is irrelevant to analysis 

presented in the Draft EIS and was therefore not included.  Allowable slot machines at Indian gaming 

facilities is determined by the tribal-State gaming compact (refer to Section 1.7 of the EIS for detail). 

 

Response to Comment O8-04 

The Commenter questions the proposed development of the Twin Cities site.  Refer to Response to 

Comments A16-03 and A16-19. 

 

Response to Comment O8-05 

The Commenter infers that the EIS does not present a reasonable range of alternatives.  As stated in 

Section 2.1 of the Draft EIS, a “reasonable range of alternatives has been selected based on 

consideration of the purpose and need of the Proposed Action and opportunities for potentially reducing 

environmental effects.”  This reasonable range of alternatives was developed pursuant to 40 CFR 1502.14 

including choosing those that are “not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.”  CEQ Guidelines 

encourage limiting the number of alternatives to a “reasonable number of examples” depending on “the 

nature of the proposal and the facts in each case” (46 Federal Register 18026).  Section 2.0 presents six 

varied alternatives that encompass three different proposed alternative sites in and near three individual 

local jurisdictions that potentially could meet the purpose and need of the Proposed Action (stated in 

Section 1.3 of the Draft EIS) and analyzes each alternative at a comparable level.  Section 2.9 of the EIS 

includes six additional alternatives that were considered but eliminated “(1) because these alternatives 

were determined to be infeasible and would not fulfill the stated purpose and need, (2) because these 

alternatives were not sufficiently different from other alternatives analyzed herein, or (3) for the reasons 

set forth below.” 

 

The lead agency, not the Tribe, determines the reasonableness of the alternatives analyzed in the EIS.  All 

of the alternatives in the EIS, including Alternatives A, B and C, are reasonable alternatives, and 

consequently their inclusion in the EIS is appropriate. 
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Response to Comment O8-06 

The Commenter asserts that the Draft EIS does not consider the possibility of future expansion of 

Alternative A, including future gaming expansion and future lost tax revenue.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A14-04, A16-03 and A16-19.  Subsequent fee-to-trust acquisitions by the Tribe would 

undergo separate application processes and all future gaming on tribal lands would follow criteria set by 

IGRA, enforced the National Indian Gaming Commission (NIGC), under which gaming activities can 

occur on Indian lands.  As well, as stated in Section 1.7 of the Draft EIS, “[p]er 25 USC § 2710 

(b)(3)(a)…the Tribe expects to negotiate a Class III gaming compact with the State of California as 

required by IGRA.”  This compact would detail allowable gaming parameters on the reservation and may 

require an amendment should the Tribe seek change to those parameters. 

 

Response to Comment O8-07 

The Commenter questions the Tribe’s adherence to the 2011 MOU with the County of Sacramento in that 

it has not lived up to the TPED terms therein when preparing the EIS.  For information on requirements 

of the TPED as presented in the 2011 MOU, refer to Response to Comment A16-01(2). 

 

The County of Sacramento has been working collaboratively with the Tribe to address County needs and 

the mitigation necessary should the Tribe’s full-scale casino resort be built.  Two governmental 

agreements were approved by the County Board of Supervisors on June 8, 2016.  These agreements 

address the payments the Tribe would make to the County as mitigation if it were to build its casino resort 

on either the Twin Cities site or the Mall site.  See MOUs in Supplemental Appendix B in this 

Final EIS. 

 

Response to Comment O8-08 

The Commenter infers that analysis presented in the Draft EIS is inadequate in how it assesses potential 

impacts to City of Galt resources, especially considering proposed development within the City of Galt.  

Refer to Response to Comment I51-17 and all Responses to Comments for Comment Letter A16 from the 

City of Galt.  The Draft EIS includes assessment of foreseeable off-site impacts regardless of which 

jurisdiction they fall within (refer to Response to Comment A16-01(3)), including those within a 

cumulative setting (Section 4.15 of the Draft EIS), and presents feasible mitigation measures (Section 5.0 

of the Draft EIS).  Table 4.15-1 in the Draft EIS includes a list of known major planned and/or 

reasonably foreseeable development projects within the City of Galt, which forms the basis from which 

cumulative analysis in Sections 4.15.3, 4.15.4, and 4.15.5 is based on.  Furthermore, for information on 

the City of Galt’s actions as a Cooperating Agency, refer to Response to Comment A16-01(2). 

 

Response to Comment O8-09 

The Commenter infers that CEQA must be adhered to regarding off-site transportation improvements and 

that an MOU with Caltrans would be preferred.  All off-site transportation related improvements that are 
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recommended in Section 5.8 of the Draft EIS would require actions and approvals of the involved lead 

agencies (City of Galt, County of Sacramento, or Caltrans) that are outside the scope of the Tribe’s 

jurisdiction.  These actions may require compliance with CEQA.  As stated in Section 5.8 of the Draft 

EIS, the Tribe shall enter into “fair-share” agreements to provide funding for implemented 

improvements.  Section 4.14 of the EIS includes “indirect effects from off-site traffic mitigation 

improvements” for all environmental issue areas, of which all were determined to have either no adverse 

effects, less-than-significant adverse effects, or less-than-significant adverse effects with mitigation.  The 

Draft EIS also meets the requirements of a TEIR in assessing off-reservation impacts (refer to Response 

to Comment A16-01(3)). 

 

Response to Comment O8-10 

The Commenter contends that the 2011 MOU entered into between the Tribe and local jurisdictions is 

unenforceable and was a jurisdictional discretionary action that commits those jurisdictions to comply 

with CEQA.  Concerns that the MOU may be unenforceable due to the use of governmental discretion to 

provide an entitlement to land use are unfounded.  While the Tribe would be under an obligation to 

mitigate for significant impacts under both NEPA and its 2011 MOU, any support or lack of opposition 

by Sacramento County, the City of Elk Grove, or any other city would not provide any entitlement to the 

land as no local agency may control or determine the use of land once that land is placed into trust.  This 

discretion relies entirely with the BIA and/or the NIGC.  Furthermore, there is no requirement that the 

Draft EIS or any environmental review component of this federal process comply with CEQA. 

 

Response to Comment O8-11 

The Commenter asserts that Alternative A should comply with State water laws and the Draft EIS should 

consider potential impacts to the City of Galt water supply and consider water quality and quantity and 

drought conditions.  On and off-site water quality and quantity existing conditions are discussed in 

Section 3.3 of the Draft EIS and analyzed in Sections 4.3 and 4.10, where the development of on-site 

water sources, the potential for connection to existing municipal water supplies, the impacts of onsite 

tertiary wastewater treatment and discharge to a permitted municipal WWTP were all considered.  To 

ensure water quality, the Draft EIS recommends the use of recycled water either from Title 22 treated 

onsite wastewater treatment plant or reclaimed water from the City of Galt WWTP.  Recycled water shall 

be used to the extent practical to reduce potable water demand.  A list of water conservation mitigation 

measures is included in Section 5.3.2 of the Draft EIS.  In terms of source water quality, the Draft EIS 

states in Section 5.3.2, Mitigation Measure H, that drinking water shall meet USEPA drinking water 

standards.  Historic drought conditions are taken into account in Appendix K (groundwater supply 

report) of the Draft EIS. 
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Response to Comment O8-12 

The Commenter states that special events traffic (including that in the cumulative setting), employee trips, 

and safety issues associated with private property access should be evaluated in the EIS.  Section 4.8 of 

the Draft EIS assesses traffic generated from convention center events, which is based on analysis 

presented in Appendix O that states that the “convention facility” component is anticipated to be used for 

a variety of events, such as conventions, concerts, performances, etc.  Therefore, the Draft EIS traffic 

study incorporated the number of trips anticipated to be generated by this project component.  As with the 

gaming component, convention center trips were evaluated under both weekday evening and peak 

weekend conditions.  Accordingly, no further analyses are necessary.  Considering the location of the 

project sites, other events at smaller nearby venues are not anticipated to generate significant traffic.  

Therefore, cumulative effects analysis of “special events” traffic is not warranted 

 

As stated in Section 4.8.1 of the Draft EIS, “[t]rip generation rates calculated…include employees and 

patrons ancillary uses as well.”  Trip generation rates provided in Section 4.8 and Appendix O 

approximated the number of automobile trips associated with the development alternatives based on 

actual on-the-ground trip characteristics of numerous operational tribal gaming facilities, which inherently 

account for the various modes of travel associated with these sites including conventional automobiles 

and shuttle/transit vehicles for both employees and patrons.   

 

Regarding safety issues, note that all geometric improvements, both on-site and off-site, would be 

required to be constructed in a manner consistent with current guidelines and standards.  These guiding 

documents ensure that public roadways are designed in a manner that maximizes safety.  Accordingly, the 

safety of private property access would not be adversely affected. 

 

Response to Comment O8-13 

The Commenter asserts that an air quality analysis must be conducted for proposed casino traffic and 

construction activities and it must be compared to regional thresholds.  Section 4.4 of the Draft EIS 

presents a thorough air quality analysis for all of the project alternatives, including construction and 

operational emissions inclusive of “mobile emissions from patron, employee, and delivery vehicles” (see 

Tables 4.4-3 and 4.4-4). 

 

Response to Comment O8-14 

The Commenter asserts that a significant adverse noise impact will result from the Proposed Project and 

that impact must be evaluated and compared against regional criteria.  Section 4.11 of the Draft EIS 

presents a thorough noise analysis for all of the project alternatives and, for reference purposes, compares 

potential project noise levels against regional noise criteria; however federal noise criteria is used to 

determine significance as required by NEPA.  Both construction and operation of all project alternatives 

were found to have less-than-significant impact related to noise (Section 4.11) but regardless, mitigation 
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was recommended to further reduce impacts (Section 5.11 of the Draft EIS, Mitigation Measures A to 

K).  Refer also to Response to Comment A8-16. 

 

Response to Comment O8-15 

The Commenter asserts that use of membrane bioreactor technology (MBR) requires fouling control and 

frequent replacement, and that they regularly fail, thus a failure contingency plan should be prepared.  

Much more is known about MBR operations now than when they were first introduced in California years 

ago.  Although fouling has been an issue in the past, current operational strategies and monitoring 

techniques, along with regimented cleaning procedures have greatly reduced the issue in both frequency 

and intensity, to the point that failures are very rare. 

 

Incorporation of a detailed Operations and Maintenance (O&M) plan will minimize the issue.  An O&M 

plan is typically be provided with the installation of any on-site wastewater treatment system, including 

the MBR system described in Appendix I.  This O&M plan would spell out the specific procedures to 

minimize membrane fouling and describe proper cleaning and monitoring required to prevent fouling 

from interrupting treatment.  As in Appendix I of the Draft EIS (page 31), “automatic backflush of the 

membrane, coupled with periodic chemical cleaning of the membranes will control any fouling 

encountered during operation.”  The specific requirements would be based on the MBR system installed, 

and would be described by the MBR system manufacturer. 

 

Typically, replacement of treatment system components and overall system replacement would be 

determined by the warranty agreement in place between the Owner and installer/manufacturer, and would 

be determined prior to the construction phase.  Although individual membranes are subject to replacement 

over the lifetime of the MBR system, access to the individual membrane packages is designed into the 

treatment system so that replacement can be easily accommodated.  The process for membrane 

replacement is typically included in the O&M plan provided by the installer or manufacturer during 

construction and prior to operation of an MBR system.  Controls governing the operation of the MBR are 

also designed to lengthen the membrane life by providing cleaning through air scouring and automatic 

backwash. 

 

MBR treatment system failure would not be allowed to cause the discharge of untreated wastewater.  No 

release of untreated wastewater would be reasonably be expected to occur; therefore, there would be no 

impact to off‐reservation water supply or associated damages.  Correct operating procedures and 

monitoring of the treatment system, as detailed in an O&M plan, would ensure that it is providing 

appropriate treatment for the quantity and quality of wastewater anticipated for the project.  Section 2.2 of 

the Final EIS has been revised to include language about an O&M plan.  
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Response to Comment O8-16 

The Commenter states that the EIS does not fully evaluate fiscal impacts to California State and local 

governments, or impacts to non-tribal businesses.  The Commenter cites as evidence a report prepared by 

Blue Sky Consulting Group on a different proposed tribal gaming project.  That report is listed on the 

website of Stand Up For California.  Fiscal impacts to State and local governments, as well as non-tribal 

businesses, are thoroughly analyzed in the Final EIS Section 4.7.  Fiscal impacts listed in the Draft EIS 

have been further detailed in table format in the Final EIS Section 4.7. 

 

Response to Comment O8-17 

The Commenter questions the statutory authority for the Tribe’s trust application.  Refer to General 

Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues. 

Response to Comment O8-18 

The Commenter questions the statutory authority for a two-part determination under IGRA in regards to 

potential off-reservation gaming.  The Tribe does not intend to pursue off-reservation gaming under 25 

USC § 2719(b)(1)(A).  The Tribe is landless and has no reservation land.  It is seeking the restoration of 

trust lands so that it may re-establish a reservation and implement the Proposed Project on that reservation 

land to meet the purpose and need outlined in Section 1.3 of the Draft EIS.   

 

Response to Comment O8-19 

The Commenter asserts that California voters oppose off-reservation gaming.  Refer to Response to 

Comment O8-18. 

 

COMMENT LETTER O9:  CHERYL SCHMIT, DIRECTOR STAND UP FOR CALIFORNIA 

Response to Comment O9-01 

The Commenter asserts that the Draft EIS and the “Tribal Resolution” contradict each other in a way that 

requires clarification by the BIA.  The Tribe has submitted a request for its gaming site to be considered 

restored lands to the Office of Indian Gaming, Department of the Interior, as required by 25 CFR Section 

292.3(b). 

 

Response to Comment O9-02 

The Commenter asserts that both the “restored lands” and “initial reservation” exceptions to IGRA are not 

met in the case of the Tribe’s fee-to-trust application.  The Tribe has submitted a request for its gaming 

site to be considered “restored lands” to the Office of Indian Gaming, Department of the Interior, as 

required by 25 CFR Section 292.3(b).  The Tribe does not intend to seek an initial reservation exception 

under 25 CFR Part 83.  Section 1.1 has been changed to better reflect this fact.  Also refer to Responses to 

Comments A13-03 and O8-02.  
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COMMENT LETTER O10:  CHERYL SCHMIT, DIRECTOR STAND UP FOR CALIFORNIA 

Response to Comment O10-01 

The Commenter claims that the Draft EIS lacks clarity on the federal fee-to-trust process.  Section 1.1 of 

the Draft EIS gives an overview of the federal fee-to-trust process.  This overview gives the reader 

context for the Tribe’s current application and reasoning for preparation of an EIS. 

 

Response to Comment O10-02 

The Commenter states the Cities of Galt and Elk Grove and the County of Sacramento have a substantial 

role in this fee-to-trust federal process and must adhere to CEQA.  Refer to Response to Comments O8-

10.  Also, as stated in Section 1.1 of the Draft EIS, the City of Galt and the County of Sacramento are 

Cooperating Agencies that have reviewed and analyzed “the environmental impacts associated with the 

Proposed Action” as required under NEPA and as evidenced by comment letters included in Section 2.0 

of this Final EIS.  Since the Draft EIS was published in December 2015, the City of Elk Grove has 

become a Cooperating Agency.  The City of Elk Grove has also reviewed the Draft EIS and submitted a 

comment letter with substantive comments. 

 

Response to Comment O10-03 

The Commenter asserts that the incorrect exception to IGRA is stated in the Draft EIS.  Refer to 

Responses to Comments O8-02 and O9-02.   

 

COMMENT LETTER O11:  ALAN TITUS AND JARHETT BLONIEN, ROBB & ROSS 

Response to Comment O11-01 

The Commenter claims that the Draft EIS incorrectly assumes that a transfer of land title to the federal 

government for use by an Indian tribe results in a jurisdictional loss to the State.  Refer to General 

Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues.   

 

Response to Comment O11-02 

The Commenter states that there is no explanation as to why competitive effects to cardrooms have not 

been analyzed in the Draft EIS.  Competition is not considered an impact under NEPA (Citizens for a 

Better Way, et al. v. United States Department of the Interior [E.D. Cal., 2015]).  See General Response 8 

– Quantification of Socioeconomic Effects and Mitigation regarding why certain effects are not addressed 

or quantified in an EIS.  Nevertheless, the Final EIS Section 4.7 has been updated to include an analysis 

of competitive effects to licensed cardrooms.  Also see General Response 8 regarding a discussion of 

what types of effects constitute “impacts” under NEPA. 

 

The Commenter states in a footnote that the Draft EIS does not specify the number of slot machines nor 

the number of tables under each Alternative.  A description of each of the Alternatives analyzed is 
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included in Draft EIS Section 2.0.  These descriptions include a description of the various physical 

improvements, including the estimated square footage of each component, including the gaming floor.  

The number of slot machines and tables is listed in Appendix H.  The Commenter is correct that the 

number of slot machines and tables is not listed in the main body of the Draft EIS.  Section 2.0 of the EIS 

includes a list of primary assumptions that determine environmental impacts to the physical environment, 

such as facility square footage, mix of amenities, hotel rooms, parking spaces, etc.  

 

COMMENT LETTER O12: BRANDON ROSE, PRESIDENT ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL OF 

SACRAMENTO, ROBERT C. BURNESS, CO-CHAIR HABITAT 

2020, MIKE SAVINO, BOARD MEMBER SAVE OUR SANDHILL 

CRANES, AND BARBARA LEARY, EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

CHAIR SIERRA CLUB SACRAMENTO GROUP 

Response to Comment O12-01 

The Commenter asserts that Alternative A is inconsistent with the County of Sacramento’s General Plan.  

Refer to Responses to Comments A16-36, A16-39, and A16-43.  Pursuant to NEPA, the BIA conducted 

early consultation via the scoping process with potentially affected agencies regarding potential conflicts 

with local land use policies and goals (46 Federal Register 18026).  All land use policies suggested by 

these agencies were considered in the Draft EIS.   

 

Response to Comment O12-02 

The Commenter asserts that Alternative A is inconsistent with the Metropolitan Transportation 

Commission’s Plan and assumes a CEQA document is forthcoming for transportation improvements 

resulting from Alternative A.  Refer to Responses to Comments A16-36, A16-39, A16-43, and O8-09. 

 

Response to Comment O12-03 

The Commenter suggests that the potential impacts to neighboring properties from the proposed on-site 

disposal of treated wastewater has not been adequately analyzed.  Refer to Responses to Comments A10-

11, A11-06, and A11-08. 

 

Response to Comment O12-04 

The Commenter states that the potential development of agricultural land and its impacts are not fully 

analyzed in the EIS, and the EIS fails to adequately compare the environmental impacts of the 

alternatives.  Refer to Responses to Comments A16-03, A19-119, and I1-01.  Impacts to agriculture are 

addressed in Draft EIS Section 4.9.  Section 2.10.2 of the Draft EIS states that “the alternatives 

considered in this document include those which could accomplish most of the purpose and need for the 

project, and that could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects of the project.”  

The purpose and need of the Proposed Action, as stated in Section 1.3 of the Draft EIS, is “to promote the 

economic development, self-sufficiency, and government programs for the Tribe and its members.”  
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Therefore, when comparing the different alternatives, the economic component of the purpose and need is 

a primary consideration as it directly addresses the needs of the Tribe.  Alternatives are compared in Draft 

EIS Section 2.10. 

 

Response to Comment O12-05 

The Commenter questions the adequacy of the analysis done on growth-inducing effects.  Refer to 

Responses to Comments A8-04 and A16-107.  As stated in previous responses and in the EIS (Section 

4.14), no significant growth inducement would occur as a result of implementation of any of the 

alternatives as new employees would mostly come from within the region and for those who would 

relocate, adequate housing supply exists in the region (Section 4.7).  Therefore, there would be no 

environmental impacts associated with growth under any of the alternatives. 

 

Response to Comment O12-06 

The Commenter suggests building and operation design and mitigation measures for further reducing 

greenhouse gasses (GHGs).  Refer to Response to Comment A8-33 and specifically to Section 5.4.2, 

Mitigation Measure C, Section 5.4.3, Mitigation Measure D, and Section 5.10.5, Mitigation 

Measures T and U. 

 

Response to Comment O12-07 

The Commenter requests that the Proposed Project include environmentally friendly public transportation 

so as to further reduce negative effects on climate change to meet AB32 goals.  Refer to Response to 

Comments A3-06.    

 

Response to Comment O12-08 

The Commenter would like the EIS to include discussion of additional State-listed special-status species.  

Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species and Response to Comment A16-33. 

 

Response to Comment O12-09 

The Commenter expresses concern over the EIS’s reliance on CNDDB data.  Refer to General Response 

4 – Habitat and Species and Responses to Comments A16-33 and O12-08.   

 

Response to Comment O12-10 

The Commenter asserts that no consideration was given in the EIS to cyclical stochastic events of the 

lower Cosumnes River and the resulting shift in habitat.  By definition, stochastic events are random and 

unpredictable and therefore cannot be properly modeled and/or assessed.  Cosumnes River, at its nearest 
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point, is more than 2.5 miles from the Twin Cities site.  Also, refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and 

Species for information on the breadth of regional habitat on- and off-site. 

 

Response to Comment O12-11 

The Commenter states concern about the loss of potential upland foraging habitat at the Twin Cities site 

due to rising sea levels resulting from climate change.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species 

and Response to Comment A16-03.  Climate change was addressed appropriately in Sections 3.4 and 4.4 

of the Draft EIS, and related mitigation was recommend in Section 5.0.  An analysis of rising sea levels 

related to climate change is not necessary due to the distance of the alternative sites from tidal waters. 

 

Response to Comment O12-12 

The Commenter asserts that unclear methodology was used in the biological resources portion of the EIS.  

Refer to Responses to Comments A16-33 and O12-08. 

 

Response to Comment O12-13 

The Commenter asserts inaccurate methodology was used for analysis of greater sandhill cranes and 

requests that additional data be considered.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species and 

Responses to Comments A16-33 and O12-08.  It is not clear from the information submitted whether the 

cranes observed were foraging or pausing during migration patterns between their northern rearing 

grounds and their overwintering grounds.  As discussed in General Response 4, there are several nearby 

locations upon which greater sandhill cranes can obtain their lifecycle needs.  Furthermore, as discussed 

in Response to Comment A16-03, no more than approximately 27 percent of the Twin Cities site will be 

permanently developed under Alternative A, B, or C, leaving the remainder of the site (73 percent) in 

existing agricultural use and available for use by listed species.  The portion of the site to remain 

undeveloped includes all of the aquatic features in the southern portion of the site as well as the areas 

immediately adjacent to undeveloped land to the west.  As discussed in Response to Comment A16-02, 

the City of Galt is proposing to annex the Twin Cities site in the future and re-designating it for 

commercial/office use, which would result in development of the entirety of the site and a far greater 

impact to bird foraging or roosting habitat than may occur under Alternatives A, B, or C.  

 

A survey of California populations of greater sandhill cranes (Schloff, 2005) has found that rice and corn 

are the most crucial crops for this species, and wetland ecosystems are also crucial.  Neither of these crops 

are found on the Twin Cities site, and the intact natural wetland ecosystem found on the Twin Cities site 

is not proposed to be disturbed by Alternatives A, B, or C.  Additional data provided by Dr. Gary Ivey 

(Littlefield and Ivey, 2001) suggests that areas with vegetation more than 10 inches is often avoided by 

greater sandhill cranes due to increased predation risk.  The southern portion of the Twin Cities site (south 

of the intact wetlands) is unmanaged grassland and often contains vegetation greater than 10 inches high, 

rendering it unsuitable for winter foraging habitat.  This same data has suggested that conversion of 
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cropland into orchards and vineyards is the greatest threat to this species in the Delta region (Littlefield 

and Ivey, 2001).  Such a conversion would not occur under Alternatives A, B, and C.  Further 

recommendations by the same authors include a restriction on hunting near greater sandhill cranes.  There 

is an existing shooting range operated by the California Department of Corrections within 0.4 mile of the 

project site, which causes gunshot noise similar to hunting.  Most recently, Dr. Gary Ivey has concluded 

that 95 percent of greater sandhill crane foraging habitat utilization is within 1.2 kilometers of a roosting 

site (Ivey, 2015), and no known roosting sites exist within 1.2 kilometers of the Twin Cities site. 

 

As is shown by these scientific studies and data, and as stated in General Response 4, the Twin Cities site 

does not offer preferred habitat for greater sandhill crane.  To ensure less-than-significant impacts, 

mitigation measures are included in Section 5.5. 

 

Response to Comment O12-14 

The Commenter asserts inaccurate methodology was used for analysis of Swainson’s hawk.  Refer to 

General Response 4 – Habitat and Species and Responses to Comments A16-33 and O12-08. 

 

Response to Comment O12-15 

The Commenter asserts inaccurate methodology was used for analysis of tricolored blackbird.  Refer to 

General Response 4 – Habitat and Species and Responses to Comments A16-33 and O12-08. 

 

Response to Comment O12-16 

The Commenter asserts the discussion on lighting impacts to biological resources in the EIS is 

inadequate.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species and Responses 

 

Response to Comment O12-17 

The Commenter suggests that its prior comments relating to the Twin Cities site are relevant to the 

Historic Rancheria site as well.  Refer to Responses to Comments O12-1 through O12-16, A16-03, and 

General Response 4 – Habitat and Species. 

 

Response to Comment O12-18 

The Commenter refutes groundwater overdraft information presented in the EIS and requests additional 

information be included on compliance with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act.  Refer to 

General Response 3 – Water Supply.  As stated in Section 4.3.1 of the Draft EIS, “Alternative A would 

not decrease groundwater levels… In fact it would lessen the current site’s water usage due to the 

retirement of some agricultural land on the property.”  While groundwater elevation drawdown can be an 

indicator of an overdraft condition, having a current groundwater level that is lower than a past 

groundwater level does not equate to a current overdraft condition.  A past overdraft condition that 
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lowered the groundwater elevation does not necessarily indicate a current overdraft condition.  The 

groundwater table difference between the two wells discussed in Appendix K of the Draft EIS was 15.6 

feet, with the wells being approximately 13,000 feet apart (approximately 2½ miles).  A hydraulic 

gradient of 0.0012 can be calculated using these values, which is not steep and is within the ranges 

commonly observed in the Sacramento Valley.  Also, once land is taken into trust it is not subject to State 

and local regulations, such as the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act; however water 

conservation measures are included as mitigation in Section 5.0 of the EIS. 

 

Response to Comment O12-19 

The Commenter requests a more detailed history of agricultural use at the Twin Cities site.  Section 3.9.1 

of the Draft EIS presents the agricultural setting for the Twin Cities site.  Historical agricultural land use 

information for the Twin Cities site, including the crop types typically grown, was provided by the 

property owner; from publically available aerial images (Google Earth); and from USDA CropScape data 

(USDA, 2016).  The Twin Cities site has been farmed annually for at least the 10 years preceding the 

groundwater supply evaluation with corn and alfalfa (the same crops used in the groundwater evaluation) 

being common crops on the property (USDA, 2016).  The crop water use estimate included in the 

groundwater evaluation (Appendix K of the Draft EIS) states that the irrigation period used was June 

through September only (the estimate assumed no water use for the other eight months of the year). 

 

Response to Comment O12-20 

The Commenter states that removal of agricultural uses at the Twin Cities site will result in a significant 

impact on the flexibility of groundwater use.  Refer to General Response 3 – Water Supply and Responses 

to Comments A16-03, A16-25 and A16-75.  Approximately 73 percent of the Twin Cities site would stay 

in agricultural use. 

 

Response to Comment O12-21 

The Commenter states that the EIS is incomplete for previously stated reasons.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments O12-01 to O12-21. 

 

Response to Comment O12-22 

The Commenter expresses a preference from Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F 

as Preferred Alternative. 
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3.4 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUALS 

COMMENT LETTER I1: DYLAN PERRY 

Response to Comment I1-01 

The Commenter lists general concerns with loss of agricultural land, suburban sprawl and its effect on 

habitat, and the availability of already developed land for the project; states support for Alternative G 

(with Alternative F being the next best choice); and states that project alternatives will have a negative 

environmental and socioeconomic effect on the environment and the Town of Wilton in particular.  Refer 

to General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative, General Response 3 – Water Supply, 

General Response 4 – Habitat and Species, and General Response 8 – Quantification of Socioeconomic 

Effects and Mitigation, and Response to Comments A16-119 and I7-02.  No agricultural uses exist on the 

Historic Rancheria site in Wilton, and the land does not meet U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) 

criteria for protection under the Agricultural Conservation Easement Program of 2014 (Draft EIS, Section 

4.9.4).   

 

Response to Comment I1-02 

The Commenter suggests the Mall site may be preferred over the Wilton Rancheria site.  Refer to General 

Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I2: ANNETTE AND CHARLES NELSON 

Response to Comment I2-01 

The Commenter states opposition to the potential increase in traffic and social problems due to 

Alternatives A and B. Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues, and General Response 6 – 

Crime/Law Enforcement, and General Response 7 – Traffic. 

  

COMMENT LETTER I3: JANESSA WHITE 

Response to Comment I3-01 

The Commenter questions the working conditions under project alternatives, insurance coverage for 

employees, and potential additional strain on the tax base.  Once land is taken into trust by the BIA for 

use by an Indian tribe, the land and activities thereon would generally not be subject to State rules and 

regulations.  The Draft EIS discusses employee wages for the Proposed Project that “include hourly and 

salary payments as well as benefits including health and life insurance and retirement payments” (Draft 

EIS, Section 4.7.1).  Health insurance benefits for Proposed Project employees would be a matter 

resolved between the Tribe and its employees.  However, it should be noted that the income for non-tribal 

employees would be taxed per State and federal standards; therefore contributing to the tax base.  
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Response to Comment I3-02 

The Commenter questions why the Highway 99 exit near Arno Road was not included in the EIS for 

improvements.  Section 3.8.2 of the Draft EIS describes the intersections and roadways segments that 

were studied for impacts in the traffic impact analysis (Appendix O).  Section 4.8 assess impacts to these 

intersections and roadway segments that could occur due to implementation of the alternatives.  The 

Highway 99 exit near Arno Road was not assessed for traffic impacts because there is no road access 

from that exit to the Twin Cities site nor will there be.  Therefore, no impacts to those highway on and 

off-ramps are expected and no mitigation need be included.  However, Highway 99 segments surrounding 

Arno Road were analyzed for potential impacts (Section 4.8). 

 

Response to Comment I3-03 

The Commenter notes that the Twin Cities site is located more than 2 miles from schools.  Existing area 

schools are identified in Section 3.10.7 of the Draft EIS and assessed for impacts throughout Section 4.7 

of the Draft EIS.  

 

Response to Comment I3-04 

The Commenter suggests that gaming project alternatives would increase crime.  Refer to General 

Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement. 

 

Response to Comment I3-05 

The Commenter expresses concern about impacts to Galt emergency services and the ability to service 

emergencies in a 12-story building.  The Cosumnes Community Services District Fire Department 

(CCSD Fire Department) would continue to provide fire suppression services to the Twin Cities site 

under Alternatives A, B, and C (Draft EIS, Section 4.10.1).  To mitigate for any potentially significant 

impact to CCSD due to increased calls or emergency fire response training (such as high-rise response 

training) resulting from Alternative A, Mitigation Measures R (Draft EIS Section 5.10.4) would be 

implemented.  This mitigation would require the Tribe enter into a Memorandum of Understanding 

(MOU) and/or service agreement with CCSD Fire Department that could include funding from the Tribe. 

 

Response to Comment I3-06 

The Commenter expresses concern about solid waste, light, and air pollution from project alternatives at 

the Twin Cities site impacting the Cosumnes River Preserve.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and 

Species and Draft EIS Section 4.4, Air Quality. 

 

Response to Comment I3-07 

The Commenter questions the adequacy of the water supply for project alternatives at the Twin Cities 

site.  Refer to General Response 3 – Water Supply. 
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Response to Comment I3-08 

The Commenter expresses concern about the portion of land at the Twin Cities site that would remain 

undeveloped and the potential loss of the site for the City of Galt.  As stated in Section 2.2.5 of the Draft 

EIS, “[n]o development is proposed for the southern part of the site.”  Also, refer to Responses to 

Comments A14-04 and A16-03. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I4: ALEXANDRA TOLEDO 

Response to Comment I4-01 

The Commenter expresses opposition to Alternatives A and B. Refer to General Response 1 – Non-

Substantive Issues. 

 

Response to Comment I4-02 

The Commenter expresses concern about crime resulting from Alternatives A and B. Refer to General 

Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement. 

 

Response to Comment I4-03 

The Commenter expresses concern about traffic increases in and around the City of Galt, water supply, 

and wastewater facilities.  Refer to General Response 7 – Traffic and General Response 3 – Water 

Supply.  Prior to implementation of an alternative, the Tribe shall enter into MOUs and/or service 

agreement with affected public services providers per mitigation measures included in the Draft EIS 

(Section 5.10) to ensure appropriate funding to service the development alternatives.  

 

Response to Comment I4-04 

The Commenter expresses concern that the City of Galt will lose tax revenue due to Alternatives A, B, 

and C.  Refer to Response to Comment A14-04. 

 

Response to Comment I4-05 

The Commenter expresses a concern about an increase in crime in the City of Galt resulting from 

Alternatives A and B and suggests the citizens of Galt might be forced to pay additional taxes to support 

the local police force.  Refer to General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement. 

 

Response to Comment I4-06 

The Commenter states that Alternatives A and B will lower property values in the City of Galt.  Refer to 

General Response 5 – Property Value. 
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Response to Comment I4-07 

The Commenter expresses concern that the Proposed Project would bring only low-level employment into 

the region.  Refer to Response to Comment I3-01.  As stated in Section 4.7.1 of the Draft EIS, 

“Alternative A would include entry-level, mid-level, and management positions,” such as casino slot 

operators, entertainment operators, casino administrators, human resources, and hotel marketing, to name 

a few (refer to Table 4.7-13 of the Draft EIS).  Wages would be “competitive in the local labor market” 

totaling approximately $92.7 million annually for direct employees who would derive from within San 

Joaquin and Sacramento Counties, with approximately $19.1 million in direct wages for those employees 

living within Galt city limits.  This increase in local wages was considered a beneficial impact in the Draft 

EIS. 

COMMENT LETTER I5: JANENE LAWRENCE 

Response to Comment I5-01 

The Commenter questions why land within the City of Galt’s Sphere of Influence is being considered by 

the BIA for fee-to-trust activity.  Refer to Responses to Comments A16-02 and I3-08. 

 

Response to Comment I5-02 

The Commenter expresses concern about traffic increases in the region resulting from the Proposed 

Project.  Refer to General Response 7 – Traffic. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I6: DAVID AND CHERISE CANNING 

Response to Comment I6-01 

The Commenter expresses concern about traffic increases in and around the City of Galt resulting from 

Alternative A.  Refer to General Response 7 – Traffic. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I7: MICHAEL A. HODGE 

Response to Comment I7-01 

The Commenter states a preference for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as 

Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to Comment I7-02 

The Commenter states that the casino is not wanted within the City of Galt community and that it would 

change the character of the City.  Community character is a subjective term that is defined by a collection 

of social, natural, and visual characteristics and land use cohesion attributes that may be unique to a 

particular community (Pivo, 1992).  Both qualitative and quantitative analytical methods were used 

throughout the Draft EIS to assess the potential impact of Alternative A on community character, 

including an accurate description of the project and study area (Sections 2.0 and 3.0), development of 
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community profiles (Section 3.7), and an analysis of impacts (Section 4.0).  All impacts potentially 

associated with community character, such as those to public services, land use, or cultural resources, can 

be mitigated to a less-than-significant level (Section 5.0). 

 

COMMENT LETTER I8: LAURA ALEMAN 

Response to Comment I8-01 

The Commenter states that the community of Wilton does not have adequate infrastructure to support 

project alternatives located at the Historic Rancheria site.  Refer to General Response 3 – Water Supply 

and Response to Comment I4-03.  Also, refer to Sections 3.3, 3.8, and 3.10 for details on existing water, 

transportation, and utilities infrastructure available on and near the Historic Rancheria Site, and Sections 

4.3.4, 4.8.4, and 4.10.4 for analysis to this infrastructure resulting from implementation of Alternatives D 

and E.  

 

COMMENT LETTER I9: GEORGE BENNETT 

Response to Comment I9-01 

The Commenter states concern regarding additional law enforcement needs for gaming project 

alternatives and how those needs will be funded.  Refer to General Response 6 – Crime/Law 

Enforcement. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I10: JOE A. BERMUDEZ 

Response to Comment I10-01 

The Commenter states opposition to gaming project alternatives, citing concern for their impact on traffic.  

Refer to General Response 7 – Traffic.  

 

COMMENT LETTER I11: LAREE BERMUDEZ 

Response to Comment I11-01 

The Commenter expresses concern for Alternatives A’s impacts on community character, traffic, crime 

rates, and property values.  Refer to General Response 5 – Property Values, General Response 6 – 

Crime/Law Enforcement, General Response 7 – Traffic, and Response to Comment I7-02. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I12: ROSE LAVINE 

Response to Comment I12-01 

The Commenter expresses support for Alternative A and suggests it will contribute financially to the 

community in the form of tax revenue, additional jobs, and business growth.  The Commenter also 

expresses support for the Alternative A’s location.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues 

and Response to Comment A1-01. 
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COMMENT LETTER I13: CHERYN NICOLAUS 

Response to Comment I13-01 

The Commenter indicates a preference for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as 

Preferred Alternative. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I14: JUAN FRANCISCO PRIETO 

Response to Comment I14-01 

The Commenter expresses support for Alternative A and suggests it will contribute financially to the 

community in the form of necessary job opportunities.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive 

Issues and Response to Comment A1-01.  

 

COMMENT LETTER I15: ELIZABETH REISING 

Response to Comment I15-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A citing impacts to community character and an increase 

in crime.  Refer to General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement and Response to Comment I7-02. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I16: CATHLEEN LUCKEY 

Response to Comment I16-01 

The Commenter indicates concern for Alternative A’s impacts on traffic in and around Galt.  Refer to 

General Response 7 – Traffic.   

 

Response to Comment I16-02 

The Commenter states concern for Alternative A’s impacts on local water supply.  Refer to General 

Response 3 – Water Supply and Response to Comment A10-11. 

 

Response to Comment I16-03 

The Commenter expresses concern for the loss of tax revenue due to Alternative A.  Refer to Responses 

to Comments A14-04 and A16-107. 

 

Response to Comment I16-04 

The Commenter indicates a preference for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as 

Preferred Alternative 

 

Response to Comment I16-05 

The Commenter states that the Tribe has closer ties to Elk Grove than to Galt.  General Response 1 – 

Non-Substantive Issues. 
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COMMENT LETTER I17: KIRK MARCHETTI 

Response to Comment I17-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative F, citing concern for an increase in crime.  General 

Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I18: MAUREEN CONSTANTINO 

Response to Comment I18-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A, citing concern for an increase in crime and decrease in 

property values.  Refer to General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement and General Response 5 – 

Property Values. 

 

Response to Comment I18-02 

The Commenter expresses their concern for traffic impacts due to Alternative A.  Refer to General 

Response 7 – Traffic.   

 

Response to Comment I18-03 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A and preference for Alternative F.  Refer to General 

Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I19: RENATE JOHNSON 

Response to Comment I19-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A citing concern for the project site’s proximity to the 

Cosumnes River Preserve.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species and Response to Comment 

I3-06.   

 

Response to Comment I19-02 

The Commenter expresses concern for the aesthetic impact of Alternative A.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A16-131, A16-132, and A16-138. 

 

Response to Comment I19-03 

The Commenter presents various abbreviated versions of objectives of the Consumes River Preserve 

Management Plan adopted in 2008.  Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment I19-04 

The Commenter indicates that a more urbanized site is a better option for a gaming facility due to 

potential impacts to the Cosumnes River Preserve.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive 

Issues, General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative, and General Response 4 – Habitat 

and Species. 

 

Response to Comment I19-05 

The Commenter expresses concern towards Alternative A’s water supply.  Refer to General Response 3 – 

Water Supply.   

 

Response to Comment I19-06 

The Commenter expresses concern for the potential increase in crime as a result of Alternative A.  Refer 

to General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement. 

 

Response to Comment I19-07 

The Commenter states their commitment to vulnerable species and habitat conservation.  Refer to General 

Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues.   

 

Response to Comment I19-08 

The Commenter expresses concern for impacts to unspoiled and natural areas of land as a result of 

Alternative A.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and General Response 4 – Habitat 

and Species.  

 

Response to Comment I19-09 

The Commenter indicates that a more urbanized site is a better option for a gaming facility.  Refer to 

General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred 

Alternative. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I20: ERIN HAUGE 

Response to Comment I20-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A and concern regarding the Twin Cities site’s proximity 

to the Cosumnes River Preserve and potential impacts on wildlife in the vicinity.  Refer to General 

Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues,General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative, and 

General Response 4 – Habitat and Species and Response to Comment I3-06. 
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COMMENT LETTER I21: RACHEL VERDOORN 

Response to Comment I21-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative F, citing concern for an increase in traffic and crime.  

Refer to General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement and General Response 7 – Traffic.   

 

Response to Comment I21-02 

The commenter states that the Elk Grove Mall site is located in an area where families live and shop and 

states opposition to the use of the site as a casino.  Refer to Response to Comment I7-02 for a discussion 

on community character. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I22: FLORENCE PIERCE 

Response to Comment I22-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative F, citing concern for an increase in crime and impact to 

community character.  Refer to General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement and Response to 

Comment I7-02.  

  

COMMENT LETTER I23: DENNIS AND ELIZABETH CROCKETT 

Response to Comment I23-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative F, citing concern for impacts to community character.  

Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and Response to Comment I7-02.   

 

COMMENT LETTER I24: KUNHOUR HAK 

Response to Comment I24-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative F, citing concern for impacts to community character.  

Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and Response to Comment I7-02.   

 

COMMENT LETTER I25: CONNIE MONTALBANO 

Response to Comment I25-01 

The Commenter states support for Alternative F, citing an increase in local jobs and revenue.  Refer to 

General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I26: MIKE HAMIEL 

Response to Comment I26-01 

The Commenter states support for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as 

Preferred Alternative. 
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COMMENT LETTER I27: SON AND TAMMIE PHAN 

Response to Comment I27-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive 

Issues and Response to Comment I7-02.   

 

COMMENT LETTER I28: GORDON CHRISTIANER 

Response to Comment I28-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A, citing concern for loss of wildlife and agricultural 

land.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species. 

 

Response to Comment I28-02 

The Commenter states support for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as 

Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to Comment I28-03 

The Commenter states concern for Swainson’s hawk, greater sandhill cranes, snow geese, and greater 

white-front geese.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species.   

 

Response to Comment I28-04 

The Commenter expresses concern regarding an increased in traffic due to Alternative A, and how that 

increase may affect wildlife, specifically bird habitat.  Refer to General Response 7 – Traffic and General 

Response 4 – Habitat and Species.  Increases in traffic under Alternative A would occur on roadways that 

are currently in use with moderate to heavy traffic (see Section 3.8 of the Draft EIS).  Any potential 

disturbance to wildlife due to increased traffic would result primarily from increased noise, which, under 

Alternative A, would be, at a maximum at any location, no more than 2.4 dBA Leq, which is below the 

“perceptible change in noise levels” (Section 4.11.1 of the Draft EIS). 

 

COMMENT LETTER I29: THOMAS HINGSBERGEN 

Response to Comment I29-01 

The Commenter expresses concern regarding traffic and noise impacts due to Alternative A expresses 

support for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative, General 

Response 7 – Traffic and Responses to Comments A8-16, A8-26, and O8-14. 
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COMMENT LETTER I30: LACIE MARCHETTI 

Response to Comment I30-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative F, citing concern for impacts to community character.  

Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and Response to Comment I7-02.   

 

COMMENT LETTER I31: MARY HINEGARDNER 

Response to Comment I31-01 

The Commenter requests that the Draft EIS include additional traffic impact analysis on rural roads not 

immediately surrounding the Twin Cities site.  The Commenter also requests that the speed limit of 

Dillard Road be reduced to 45 miles per hour.  Refer to General Response 7 – Traffic and Responses to 

Comments A8-40 and A14-02. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I32: GENIE HOLLEMAN 

Response to Comment I32-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative F, citing concern for impacts to traffic.  Refer to General 

Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and General Response 7 – Traffic.  

 

Response to Comment I32-02 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative F, citing concern for an increase in crime and impact on 

community character.  Refer to General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement and Response to 

Comment I7-02.   

 

COMMENT LETTER I33: BARBARA J. THOMAS 

Response to Comment I33-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative F, expressing preference for the Twin Cities site location.  

Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues.  

 

COMMENT LETTER I34: LENA M. CORTESE 

Response to Comment I34-01 

The Commenter states a preference for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as 

Preferred Alternative. 
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COMMENT LETTER I35: JOSEPH F. CORTESE, JR. 

Response to Comment I35-01 

The Commenter states a preference for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as 

Preferred Alternative. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I36: LAREE M. BERMUDEZ 

Response to Comment I36-01 

The Commenter states a preference for Alternative G (No Action), citing concern for crime.  Refer to 

General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement.  

 

Response to Comment I36-02 

The Commenter expresses preference for Alternatives D and E.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-

Substantive Issues. 

 

Response to Comment I36-03 

The Commenter states a preference for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as 

Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to Comment I36-04 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A, citing concern for crime, traffic, property value, and 

community character.  Refer to General Response 5 – Property Values, General Response 6 – Crime/Law 

Enforcement, General Response 7 – Traffic, and Responses to Comments 03-01 and I7-02.   

 

Response to Comment I36-05 

The Commenter states that Alternative A is not consistent with the Twin City site’s zoning.  Refer to 

Responses to Comments A16-36 and A16-37. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I37: JOANNE VINTON 

Response to Comment I37-01 

The Commenter expresses opposition to the development at the Twin Cities and Historic Rancheria sites, 

citing concern for wildlife and community character.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as 

Preferred Alternative, General Response 4 – Habitat and Species, and Response to Comment I7-02.  
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Response to Comment I37-02 

The Commenter supports a letter written by the County of Sacramento Department of Regional Parks 

Department.  Issues raised in the January 6, 2014, letter from the County of Sacramento Department of 

Regional Parks were considered an addressed in the Draft EIS, including potential impacts to the giant 

garter snake (Section 4.5 of the Draft EIS, aesthetics (Section 4.13), agricultural resources (Section 4.9 

and also refer to Response to Comment A16-03 and A16-44), biological resources (Section 4.5 and also 

refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species), and water and wetlands (Sections 4.3 and 4.5 and 

also refer to General Response 3 – Water Supply). 

 

Response to Comment I37-03 

The Commenter states a preference for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as 

Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to Comment I37-04 

The Commenter points out that no existing public bus routes serve the Twin Cities site.  The Commenter 

is correct in that no existing public bus routes service the Twin Cities site.  As stated in Section 4.8.2 of 

the Draft EIS, “[t]he Twin Cities site is not expected to be served by transit routes with the 

implementation of the Alternative A; therefore, no significant impact to the existing transit services within 

the region would occur.”  Also, refer to Response to Comment A3-06. 

  

COMMENT LETTER I38: RICK A. HICKS 

Response to Comment I38-01 

The Commenter states concern for Alternative A’s impacts to the Cosumnes River and watershed.  Refer 

to Responses to Comments A11-06, A11-08, and O2-12.  Also, Section 4.3.1 of the Draft EIS discusses 

potential impacts to the regional watershed resulting from implementation of the Proposed Project; 

Section 5.2 recommend mitigation measures to ensure a less-than-significant impact. 

 

Response to Comment I38-02 

The Commenter states concern for Alternative A’s proximity to the Cosumnes River Preserve and 

potential impacts on wildlife in the vicinity.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species. 

 

Response to Comment I38-03 

The Commenter states a preference for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as 

Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I38-04 

The Commenter states that should a separate EIS be prepared for Alternative F, it should prohibit 

development south of Kammerer Road.  A separate EIS is not planned for Alternative F because 

Alternative F is fully evaluated in this EIS.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred 

Alternative and Responses to Comments O8-05 and A16-01(3).  Also, Section 4.14.3 of the Draft EIS 

discusses growth inducement that may occur resulting from implementation of project alternatives. 

 

Response to Comment I38-05 

The Commenter states that, should a separate EIS be prepared for Alternative F, it should address the 

Cosumnes River Preserve project’s attempts to discourage growth south of Kammerer Road.  A separate 

EIS will not be prepared for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred 

Alternative and Responses to Comments O8-05, A16-01(3), I3-06, and I38-04. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I39: JEANNIE FERREIRA 

Response to Comment I39-01 

The Commenter states a preference for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as 

Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to Comment I39-02 

The Commenter suggests an alternative project site location at the west end of Twin Cities near Interstate 

5.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and Response to Comment O8-05. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I40: CECELIA PARKER 

Response to Comment I40-01 

The Commenter states support for the Proposed Project.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive 

Issues and Response to Comment A1-01. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I41: KATHERINE HERMAN 

Response to Comment I41-01 

The Commenter states indicates a preference for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – 

Alternative F. 
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COMMENT LETTER I42: TRUMAN NICOLAUS 

Response to Comment I42-01 

The Commenter states opposition to the Proposed Project, citing concerns for an increase in traffic and 

indicates a preference for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred 

Alternative and General Response 7 – Traffic. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I43: DAVID CARGILL 

Response to Comment I43-01 

The Commenter states a preference for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as 

Preferred Alternative. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I44: DAVID OLSON 

Response to Comment I44-01 

The Commenter states support for the Proposed Project, citing its positive impacts on local entertainment 

options and possible landscaping.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and Response 

to Comment A1-01. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I45: GORDON WEISS 

Response to Comment I45-01 

The Commenter states concern about the Twin Cities site proximity to the Cosumnes River Preserve and 

possible impacts on bird species from Alternatives A, B, and C.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat 

and Species and Response to Comment I3-06. 

 

Response to Comment I45-02 

The Commenter expresses concern for the timing of the spring and summer biological surveys, stating 

that greater sandhill cranes use the property during the winter.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and 

Species and Response to Comment I3-06. 

 

Response to Comment I45-03 

The Commenter states that the document provides inadequate evidence to support the conclusion that 

there will be no impacts on migratory birds.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species. 
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Response to Comment I45-04 

The Commenter expresses concern regarding water use and supply for Alternative A and habitat for bird 

species on and near the Twin Cities site.  Refer to General Response 3 – Water Supply and General 

Response 4 – Habitat and Species. 

 

Response to Comment I45-05 

The Commenter expresses concern about Alternative A’s impact on the Cosumnes River Preserve and 

those who visit it.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species and Response to Comment I3-06. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I46: PAM LOMAX 

Response to Comment I46-01 

The Commenter states opposition to gaming project alternatives.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-

Substantive Issues.   

 

COMMENT LETTER I47: GLENN LOMAX 

Response to Comment I47-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Indian gaming projects and the Proposed Project, citing concern for 

community character and public domain takeovers.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive 

Issues and Responses to Comments I7-02 and O11-01. 

 

Response to Comment I47-02 

The Commenter expresses concern for impacts to wildlife resulting from project development.  Refer to 

General Response 4 – Habitat and Species. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I48: JACK AND BELINDA KRAL 

Response to Comment I48-01 

The Commenter states opposition to all gaming project alternatives, expressing concern for an increase in 

gambling addictions and associated problems.  Refer to Response to Comment A8-34. 

 

Response to Comment I48-02 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative F, citing concern for traffic, crime, and noise.  Refer to 

General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement, General Response 7 – Traffic and Responses to 

Comments A8-26 and O8-14.  
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Response to Comment I48-03 

The Commenter expresses concern for impacts to community character as a result of Alternative F.  Refer 

to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and Response to Comment I7-02. 

 

Response to Comment I48-04 

The Commenter expresses concern for law enforcement’s ability to handle additional patrol of the 

Proposed Project.  Refer to General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I49: MARGO LIZARDO 

Response to Comment I49-01 

The Commenter states support for Alternative F, citing an increase in jobs and entertainment.  Refer to 

General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred 

Alternative. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I50: DEANNA ASUNCION 

Response to Comment I50-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative F, citing concern for an increase in crime and traffic.  

Refer to General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement and General Response 7 – Traffic. 

 

Response to Comment I50-02 

The Commenter expresses concern for Alternative F’s impacts to property values.  Refer to General 

Response 5 – Property Value. 

 

Response to Comment I50-03 

The Commenter expresses concern regarding Alternative F’s proximity to local primary and secondary 

schools.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and Response to Comment I3-03. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I51: TIM RABOY 

Response to Comment I51-01 

The Commenter asserts that a Twin Cities interchange should be built instead of the Mingo Road 

interchange improvement included as mitigation for Alternative A.  The recommended transportation 

improvement measures included in Section 5.8.2 of the Draft EIS were determined based on a detailed 

Traffic Impact Study prepared for the Draft EIS (Appendix O).  And, as stated in Appendix O of the 

Draft EIS, the traffic study “was prepared based on discussions with, and criteria set forth by, the City of 

Galt, the City of Elk Grove, County of Sacramento and the California Department of Transportation 
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(Caltrans)” to ensure transportation needs were properly met and the appropriate intersections and 

roadway segments were analyzed and mitigated. 

 

Response to Comment I51-02 

The Commenter questions why the Tribe’s need for the Proposed Project usurps that of all citizens of 

California living in poverty.  Section 1.3 of the Draft EIS describes the “Purpose and Need” for the 

Proposal Action, to “provide the Tribe with opportunities for long-term, stable economic development, 

and would strengthen the Tribe’s abilities to govern itself and assist its members,” and its consistency 

with “the BIA’s Self-Determination policy.”  The preparation of this EIS is in response to that purpose and 

need and the Tribe’s application to the BIA to pursue the Proposed Action. 

 

Response to Comment I51-03 

The Commenter expresses concerns about the proposed connection to the City of Galt’s wastewater 

treatment system with Alternatives A, B, and C.  The Draft EIS discusses the City of Galt water and 

wastewater systems and proposed connection (Option[s] 2) in Sections 3.10 and 4.10, respectively.  If a 

connection were to occur, recommended mitigation (Section 5.10.1 of the Draft EIS) would ensure that 

costs to the City of Galt associated with this connection would be paid by the Tribe.  Also, refer to 

Responses to Comments A8-29, A16-04, and A16-62. 

 

Response to Comment I51-04 

The Commenter expresses concerns about the proposed connection to the City of Galt’s water system 

with Alternatives A, B, and C.  Refer to Response to Comment I51-03. 

 

Response to Comment I51-05 

The Commenter expresses concern about Alternative A’s impact on wildlife and agricultural land.  Refer 

to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species and Responses to Comments A16-03, A16-119, and I3-06. 

 

Response to Comment I51-06 

The Commenter expresses concern about the loss of agricultural land resulting from implementation of 

Alternative A.  Refer to Responses to Comments A16-03 and A16-119. 

 

Response to Comment I51-07 

The Commenter expresses concern about potential airplane accidents on or near the Twin Cities site 

because of its proximity to Mustang Airport.  As stated in Section 3.9.1 of the Draft EIS, “Mustang 

Airport, a privately owned airport with one runway and no commercial service, is located approximately 

1.9 miles northeast of the Twin Cities site.”  77 CFR concerns the safe, efficient use, and preservation of 
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the navigable airspace, and subpart C contains standards for determining obstructions to air navigation or 

navigational aids or facilities.  The obstruction standards in 77 CFR 77.17 state that “an existing object, 

including a mobile object, is, and a future object would be an obstruction to air navigation if it is of 

greater height than any of the following heights or surfaces….”  The regulation goes on to list several 

objects and height requirements, the least of which is “[a] height that is 200 feet AGL [above ground 

level], or above the established airport elevation, whichever is higher, within 3 nautical miles of the 

established reference point of an airport….”  The height of any development on the Twin Cities site 

would be less than 200 feet, so it would not encroach on navigable airspace. 

 

Additionally, Mustang Airport’s runway is oriented in an east-west direction, but the airport itself is 

located northeast from the Twin Cities site.  Aircraft takeoff and landing flight patterns would be along 

this same east-west axis of travel and would therefore present no danger to development on the Twin 

Cities site.  Due to the distance, location, and runway orientation of the airport from the Twin Cities site; 

its limited use; and the proposed development’s height, no further analysis is required. 

 

Response to Comment I51-08 

The Commenter notes that the City of Galt’s WWTP is close to the Twin Cities site, which could cause a 

problem if there were an accident at the WWTP.  The Draft EIS identifies the location of the City of 

Galt’s WWTP in Section 3.10.2 in proximity to the Twin Cities site.  It is outside the scope of this EIS to 

plan for unforeseeable accidents at a municipal utility nor is it within the Tribe’s jurisdiction to ensure the 

functionality of the City of Galt’s WWTP. 

 

Response to Comment I51-09 

The Commenter states a belief that the EIS does not properly address economic impacts associated with 

Alternative C.  The Draft EIS discussed discusses the economic effects of Alternative C in Section 4.7.3 

and concludes that an effects to City of Galt businesses “would not be of a magnitude that would cause a 

physical effect to the environment (such as urban blight)” and found an overall “neutral to negative” 

effect on the local markets.  The Draft EIS based its conclusions off of the detailed analysis contained in 

Alternative U. 

 

Response to Comment I51-10 

The Commenter states a belief the Comfort Inn and Suites located in the City of Galt may close due to 

implementation of Alternatives A and B.  Refer to Response to Comment I51-09 as well as Comment PH-

22 from the General Manager of the Comfort Inn and Suites who states that he anticipates increased 

revenues resulting from implementation of the Proposed Project. 
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Response to Comment I51-11 

The Commenter asserts that Alternatives A and B will result in an economic loss for the City of Galt.  As 

stated in the Draft EIS Section 4.7, Alternatives A and B would “generate substantial economic output 

for a variety of businesses in the two-county region.”  This statement is based off of detailed economic 

research and analysis presented in Appendix H. 

 

Response to Comment I51-12 

The Commenter is concerned with an increase in crime resulting from implementation of Alternative A.  

Refer to General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement. 

 

Response to Comment I51-13 

The Commenter is concerned that there will not be enough funding to mitigate the effects of problem 

gamblers in the City of Galt.  Refer to Responses to Comments A8-34 and A16-181, and to Mitigation 

Measures 5.7.C through 5.7.H. 

 

Response to Comment I51-14 

The Commenter expresses concern over increases in traffic resulting from implementation of Alternative 

A.  Refer to General Response 7 – Traffic. 

 

Response to Comment I51-15 

The Commenter states that Alternative A will have a negative impact of surrounding property values.  

Refer to General Response 5 – Property Value. 

 

Response to Comment I51-16 

The Commenter asserts that jobs created from gaming project alternatives would be low-paying jobs.  

Refer to Response to Comment I4-07. 

 

Response to Comment I51-17 

The Commenter references an article published in The Atlantic in 2012 and requests that the EIS address 

all the negative impacts related to casino operations discussed in that article.  Sections 3.7 and 4.7 of the 

Draft EIS contain extensive socioeconomic background information and analysis that is based on detailed 

studies included as Appendices H, N, and U.  Some of this analysis has been enhanced and revised for 

the Final EIS, with reflective changes throughout Sections 3.7 and 4.7.  Great effort was made in the 

preparation of the Draft EIS and Final EIS to present relevant and robust socioeconomic information; 

however, it is not required, nor is it realistic, to reference and discuss every published article and study 
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that relates to casinos.  The EIS takes the NEPA-required ‘hard look’ (Robertson v. Methow Valley 

Citizens Council [1989]) at impacts related to socioeconomic resources. 

 

Response to Comment I51-18 

The Commenter references an article published in The Washington Post in 2014 and requests that the EIS 

address all the negative impacts related to casino operations discussed in that article.  Refer to Response 

to Comment I51-17. 

 

Response to Comment I51-19 

The Commenter references an article published by the National Association of Realtors Casino Research 

in 2013 and requests that the EIS address all the negative impacts related to casino operations discussed in 

that article.  Refer to Response to Comment I51-17. 

 

Response to Comment I51-20 

The Commenter questions the use of the entire 282-acre Twin Cities site.  Refer to Responses to 

Comments A16-03 and A16-19. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I52: JOHN AND GLENNAH TROCHET 

Response to Comment I52-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A and preference for Alternative F.  Refer to General 

Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to Comment I52-02 

The Commenter indicates concern for impacts on wildlife in the vicinity of the Twin Cities site.  Refer to 

General Response 4 – Habitat and Species. 

 

Response to Comment I52-03 

The Commenter indicates their preference for Alternative F.  General Response 1 – Non-Substantive 

Issues and General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I53:  MAHLON PICHT 

Response to Comment I53-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A, citing concern for its proximity to the Cosumnes 

River Preserve.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species and Response to Comment I3-06. 
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Response to Comment I53-02 

The Commenter questions the project alternatives’ need for varying acreage.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A16-03 and Response to Comment A16-19. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I54: MICHELLE GUTIERREZ 

Response to Comment I54-01  

The Commenter expresses concern for increased traffic as a result of Alternatives A and F.  Refer to 

General Response 7 – Traffic. 

 

Response to Comment I54-02 

The Commenter expresses concern regarding an increase in crime as a result of gaming project 

alternatives.  Refer to General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement and Response to Comment A16-05. 

 

Response to Comment I54-03 

The Commenter questions the Tribe’s need for an abundance of acreage beyond the developed portion of 

Alternative A.  Refer to Response to Comment A16-03. 

 

Response to Comment I54-04 

The Commenter questions how the Proposed Project will result in local jobs.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A8-04.  A stated in Section 4.7.1 of the Draft EIS, “operational activities associated with 

Alternative A would generate an annual total of approximately 2,879 employment opportunities to be 

captured within the Counties…and generate annual total wages of approximately $141.59 million within 

the Counties.” 

 

Response to Comment I54-05 

The Commenter expresses concern regarding the project alternatives’ water supply.  Refer to General 

Response 3 – Water Supply. 

 

Response to Comment I54-06 

The Commenter states that the issues of traffic, pollution, electricity, and lighting impacts are not 

addressed.  Refer to General Response 7 – Traffic and Responses to Comments A8-33 and A16-23.  

Section 4.8 of the Draft EIS discusses potential transportation-related impacts; Section 4.10 discusses 

potential impacts related to electricity; Section 4.13 discusses potential impacts related to lighting; and 

Section 4.4 discusses potential impacts related to air pollution. 
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Response to Comment I54-07 

The Commenter states a preference for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as 

Preferred Alternative. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I55: WAYNE LE 

Response to Comment I55-1 

The Commenter states support for Alternative F, suggesting its ability to highlight various local cultures.  

Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and General Response 2 – Alternative F as 

Preferred Alternative. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I56: MONICA OLVERA-WALKER 

Response to Comment I56-01 

The Commenter expresses support for the Proposed Project and suggests it will contribute financially to 

the Tribe’s ability to support itself and health, educational and wildlife programs.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A1-01. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I57: SAM DAVIDSON 

Response to Comment I57-01 

The Commenter expresses concern regarding the Twin Cities site’s proximity to the Cosumnes River 

Preserve and its impact on wildlife and Cosumnes River watershed.  Refer to General Response 4 – 

Habitat and Species and Responses to Comments A11-06, A11-08, I3-06, and I38-01. 

 

Response to Comment I57-02 

The Commenter expresses concern for the increase in lighting and its impacts on wildlife and neighboring 

properties as a result of implementation of development at the Twin Cities site.  Refer to General 

Response 4 – Habitat and Species and Responses and Responses to Comments A16-23 and A16-39.  

Also, refer to Section 4.9 of the Draft EIS for a discussion on potential impacts to surrounding land uses, 

which states “Alternative A…would not physically disrupt neighboring land uses, would not prohibit 

access to neighboring parcels, or otherwise significantly conflict with neighboring land uses.  Therefore, 

significant land use effects would not occur.” 

 

Response to Comment I57-03 

The Commenter states a preference for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as 

Preferred Alternative. 
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COMMENT LETTER I58: MICHAEL MONASKY 

Response to Comment I58-01 

The Commenter states that the Analytical Environmental Services (AES) website does not list the Wilton 

Rancheria Casino under tribal projects.  The Commenter also states that the Draft EIS does not include 

any of AES’s contact information for public comment submission.  AES is a private consultancy acting 

on behalf of the lead agency, the BIA, in assisting in preparation of the EIS for the Wilton Rancheria Fee-

to-Trust and Casino Project.  As stated in the December 29, 2015, Notice of Availability (NOA) for the 

Draft EIS (81352 Federal Register, Volume 80, Number 249), the Draft EIS was available for public 

review at the Galt Branch of the Sacramento Library as well as online at www.wiltoneis.com, where it 

will continue to be available.  The NOA also contained detailed information for submitting comments, 

available as well on the website.  All comments on the Draft EIS should have been sent directly to the 

lead agency, the BIA, not to AES. 

 

Response to Comment I58-02 

The Commenter States the opinion that the Elk Grove Mall site is not viable for a retail operation and that 

gaming operations are too risky for Indian tribes.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues.  

Also, refer to Section 4.7 and Appendix H of the EIS, both of which have been enhanced for the Final 

EIS, for details on economic benefits to the Tribe resulting from operation of a casino enterprise at the 

Mall site. 

 

Response to Comment I58-03 

The Commenter expresses opposition to Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive 

Issues and General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I59: DIANE OWEN 

Response to Comment I59-01 

The Commenter expresses opposition to Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive 

Issues and General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to Comment I59-02 

The Commenter expresses concern for an increase in crime as a result of Alternative F.  Refer to General 

Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement. 
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COMMENT LETTER I60: MARY DUBOSE, ESQ. 

Response to Comment I60-01 

The Commenter expresses concern regarding Alternative A’s impacts on wildlife, noise, traffic, and air 

pollution.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species, General Response 6 – Crime/Law 

Enforcement, General Response 7 – Traffic and Responses to Comments A8-26, A8-33, I3-08, and O8-

14. 

 

Response to Comment I60-02 

The Commenter expresses concern regarding Alternative A’s impacts on wildlife in the Cosumnes River 

Preserve.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species and Response to Comment I3-06. 

 

Response to Comment I60-03 

The Commenter states a preference for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as 

Preferred Alternative. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I61: AKRAM KEVAL 

Response to Comment I61-01 

The Commenter states opposition to project alternatives, citing concern for an increase in crime and 

traffic.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues, General Response 6 – Crime/Law 

Enforcement, and General Response 7 – Traffic. 

 

COMMENT LETTER I62: GENIE HOLLEMAN 

Response to Comment I62-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative F, citing concern for an increase in crime and traffic.  

Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues, General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement, 

and General Response 7 – Traffic. 

 

Response to Comment I62-02 

The Commenter states intent to relocate from Elk Grove if Alternative F is implemented.  Refer to 

General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred 

Alternative. 
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COMMENT LETTER I63: BILL AND BARBARA GRIFFIN 

Response to Comment I63-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A, citing concern for an increase in traffic.  Refer to 

General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and General Response 7 – Traffic. 

 

3.5 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS FROM COLLECTIVE 
ORGANIZATIONS 

COMMENT LETTER CO1: CHANGE.ORG 

Response to Comment CO1-01 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive 

Issues, General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative, and Response to Comment I7-02. 

 

Response to Comment CO1-02 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding traffic and crime as a result of Alternative A.  Refer to 

General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement, General Response 7 – Traffic, General Response 2 – 

Alternative F as Preferred Alternative, and Response to Comment I7-02. 

 

Response to Comment CO1-03 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive 

Issues, General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative, and Response to Comment I7-02. 

 

Response to Comment CO1-04 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding traffic and crime as a result of Alternative A.  Refer to 

General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative, General Response 6 – Crime/Law 

Enforcement, General Response 7 – Traffic and Response to Comment I7-02. 

 

Response to Comment CO1-05 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding traffic as a result of Alternative A.  Refer to General 

Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative and General Response 7 – Traffic.  

 

COMMENT LETTER CO2: CHANGE.ORG 

Response to Comment CO2-01 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding wildlife.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and 

Species.  
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Response to Comment CO2-02 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding greater sandhill cranes.  Refer to General Response 4 – 

Habitat and Species.  

 

Response to Comment CO2-03 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding greater sandhill cranes.  Refer to General Response 4 – 

Habitat and Species.  

Response to Comment CO2-04 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding greater sandhill cranes.  Refer to General Response 4 – 

Habitat and Species.  

 

Response to Comment CO2-05 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding greater sandhill cranes.  Refer to General Response 4 – 

Habitat and Species.  

 

COMMENT LETTER CO3: CHANGE.ORG 

Response to Comment CO3-01 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding greater sandhill cranes and Swainson’s hawk.  Refer to 

General Response 4- Habitat and Species.  

 

Response to Comment CO3-02 

The Commenter indicates concern for the economic viability of Alternative A and preference for 

Alternative F.  Refer to Response to Comment A8-22 and General Response 2 – Alternative F as 

Preferred Alternative.  Also refer to Appendices H and N of the Draft EIS.  

 

Response to Comment CO3-03 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding wildlife.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and 

Species.  

 

Response to Comment CO3-04 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding wildlife.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and 

Species.  

 

Response to Comment CO3-05 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding wildlife.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and 

Species.  
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COMMENT LETTER CO4: CHANGE.ORG 

Response to Comment CO4-01 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding potential economic loss and revenue from the Proposed 

Project.  Refer to General Response 5 – Property Values, Response to Comment A8-22, and Response to 

Comment A14-04.  

 

Response to Comment CO4-02 

The Commenter indicates preference for Alternative F and concern for wildlife.  Refer to General 

Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative and General Response 4 – Habitat and Species.  

 

Response to Comment CO4-03 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding traffic and wildlife as a result of Alternative A.  Refer to 

General Response 7 – Traffic and General Response 4 – Habitat and Species. 

 

COMMENT LETTER CO5: CHANGE.ORG 

Response to Comment CO5-01 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding gambling addiction.  Refer to General Response to 

Comments A8-34 and to Mitigation Measures 5.7.C through 5.7.H. 

 

Response to Comment CO5-02 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive 

Issues and Response to Comment I7-02. 

 

Response to Comment CO5-03 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding traffic and crime as a result of Alternative A.  Refer to 

General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative, General Response 6 – Crime/Law 

Enforcement, General Response 7 – Traffic, and Response to Comment I7-02. 

 

Response to Comment CO5-04 

The Commenter states that they will move if a casino is development near the City of Galt.  Refer to 

General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues, General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred 

Alternative, and Response to Comment I7-02. 
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Response to Comment CO5-05 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding traffic and crime as a result of Alternative A.  Refer to 

General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative, General Response 6 – Crime/Law 

Enforcement, General Response 7 – Traffic, and Response to Comment I7-02. 

 

COMMENT LETTER CO6: CHANGE.ORG 

Response to Comment CO6-01 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding Alternative A’s impact on undeveloped land, as well as a 

preference for the project alternatives.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species and General 

Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative.   

 

Response to Comment CO6-02 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding wildlife.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and 

Species.  

 

Response to Comment CO6-03 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding wildlife.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and 

Species.  

 

Response to Comment CO6-04 

The Commenter requests that the environment not be upset.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-

Substantive Issues.  

 

Response to Comment CO6-05 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding wildlife.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and 

Species.  

 

COMMENT LETTER CO7: CHANGE.ORG 

Response to Comment CO7-01 

The Commenter expresses affection for City of Galt as a small town.  Refer to General Response 1 – 

Non-Substantive Issues, General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative, and Response to 

Comment I7-02. 

 

Response to Comment CO7-02 

The Commenter believes a casino would adversely affect the City of Galt community.  Refer to Response 

to Comment I7-02 and General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment CO7-03 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive 

Issues and General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative.  

 

Response to Comment CO7-04 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive 

Issues and General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative.  

 

Response to Comment CO7-05 

The Commenter expresses concerns regarding Alternative A, specifically regarding peacefulness and 

traffic.  Refer to General Response 7 – Traffic, General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred 

Alternative, and Response to Comment I7-02. 

 

COMMENT LETTER CO8: CHANGE.ORG 

Response to Comment CO8-01 

The Commenter expresses concern over developing a casino near the City of Galt.  Refer to General 

Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative.  

 

Response to Comment CO8-02 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive 

Issues and General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative.  

 

Response to Comment CO8-03 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding wildlife.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and 

Species.  

 

Response to Comment CO8-04 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding wildlife.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and 

Species.  

 

Response to Comment CO8-05 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding wildlife.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and 

Species.  
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COMMENT LETTER CO9: CHANGE.ORG 

Response to Comment CO9-01 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding traffic and crime as a result of Alternative A and a 

preference for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative, 

General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement and General Response 7 – Traffic. 

 

Response to Comment CO9-02 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding traffic and pedestrian safety.  Refer to General Response 7 – 

Traffic.  Also, refer to Section 4.8 for a discussion on pedestrian facilities for each alternative. 

 

Response to Comment CO9-03 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A and suggests that the EIS is incomplete.  Refer to 

General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues, Response to Comment A6-01 and Responses to 

Comments A16-03, A16-19, and I7-02. 

 

Response to Comment CO9-04 

The Commenter expresses a preference for Galt to stay an agricultural community.  Refer to Response to 

Comment I7-02. 

 

Response to Comment CO9-05 

The Commenter indicates a preference for Alternative F as well as concern for wildlife and character of 

Galt.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative, General Response 4 – Habitat 

and Species, and Response to Comment I7-02. 

 

3.6 RESPONSES TO ORAL COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
HEARING 

COMMENT LETTER PH: PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT 

Response to Comment PH-01 

The Commenter indicates support for the Proposed Project and suggests that it will allow the Tribe to 

better financially support itself and contribute to the community.  Refer to Response to Comment A1-01. 

 

Response to Comment PH-02 

The Commenter states that the CCSD Fire Department has a Letter of Intent on file with the Tribe to 

explore providing fire and EMS services for project alternative sites.  Refer to Section 5.10.4, Mitigation 
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Measure R, for details on the Tribe’s commitment to enter into an MOU with the Cosumnes Community 

Services District Fire Department for reimbursement of costs related to service to the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment PH-03 

The Commenter indicates support for the Proposed Project and suggests it will contribute to the 

community economy through job growth.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and 

Draft EIS, Section 4.7. 

 

Response to Comment PH-04 

The Commenter discusses the City of Galt’s request for a 30-day comment period extension.  Refer to 

Response to Comment A14-05.  The Commenter also indicates that the Draft EIS fails to analyze the 

impacts of the pending application before LAFCo to annex the Twin Cities site into its incorporated 

boundaries.  Refer to Response to Comment A16-01 and Response to Comment A16-02. 

 

Response to Comment PH-05 

The Commenter questions the project need for the entirety of the 282 acres of the Twin Cities site and 

suggests only the acres slated for development be considered as potential trust property.  Refer to 

Response to Comment A16-03 and Response to Comment A16-19. 

 

Response to Comment PH-06 

The Commenter states that the County of Sacramento has been participating in the Draft EIS processes as 

a Cooperating Agency and has met with the Tribe to discuss mitigation for impacts to Sacramento 

County.  Refer to Responses to Comments A15-01 and O8-07. 

 

Response to Comment PH-07 

The Commenter discusses specific economic benefits of gaming facilities in communities.  Refer to 

Response to Comment A1-01. 

 

Response to Comment PH-08 

The Commenter indicates support for the Proposed Project and suggests it will contribute financially to 

the community in the form of additional jobs and spending at local businesses.  The Commenter also 

indicates support for the Tribe’s vested interest in working with the community to mitigate impacts, 

which include traffic.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues, Response to Comment A1-

01, and Draft EIS, Sections 3.7/4.7/5.7. 
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Response to Comment PH-09 

The Commenter indicates support for the Proposed Project and suggests it will contribute financially to 

the community in the form of additional jobs and spending at local businesses.  Refer to General 

Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and Response to Comment A1-01. 

 

Response to Comment PH-10 

The Commenter states that the Sacramento County Sheriff’s Department is in active discussion with the 

Tribe and is prepared to provide services as needed.  Refer to Section 5.10.3, Mitigation Measure N, for 

details on the Tribe’s commitment to enter into an MOU with the Sacramento County Sheriff’s 

Department for reimbursement of costs related to service to the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment PH-11 

The Commenter gives detailed historical information on the Wilton Miwok and expressed support for the 

Proposed Project.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues.    See also the June 2016 MOU 

between the Tribe and Sacramento County that related to the Twin Cities site in Supplemental Appendix 

B in the Final EIS. 

 

Response to Comment PH-12 

The Commenter expresses support for the Proposed Project and suggests it will contribute financially to 

the Tribe’s ability to support educational programs as well as local job growth.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A1-01.  

 

Response to Comment PH-13 

The Commenter expresses support for the Proposed Project and suggests it will contribute financially to 

the Tribe’s ability to create necessary health care programs.  Refer to Response to Comment A1-01.  

 

Response to Comment PH-14 

The Commenter expresses support for the Proposed Project and suggests it will contribute financially to 

the Tribe’s ability to protect and preserve sacred tribal sites and artifacts.  Refer to Response to Comment 

A1-01.  

 

Response to Comment PH-15 

The Commenter expresses support for the Proposed Project and suggests it will contribute financially to 

the Tribe’s ability to support educational programs and the community.  Refer to Response to Comment 

A1-01.  
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Response to Comment PH-16 

The Commenter expresses support for the Proposed Project and suggests it will contribute financially to 

the community in the form of business partnerships and job opportunities.  Refer to Response to 

Comment A1-01.  

 

Response to Comment PH-17 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding both water supply for the Proposed Project amidst drought 

conditions and potential traffic along Highway 99.  Refer to General Response 3 – Water Supply and 

General Response 7 – Traffic. 

 

Response to Comment PH-18 

The Commenter states that the cultural section of the Draft EIS is insufficient because it inaccurately 

claims that Hicksville Cemetery is the Tribe’s cemetery.  The Draft EIS does not mention a cemetery in 

its cultural analysis (Section 4.6) or when describing existing conditions (Section 3.6).  However, the 

Draft EIS does offer a thorough assessment of all three project sites in relation to cultural resources and 

determined that, for all sites, no cultural resources were present (Section 4.6).  Mitigation measures in 

Section 5.6 are included in the case of inadvertent discoveries of cultural or paleontological resources.  

 

Response to Comment PH-19 

The Commenter implies that the Tribe is illegitimate and excluded previous members.  Refer to General 

Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues.  Also, refer to Section 1.1 of the Draft EIS for a brief overview of 

the Tribe’s history with federal recognition. 

 

Response to Comment PH-20 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding traffic and community character as a result of Alternative A.  

General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative, General Response 7 – Traffic, and Response 

to Comment I7-02. 

 

Response to Comment PH-21 

The Commenter expresses support for Alternative A and suggests it will contribute financially to the 

community in the form of business partnerships and job opportunities.  Refer to General Response 2 – 

Alternative F as Preferred Alternative, Response to Comment A1-01, and Draft EIS, Section 4.7.  
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Response to Comment PH-22 

The Commenter expresses support for Alternative A and suggests it will contribute financially to the 

community and local businesses.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative 

and Response to Comment A1-01.  

 

Response to Comment PH-23 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A, expressing concern for future development along 

Twin Cities Road, the small community, and wildlife.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as 

Preferred Alternative, General Response 4 – Habitat and Species, General Response 7 – Traffic, and 

Responses to Comments I7-02, A16-03, and A16-91. 

 

Response to Comment PH-24 

The Commenter expresses support for Alternative A and suggests it will contribute financially to the 

community in the form of job opportunities.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred 

Alternative and Response to Comment A1-01.  

 

Response to Comment PH-25 

The Commenter expresses support for Alternative A and suggests it will contribute financially to the 

community in the form of job opportunities and needed local entertainment.  Refer to General Response 2 

– Alternative F as Preferred Alternative and Response to Comment A1-01.  

 

Response to Comment PH-26 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A, expressing concern for consistency with the County’s 

General Plan, local jobs, and crime.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred 

Alternative, General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement, and Responses to Comments A8-04, A16-

39.   

 

Response to Comment PH-27 

The Commenter states opposition to Indian gaming, expressing concern for crime and loss of tax revenue 

and for the fee-to-trust concept.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues, General 

Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement, and Responses to Comments A14-04 and O11-01. 

 

Response to Comment PH-28 

The Commenter expresses support for the Proposed Project and suggests it will contribute financially to 

the community in the form of job opportunities and needed local entertainment.  Refer to General 

Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and Response to Comment A1-01.  
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Response to Comment PH-29 

The Commenter indicates concern regarding traffic and gambling addiction as a result of the Proposed 

Project.  Refer to General Response 7 – Traffic and Response to Comment A8-34.  Also, refer to Section 

4.7 of a discussion on “Problem and Pathological Gaming” related to the Proposed Project.  

 

Response to Comment PH-30 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A, citing concern for its location, impact on community 

character, and traffic.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues, General Response 2 – 

Alternative F as Preferred Alternative, General Response 7 – Traffic, and Responses to Comments I7-02 

and A16-131. 

 

Response to Comment PH-31 

The Commenter indicates concern for traffic impacts with Alternative A and expresses support for 

Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative and General 

Response 7 – Traffic and Responses to Comments A16-107, A16-142, and O12-05. 

 

Response to Comment PH-32 

The Commenter expresses concern for an increase in crime as a result of Alternative A.  Refer to General 

Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative and General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement. 

 

Response to Comment PH-33 

The Commenter expresses support for the Proposed Project and suggests it will contribute financially to 

the community in the form of job opportunities and needed local entertainment.  Refer to General 

Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and Response to Comment A1-01.  

 

Response to Comment PH-34 

The Commenter states opposition to Alternative A, citing concern for its impact on community character, 

crime, traffic, pollution, and gambling.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues, General, 

General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement, General Response 7 – Traffic and Responses to 

Comments A8-33, A8-34, and I7-02.  

 

Response to Comment PH-35 

The Commenter expresses support for the Proposed Project and suggests it will contribute financially to 

the community both in the form of job opportunities and business growth.  Refer to General Response 1 – 

Non-Substantive Issues and Response to Comment A1-01.  
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Response to Comment PH-36 

The Commenter indicates support for the Proposed Project and suggests that it will allow the Tribe to 

better financially support itself and contribute to the community.  Refer to General Response 1 – Non-

Substantive Issues and Response to Comment A1-01. 

 

Response to Comment PH-37 

The Commenter indicates support for the Proposed Project and suggests that it will allow the Tribe to 

better financially support itself, increase homeownership, and contribute to the community.  Refer to 

General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and Response to Comment A1-01. 

 

Response to Comment PH-38 

The Commenter states that the City of Elk Grove is in the process of evaluating the Draft EIS and 

continues to have discussions with the Tribe regarding potential impacts.  Refer to General Response 1 – 

Non-Substantive Issues and General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative.   

 

Response to Comment PH-39 

The Commenter expresses concern for educational needs, increased traffic, and increased need for law 

enforcement as a result of the Proposed Project.  Refer to General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement, 

General Response 7 – Traffic, Responses to Comments A1-01 and A16-108 

 

Response to Comment PH-40 

The Commenter expresses support for the Proposed Project and suggests it will contribute financially to 

the community both in the form of job opportunities, business growth, and entertainment value.  Refer to 

General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and Response to Comment A1-01.  

 

Response to Comment PH-41 

The Commenter expresses concern for Alternative A’s impact on community character and indicates a 

preference for Alternative F.  Refer to General Response 2 – Alternative F as Preferred Alternative and 

Response to Comment I7-02. 

 

Response to Comment PH-42 

The Commenter expresses support for the Proposed Project and also submits a letter of support from the 

Yuba-Sutter Chamber of Commerce citing increased economic benefits to local communities.  Refer to 

General Response 1 – Non-Substantive Issues and Response to Comment A1-01.  
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Response to Comment PH-43 

The Commenter states that the Draft EIS does not discuss the following issues: groundwater 

contamination, water supply, property values, and wildlife.  The Commenter also expresses concern 

regarding loss of tax revenue, crime, and use of the remaining land after the proposed casino.  Refer to 

General Response 3 – Water Supply, General Response 4 – Habitat and Species, General Response 5 – 

Property Values, General Response 6 – Crime/Law Enforcement, and Responses to Comments A10-11, 

A14-04, A16-03, A16-91, and I7-02 

 

Response to Comment PH-44 

The Commenter states concern for Alternative A’s impacts to wildlife and proximity to the Cosumnes 

River Preserve.  Refer to General Response 4 – Habitat and Species and Response to Comment I3-06. 

 

Response to Comment PH-45 

The Commenter (1) requests that the Tribe consult with the Historical River Valley Miwok Indians for a 

monitoring and treatment plan for the Proposed Project; (2) asserts that the EIS does not adequately assess 

ground-disturbing activities; (3) questions the Tribe’s ties to the Historical Rancheria site; and (4) 

questions the Draft EIS’s cultural assessment of Historical Rancheria site.  Refer to General Response 1 – 

Non-Substantive Issues.  Potential impacts related to ground disturbance for the Proposed Project are 

discussed in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIS, with related mitigation recommended in Section 5.2.  Section 

4.6.4 of the Draft EIS presents the cultural resources assessment conducted for the Historic Rancheria 

site, pursuant to NEPA, which concludes that no historic properties or known cultural or paleontological 

resources are present on the Historic Rancheria site; however, Section 5.6 of the Draft EIS and Final EIS 

recommends mitigation measures in the case of inadvertent discovery. 
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