
APPENDIX Y 

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 



 1

DRAFT EIS
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Ione Band of Miwok Indians Land Transfer 
and Casino Project was circulated to interested parties for comment from April 18th, 2008, to 
July 2, 2008.  Copies of the DEIS were sent to Federal, State, local, and Tribal agencies, as well 
as the State Clearinghouse.  A Notice of Availability (NOA) for the DEIS was published in the 
local newspaper, the Amador Ledger Dispatch, on April 22 and May 20, 2008.  The BIA received 
36 letters in response to the DEIS.  A copy of the public hearing transcripts are included as 
Comment Letter T1.  A list of the comment letters including the agency and date of submission 
is provided in Table RTC-1.
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TABLE RTC-1 
COMMENT LETTERS 

Name Agency Date
Received 

Federal Agencies (F) 

F-01 Nova Blazej, Manager US EPA, Region IX, Environmental Review Office 2-Jul-08 

F-02 James Devine, Senior Advisor for Science 
Applications DOI, United States Geological Survey 26-Jun-08 

State Agencies (S) 

S-01 Dan Lungren Congressman 2-May-08 
S-02 Debbie Pilas-Treadway Native American Heritage Commission 29-May-08 

S-03 J. Kyle Nast California Resources Agency, Department of Conservation 4-Jun-08 

S-04 Daniel  H. Brewer Department of Transportation, Office of Rural Planning & 
Administration 10-Jun-08 

S-05 William A. Davis Department of Transportation, District 3 Office 26-Jun-08 
S-06 Andrea Lynn Hoch, Legal Affairs Secretary Office of the Governor 2-Jul-08 

S-07 Terry Roberts, Director Governor's Office of Planning and Research - State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 3-Jul-08 

S-08 Terry Roberts, Director Governor's Office of Planning and Research - State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 9-Jul-08 

Local Agencies (L) 

L-01 Kamal Atwal, P.E. Department of Transportation, County of Sac 16-Jun-08 
L-02 Richard Forster, Chair Amador County Board of Supervisors 2-Jul-08 
L-03 Jim Abercrombie, General Manager Amador Water Agency 2-Jul-08 
L-04 None Specified City of Plymouth 2-Jul-08 
L-05 Richard Shepard El Dorado County Department of Transportation 18-Jul-08 

Private Entities/Organizations (P) 

P-01 Tom Rayzor Private Entity 6-May-08 
P-02 D.W. Cranford II Private Entity Undated 
P-03 Leedy D'Agostini Realty World - Keller & D'Agostini 21-May-08 
P-04 Maria Nunez & Barbara Nicholson Private Entity 20-May-08 
P-05 William and Alice Gibson Private Entity 22-May-08 
P-06 William Brauval Private Entity 21-May-08 
P-07 Katherine Venturelli Private Entity 21-May-08 
P-08 Jan Toberer Private Entity 21-May-08 
P-09 Chris Wright, Executive Director Foothill Conservancy 3-Jun-08 
P-10 Walter W. Dimmers Private Entity 18-Jun-08 
P-10(a) Walter W. Dimmers Private Entity 23-Jun-08 
P-11 Walter W. Dimmers Private Entity 18-Jun-08 
P-12 Richard Minnis Private Entity 17-Jun-08 
P-13 Jennifer Minnis Private Entity 18-Jun-08 
P-14 Carrie and Steven Johnen Private Entity 23-Jun08 
P-15 Patrick Henry Private Entity 6-Jun-08 
P-16 Elida Malick Private Entity 27-Jun-08 
P-17 D.W. Cranford II Private Entity 2-Jul-08 
P-18 Thomas Infusino & Elida Malick No Casino in Plymouth 30-Jun-08 
P-19 Nicolas Villa Jr  Historical Tribal Government 30-Jun-08 
P-20 Carol Foerster Private Entity  2-Jul-08 
P-21 Elaine Zorbas Private Entity  7-Jul-08 

Public Hearing Transcripts (T) 

T-01 Valeri Thomas, Proctor BIA, Pacific Region 21-May-08 
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February 2009 F-1 Ione Band of Miwok Indians 
Response to Comments

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
FEDERAL AGENCIES 

F1 –   US ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION IX 

F1-01  The commenter summarizes the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s 
(USEPA’s) review of the Tribe’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and 
identifies the USEPA as a cooperating agency.  Refer to Section 1.3 of the DEIS 
regarding cooperating agencies and a summary of the environmental review process.  The 
commenter has concerns regarding the availability of groundwater resources, the 
wastewater treatment system, the air quality analysis, and impacts to biological resources.  
The existing setting for these environmental resource issues are addressed in Section 3.0
of the DEIS and the analysis of the potential environmental consequences of the project 
alternatives are addressed in Section 4.0 of the DEIS.  The concerns identified by the 
commenter are specified throughout the remainder of the comment letter, and 
corresponding responses are provided below.   

The Tribe; Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific Region; and the commenting agency met on 
July 21, 2008 to discuss the USEPA’s specific concerns regarding the Proposed Project.  
Information regarding environmental issues discussed in the meeting and subsequent 
updates to the DEIS are addressed within the FEIS and summarized within the 
corresponding responses below.

F1-02 As discussed in Section 3.3 of the DEIS, increased pumping by the City of Plymouth 
(City) has led to an overdraft of the groundwater basin.  The City maintains four wells 
located at two sites lying about a half mile apart, east of the City.  The combined firm 
production yield for the City’s well field is 175 gallons per minute (gpm).  According to 
the City of Plymouth Pipeline Project DEIR (City of Plymouth, 2006), the City wells are 
currently pumped at rates that exceed firm yield to meet average day and summer day 
maximum demands.  The City currently has an average day water demand of 
approximately 204 gpm, and maximum (summer) day demand of 465 gpm, for which 
groundwater is utilized to meet a majority of the summer peak demand due to low 
resources from the arroyo ditch at this time of the year.  The City’s water demand is 
projected to increase to an average day water demand of approximately 409 gpm and 
maximum (summer) day demand of 924 gpm by 2025 (City of Plymouth, 2006). 
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 Operation of the high capacity wells east of the City at rates greater than firm yield 
during summer months has resulted in a groundwater depression that has affected an area 
around the City wells that extends over one-quarter mile east of the City.  The response to 
pumping is monitored on a semiannual basis at the City, Sutter Home Vineyards, and 
residential wells located east of the City.  Water levels taken from these production wells 
indicate a general groundwater flow direction towards the City wells from the north, 
northeast, and east.  The hydraulic response to the west and south is not monitored, but is 
likely also to occur radially towards the City wells due to the high cumulative pumping 
rates from the City and adjacent Sutter Home Vineyards (well production rate of 250 
gpm) and residential wells (well production rates ranging from 150 gpm to less than 20 
gpm).  The elevation of the potentiometric surface “lowers during the summer months, 
and rises after the onset of winter rains” (Ketron, 2004, refer to Section 8.0 of the DEIS).   

The Amador Water Agency (AWA) is currently planning to construct a water 
transmission pipeline, known as the Plymouth Pipeline that is designed to meet the City’s 
existing and projected future water demands through the year 2025.  The pipeline would 
supply the City with surface water from Lake Tabeaud, which is fed by the Mokelumne 
River.  Construction began in February 2009, with an anticipated completion date of 
December, 2009 (Reece, 2009).  The Plymouth Pipeline would have enough capacity 
such that the City would no longer be required to use groundwater except in emergencies 
and to meet peak demands.  The implementation of the Plymouth Pipeline project will 
eliminate the need for the municipal well field to serve as the principal water source that 
is available during the maximum demand season.  Over the life of the Plymouth Pipeline 
project, the municipal well field will no longer be excessively pumped to meet peak 
summer season demands or pumped to meet normal demands (City of Plymouth, 2006).  
This may include future abandonment of the City’s well field.  The DEIR further states 
the Plymouth Pipeline project would alleviate the overdraft condition within the 
groundwater basin.  

 The USEPA states that there appears to be uncertainty regarding the ability of the long-
term well yields of the project wells to meet water demands if recycled water use is not 
maximized.  As noted in response to Comment F1-01, the BIA and the Tribe consulted 
with the USEPA after receipt of comments on the DEIS to discuss the proposed water 
options outlined for the project alternatives and other concerns in the USEPA’s 
comments.  The Tribe has committed to pursuing two domestic water supply options that 
are described in the Section 2.0 of the FEIS.  Option 2 has been selected by the Tribe as 
the preferred water supply option, which includes wells and maximizing the use of 
recycled water.  As discussed in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, water supplied under Option 2 
during Phase I would be provided by three groundwater wells.  Two groundwater wells 
are located on the project site (designated as M1 and H1) and one well is located adjacent 
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to the project site (designated as M3).  Refer to Figure 2-4 of the DEIS for the locations 
of the project wells.  Based on pumping tests (Appendix B), the combined long-term 
yield of the project wells is approximately 81 gpm.   

 The three project wells are spaced at a conservative distance apart from each other, with 
two of the wells a little over a half mile (approximately 3,100 feet) apart and a third 
offsite well located almost a mile and a half (approximately 7,500 feet) to the southeast.  
Water level monitoring conducted during the pumping tests in 2004 indicated hydraulic 
response in well M4 when pumping from M3 (located approximately 500 feet apart), but 
no hydraulic response was observed in project wells H1 and M2 while pumping from 
M3.  M2 and H1 are located over 4,000 and 6,500 feet from M3 and displayed no 
obvious influence as a result of pumping tests that were conducted at M3 for a duration in 
excess of five days.  Therefore, the spacing of the water wells ensures that pumping from 
one well would not adversely impact the performance of the other wells.  The results of 
the pumping tests indicate the local drawdown from these wells is minimal and potential 
impacts to the regional groundwater table can be minimized by utilizing a rotational 
pumping schedule as described below.   

The three project wells would be pumped at the recommended long-term well yields, 
which consists of 10 gpm for well M1, 37 gpm for well M3, and 34 gpm for H1, and the 
wells would be pumped in rotation to allow additional groundwater recharge between 
pumping periods.  Estimates of sustainable yield are based on a significant body of field 
data and were developed using a methodology that considered individual well 
performance and uncertainties inherent in natural systems.  The estimates were based on 
pumping tests were performed while the City was simultaneously pumping its wells.  The 
durations of the pumping tests were in accordance with recognized standards.  Refer to 
the response to Comment F1-05 regarding the long-term reliability of the proposed 
groundwater supply for the project alternatives.  The two one-million gallon water 
storage tanks would allow the casino to save excess water from the wells when water 
demand at the casino is low or well output is higher.  This would provide water in times 
of increased demand or if well output is lower.   

Trucked water would be a supplemental water source only, with groundwater as the 
primary water source.  For example, as discussed in Section 2.2.1 for Alternative A 
(which has the highest water demand of the project alternatives), with the use of recycled 
water, 100% of the potable water demands for Phase I would be met by the groundwater 
wells.  For Phase II of Alternative A, with the use of recycled water, 92% of the potable 
water demand would be met by the groundwater wells.  Water trucking would provide 
the remaining 8% of potable water to meet water demands.  The 8% accounts for 
approximately 10,000 gpd, which would equate to five truck trips per day.   
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Based on the results of the pump tests, analysis of the regional and local hydrology, 
including review of existing water studies, development of the Plymouth Pipeline project, 
and commitment to maximize recycled water use to offset demand, sufficient water 
would be available to serve the project alternatives without adversely affecting the 
groundwater basin or other wells.   

F1-03   As previously discussed under response to Comment F1-01, the BIA and the Tribe 
consulted with the USEPA regarding the project alternatives and comments received on 
the DEIS.  In response to comments received on the DEIS, the Tribe has committed to 
pursuing surface water discharge during winter months (disposal option 2), with the 
potential for year round discharge, as the preferred alternative.  Refer to Section 2.0 of 
the FEIS for identification of the preferred wastewater disposal option for each proposed 
alternative.

F1-04  Refer to the response to Comment F2-02 regarding a discussion on the overdraft 
condition within the City’s groundwater basin as well as the anticipation of the 
alleviation of overdraft conditions when the Plymouth Pipeline project becomes 
operational.  As noted in response to Comment F2-02, construction of the Plymouth 
Pipeline project  began in February 2009 (Reece, 2009).  

 Please refer to the response to Comment F1-05 below regarding the USEPA’s specific 
comment on the long-term well yields identified within the DEIS for the project wells.  
As previously discussed, the Tribe has committed to maximizing recycled water use 
within the development alternatives and has selected Option 2 as the preferred alternative 
to meet projected water demands of the project alternatives.   

F1-05 Appendix C of the DEIS, the Pumping Test and Sustainability Analysis for Wells H1, 
M1, and M3, and Evaluation of Water Quality (Pumping Test Report), was revised to 
provide clarification on the methodology used to calculate the long-term well yields 
reported in Section 2.0 of the DEIS.  The updated Pumping Test Report is included as 
Appendix C of the FEIS. Section 3.3 of the FEIS was updated with the information 
contained within this response to clarify the methodology utilized in developing the long-
term well yields for the project wells.   

The pumping tests to determine long-term well yields were performed using established 
procedures.  The tests were performed while groundwater was being extracted from the 
City’s wells.  Therefore, the response of the aquifer and results of the pumping tests 
reflect the effects of pumping from the City’s wells, which would be reduced or 
eliminated after completion of the Plymouth Pipeline project.  These results were used to 
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calculate the long-term well yield values.  The long-term well yield (Sy) was calculated as 
follows:

  Sy = Sc x Add x F 

  Where: Sy =  Long-Term Well Yield (gallons per minute). 
    Sc = Specific Capacity (gallons per minute per foot) is the 

pumping rate divided by the drawdown created by the 
pumping. 

Add = Available Drawdown (feet). 
    F = The appropriate factor to account for conditions 

encountered and believed to be relevant (unit less). 

The methodology included calculating total available drawdown as the depth to top of the 
primary water strike (or top of well screen) minus the static (non pumping) water level, as 
described in Step 2, Section 3.2.5 of the revised Pumping Test Report.  This calculation is 
conservative as it assumes that the dynamic pumping level in the well will not be allowed 
to drop below the top of the aquifer.  It limits the total available drawdown, and because 
long-term well yield and available drawdown are proportional, it provides a conservative 
estimate of long-term well yield.  A less conservative approach would have defined total 
available drawdown as the depth to well bottom minus static water level. 

Discharge rates obtained from the completion and analysis of step-drawdown tests were 
selected to maximize drawdown to adequately stress the aquifer and to ensure that the 
recommended rates were less than the test rates and not extrapolated outside of the tested 
discharge rate.  This is important so it can be verified that the long-term well yield 
equation is linear at the calculated (long-term well yield) pumping rate. 

Estimation of long-tem well yields were based on individual well performance.  
Appropriate factors were applied to account for the uncertainties inherent in natural 
systems.  As stated on page 17 of the revised Pumping Test Report:

Review of Table 3-6 and comparison of total available drawdown 
(Step 3) versus safe available drawdown (Step 4) illustrates the 
application of different safety factors based on well performance 
during the pumping and recovery tests.  For example, the safe 
available drawdown for well M1 (341.11 feet) was calculated as 70% 
of total available drawdown (487.3 feet).  This relatively high 
percentage of the total available drawdown reflects the favorable test 
results including the lack of boundary conditions and relatively rapid 
recovery following the cessation of pumping.  Lastly, a substantially 
lower percentage (35%) was used to calculate the safe available 
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drawdown for well M3.  For well M3, only 49.6 feet of the 141.8 feet of 
total available drawdown was used to calculate long-term yield.  This 
increased level of safety was selected to account for the observed 
boundary condition and the relatively poor recovery characteristics 
following the pumping phase of the test. 

 In addition to reductions in long-term well yield estimates relating to boundary conditions 
and well recovery characteristics, further reductions were applied to address factors such 
as natural variability in precipitation and recharge rates that could potentially affect well 
performance.  These reductions resulted in conservative estimates of long-term well 
yields for the project wells. 

As stated on the top of page 13 of the revised Pumping Test Report (Appendix C of the 
FEIS), “The boundary appears to be attributed to dewatering of an upper water strike ...”.  
The presence of the boundary condition was taken into consideration when applying the 
appropriate factors (refer to Sections 3.2.4 and 3.2.5 of the revised Pumping Test Report).  
In addition, the specific capacity for this well was calculated by extrapolating the 
drawdown in the well based on the slope of the curve after the boundary condition had 
been reached. 

Based on all of the factors applied to the calculations, selecting the lower limit of the 
calculated long-term well yields (as suggested by the comment) appears to be overly 
conservative.  As stated in Section 4.2 of the revised Pumping Test Report (Appendix C 
of the FEIS): 

“....These recommended long-term well yields already include factors of 
safety based on boundary conditions and projected safe yield (see 
Appendix D).  For an additional factor of safety, the lower limit was 
averaged with the upper limit to calculate a more conservative value for 
the recommended long-term well yield”

Based on groundwater pumping tests performed at the site, using accepted practices and 
conservative factors, the cumulative long-term well yield for the project wells was 
confirmed to be 81 gpm.  The impending replacement of the City’s groundwater supply 
with surface water from the new Plymouth Pipeline will eliminate the overdraft condition 
that the City has created, significantly increasing the availability of groundwater in the 
region, and further reducing the City’s impacts to other wells. 

F1-06 Refer to the response to Comment F1-04 and Comment F1-05 for a discussion of the 
recharge of the groundwater aquifer and the applied safety factors that were used in 
consideration of the limited recharge of the aquifer.  As stated, the estimates of long-term 
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well yields were based on individual well performance, and appropriate factors were 
applied to account for uncertainties inherent in natural systems, including the recharge 
characteristics of the water-bearing unit.   

The commenter questions whether the long-term well yield assumes an appropriate 
recharge rate and if the estimates correctly address the uncertainly of the long-term well 
yields of the project wells.  The calculations of the long-term well yields are conservative 
predictions that are based on a significant body of field data and methodology utilizing a 
scientifically sound analysis as discussed in response to Comment F1-05.   

The commenter states that the long-term well yields are based on relative short pumping 
periods.  For establishing the appropriate well testing procedure, the aquifer type has a 
bearing on test duration.  The cone of depression of a well completed in an unconfined 
aquifer expands slowly because the cone represents a dewatered condition.  The cone of 
depression in a confined aquifer well expands much more rapidly because the cone 
represents a decrease in potentiometric head, not a dewatering condition.  Consequently, 
shorter test durations are required for a confined aquifer versus unconfined aquifer.  
Standard guidance suggests that a 1-day (24 hour) test is adequate for confined aquifers 
and 3-day test for unconfined aquifers (Driscoll, 1986).  The groundwater in the project 
wells occurs under confined conditions, and tests were conducted accordingly.  As 
presented in Table 3-4 of the revised Pumping Test Report, the pumping phases for the 
tests of wells M1, M3, and H1 were conducted for 2.8, 5.1, and 6.9 days, respectively.  
The test durations were of sufficient length to adequately stress the water-bearing unit 
and demonstrate well performance.  A longer duration testing program would not 
significantly improve the accuracy of long-term well yields, and therefore is not 
warranted. 

Regarding the need to perform more recent testing, it is unlikely the results of additional 
pumping would vary significantly from those obtained in December 2003 and July 2004.  
No significant changes are known to have occurred to the geology or aquifer in the area 
that would produce significantly different results from the pumping tests performed a few 
years ago.  In addition, no significant changes are known to have occurred that would 
impact the local and regional aquifer since the pumping tests were performed.  Additional 
testing is not warranted.   

F1-07  As stated in response to Comment F1-02, the Tribe is committed to maximizing the use 
of recycled water.  Refer to Section 2.0 of the FEIS for the revised potable water 
demands for each project alternative.  Water trucking would only be required for full 
build-out of Alternative A, providing the remaining 8% (10,000 gpd) of water needed to 
meet potable water demands.  This would equate to three to five truck trips per day, 
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which would not considerably increase operating costs.  Trucking would be limited to 
peak use days and initial fill of the proposed storage tanks on the property.   

 In regards to development of a pipeline or other access to water supply resources, the 
Tribe has throughout the environmental review process expressed its willingness to enter 
into an agreement with the City and/or AWA for water supply and other services.  Based 
on the lack of existing agreement, water supply Option 2, with limited trucking for full 
build-out of Alternative A, has been identified in the FEIS as the preferred water supply 
option.   

F1-08 As discussed in response to Comment F1-05, Appendix C of the DEIS, the Pumping 
Test Report, was revised to provide clarification on the application of numerous factors 
and procedures used to calculate long-term well yields.  The updated Pumping Test 
Report is included as Appendix C of the FEIS.  Section 3.3 of the FEIS was updated to 
clarify the methodology utilized in developing the long-term well yields for the project 
wells. 

Refer to Section 3.2.4 and 3.2.5 of the revised Pumping Test Report and response to 
Comment F1-05 and Comment F1-06 for a discussion on the recharge of the aquifer 
and that the applied factors consider the limited recharge situation of the region.  As 
stated in response to Comment F1-05: “In addition to reductions in long-term well yield 
estimates relating to boundary conditions and well recovery characteristics, further 
reductions were applied to address factors such as natural variability in precipitation and 
recharge rates that could potentially affect well performance.  These reductions resulted 
in conservative estimates of long-term well yield for the project wells.”  In addition, as 
discussed in response to Comment F1-02, the Plymouth Pipeline project would eliminate 
the reliance of the City on groundwater.  The summer overdraft condition of the basin 
would be eliminated allowing adequate recharge during winter months. 

Refer to the response to Comment F1-05 for a discussion of why the use of the lower 
well performance limit would be overly conservative.  Factors applied and measures 
implemented to account for potentially limited conditions, including those encountered 
during the pumping tests, yielded conservative estimates.   

Developing and implementing a long-term monitoring plan is an appropriate method to 
ensure that pumping will not adversely affect the aquifer.  A discussion of additional 
mitigation measures that were incorporated into Section 5.0 of the FEIS is included in 
response to Comment F1-09 and Comment F1-10.

F1-09  In addition to Sections 3.2.4 and 3.2.5 of the revised Pumping Test Report, refer to the 
response to Comment F1-06 for a detailed discussion of the methods used to calculate 
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long-term well yields, and response to Comment F1-02 and Comment F1-05 for a 
discussion on the overdraft and recharge of the aquifer and the factors applied in 
consideration of the limited recharge situation.  Overdraft conditions and long-term well 
yields are addressed in responses to Comments F1-02 through F1-08.   

A long-term monitoring plan would include the siting, design and installation of 
monitoring wells appropriately placed between the project wells and the nearest off-site 
wells.  Siting of the wells will take into consideration the regional topography, geology, 
and hydrogeology along with the pump rates of offsite users and location of planned 
development surrounding the project site.  Baseline groundwater elevations and water 
quality data would then be collected.  This would be performed during the facility design 
and construction stage to allow for the monitoring to encompass an entire hydrogeologic 
cycle.  The results of the baseline monitoring would be used to establish “not to exceed” 
values that would represent maximum drawdown that would be considered a less than 
significant impact to adjacent wells.  Should drawdown occur beyond the “not to exceed” 
values, one or more of the following measures would be implemented to limit or 
minimize impacts to groundwater: 

1. The Tribe may alter its groundwater-pumping regime.  This may include 
increasing the resting period or decreasing pumping rate of individual wells. 

2. The Tribe may pay for an off-site user’s well to be drilled deeper in order to 
recover pre-project consumptive use that was reduced or lost as the result of 
the Tribe’s pumping practice.  The determination regarding whether the 
groundwater user’s pre-project consumptive use is reasonably determined to 
have been reduced or lost as the result of the Tribe’s groundwater pumping 
practice shall be made by an engineer retained by the Tribe. 

3. The Tribe may pay for the development of a new well to replace an off-site 
user’s existing well that is no longer able to supply pre-project consumptive 
use as the result of the Tribe’s pumping practice or financially compensate 
the impacts to the well owner through mutual agreement. 

4. The Tribe may replace the water used by off-site user that is lost as the result 
of the Tribe’s pumping practice through the import of water via tanker truck 
or, if practical, through the development of a connection to the municipal 
system. 

5. The Tribe may selectively recharge portions of the basin impacted by the 
Tribe’s wells. 
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6. The Tribe may decrease the project’s reliance on groundwater and increase 
the importation of water via tanker truck. 

This discussion has been included within Section 5.2.3 of the FEIS.   

F1-10 Refer to the response to Comment F1-09, which addresses the recommendations 
provided by the USEPA.  The mitigation for potential impacts to surrounding wells is 
addressed in Section 5.2.3 of the FEIS, and has been updated to specify significance 
criteria in correlation with the monitoring plan and measures to reduce impacts, if 
identified during monitoring.  As previously addressed, the Tribe has committed to 
maximizing recycled water use, which would further reduce groundwater impacts. 

F1-11 Refer to the response to Comment F1-03 regarding the Tribes commitment to pursue 
surface water discharge during winter months (disposal option 2), with the potential for 
year round discharge, as the preferred alternative.  The construction of the treated effluent 
reservoir (reservoir) would only occur if a surface water discharge permit is not obtained.   

 The impacts associated with the development of the reservoir are addressed throughout 
Section 4.0 of the FEIS.  For example, Table 4.5-1 identifies impacts to biological 
habitats associated with the development of the reservoir.  As discussed in Section 4.5,
mitigation measures are included in Section 5.2 to reduce associated impacts.   

F1-12 The commenter is correct: the WWTP would produce recycled water as defined in 
California Code of Regulations Title 22, as stated on page 2-12 of the DEIS.  As 
discussed in response to Comments F1-02 and F1-03, the Tribe has committed to both 
maximizing recycled water use and pursuing a NPDES permit for surface water discharge 
of treated effluent.  A stream assessment was prepared in response to comments on the 
DEIS and in support of the NPDES permit application to be submitted to the USEPA.  
Refer to Appendix V of the FEIS for the stream assessment.  The purpose of the stream 
assessment is to provide a description of biological resources and beneficial uses within 
the proposed receiving waters and analyze the impacts of the proposed surface water 
discharge under wastewater disposal Option 2.  Based on the results of the stream 
assessment, no adverse impacts to the designated aquatic life beneficial uses would occur 
as a result of direct wastewater discharge from the proposed WWTP.     

F1-13 Construction of an earthen dam has been designated as the secondary disposal option and 
would require extensive engineering and construction efforts.  As discussed in Section
2.0 of the DEIS, the reservoir would be constructed in compliance with the Federal 
Coordination Council on Science and Engineering Technology’s “Federal Guidelines for 
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Dam Safety” and general industry standards.  The reservoir would be designed by a 
registered professional engineer and reviewed by the BIA Pacific Region Safety of Dams 
Officer prior to construction.  Additionally, reservoir construction would follow 
recommendations listed in the geotechnical study developed for the DEIS (Appendix E).
The preliminary design of the reservoir indicated a liner would most likely be required to 
reduce seepage.  However, based on further analysis, the geotechnical report 
recommended that the reservoir be constructed without a liner.   

 The impacts associated with developing and operating the reservoir are addressed 
throughout Section 4.0 of the DEIS.  For example, Section 4.2 of the DEIS addresses the 
impacts to topography associated with the development of the reservoir.  Section 4.3 of 
the DEIS analyzes the potential impacts associated with drainage patterns, surface water 
quality, and flooding associated with the development of the reservoir.  Impacts to 
biological resources, including waters of the United States, are addressed in Section 4.5
of the DEIS.  The acreage of impacts to habitats and waters of the United States are 
identified for each project alternative.  Refer to Table 4.5-1 for the impact acreages for 
Alternative A.  Impact acreages include the auxiliary components of the reservoir, such 
as the headwall and by-pass ditches for surface water diversion. 

F1-14   The delineation of waters of the United States is located in Appendix I and is 
summarized in Section 3.5 of the DEIS.  In response to comments received on the DEIS, 
the site plans have been updated to reduce impacts to waters of the United States.  Refer 
to Figures 5-1 through 5-5 of Section 5.0 of the FEIS for the updated site plans.  Refer to 
Attachments I through III of Appendix Y for updated architectural renderings, lighting 
plan, and drainage plans.  Additionally, the Tribe has agreed to pursue Option 2 for 
wastewater disposal, which entails surface water discharge of treated wastewater.  Option 
2 would not result in the construction of the dam or reservoir.   

F1-15   The mitigation requirements concerning Section 404 permitting and unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the United States have been updated in the executive summary table and in 
Section 5.2.5 of the FEIS to ensure compliance with the Clean Water Act, Section 404 
Compensatory Mitigation Requirements (40 CFR Part 230).  A detailed mitigation plan 
will be submitted with the Section 404 permit application, at the appropriate time, 
detailing long-term protection, minimum performance standards and appropriate 
monitoring requirements.  The plan will be in compliance with the most current USEPA 
and USACOE) Mitigation Rule, June 2008, and will include an evaluation of the value of 
the wetlands impacted, time lag, likelihood of success.  Jurisdictional waters of the 
United States will be mitigated at a ratio of no less that 1:1 based on the criteria of that 
rule.  If off-site credits in an approved mitigation bank are not used, and if on-site 
mitigation is chosen, the created wetlands will be of like kind and value as those 
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impacted and will be at a mitigation ratio of not less that 1:1 consistent with the new 
USEPA and USACOE rule, and will include a 5 year monitoring plan that has a 80% 
success criteria for vegetative cover with native plants.  The on-site mitigation, if needed, 
will be established by Tribal ordinance and submitted to the USEPA and the USACOE 
for review, as the land will be in held in trust for the Tribe by the Federal government. 

F1-16 Refer to the response to Comment F1-11 regarding surface water discharge of treated 
effluent as the preferred disposal option.  Refer to Comment F1-12 regarding the Tribe’s 
commitment to use recycled water to meet non-potable water demands and the stream 
assessment conducted in support of the NPDES permit for surface water discharge of 
treated effluent.  As noted in response to Comment F1-01, the Tribe has considered all 
comments received by the USEPA and has updated the project description, analysis, and 
mitigation measures within the FEIS.   

F1-17 Refer to the response to Comment F1-13 regarding impacts associated with construction 
of the reservoir under wastewater disposal Option 1.  As discussed in the geotechnical 
report for the reservoir (Appendix E of the DEIS), the soil material on the project site 
would be adequate to use for construction of the dam.  The impacts associated with the 
excavation are assessed in Section 4.2 of the DEIS. 

F1-18  As recommended by the USEPA, the parking lot footprint has been reduced.  To reduce 
surface parking, a parking structure is now proposed as Mitigation Measure F in 
Section 5.2.5 of the FEIS to minimize effects to wetlands.  Impervious surface coverage 
has been reduced from approximately 60 acres of coverage to approximately 35 acres.  
New site plans were developed in response to comments and are included as Figures 5-1 
through 5-5 of the FEIS.   

F1-19  As stated in response to Comments F1- 18, the parking lot footprint has been reduced 
and a parking garage has been proposed for Alternatives A through C.  Refer to Figures
5-1 through 5-5 of Section 5.0 of the FEIS for the updated site plans.  The Tribe has 
committed to providing compact spaces for 25% of the total parking spaces provided for 
the project alternatives.  For example, development of Alternative A would include 
approximately 742 compact parking spaces.   

F1-20   In response to comments received on the DEIS, the number of parking spaces required 
for each project alternative was re-examined.  A published methodology was utilized 
from a consulting firm specializing in the economic impact and feasibility of casinos and 
hotels (Klas, 2005).  The methodology takes into account such factors such as mixed use 
and cross use development along with the level of potential bus patronage.  For full build-
out of Alternative A, a total of 2,965 spaces would be needed, resulting in a 20% 
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reduction in parking needs compared to the original calculations.  Similarly, the 
Alternative B parking requirement was reduced from 3,000 spaces to 2,405 spaces and 
Alternative C was reduced from 1,578 to 1,120 spaces.  

 The recommended USEPA publications regarding “green parking” were examined and 
the suggested guidelines were incorporated into the updated site plans for the proposed 
developments (Figures 5-1 through 5-5 of Section 5.0 of the FEIS).  The number of 
parking spaces and impervious surface coverage of the parking lot were reduced and 25% 
of the total parking spaces were designed for compact vehicles.  To reduce stormwater 
contaminants, the number and size of the landscaped islands have been increased to 
provide additional bioretention capacity.   

F1-21 The Tribe has committed to increasing the energy efficiency of the project alternatives 
(refer to Section 5.2.4 of the FEIS).  The FEIS has been updated to include commitments 
by the Tribe to develop energy efficient building components and alternative energy 
sources on-site.  The energy provisions included in Section 5.2.4 as mitigation measures 
concerning air quality would also reduce impacts to energy services in the region.
Section 4.9, Public Services, of the FEIS has also been updated to reference these 
provisions.

F1-22  The project offers the opportunity to construct a high performance and sustainable 
building utilizing energy efficient elements.  Based on a review of the project description 
(Section 2.0 of the DEIS) and recommended mitigation measures (Section 5.0 of the 
DEIS), various provisions of the LEED certification program are already included in the 
project alternatives.  For example, refer to the response to Comment F1-21 regarding the 
inclusion of energy-related mitigation within Section 5.2.4 of the FEIS, which would 
meet on-site renewable energy provisions of LEED.  Additionally, the use of recycled 
water for landscape irrigation as discussed in Section 2.0 of the FEIS meets the 
provisions for innovative wastewater technologies and water efficient landscaping.  The 
drainage plan included as Appendix G of the DEIS meets the provisions for stormwater 
design. The lighting design of the development project will meet provisions for reduction 
of light pollution.  Refer to Attachment II of Appendix Y of the FEIS for the 
preliminary lighting plan for Alternative A.  With design features to reduce 
environmental impacts, the Tribe has committed to developing an environmentally 
friendly building. 

F1-23   As discussed in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, smoking would be allowed in the casino area 
and non-smoking areas would be provided.  The commenter references a study stating 
that 85% of Southern California Indian gaming casino patrons prefer a smoke-free 
environment (J.D. Power and Associates 2008 Southern California Indian Gaming 
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Casino Satisfaction StudySM).  The study further states that “(t)hose casinos that provide 
smoke-free gaming areas and also do a good job of educating consumers about them 
could benefit from increased attendance and higher satisfaction”.  Based on the comment 
received and the results of the study, the Tribe will include signage at the entrance to the 
casino clearly identifying the locations of smoke-free gaming areas (refer to Section 5.2.4 
of the FEIS).   

F1-24 Refer to the response to Comment F1-21 regarding additional provision included within 
the FEIS regarding energy efficiency of the project alternatives.  As discussed above, the 
Tribe will make a commitment to energy efficient provisions of the Propose Project and 
the FEIS has been updated accordingly.  These provisions include photovoltaic panels on 
the parking structure or other rooftops where feasible, a reduction in energy use by using 
energy efficient appliances, and increasing energy efficiency through green building 
techniques.

F1-25   The commenter requests that the BIA and the Tribe specify that the project will be 
constructed for certification by LEED.  As previously discussed in response to 
Comments F1-22 and F1-23, the Tribe is committed to develop an environmentally 
friendly building; however smoking, which would be allowed in the casino, makes it 
difficult to obtain LEED certification.   

F1-26 The disclosure of pollutants emissions and discussion of impacts to air quality has not 
changed from the ADEIS to the DEIS.  In accordance with the Clean Air Act, a 
conformity determination with the State Implementation Plan for a specific Criteria Air 
Pollutant (CAP) is not required for a federal project if the air basin is in attainment or 
unclassified for that particular CAP and the federal action will not cause change in the 
attainment status.  As discussed in Section 3.4 of the DEIS, the Mountain Counties Air 
Basin (MCAB) is classified as unattainment for ozone and attainment/unclassified for the 
other five CAPs.  Therefore, Section 4.4 of the DEIS analyzed the conformity of the 
estimated emissions of ozone precursors of the project alternatives with the de minimis 
standards for a conformity determination. Emission of the criteria pollutants that are 
designated attainment in MCAB, except lead, are disclosed in the DEIS in Appendix Q.
As discussed in Section 3.4 of the DEIS, with the removal of lead from gasoline, air 
emissions of lead are negligible.   

F1-27 A qualitative discussion of diesel particulate matter (DPM) was added to Section 3.4 and 
4.4 of the FEIS.  Currently, the USEPA has not established significance thresholds for 
DPM.  Recommended mitigation to reduce impacts associated with DPM have been 
added to Section 5.2.4 of the FEIS, as discussed below in response to Comment F1-28.       
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F1-28 Refer to response to Comment F1-27 regarding additional analysis of diesel particulate 
matter.  The following mitigation measures recommended by the commenter have been 
added to Section 5.2.4   

� The Tribe shall locate the construction staging area on the east side of the project 
site away from residents.  This would reduce sensitive receptor exposure to 
DPM.

� The Tribe shall establish an activity schedule designed to minimized traffic 
congestion around the construction site.  This mitigation measure would reduce 
idling; thus, reducing NOx, ROG, and DPM emissions. 

� The Tribe shall use only construction vehicles and heavy equipment that are 
equipped with, at a minimum, USEPA-approved emission control devices.  This 
mitigation measure would reduce NOx, ROG and DPM emissions.     

 These mitigation measures would reduce NOx, ROG, and DPM emissions and protect 
sensitive receptors by reducing their exposure the DPM.  Other pollutants that are 
discussed in the DEIS are asbestos and carbon monoxide (CO). 

Refer to the response to Comment F1-27 regarding the conformity determination of 
ozone analyzed within Section 4.4 of DEIS and the need to include emissions of the other 
five CAPs within the text.   

F1-29   As discussed in Section 5.1 of the FEIS, enforcement of mitigation measures by the 
NIGC to the extent allowable under the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act (IGRA) and the 
Tribe would be through the implementation of the Tribal Gaming Ordinance and through 
the enactment of Tribal environmental ordinances.  A copy of the current Tribal Gaming 
Ordinance has been included in Appendix U of the FEIS.  The Tribe will enforce 
mitigation measures through Tribal environmental laws.  The NIGC will assume an 
enforcement role through the Tribal gaming ordinance, to the extent allowable under 
IGRA. 

F1-30   As discussed in Section 5.1 of the FEIS, the Tribe, with oversight from the NIGC, will be 
responsible for implementing the mitigation measures identified in the FEIS.  
Compliance with environmental mitigation commitments will be ensured by the Tribe's 
authority to enforce Tribal environmental laws and regulations.  As discussed in 25 CFR 
580, in response to the purpose of IGRA, the NIGC must balance the need for federal 
oversight with Tribal sovereignty.  The NIGC will enforce provisions of the Tribal 
gaming ordinance to the extent allowable under IGRA, while the Tribe will enforce the 
Tribal gaming ordinance and Tribal environmental laws. 
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F1-31   As discussed in response to Comment F1-29, the Tribe has included a copy of the Tribal 
gaming ordinance as Appendix U of the FEIS.  As discussed in response to Comment
F1-30, the Tribe primarily will enforce the Tribal gaming ordinance and Tribal 
environmental laws, while the NIGC will enforce provisions of the Tribal gaming 
ordinance to the extent allowable under IGRA. 

F1-32  The hydrologic connectivity between groundwater wells on and off the project site is 
discussed on page 12 of Appendix C of the DEIS.  As stated therein: “(t)he constant rate 
pumping test results indicate that there is no hydraulic connectivity between well M3 and 
wells M2 and H1.”  Influence to well M4 was observed during the connectivity test; 
however, these wells are less than 500 feet apart.    

Impacts to the City wells would only result if the capture zones of the City and adjacent 
high capacity wells overlap with the capture zone of the project wells.  However, this 
scenario is unlikely.  The capture zone of the City wells is located approximately a 
quarter of a mile northeast of the project wells (Ketron, 2004).  The capture zones for the 
project wells would be small due to the low recommended yields, and would not overlap 
with and impact other wells.  In addition to being limited in extent, the capture zone for 
the project wells will extend from the well to up-gradient areas, which in this case will be 
away from the City wells.  Therefore, the capture zones of City wells and the project 
wells will not overlap and result in groundwater impacts. 

F1-33 The commenter states that under water supply Option 2, the project would be 
provisionally classified as a Non-Transient/Non-Community (NTNC) public water 
system.  Therefore, the project would be subject to the requirements of the Safe Drinking 
Water Act for NTNC systems.  The commenter notes that baseline monitoring must begin 
and preliminary results submitted to the USEPA before water may be legally used by the 
public.

Required testing and reporting will be implemented for the selected project.  A water 
quality monitoring plan will be developed and implemented during construction of the 
selected alternative.  This plan will be developed in coordination with the USEPA tribal 
drinking water unit, and will detail required monitoring provisions under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act, including provisions for baseline monitoring and reporting prior to 
consumption by the public. 

F1-34 The project site lies primarily within two surface water drainage basins.  Based on 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) well logs, there are 36 domestic wells in the 
smaller of the two basins, which is identified as watershed 2 in Section 3.3.2 of the DEIS.  
The larger basin, described as Watershed 1 in Section 3.3.2 of the DEIS, is reported as 
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having 96 domestic wells.  A majority of the City of Plymouth lies within the smaller 
basin, watershed 2.  The text within the FEIS has been clarified to mirror the information 
provided above and in the revised Pumping Test Report (Appendix C of the FEIS). 

F1-35 During development of the Administrative DEIS (ADEIS) for review by cooperating 
agencies prior to public release, the initial water demand was initially estimated at 
121,300 gallons per day.  Based on comments received on the initial versions of the 
ADEIS, the project description was updated and expanded and the Water and Wastewater 
Feasibility was updated.  As discussed in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, the anticipated water 
demand for full build-out of Alternative A is estimated at 188,500 gpd.  With the use of 
recycled water, full build-out water demand would be reduced by 35% to 116,700 gpd.   

 The commenter is correct, the design capacity of the wastewater treatment plan (WWTP) 
did not changed between the release of the ADEIS and the DEIS.  As discussed in 
Section 2.0 of the DEIS, the project alternatives include the development of an on-site 
WWTP with an average day capacity of 200,000 gpd.  As discussed in Appendix B of 
the DEIS, the capacity of the WWTP was designed to allow for peak flows and to 
provide redundant capacity.  Therefore, as water demands were updated in response to 
initial review of the project alternatives during development of the ADEIS, the WWTP 
design remained the same as the total capacity, including storage within the equalization 
basin, met the updated demands.

F1-36   As stated in Mitigation Measure 5.2.3 (C) of the DEIS, a sampling and monitoring 
program would be implemented for the WWTP.  The overall program would include 
spray field monitoring to ensure tail water is not leaving the spray field area.  Mitigation
Measure 5.2.3 (C) of the FEIS has been updated to include a detailed description of the 
protocols that would be implemented as part of a sprayfield monitoring program.   

F1-37 As discussed in the response to Comment F1-35, the design treatment capacity of the 
WWTP is greater than the needs of the project to allow for peak flows and redundant 
capacity.  The commenter is correct, the Tribe has committed to no other developments, 
such as Tribal housing or other commercial facilities, being constructed on the project 
site.  There are no plans for future expansion as discussed in Section 2.0 of the DEIS. 

F2   UNITED STATE GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

F2-01   Refer to Comment F1-02 and Comment F1-05 from the USEPA for a discussion of the 
overdraft and recharge of the aquifer, and the applied factors used in considering the 
limited recharge of the aquifer.  Refer to the response to Comment F1-06 for a detailed 
discussion of the procedures (including references) used to calculate long-term well yield 
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values and Comment F1-32 for an assessment of the potential for groundwater impacts 
from proposed pumping within the basin.  As stated above, in response to USEPA 
comments, Sections 3.3 and 4.3 of the FEIS have been updated to include an expanded 
discussion of the existing groundwater setting and potential impacts of the project 
alternatives.  No additional significant impacts to the groundwater basin have been 
identified during development of the FEIS.  Additionally, the Pumping Test Report 
(Appendix C of the FEIS) has been updated to include additional references to 
substantiate the conclusions. 

F2-02 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 and Comment F1-05 for discussions of the 
recharge of the aquifer and the applied factors that consider the limited recharge situation.   

       Refer to the response to Comment F1-05 for a detailed discussion of the procedures used 
to calculate long-term well yields, including the unit-less site-condition factors used to 
calculate the long-term well yields from the pump test results. 

F2-03 As described in Comment F1-05 above, the methodology for determining the long-term 
well capacity reflects a refinement in the test method to account for a potentially longer 
dry season in California.  The test method for estimating long-term well capacity 
specifies that specific capacity be calculated at 100 days, which represents the dry season 
and a period of minimum recharge.  The methodology utilized this approach, but the 
period of minimum recharge was increased to 200 days.  Specific capacity is calculated 
as discharge rate divided by extrapolated drawdown.  Extending the extrapolation period 
from 100 to 200 days results in increased drawdown and decreased specific capacity.  

 Refer to the response to Comment F1-05 for a discussion of recharge of the project 
aquifers.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
STATE AGENCIES 

S1   CONGRESSMAN DAN LUNGREN, 3RD DISTRICT 
CALIFORNIA

S1-01   The commenter requested a 25-day extension of the 75-day comment period.  The BIA 
responded to the commenter’s request with a letter dated May 15, 2008, respectfully 
declining the extension request [Comment Letter S1(a)].  As stated in the BIA’s letter, a 
30-day built-in extension was included in the 75 day comment period announced within 
the Notice of Availability published on April 18, 2008.  The BIA’s National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Handbook (59 IAM 3) (Handbook), consistent with 
NEPA and CEQ regulations, specifies that a 45-day comment period shall be the 
minimum allotted for public review.   

S1-02   The commenter states that the request for an extension of the comment period is in 
response to the limited resources available to Amador County (County) and the City of 
Plymouth (City) for review of the DEIS and to allow sufficient opportunity to analyze the 
BIA’s consideration of alternative courses of action.  As discussed in the BIA’s letter 
[Comment Letter S1(a)], the built-in extension to the comment period was provided in 
recognition of the intense interest of the Congressman’s constituents, limited resources 
within the City and County, and to provide sufficient opportunity to analyze the BIA’s 
consideration of alternative courses of action, while considering the needs of the Tribe.  

S1-03   The BIA shares this concern and has sought to maintain a balance between the 
requirements of NEPA, participation of the public environmental review process, and the 
needs of the Tribe.  Public participation during preparation of the EIS included scoping 
hearings held on November 19, 2003, and February 4, 2004.  After release of the DEIS, 
over 30 days were allowed for review prior to the public hearing held on May 21, 2008.  
With the inclusion of a 75-day comment period and multiple opportunities for the public 
to comment on the Proposed Action and project alternatives, the BIA has met all the 
obligations of NEPA and provided balance between the needs of the Congressmen’s 
constituents and the needs of the applicant Tribe. 
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S2  NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
S2-01 The commenter states that the Native American Heritage Commission has reviewed the 

NOA for the Proposed Action and does not have any comments.  No response required. 

S3  CALIFORNIA RESOURCES AGENCY, DEPARTMENT OF 
CONSERVATON 

S3-01   Comment noted.  As stated in Section 3.2.4 of the DEIS, based on the soil associations 
on the project site and low seismic activity within the region, the potential for 
liquefaction and landslides on the project site are minimal.  

S3-02   As noted by the commenter and discussed in Section 3.2.4 of the FEIS, the project area is 
not within a special study area of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act.  The 
two traces of the Bear Mountain Fault Zone mentioned by the commenter are addressed 
in Section 3.2.4 of the DEIS. According to the USGS Earthquake Hazards Program, the 
fault traces mentioned by the commenter are categorized as “other faults”, indicating the 
last know known seismic event was later than beginning of the quaternary period.  These 
faults are not considered quaternary active strands according to USGS classifications 
(USGS, 2008a).  Section 3.2.4 of the FEIS has been updated to clarify that while there 
are two unclassified faults located north and south of the project site, neither of these 
strands is classified as potentially active quaternary faults by the USGS. 

S4 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, 
DISTRICT 10, OFFICE OF RURAL PLANNING AND 
ADMINISTRATION 

S4-01 The commenter summarizes the Proposed Project and notes that comments from Caltrans 
District 3 are provided in a separate letter.  Comments noted.  Refer to Comment Letter 
S5 for responses to comments received from Caltrans District 3.  

S4-02 At the time of the release of the Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare the EIS, the traffic 
counts were current and fully supported the analysis within the Traffic Impact Analysis 
(TIA) included as Appendix M of the DEIS.  Based on the time lapse between the 
release of the NOI and release of the DEIS for public review and the changes to the 
existing roadway network during that period, supplemental traffic counts were collected 
in August 2008.  The updated counts constitute the basis for the revised TIA provided as 
Appendix M in the FEIS.  Sections 3.0, 4.0, and 5.0 of the FEIS have been updated to 
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incorporate the changes to the existing environment and results of the analysis within the 
revised TIA. 

S4-03 During development of the TIA for the DEIS, the planning departments for Amador, 
Sacramento, and San Joaquin Counties were contacted to obtain approved projects with 
the potential to add trips to the study roadway network.  These counties, with the 
inclusion of El Dorado County, were contacted to update the list of planned projects 
within the revised TIA.  Table 10 of the revised TIA (Appendix M of the FEIS) lists the 
approved projects.

S4-04 The existing setting, including stop controls and lane geometry, was updated within the 
revised TIA.  Refer to Figure 8 of the revised TIA for the updated lane geometry and stop 
controls, which identify traffic signals at the intersections of SR-12/SR-88 and SR16/SR-
49. 

S4-05 The roadway segments were analyzed as entire highway corridors within the TIA.
Within the revised TIA, the highway corridors were split into smaller roadway segments.  
Refer to Table 2 of the revised TIA for the roadway segments, including the segments of 
SR-49 between the project site and Main Street in the City, SR-49 south of the project 
site to SR-16, and SR-16 between SR-49 and SR-124. 

S4-06 Comment noted.  The level of service (LOS) thresholds for the roadway segments have 
been corrected in the revised TIA.  Refer to Table 2 of Appendix M of the FEIS for the 
updated threshold for the roadway segments.  For roadway segments SR-88 and SR-49, 
the LOS thresholds are identified as LOS C.

S4-07 Refer to the response to Comment S4-05 regarding the analysis of roadways segments 
within the TIA of the DEIS and the revised TIA of the FEIS.  As depicted in Table 2 of 
the revised TIA, a total of 22 roadway segments are analyzed.  The length of the roadway 
segments within both the TIA and the revised TIA are reasonable and useable to 
determine impacts from the project alternatives as summarized in Section 4.8 of the EIS.  

S4-08 In response to comments received on the DEIS, the scope of analysis within the revised 
TIA has been expanded to include additional intersections.  The intersections of Preston 
Avenue/West Main Street, SR-88/Liberty Road, and SR-88/Tully Road have been 
included in the existing roadway network for the project study area.  Refer to Table 1 of 
the revised TIA for a list of the intersections included as the existing roadway network 
for the study area.  Within Table 1, the above intersections are identified as Intersections 
10, 15, and 16, respectively.  
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S4-09 Comment noted.  The revised TIA identifies the updated existing average daily trip 
(ADT) counts in Table 8 of Appendix M of the FEIS.  There are no discrepancies in the 
revised TIA between the ADTs mentioned in Table 8, and those utilized to determine the 
existing setting for the planned year of operation for the project alternatives (2010). 

S4-10 In response to comments on the DEIS, a peak-hour factor (PHF) was utilized within the 
revised TIA according to the appropriate jurisdiction for each study intersection.  The 
Caltrans District 3 PHF was utilized for intersections under state jurisdiction.  Refer to 
the revised TIA in Appendix M of the FEIS for the PHF utilized for each intersection. 

S4-11 Refer to the response to Comment S4-10 regarding the use of the correct PHF based on 
the jurisdiction of each study intersection.   

S4-12 A queuing analysis was performed for all turning movements at the study roadway 
intersections.  Refer to the appendix of the revised TIA in Appendix M of the FEIS.  
Figure 19a of the revised TIA identifies the turning movements at the secondary access 
driveway associated with PM peak hour trips for full build-out of Alterative A.  The 
turning movements identify 33 Friday peak hour trips entering the project site via the 
secondary access highway from southbound SR-49.  Additionally, 34 trips are identified 
as exiting the property by turning right on northbound SR-49. 

S4-13 In response to comments on the DEIS, the revised TIA has included a supplemental 
discussion on the methodology utilized to calculate the trip generation rate for the project 
alternatives.  The trip generation rate was calculated through analysis of existing Tribal 
casinos with similar characteristics as the proposed gaming alternatives, including 
location and distance to major roadways, in accordance with San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG) methodology.  Refer to Section 4.0 of the revised TIA for the 
rational behind the calculation of the trip generation rates.    

S4-14 Friday counts were collected and the timeframe utilized to conservatively determine 
impacts to the existing roadway network during peak hours. For gaming developments, 
the highest project trips would occur during the Friday PM peak hour of 4-6 PM, which is 
an evening commute peak period.  This timeframe is considered the peak periods because 
the project is expected to have the greatest impact on the local roadway network during 
this timeframe.  The calculation of weekday peak hour impacts using Friday traffic 
counts provides for conservative results.
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S5 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, 
DISTRICT 3 

S5-01 The commenter notes that, although the project site is located within the jurisdiction of 
Caltrans District 10, the DEIS analyzes highways that extend into Caltrans District 3.  
Comment noted.   

S5-02 Refer to the responses to Comments S4-02 through S4-05 regarding updated traffic data, 
changes in intersection configuration, and additional traffic from new residential 
development included in the revised TIA (Appendix M of the FEIS).  Refer to the 
responses to Comments S4-10 and S4-11 regarding the peak-hour factors utilized in the 
revised TIA to determine LOS for the project intersections. 

S5-03 Refer to the response to Comment S4-04 regarding update of the lane geometry, 
including stop controls, of the existing roadway network with the revised TIA.  The BIA 
is unaware of an intersection at SR-16 and Michigan Bar Road.  Ione Road south of SR-
16 becomes Michigan Bar Road.  However, Ione Road is identified in the revised TIA as 
having a single-stop controlled intersection with pass through of SR-16.  Regardless, the 
existing roadway network has been updated with the most recent lane geometries and 
stop controls for the study area roadways (see Appendix M of the FEIS). 

S5-04 In response to comments on the DEIS, project only peak hour trip volumes and 
distributions on the roadway network are provided in the revised TIA provided as 
Appendix M in the FEIS.  For example, refer to Figure 13 of the revised TIA for the 
project only PM peak hour trips for Phase I of Alternative A. 

S5-05 The intersection at SR-49 and Pleasant Valley Road has been reevaluated on page 83 of 
the revised TIA using updated (2008) traffic counts.  In addition, the revised TIA has 
defined and uses the proper significance criteria for intersections along SR-49 (refer to 
Table 2 of the revised TIA).  The results of the revised TIA indicate that the intersection 
of SR-49/Pleasant Valley Road would operate under unacceptable conditions with the 
inclusion of traffic generated during the operation of Alternative A. Signalization would 
occur if the signal warrant is met for SR-49/Pleasant Valley Road.  Refer to Section 2.0
of the revised TIA, provided as Appendix M of the FEIS, for the discussion of warrant 
analysis for unsignalized study intersections. 

S5-06 Based on the results of the revised TIA, the intersection of SR-49 and Pleasant Valley 
Road would continue to operate under unacceptable conditions with signalization during 
the cumulative condition.  Refer to Section 4.11 for the results of the revised TIA for the 
cumulative condition.  
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S5-07 As previously discussed, the TIA for the project has been updated and is included as 
Appendix M of the FEIS.  Project impacts, including cumulative impacts, are disclosed 
for Phases I and II of Alternatives A and B and for Alternatives C and D within the 
revised TIA.  Refer to Section 5.2.8 of the FEIS for the recommended mitigation 
measures for the project alternatives impacts to the existing roadway network. 

S6 OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
S6-01 The commenter states an opinion that the DEIS is deficient in some respects thereby 

preventing the BIA from taking a “hard look” at all of the projects environmental 
impacts.  In this comment, no specific examples from the DEIS are provided.  The 
information included within the DEIS complies with the requirements of NEPA and 
CEQ, which require that descriptions and analyses within a DEIS be no longer than is 
necessary to understand the effects of the alternatives (40 CFR § 1502.15).  The 
procedures outlined within the BIA’s NEPA Handbook have been rigorously followed, 
consistent with the regulatory requirements of NEPA and CEQ regarding the required 
content of the EIS.  Where adverse impacts to the existing environment were identified, 
mitigation measures were included to reduce potential impacts to less-than-significant 
levels.  Descriptions of the existing environment and analyses of potential adverse 
impacts of the project alternatives were developed based on various technical studies, 
including a water supply and wastewater feasibility study (Appendix B of the DEIS), a 
groundwater well study (Appendix C of the DEIS), a cultural resources study (Appendix
K of the DEIS), a drainage analysis (Appendix G of the DEIS), an economic impact 
study (Appendix R of the DEIS), a traffic study (Appendix M of the DEIS), and a 
biological resource assessment (Appendix H of the DEIS).   

S6-02 The commenter states that the Office of the Governor had previously commented on the 
Tribe’s restored lands opinion.  The Tribe’s restored lands opinion is a separate process 
from the environmental review process.  The purpose of the EIS is to determine the 
environmental impacts associated with the trust application, and not to discuss the 
provisions of the trust application itself.   

S6-03 The commenter provides a summary of the project alternatives and identifies the lead 
agency and cooperating agencies.  The commenter then summarizes the requirements of 
NEPA regarding taking a “hard look” at the environmental consequences and provides 
definitions of significance as outlined in 40 CFR § 1508.27(b).    

 The intensity factors listed by the commenter are addressed throughout Sections 3.0 and 
4.0 of the DEIS.  For example, public health and safety is addressed in Sections 4.9 and 
4.10 of the DEIS, wetlands are addressed in Section 4.5 of the DEIS, the uncertainty 
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regarding groundwater quality impacts is addressed in Section 4.3 and Section 5.2.3 of 
the DEIS, and the cumulative environment is addressed in Section 4.11 of the DEIS.  
Compliance with applicable laws and regulations are addressed throughout Sections 3.0
and 4.0 as they pertain to each specific environmental resource discussed in the DEIS.  

S6-04 The commenter again gives the opinion that the deficiencies (described in subsequent 
comments that are addressed below) preclude the BIA and cooperating agencies from 
taking a “hard look” at the project environmental consequences.  As discussed in the 
response to Comment S6-01, the DEIS has been prepared in compliance with the BIA’s 
NEPA Handbook, which is consistent with NEPA and the CEQ Guidelines.

S6-05 All parcels included in the Tribe's fee-to-trust application are integral to the project.  
Parcels 2 and 12 are necessary for sprayfields and other wastewater and groundwater 
mitigation measures, and to mitigate the aesthetic impacts of the project.  As the Tribe 
currently has no land in trust, there is a need for all of the project parcels to be taken into 
trust in order to promote Tribal economic development and self-sufficiency. 

S6-06 The commenter states that all components of Alternative D may be developed within 
Parcel 3, referencing Figure 2-18 of the DEIS, and questions the need to take the entire 
228 acres into trust.  Although the footprint for disturbance is reduced for Alternative D 
compared to the Alternative A, the auxiliary components require the entire 228 acres.  
For example, as shown on Figure 2-18 of the DEIS, the development is proposed within 
Parcels 4 through 11.  The location of the development was selected based on visibility 
from the highway and compatibility with the adjacent commercial land uses.  The 
remaining parcels are required to provide support for the auxiliary components of 
Alternative D.  Parcel 3 is required for stormwater detention and Parcels 1 and 2 are 
required to meet the water demands, as the wells are located on these parcels.  Parcel 12 
is required to provide a continuous land base between the project wells and the project 
development.   

S6-07 The Tribe has selected water supply Option 2, on-site development of groundwater, as 
the preferred option to meet the demands of the project alternatives.  As described in the 
response to Comment F1-02, construction of a water transmission pipeline (the 
Plymouth Pipeline) began in February 2009, with completion of the pipeline anticipated 
in December 2009 (Reece, 2009).  The City has included commercial development 
consistent with the Proposed Project in its recent Water Supply Assessment (WSA) (refer 
to Table 1 of the WSA) (Peterson. Brustad. Inc, 2008).  The results of the WSA indicate 
adequate supplies to meet demands up to year 2030.  As indicated in Table 1 of the WSA, 
these demands include commercial development that entail 120,000 square feet (sq. ft.) 
for commercial space, 166,500 sq. ft. for a 250 room hotel, and 30,000 sq. ft for an event 
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center.  The WSA references the DEIS for the development units, and the square footages 
are identical to the facility program outlined in Table 2-1 of the DEIS and FEIS.  
Therefore, it can be assumed that the City’s water supplies would be sufficient to serve 
the Proposed Project.  Nonetheless, the Tribe would develop the on-site groundwater 
supply system unless an agreement between the City and the Tribe can be reached.  A 
services agreement would only be entered into if it is determined that connection of the 
selected project alternative to the municipal water supply system would not result in 
significant impacts to the City’s capacity to serve existing and planned development.    

S6-08  Comment noted.  The assumption by the commenter regarding the meaning of the quoted 
statement from Section 4.11 of the DEIS is incorrect.  The cumulative analysis of the 
City’s water supply assumes the same volume of water currently provided to the 
commercial parcels within the City would continue to be provided after the parcels are 
taken into trust by the BIA.  The remaining water demand of the selected alternative 
would be met by the two water options described in Section 2.0 of the DEIS.  Section
4.11 of the FEIS has been updated to clarify the differences between implementation of 
water supply Option 1 and the preferred water supply Option 2 relating to cumulative 
impacts to the City’s water supply system. 

S6-09 Refer to the response to Comments S6-08 and S6-09 regarding City planning for the land 
use of the project parcels and clarification within the text regarding the water demands of 
the project alternatives versus the water demand of the existing commercial 
developments. 

S6-10 The Tribe has committed to maximizing its use of recycled water.  Refer to the revised 
description of the water supply options for the project alternatives within Section 2.0 of 
the FEIS. 

S6-11 As discussed in Section 5.1, the California Superior Court voided the MSA between the 
City and the Tribe.  The MSA was found invalid because the City did not properly 
comply with CEQA.  Although the economic impact study included as Appendix R of 
the DEIS and FEIS References the MSA and potential revenue-sharing provisions in a 
Tribal-State compact, the economic impact analysis is not based on the MSA or the 
potential revenue-sharing provisions.  The reference to the MSA in Appendix R of the 
FEIS is there to show that payments from the Tribe to the City could mitigate impacts to 
the City associated with providing municipal services, including water service, to the 
Tribe.  Notwithstanding the invalidation of the MSA, the Tribe has throughout the 
environmental review process expressed its willingness to enter into an agreement with 
the City and/or County for water, wastewater treatment, and other municipal services.  



State Agencies 

February 2009 S-9 Ione Band of Miwok Indians 
Response to Comments

 Property tax values presented in Section 3.7 are for the tax year 2005-2006.  While the 
amount of property taxes may differ when the project site is taken into trust, the Tribe 
shall provide compensation to the County for lost property tax revenues, as discussed in 
Section 4.7 and 5.2.7.  The Tribe would negotiate in good faith with the County 
determine the amount of compensation provided.

S6-12 Section 3.7 provides a breakdown of the sources of revenue for the Amador County 
School District for the 2005-2006 school year.  Based on this information, the Tribe 
would make a contribution to the school district in lieu of property tax revenues that 
would be lost due to the placement of the project site into trust status for the Tribe.  The 
Tribe would also pay developer fees typically charged to commercial-industrial 
development projects.  Refer to Mitigation Measures 5.2.7 (D) through (G) for the 
commitment by the Tribe to pay school district impact fees.

S6-13 The 2006 study on gambling in the State of California, prepared by the California 
Research Bureau, was reviewed in response to the Governor’s Office’s comment.  The 
report indicates that problem gambling can occur as a result of Indian casinos; however, 
statistics show the State lottery has similar percentages of problem gamblers.  The study 
further shows that horse racing affects approximately 300 percent more problem 
gamblers than do Indian casinos.  The report also states that approximately 83 percent of 
calls received by the California Council on Problem Gambling (Council) are related to 
casino gambling (out-of-state and intra-state), with 75 percent of those attributable to 
intra-state Indian casinos.

 The report assumes that the number of calls to the Council are attributable to the total 
number of gamblers, and does not take into account other factors like educational 
programs on problem gambling and other types of assistance offered at Indian casinos, 
which may account for the high percentage of callers.  The percentage of calls attributed 
to Indian casinos may represent a more successful program of awareness and education 
compared to other types of legalized gambling.  However, because the report does not 
identify the percentages of gambling patrons by category (Indian casino, horse racing, 
and lottery) compared to the total number of estimated problem gamblers in the State, a 
comparison of Indian casino gambling versus lottery and horse racing gambling cannot 
be made.

S6-14 The discussion of crime in Section 4.7 of the DEIS acknowledges that the volume of 
crime increases with the introduction of a large volume of people into a community, such 
as would occur under the project alternatives.  Any new criminal incidences are expected 
to be similar to existing crime in Amador County.  The Proposed Project would not result 
in any substantial new types of criminal activity, but could increases in the rate of crimes 
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that already occur within the County.  As discussed in Section  5.2.9 of the DEIS, the 
Tribe would provide compensation to local law enforcement service providers so that 
these agencies have the capacity (i.e. employees and/or equipment) necessary to address 
any increase in demand for law enforcement services resulting from the proposed project.

S6-15 The cost of law enforcement services associated with the project alternatives would be 
mitigated by payments by the Tribe.  Refer to response to Comment S6-14 for a 
discussion of  the anticipated types of crime related to the project alternatives and the 
commitment by the Tribe to financially compensate Amador County law enforcement 
services.

S6-16 The commenter provides an opinion that the DEIS “appears to need work in several 
areas,” including the need for additional information, to fully assess the project’s 
environmental impacts and whether the proposed mitigation measures are sufficient.  
Refer to the responses to Comments S6-01 through S6-15 regarding specific concerns 
expressed by the Governor’s office regarding the contents of the DEIS.  In response to 
comments received on the DEIS, discussions throughout the FEIS have been expanded to 
clarify various descriptions of the existing environmental setting (Section 3.0) and 
conclusions within the environmental consequences section (Section 4.0).  Where 
applicable, descriptions of the mitigation measures have also been expanded and 
clarified.

 It is understood that the letter from the Governor’s office does not constitute the entirety 
of the State’s comments on the DEIS.  Comment letters have been received from other 
State agencies (designated “S” within this group of comment letters) and subsequent 
responses have been provided where applicable. 

S7 STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
S7-01 The State Clearinghouse provides a summary describing the submittal of the DEIS to 

selected state agencies (refer to the Document Details Report of Comment Letter S7) for 
review.  No response required. 

S7-02 Comments were previously received from Caltrans, District 3.  Refer to Comment 
Letter S-05 for comments and the subsequent responses, where applicable. 

S7-03 Comments were previously received from Caltrans, District 10, Office of Rural Planning 
and Administration.  Refer to Comment Letter S-04 for comments and the subsequent 
responses, where applicable. 
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S7-04 Comments were previously received from California Resource Agency, Department of 
Conservation.  Refer to Comment Letter S-03 for comments and the subsequent 
responses, where applicable. 

S7-05 Comments were previously received from the Native American Heritage Commission.  
Refer to Comment Letter S-02 for comments and the subsequent responses, where 
applicable.

S7-06  In response to this comment, samples were collected for natural occurring asbestos 
(NOA) and heavy metals from the waste rock piles surrounding the Historic Pioneer 
Mine.  CARB Method 435 is the primary method used for determination of NOA in 
serpentine aggregate.  The analytical results are reported in terms of percent asbestos 
fibers per the positive identification protocols contained in the CARB Method 435.  All 
samples collected from the project site resulted in “non-detect” for naturally occurring 
asbestos.  Therefore, no impacts associated with naturally occurring asbestos would 
occur.

 Levels of selected heavy metals (CAM-17 metals, which are commonly referred to as 
Title 22 metals), were also assessed using EPA Test Method 6020/7000.  CAM-17 metals 
include antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, cobalt, copper, lead, 
mercury, nickel, selenium, silver, thallium, vanadium, and zinc.  The results of the 
selected heavy metals analysis were compared to residential and commercial USEPA 
Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs).  The results are attached to the Phase I 
Environmental Assessment (ESA) as Appendix H.  The Phase I ESA is included as 
Appendix O of the FEIS.   

 Samples collected from the on-site mine tailings were above the USEPA PRGs for 
arsenic; however they were within typical Sierra Foothills background arsenic levels.
According to published data from the Association for the Environmental Health of Soils, 
background levels within the Sierra Foothills often exceed 1,000 ppm (AEHS, 2008).  
The samples collected within the areas of disturbance of the project alternatives were 
between 8 and 10 ppm.  The result of the sampling are included as Appendix O of the 
FEIS.  Mitigation would ensure potential impacts remain less then significant.  As 
discussed in the DEIS (Page 2-22), the areas adjacent to the mine are not proposed to be 
developed, and a 50-foot buffer would be established with a barrier, such as chain-linked 
fencing, surrounding the mine and any associated appurtenances.  The mine tailings 
would be capped with a vegetative cover thereby reducing the risk of human exposure.  
Capping mine tailings is an accepted risk reduction approach utilized by federal agencies 
(UDSA, 2003).  As such, leaving the mine tailings in place does not pose an immediate 
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risk to human health and the environment.  These mitigation measures are included in 
Section 5.2.2.

S8 STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
S8-01 The State Clearinghouse encourages the BIA consider the late comments from DTSC be 

included in the decision making process.  Responses to comments from the DTSC have 
been included within Comment Letter S7.

S8-02 Comment letter previously received.  Refer to the response to Comment S7-06 regarding
the comments provided by the California Department of Toxic Substance Control.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
LOCAL AGENCIES 

L1   SACRAMENTO COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION

L1-01  The revised Traffic Impact Analysis (revised TIA) uses the urban services boundary 
(USB) map as recommended by the commenter to determine the level of service (LOS) 
thresholds for each corresponding intersection of the project study area.  Refer to Table 
1 of the revised TIA in Appendix M of the FEIS for the updated thresholds.  Section
3.8 and Section 4.8 of the FEIS have been revised and updated accordingly. 

L1-02 Refer to the response to Comment S4-09 regarding the consistency of reported average 
daily trip (ADT) traffic volumes for the roadways segments within the revised TIA. 

L1-03 Automated daily machine counts were conducted on Fridays and Saturdays in August 
2008 to characterize travel patterns in the study area.  Refer to Table 8 of the revised 
TIA in Appendix M of the FEIS for the updated existing ADT volumes of the roadway 
segments. 

L1-04 Refer to the response to Comment S4-13 regarding the supplemental discussion of the 
trip generation rate included in the revised TIA in Appendix M of the FEIS.  

L1-05 The trip generation rates reported on page 49 of the TIA (Appendix M of the DEIS) 
were provided by the ITE Trip Generation, 7th Edition, volume 3, pages 1451, 1453, 
and 1455.  The revised TIA calculated the trip generation rate for the hotel utilizing the 
ITE Land Use Code 320 Hotel, reduced to 25% of the total trip generation rates to 
capture internal trips based on the linked nature of the project.  Refer to Section 4.0 of 
the revised TIA for further discussion on the development of the trip generation rates 
for the project alternatives. 

L1-06 Comment noted.  As discussed in the response to Comment L1-03, the updated traffic 
counts include Saturday ADT. 

L1-07 Refer to the response to Comment S4-07 regarding the length of the roadway segments 
analyzed within the DEIS.  As discussed in that response, the roadway segment lengths 
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were reduced, resulting in an increased number of roadway segments analyzed within 
the FEIS.  

L1-08 Section 5.2.8 of the EIS provides mitigation measures that would reduce traffic impacts 
to less than significant. Section 5.2.8 of the FEIS indicates the share of each mitigation 
measure using Caltrans methodology.  Where the trips associated with a project 
alternative solely result in unacceptable LOS, a full share of costs associated with 
mitigation has been identified.   

L1-09 The TIA was coordinated with the local jurisdiction and the revised TIA was developed 
in response to comments received from local jurisdiction on the methodologies utilized 
within the study.  As discussed in Section 2.0, the guidelines for traffic studies from 
Sacramento County, Amador County, El Dorado County, San Joaquin County, and 
Caltrans were reviewed and referenced during development of the revised TIA. 

L2   AMADOR COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

L2-01  The commenter states that the comments listed below identify issues that the Bureau of 
Indian Affaires (BIA) needs to consider in either a revision to the DEIS or preparation 
of a FEIS.  The DEIS was developed in compliance with the Council on Environmental 
Quality Regulations (CEQ, 40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508) implementing the 
procedural requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).  Based on the comments received on the DEIS, the 
BIA has expanded discussions throughout the FEIS to improve various descriptions of 
the project alternatives (Section 2.0) and existing environmental setting (Section 3.0)
and to clarify and improve the discussion of conclusions within the environmental 
consequences section (Section 4.0) of the FEIS.  The changes made to the DEIS 
constituting the FEIS are consistent with CEQ Regulation 40 CFR 1503.4, which states 
that possible responses to comments within a FEIS are to: 

(1) “Modify alternatives including the proposed action”; 
(2) “Develop and evaluate alternatives not previously given 

serious consideration by the agency”; 
(3) “Supplement, improve, or modify its analyses”;  
(4) “Make factual corrections”;  
(5) “Explain why the comments do not warrant further agency response, citing 

the sources, authorities, or reasons which support the agency’s position and, 
if appropriate, indicate those circumstances which would trigger agency 
reappraisal or further response.” 
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 Within the DEIS, impacts to County infrastructure (Section 4.9), the environment 
(including water resources, land resources, air quality, and biological resources within 
Section 4.0), agriculture (Section 4.8), historical integrity (Section 4.6), and open 
space (Section 4.8) including the potential financial impacts to the County (Section
4.7) are analyzed.  Comments received on specific topics are addressed through one or 
more of the responses contained herein, and therefore do not warrant redistribution of 
or a supplement to the DEIS.  These responses to comments, along with the updated 
text of the DEIS constitute the FEIS and meet the requirements of NEPA for the 
environmental review process. 

L2-02  Development of the project has been delayed.  Appropriately, responses and revisions 
have been made in the FEIS to note the expected project timeframe.  The passage of 
time from the start of the NEPA process until its completion may mean that the 
information used as the basis for analysis that appeared to be the most appropriate 
baseline is superseded.  To perform subsequent analyses would merely invite a 
continual repetition of the same sequence -- delay followed by assertion that the 
process should start once again with fresher data or a more recent baseline.  Such 
repetitious exercises are not required.  As stated by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia Circuit: 

“However desirable it may be for agencies to use the most current 
and comprehensive data available when making decisions, the 
(agency) has expressed its professional judgment that the later data 
would not alter its conclusions in the EIS or the approval of 
Alternative C, and it is reasonably concerned that an unyielding 
avalanche of information might overwhelm an agency’s ability to 
reach a final decision.  (Citation omitted.)  The method that the 
(agency) chose, creating its models with the best information 
available when it began its analysis and then checking the 
assumptions of those models as new information became available, 
was a reasonable means of balancing those competing 
considerations, particularly given the many months required to 
conduct full modeling with new data.  Again, these judgments 
regarding the development of the baseline against which alternatives 
would be assessed are the sorts of expert analytical judgments to 
which courts typically defer.”  Village of Bensonville v. FAA, 457 
F.3d 52, 71-72 (D.C. Cir. 2006). 

The data within the DEIS has been reviewed and, where necessary, descriptions 
of the existing setting and technical analysis have been updated.  The 
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methodologies, assumptions, and impacts within the DEIS have been verified 
using the updated information.  A supplemental document is neither necessary 
nor required as the updated studies and results have been included within the 
FEIS.  For specific examples of updates within the FEIS, please refer to specific 
comments on individual topics below. 

L2-03  According to 40 CFR 1502.16, an EIS shall include a discussion of environmental 
effects and their significance, and means to mitigate environmental impacts.  A 
discussion regarding significance criteria is included in Section 4.1 of the DEIS, which 
states (in summary) that significance criteria are defined in standard practices, 
environmental compliance criteria, or the statutes or ordinances of the jurisdictional 
entities.  Thus, the BIA’s determination of significance of impacts was accomplished 
with the assistance of governmental entities that have jurisdiction or special expertise 
for each resource.  While some other entities or consultants may also possess special 
expertise for assessing impacts to key resources, the EIS is particularly focused on the 
unique aspects of special expertise offered by the governmental entities charged with 
managing particular resources and systems.  For example, Caltrans has unique 
expertise regarding transportation that other agencies may not have.  Refer to 
Comment Letters S-4 and S-5 regarding comments and subsequent responses from 
Caltrans regarding transportation issues.  Further, standard practices and criteria 
already established by regulatory agencies, when possible, were used in the preparation 
of the EIS. 

 The differing level of analysis among the environmental resources discussed in the 
DEIS is consistent with the provisions of the CEQ regulations governing the content of 
EISs and the level of detail required.  According to 40 CFR 1502.15, “(t)he 
descriptions shall be no longer than is necessary to understand the effects of the 
alternatives.  Data and analyses in a statement shall be commensurate with the 
importance of the impact, with less important material summarized, consolidated, or 
simple referenced”. 

 The commenter does not provide specific examples regarding the comment that various 
assumptions within the DEIS are not supported.  Technical studies in many cases were 
prepared to determine the potential impacts of the project alternatives.  Various 
assumptions utilized throughout the DEIS are described in detail in the corresponding 
technical appendices.  As described above, the level of detail required within the text of 
the EIS is commensurate to the importance of the impact.  For example, in Section
4.2.2, under the discussion of topography, the DEIS states that while some cut and fill 
slopes would be required to ensure development of safe building envelopes, project 
design ensures that the major topographic features (i.e., hills and slopes) would be 
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preserved.  Furthermore, project design has avoided placing building structures on or 
adjacent to steep slopes, preventing associated impacts and therefore implementation of 
Phase I of Alternative A would have a less-than-significant impact on topography.  
This section specifically references the technical document included in Appendix P of 
the DEIS.  Therefore, the assumption that project design and siting have reduced 
impacts is supported by the inclusion of the findings and information within technical 
appendices.

L2-04  Refer to the responses to Comments L2-01 through L2-03 regarding general 
statements that the DEIS is flawed.  As stated above, the DEIS is supported by various 
technical studies, including a water supply and wastewater feasibility study (Appendix 
B of the DEIS), groundwater well study (Appendix C of the DEIS), cultural resources 
study (Appendix K of the DEIS), drainage analysis (Appendix G of the DEIS), 
economic impact study (Appendix R of the DEIS), traffic study (Appendix M of the 
DEIS), and a biological resource assessment (Appendix H of the DEIS).  The studies 
contain the detailed technical information necessary to make a full evaluation of 
impacts of the project alternatives.  

 As shown throughout the following responses, comments received on the DEIS have 
been considered and where applicable, responses are provided.  The responses, 
including updates to the text and technical reports of the DEIS, constitute the FEIS in 
accordance with the provisions of NEPA and guidance from CEQ. 

L2-05  Refer to the response to Comment L2-02 regarding baseline of data within the DEIS.  
The commenter specifically mentions the traffic data utilized to identify the existing 
environment and discuss impacts to resource use patterns within Sections 3.9 and 4.9,
respectively.  A revised TIA has been completed with updated information and is 
included in Appendix M.  As discussed in the revised TIA, an updated existing setting 
was developed and updated traffic counts were collected.  These updated counts were 
utilized to evaluate the impacts identified in the DEIS.   

 The comment also references the cumulative section of the DEIS (Section 4.11) as 
being outdated, using examples from the May 2007 Final TEIR for the Buena Vista 
casino project.  The commenter also states that the DEIS lacks a description of the 
Shingle Springs Casino and the impacts associated with four casinos (Jackson 
Rancheria, Buena Vista, and Shingle Springs) in close proximity to one another.  In the 
Final TEIR for the Buena Vista project, the casino is described slightly differently than 
in the DEIS.  The description of the Buena Vista project has been updated in Section 
4.11 of the FEIS in accordance with the Final TEIR dated May 2007.  However, the 
cumulatively considerable impacts do not change as a result.  The planned project list 
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was updated as part of the revised TIA.  Refer to Table 10 of the revised TIA for the 
updated list of planned projects.  Based on distance and the existing roadway network, 
the Shingle Springs Rancheria is not anticipated to result in cumulatively considerable 
impacts associated with the development of the project alternatives, except for 
socioeconomic conditions, which are addressed in Section 4.11. The Jackson Rancheria 
is an existing development, which has been accounted for in the cumulative analysis 
when applicable.  For example, the existing trip counts and extrapolations to the 
cumulative planning year include those generated by the Jackson Rancheria. 

L2-06  The commenter provides a general statement that the EIS suffers from a lack of 
specificity and that the document is replete with conclusory statements without 
supporting data.  The commenter does not give examples and therefore a specific 
response cannot be provided.  According to CEQ guidance (NEPA’s 40 Most Asked 
Questions) “(a)n agency is not under an obligation to issue a lengthy reiteration of its 
methodology for any portion of an EIS if the only comment addressing the 
methodology is a simple complaint that the EIS methodology is inadequate” [46 Fed. 
Reg. 18026 (1981)].   

L2-07  Refer to the response to Comment L2-06 regarding general comments on the DEIS 
and to Comment L2-03 concerning significance criteria within the DEIS.  The format 
and layout of the DEIS is consistent with the outline provided in the BIA NEPA 
Handbook (59 IAM 3), Section 6.4(E) which is consistent with 40 CFR §1502.10-
1502.18 and other EIS’s prepared by the BIA for gaming projects.  The mitigation 
measures are organized by topic and presented in an organized manner.  The executive 
summary table also provides each mitigation measure next to its corresponding effect.  
Modifying the format to suit individual local jurisdictions would make the EIS process 
unnecessarily cumbersome, time consuming and costly.  All mitigation measures 
identified to reduce identified effects are listed in Section 5.0 of the FEIS.   

L2-08  The commenter states that tables and figures are missing from Appendix E of the 
DEIS.  It is correct that some figures were missing from the electronic version of 
Appendix E; however, these figures have been inserted into Appendix E of the FEIS.  
These figures depict information readily available from other sources within the EIS.  
Figures 2a, 2b, and 3 of Appendix E were missing, however, this information can be 
viewed within Figures 3-2 through 3-6 of Appendix B and within Figure 3.3-1 of the 
DEIS.  The missing material is not critical to the evaluation of the project alternatives.   

L2-09  The Tribe’s restored lands opinion is a separate process from the environmental review 
process.  The purpose of the EIS is to determine the environmental impacts associated 
with the project alternatives.  The comment is beyond the scope of NEPA. 
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L2-10  The Tribe’s restored lands opinion is a separate process from the environmental review 
process.  The purpose of the EIS is to determine the environmental impacts associated 
with the project alternatives.  The comment is beyond the scope of NEPA.   

L2-11  Refer to the response to Comment L2-10 regarding issues outside of the scope of 
NEPA.

L2-12  Refer to the response to Comment L2-10 regarding issues outside of the scope of 
NEPA.  The Tribe’s restored lands opinion is a separate process from the 
environmental review process.   

L2-13  Refer to the response to Comment L2-10 regarding issues outside of the scope of 
NEPA.  The Tribe’s restored lands opinion is a separate process from the 
environmental review process.   

L2-14  Refer to the response to Comment L2-10 regarding issues outside of the scope of 
NEPA.  The Tribe’s restored lands opinion is a separate process from the 
environmental review process.   

L2-15  The statement of the purpose and need for the Proposed Project is presented in Section
1.2 of the DEIS.  The stated purposed and need meets the provisions required by the 
CEQ for implementing NEPA: “(t)he statement shall briefly specify the underlying 
purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives 
including the proposed action (40 CFR 1502.13).  The purpose and need as described in 
Section 1.2 of the DEIS meets the above requirement.  

 The complexity of operating a casino under Alternatives A, B, and C provides the 
opportunity for employment of a wide range of skill sets, from business managers to 
support staff.  The comment that there is no indication that the employment being 
generated by the Proposed Project would generate jobs suitable to the skill sets of 
Tribal members is unfounded.  As discussed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS, operation of 
Alternative A (full build-out) is estimated to generate 1,365 full-time equivalent jobs.
Table 4.7-1 of the DEIS shows that the largest portion of jobs, 649 positions or 48%, 
would be attributed to gaming.  The remaining positions would consist of food and 
beverage, gift shop, entertainment, administrative, marketing, maintenance, and 
security opportunities.  The wide range of employment opportunities would meet the 
employment needs of the Tribe.  As discussed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS, operation of 
Alternative D is estimated to generate 180 full-time equivalent jobs.  Under Alternative 
D, the operation of a commercial center would be more limited in the types of jobs 
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available compared to the casino operation.  Positions would still cover a wide range of 
skill sets from facility managers to facility maintenance staff. 

 Because the Tribe is landless, members live in various communities surrounding the 
project site, including Plymouth, Ione, Jackson, and Sacramento.  The Tribe currently 
operates two office facilities, one in Ione and the other in Plymouth.  The commute to 
the project site would be similar to the commute to these two offices.   

Section 1.2 of the FEIS has been updated to cite the provisions of the Indian Gaming 
Regulatory Act (IGRA) which restricts the use of profits from Tribal gaming 
operations.  Revenues raised from gaming are to be used to “promote tribal economic 
development, tribal self sufficiency, and strong tribal government” (25 U.S.C. Section 
2710(b)(2)(A)).  IGRA limits the use of net gaming revenues to the following: 

� Funding tribal government operations or programs. 

� Providing for the general welfare of the Indian tribe and its members. 

� Promoting tribal economic development. 

� Making donations to charitable organizations. 

� Funding operations of local government agencies. 

L2-16  Refer to the response to Comment L2-10 regarding comments outside the scope of 
NEPA.

L2-17  Assumptions used in the Economic Impact Analysis (EIA) are based upon the financial 
projections for the proposed casino complex.  The EIA presents a relevant and accurate 
estimate of potential impacts from the Proposed Project.  

L2-18  The EIA states that $181 million in revenue would directly result from Phase I of the casino 
project in year three.  The EIA and Section 4.7 of the Draft EIS evaluate the impact of this 
economic output on the region, showing that the Proposed Project (Phases I) would result in 
new in-state expenditures on goods and services totaling approximately $27.5 million, of which 
it is expected the majority would result from existing vendors located in Amador County and 
surrounding counties.  This amount represents 15.2% of total revenue in year three.  This 
amount considers factors including industries in the area and the state, as well as substitution of 
current output in the region. 

L2-19  The commenter is incorrect that the EIA assumes 100% of the classifications shown in the 
comment would result in output to the region.  For example, as discussed in Section 4.7 of the 
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DEIS, it is estimated that 60% or 763 of those employed under phase I of Alternative A would 
be residents of Amador County.  The remaining employees are expected to reside in 
neighboring counties, primarily Calaveras, Sacramento, San Joaquin, and El Dorado Counties.  
While the close proximity of the project site to the City of Plymouth would make the proposed 
casino and hotel a convenient place of work, due to the limited size of the labor force residing 
in Plymouth, it is estimated that only 5% or 64 of those employed would be residents of 
Plymouth.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-18 for additional information regarding the 
anticipated revenues within Amador County from expenditure of good and services related to 
the operation of Phase I of Alternative A.   

L2-20  The EIA and Draft EIS state that 1,271 new jobs would result from Phase I of the Proposed 
Project.  From this employment value it is assumed that 60% of new employees would come 
from the Amador County labor market.  This employment amount already accounts for the 10% 
substitution rate and before accounting for substitution of employment, Phase I would result in 
1,412 new jobs.  Substitution of labor from the Jackson Rancheria is included in this 10% 
substitution rate.  

L2-21  The commenter is incorrect in the assumption that all direct and indirect expenditures are 
assumed to be taxable.  The EIA determined that $11.8 million in annual sales tax statewide 
from Phase I of the Proposed Project would result based on direct, indirect, and induced 
expenditures on good and services within the state.  Expenditures within the state represent 
only a portion of total expenditures.  Phase I would result in expenditures of $163 million 
annually statewide ($27.5 million from direct effects and $135.8 million from indirect and 
induced effects) and a sales tax rate of 7.25%.   

L2-22 Section 4.7 of the FEIS has been revised to include a brief discussion of fiscal impacts from 
construction.  The discussion states that a temporary one-time, but modest, positive fiscal 
impact would result from construction activities.  

L2-23  Refer to the responses to Comments L2-17 and L2-18 regarding the EIA.   

L2-24 Section 4.7 of the FEIS has been revised to include specific significance criteria for potential 
impacts to socioeconomics and environmental justice.  Section 3.7 provides background 
information and data, including Tribal demographics, population, employment, and housing.  
This data provides the background needed to evaluate Amador County’s ability to fulfill new 
employment demands.  As discussed in the response to Comment L2-18, a portion of total 
expenditures on goods and services would be directed to Amador County businesses.  

L2-25  The EIA assumes a substitution effect from the Jackson Rancheria Casino at a rate of 10%, as a 
worst-case scenario.  As discussed, the Proposed Project would result in a substantial increase 
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in economic activity (output and employment opportunities).  The EIA incorporates 
assumptions from the financial projections of the Proposed Project, which considers local 
competition.  Because Jackson Rancheria Casino is the only existing facility in Amador 
County, no other opportunities exist for the substitution of a large quantity of economic activity 
from the existing gaming market.   

L2-26  As discussed in the response to Comment L2-18, expenditures on goods and services were 
quantified at the state level, but it is expected the majority would result from existing vendors 
located in Amador County and surrounding counties.  This level of analysis provides the reader 
with enough perspective to understand the beneficial impact from these expenditures.   

L2-27  Each agency preparing an EIS sets out the objectives of the proposed action, which in 
turn shapes the range of reasonable alternatives considered in the EIS.  As described in 
Section 1.2 of the DEIS, development of a project alternative should provide:  

1. Increased employment opportunities for Tribal members;  

2. Improvement of the socioeconomic status of the Tribe; improvement 
of existing Tribal housing; construction of new Tribal housing; 
funding for a variety of social, governmental, administrative, 
educational, health and welfare services to improve the quality of life 
of Tribal members;  

3. Capital for other economic development and investment 
opportunities; 

4. Restoration of a lost land base; 

5. Acquisition of land needed to exercise governmental powers; and 

6. Economic self-sufficiency, thereby eventually removing Tribal 
members from public assistance programs. 

    
  Reasonable alternatives are defined as those that are technically and economically 

practical or feasible and that meet the purpose and need of the proposed action.  In 
many cases the number of viable alternatives and variations approaches an infinite 
number.  Accordingly, the federal agency is not obligated to analyze all viable 
alternatives, but instead must analyze an adequate range of alternatives. 

  The BIA has attempted to select and discuss alternatives in a manner that promotes 
informed public participation and informed decision-making.  Several critical factors 
had to be weighed in determining which alternatives should be subjected to detailed 
analysis and review.  First, alternatives that do not accomplish the purpose of an action 
are by definition not reasonable and should not be studied in detail.  Secondly, 
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alternatives that do not significantly differ in impacts from other alternatives do not 
extend the range of alternatives.

  The DEIS presents a reasonable range of alternatives: (A) the Proposed Casino and 
Hotel, (B) a reduced-size casino with hotel, (C) a reduced intensity or smaller casino 
without a hotel, (D) a different use (development), and (E) the “No Action” alternative.  
Except for the required “No Action” Alternative, the project alternatives all have the 
potential to at least partially meet the anticipated purpose and need.  All four 
development alternatives would create a land base and would provide some level of 
economic development that would increase employment opportunities of the Tribe, 
improve the socioeconomic status of the Tribe, provide capital for other economic 
developments, and help the Tribe to ultimately obtain economic self-sufficiency.  The 
time it would take to meet all components of the purpose and need would vary in 
accordance with the development type.  For example, the revenues from Alternative D 
would be significantly less than Alternative A, as the majority of revenue from 
Alternative D would occur from rent of commercial space while revenue from 
Alternative A would be from gaming.  

 Alternatives that were considered but eliminated are discussed in Section 2.2.6 of the 
DEIS.  Prior to focusing on the project site, the Tribe considered another site in 
Amador County for development (Figure 2-21).  The site is located on an 
approximately 40-acre parcel off Jackson Valley Road outside of the City of Ione in an 
unincorporated area of Amador County.  The Tribe has attempted to obtain ownership 
to this land; however, the Federal Government has never been able to secure clear title 
to the property.  The site was evaluated for its ability to meet the Tribe’s purpose and 
need and environmental suitability for development.  The site was not further 
considered for several reasons including the requirement to remove a substantial 
number of trees and other vegetation, displace existing residents, and build within a 
100-year floodplain.  Based on the limited size of the site, the Tribe would not have the 
ability to accommodate any ancillary components, such as a wastewater treatment 
facility.  Therefore, the site was not pursued further.    

L2-28  In response to comments received on the DEIS, the discussion of the dismissal of the 
40-acre site as a viable option for the Proposed Project has been supplemented in 
Section 2.2.6 of the FEIS.  The discussion includes additional factors that dictated the 
rejection, including title complications.  Furthermore, the topography, existing 
conditions, and soil characteristics of the property make it unable to accommodate a 
casino and required ancillary components, such as a reservoir or wastewater treatment 
facility. 
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While the majority of the site has level terrain required for the facility, there are 
substantial hills in the center and southern portions of the site.  The hill in the center 
would restrict the facility to the edges of the property, limiting the amount of buffer 
between the casino and surrounding properties.  The southern portion of the property is 
located in a designated Zone A flood zone (FEMA).  Zone A defines an area within the 
100-year floodplain.  As addressed in Section 4.3 of the DEIS, Federal Executive 
Order 11988 requires the BIA to evaluate federal actions taken in a floodplain.  If an 
agency proposes to allow an action to be located in a floodplain, the agency shall 
consider alternatives to avoid adverse effects and incompatible development. 

 There are also approximately seven residences currently located on the 40-acre site. 
Displacing these existing residents from the property would be necessary to develop the 
site.

L2-29  The descriptions of the project alternatives comply with 40 CFR § 1502.14(b), which 
states that agencies should “(d)evote substantial treatment to each alternative 
considered in detail including the proposed action so that reviewers may evaluate their 
comparative merits”.  The level of detail included within the project description is 
sufficient to allow comparison of the project’s components to the baseline of the 
existing environment.  The additional information requested by the commenter would 
not further clarify the analysis within Section 4.0 of the DEIS and therefore this 
information has not been included within the DEIS. 

Table 2-6 of the DEIS provides a comparison of the project alternatives including the 
“No Action” Alternative.  This table allows the reader to readily compare the proposed 
alternatives. 

L2-30  Alternative A was selected as the Proposed Project because the Tribal applicant’s initial 
request was for the development of Alternative A.  In accordance with the BIA NEPA 
Handbook and CEQ Guidelines, a preferred alternative should be identified if one or 
more exists in the final document (40 CFR 1502.14).  The FEIS has been updated to 
include the selection of Alternative A as the preferred alternative based on the ability to 
reduce anticipated impacts to less-than-significant levels and the ability to meet the 
purpose and need as outlined in Section 1.2 in the timeliest manner.  Refer to Section
2.4 for a discussion of the selection of Alternative A as the preferred alternative. 

L2-31  The commenter states that the analysis of Alternative E, the “No Action” Alternative is 
inadequate because no mitigation measures are included in the DEIS for this 
alternative.  As discussed in Section 2.2.5 of the DEIS, if the BIA takes no action and 
does not take the land into trust on behalf of the Tribe, it is anticipated that the site 
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would remain vacant for the near term, but ultimately could be developed in 
compliance with local zoning and land use ordinances.  CEQ guidance requires the 
Lead Agency to review and develop feasible mitigation for potential impacts related to 
the Proposed Action.  Because Alternative E would not require BIA action, NEPA 
would not apply and the City or County would be the Lead Agency under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  Therefore, mitigation proposed for 
Alternative E in the FEIS would not be feasible, as the BIA would not be involved in 
the development and would not have the ability to enforce identified mitigation 
measures developed in accordance with CEQA.  Furthermore, in accordance with 
NEPA and the BIA NEPA Handbook, complete mitigation of environmental impacts is 
not required to implement a proposed action.  The purposes of NEPA are met by 
analyzing these impacts and disclosing them to the public in the EIS, while identifying 
reasonable mitigation. 

L2-32  Refer to the response to Comment L2-15 regarding the employment opportunities 
associated with Alternative A. 

L2-33  Refer to the response to Comment L2-30 regarding the preferred alternative.  

L2-34  The commenter states that the description of the smaller parking lot for Alternative A is 
incorrect.  The description of the smaller secondary parking should have been labeled 
as southeast.  To clarify, the text within the FEIS has been changed to state that the 
secondary parking lot is located east of the casino. 

L2-35  The commenter states that the description of the Plymouth pipeline is incorrect.  The 
text in question has been removed as the description of the sphere of influence is not 
integral to the discussion of water supply.  It should be noted that Water Supply Option 
2, groundwater extraction (with limited trucking for Alternative A only), is the 
preferred water option identified in the FEIS.  

L2-36  The wastewater disposal figure reference within Figure 2-1 has been changed to 
Figure 2-5 in the FEIS.  Additionally, Figure 3.9-1a was originally in the 
Administrative Draft EIS but was removed prior to release to the public.  The reference 
to this figure within Figure 2-3 should have been removed, and subsequently has been 
removed in the FEIS.  This does not affect any of the conclusions of the EIS. 

L2-37  Clarification has been provided in Section 3.2-3 of the FEIS to say no casino 
development would occur within areas of Parcel 1 where the Auburn silt loam (ArC) 
soil type has been identified.  The facilities mentioned by the commenter are included 
in the mineral resources and geology impact analysis in Section 4.2 of the DEIS. 
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L2-38 At this time, the most feasible and preferred wastewater alternative is to discharge to 
the intermittent creek pursuant to an NPDES permit and maximize the use of recycled 
water; however, the option of constructing a recycled water reservoir would still be 
pursued if an NPDES permit could not be obtained.  The project description has been 
updated in Section 2.0 of the FEIS to reflect this.  To clarify and augment the 
conclusion of less-than-significant impacts to topography would result from the 
construction of the storage reservoir and proposed 75 foot earthen dam, additional 
discussion from the geotechnical study is included in Section 4.2.2 of the FEIS.  The 
geotechnical study was included in the DEIS as Appendix E and is included in the 
technical appendices of the FEIS.   

 The reservoir is proposed in a deeply incised canyon area with intermittent drainage 
that conveys seasonal flows.  The canyon is heavily vegetated with annual grasses, 
brush and oaks.  The canyon drains to the south at an approximate slope of 5% to Dry 
Creek and then to the Mokelumne River in the Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta.  As 
described in the comment, the town of Drytown is approximately 3.5 miles downstream 
from the proposed reservoir site.  The portion of the Dry Creek near Drytown is listed 
as a Zone A floodplain.  While most of the structures in town are elevated 
approximately 20 feet or more above the top of the channel bank, a few residences and 
a motel and café with picnic area are potentially 20 feet or less above the top of the 
channel bank.  However, the creek passes through several low-lying areas and 
intermittent canyons between the site and the town, which would dissipate flood flows 
in the extremely unlikely event of a dam failure.  Based on the relatively small size of 
the reservoir, the topographic features separating the site from Drytown, and the fact 
that the town is 20 feet above the waterline level, the flooding risk to Drytown would 
be negligible. 

 Furthermore, as described in Section 2.0 of the FEIS, the reservoir would be 
constructed in compliance with the Federal Coordination Council on Science and 
Engineering Technology’s “Federal Guidelines for Dam Safety” and general industry 
standards.  The design of the reservoir would be prepared by a registered professional 
engineer and reviewed by the BIA Pacific Region Safety of Dams Officer prior to 
construction.  Additionally, the reservoir construction would follow recommendations 
listed in Appendix E of the FEIS, which are hereby incorporated into the project 
description.  The area has been analyzed extensively through field assessments, 
geological laboratory testing, and a study of available information from the California 
Department of Conservation Division of Mine and Geology.  Soils tests were 
performed in accordance with generally accepted test methods and protocols that are 
specified within American Society of Testing and Materials standards.   
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 As described in Section 5.2.2 of the FEIS, Based on the BIA’s downstream hazard 
classification, an Operation and Maintenance Program may be required to promote the 
safety of people and property downstream.  If required, the Tribe shall enter into a 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the BIA to implement an Operation and 
Maintenance Program for the life of the dam. 

L2-39  Refer to the response to Comment L2-38.  As discussed above, the project description 
has been updated in Section 2.0 of the FEIS to reflect the Tribes intention to move 
forward with pursuing a NPDES Permit for effluent disposal as the preferred disposal 
option.   

 To clarify and augment the conclusion that less-than-significant impacts to topography 
would result from the construction of the storage reservoir and proposed 75 foot 
earthen dam, additional discussion from the geotechnical study is included in Section
4.2.2 of the FEIS.  The geotechnical study was included in the DEIS as Appendix E
and is also included in the technical appendices of the FEIS.  

L2-40  Clarification has been provided in Section 3.2.4 of the FEIS stating that portions of the 
abandoned Pioneer Mine are present on the project site and would be part of the trust 
acquisition; but is not part of the area to be developed.  The mineshaft was filled with 
debris and abandoned and does not pose an unacceptable risk due to collapse or 
subsidence due to the distance of the mine from project components.  The vertical mine 
shaft is located approximately 0.50 miles from the casino development areas.  As such 
there is minimal risk from development of the proposed alternatives in relation to the 
abandoned mine.  Additionally, there has been very little seismic activity at the site.  
Seismic impacts are discussed in Section 4.2 of the DEIS.  Further clarification is 
provided in Section 4.2 in the FEIS stating the mineshaft does not pose a significant 
risk of collapse or subsistence from seismic events.  Based on the findings and 
conclusion of the Geotechnical Investigation (Appendix E), relatively low seismic 
activity at the site, topographical characteristics of the site, and distance of the mine 
from development components, impacts that were analyzed in Section 4.2.2 of the 
DEIS remain less than significant.   

L2-41  The commenter is referring to an outdated application that is “on hold”.  As discussed 
in Section 3.2 of the FEIS, the historic Pioneer Mine is located on the project site.  
Aggregate and slate are mined adjacent to the project site.  Section 3.2 of the FEIS has 
been updated to indicate that the adjacent surface mining operation utilizes the project 
site for access.  However, the main access for the mining operation if from the south off 
New Chicago Road, east of Drytown.  As stated in Section 4.2 of the DEIS, taking the 
land into trust would not obstruct the ability to extract off-site mineral resources, as the 
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trucking route that approaches the mine from the south off New Chicago Road would 
remain operational and would be unaffected by the development. 

L2-42 Appendix T of the DEIS includes a preliminary soil report based on the National 
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) online web based database.  The NRCS soil 
database was used to conduct a preliminary soils analysis to identify potential hazard 
classifications.  The preliminary grading analysis and online soils survey was sufficient 
to determine the level of impacts and to develop mitigation, as required by the BIA 
NEPA handbook.  No soil limitations regarding special engineering requirements were 
identified in the soil survey.  As stated in Section 2.2 of the DEIS, the Tribe intends to 
use development standards no less stringent than Federal standards that are based on 
sound engineering principles for seismic safety.  The proximity of the Pioneer Mine 
would be considered in the final grading plans.   

 Utilizing on-site materials and stockpiling on site is a common construction activity 
and would be addressed in the overall phased construction program.  Clarification has 
been provided in Section 4.2 of the FEIS.  The phased approach to construction is 
included as mitigation in Section 5.2.2 of the DEIS and FEIS.

L2-43  The commenter did not provide examples of missing information and therefore a 
specific response can not be given.  All identified missing information has been 
included in the FEIS.  

L2-44 The preferred project alternative would utilize groundwater and would not connect to 
the City’s municipal water supply system.  However, as described in the response to 
Comment F1-02, construction of the Plymouth Pipeline project began in February, 
2009, and is anticipated to be completed in December, 2009 (Reece, 2009).  The City 
acknowledges that the construction of the Ione Casino would occur pending approval, 
and has included land use consistent with the Proposed Project in its recent Water 
Supply Assessment that is scheduled to be distributed to the public at the end of 
November, 2008 (Howell, pers. comm. 2008).  Therefore, the City’s water supplies 
would be sufficient to serve the Proposed Project if the City chooses to provide such 
service. 

L2-45 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the existing wells and 
their pumping rates, as well as a discussion regarding the existing overdraft of the 
aquifer in the vicinity of the City’s wells, and how the implementation of the Plymouth 
Pipeline project would eliminate the existing overdraft situation.  As previously 
discussed, the Project wells consist of wells M1, M3, and H1.  Well M1 is used 
sporadically throughout the year, but predominately during the summer months for 
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providing water to livestock and to provide water for the County Fair.  Well M3 is a 
recently drilled and developed well that had previously not been placed into 
production.  Well H1 is an agricultural type well associated with irrigation and 
providing water for livestock.  Refer to the response to Comment F1-06 for a 
discussion of the pump testing that was conducted on the three wells.  As mentioned in 
the response to Comment F1-02, the three Project wells would be pumped at the 
recommended long term well yields, which consists of 10 gpm for well M1, 37 gpm for 
well M3, and 34 gpm for H1, and the wells would be pumped in rotation to allow 
groundwater recharge between pumping periods.  Section 5.2.3.C describes that if the 
Preferred Water Supply Option implemented, the Tribe would develop and implement 
a year round groundwater monitoring program that would ensure that well yields are 
maintained and that overdraft pumping does not occur. 

L2-46 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the existing wells and 
their pumping rates, as well as a discussion regarding the existing overdraft of the 
aquifer in the vicinity of the City’s wells, and how the implementation of the Plymouth 
Pipeline project would eliminate the existing overdraft situation. 

L2-47 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the condition of the water 
basin and the ability of the Proposed Action to obtain a sustainable water supply. 

L2-48 A description of the cistern has been included in Section 3.3.3 of the FEIS.  The cistern 
is located approximately 500 feet north of M1, within the project site boundaries, and a 
short distance off of State Rout (SR) 49.  Wooden planks cover the cistern and conduit 
pipes lead to a submerged bladder pump.  The historical use of the cistern is unknown.  
The capacity and dimensions are not known.  The cistern would be properly abandoned 
prior to development of the access driveways. 

L2-49 The long-term yield calculations presented in the revised Pumping Test Report 
assumed that the three Project wells would be pumped at a continuous cumulative rate 
of 81 gpm.  These estimates are considered to be conservative and defensible, based on 
a significant body of field data and a scientifically sound analysis methodology that 
considers individual well performance and uncertainties inherent in natural systems. 

In Section 4.3 of the DEIS it is stated that the Project wells “would be pumped in 
rotation to allow groundwater to recharge between pumping periods”.  This rotation 
schedule is simply an operational strategy to enhance well efficiency by providing 
periods of non-pumping and dynamic water level recovery.  It was not intended to 
decrease the cumulative sustainable yield of the three wells (total recommended yield 
of 81 gpm), but instead was proposed as a more efficient means of producing the 
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recommended yields of the wells.  The rotation would involve pumping of two of the 
wells concurrently at rates that are higher than the recommended yields, while the third 
well is allowed to recover.  The effectiveness of the strategy would be monitored and 
evaluated, and the strategy would be refined, as appropriate, to optimize well efficiency 
and reduce impacts.   

Further, the site would maintain two 1 million gallon water tanks that would collect 
excess water from groundwater wells in times of low water demand to provide reserve 
water supply, and additional water sources would be utilized including trucked water, 
recycled water, and potentially surface water or additional groundwater sources. 

L2-50 The Proposed Project is a federal action and therefore, state and local regulations (i.e. 
California Code of Regulations (CCR) would not apply ounce the site is taken into 
trust.  Nevertheless, the procedures and methodology used to determine long-term yield 
is in compliance with CCR Title 22, §64554.  As per §64554 (e): “The capacity of a 
well shall be determined from pumping test data existing prior to March 9, 2008, or in 
accordance with subsection (f) or (g).”  The pumping tests were performed in 
December 2003 and July 2004, long before the March 2008 date, and the long-term 
yield well capacity was determined using that data.   

Refer to the responses to Comments F1-02 and F1-32 for a discussion of the overdraft 
of the aquifer in the vicinity of the City’s wells.  Refer to the response to Comment
F1-04 for a discussion of the duration of the pumping tests and methodology used to 
determine long-term yield values.  Also refer to the responses to Comments F1-9 and 
F1-10 for a discussion of groundwater monitoring programs. 

L2-51 As discussed in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, based on water quality samples from the 
groundwater wells, an on-site reverse osmosis water treatment plant would be 
developed so that potable water meets all SDWA standards.  Groundwater treatment 
would reduce elevated levels of iron, manganese, and total dissolved solids (TDS) 
identified in the source wells.  The water treatment plant would be constructed east of 
the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) (Figure 2-1 of the DEIS).  The reverse 
osmosis system involves passing the potable water stream through sheets of specialized 
semi-permeable membranes that remove minerals, salts, and other contaminants.  The 
minerals and salts are captured as concentrated brine.  The production of brine would 
result in a net loss of potable water for use at the casino.  A 15,000-gallon storage tank 
would be installed to store the brine prior to being trucked to a treatment facility.  With 
the inclusion of the water treatment plant, the use of groundwater to meet potable water 
demands would result in a loss of up to 10,000 gpd from brine production.  
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L2-52 Wastewater treatment on the project site would meet Title 22 of the CCR, Division 4, 
Chapter 3, Water Recycling Criteria (Title 22) standards for disinfected tertiary treated 
recycled water.  The Tribe would develop a dual-plumbed system consistent with Title 
22 standards.  The commenter does not provide justification for the assumption that 
wastewater upset conditions are likely.  Compliance with Title 22 would ensure that the 
use of a dual plumbed system for recycled water use would not cause significant 
impacts to public health and upset conditions would be unlikely. 

L2-53 The estimations of total recycled water use for the project alternatives were based on 
actual use rates at local casinos as discussed in Appendix B of the DEIS. As discussed 
in Appendix B of the DEIS, the acreage for landscape irrigation acreages were 
estimated from the site plans for each project alternative.  Irrigation rates for the 
landscaped acreages for each project alternative were estimated using 
evapotranspiration rates of the region including the use of native vegetation or 
vegetation that has been completely naturalized to the region as discussed in Section
2.0 of the DEIS.  For Alternatives A, B, and C, the sprayfield application rates were 
estimated to be 5,000 gallons per day (gpd) (5.6 acre-feet per year as indicated by the 
commenter) for landscaping covering approximately two acres. The type of 
landscaping was assumed to be typical with commercial developments, and as 
discussed in Section 2.0 of the FEIS, would consist of native vegetation or vegetation 
that has been completely naturalized to the region.  In response to comments on the 
DEIS, mitigation has been included in Section 5.2.3 of the FEIS to require the Tribe 
develop a sprayfield monitoring plan to reduce potential impacts associated with the 
land application of treated effluent. 

L2-54 Refer to the response to Comment L2-49 regarding rotation pumping of two of the 
production wells concurrently at rates that are higher than the recommended yields, 
while the third well is allowed to recover.

L2-55 The total well yield upon which the comment is based is inaccurate.  As discussed in 
the response to Comment L2-49, the rotational pumping involves pumping of two 
wells, not one as the commenter suggests, while the third is left to recover.  The 
estimated well yield for the site, as discussed in Section 2.2.1 of the FEIS, would 
account for approximately 92% of the total water demand.  On days where the well 
yield is insufficient, supplemental water would be pumped from the 2-million gallon 
storage tank located on site.  The remaining water would be supplied via approximately 
five water trucks (assuming 2,000-gallon tanks per truck) per day, a feasible method to 
meet the remaining water demand not met by the on-site groundwater wells.  The 
impacts of these truck trips are inconsequential when considering patron and employee 
trips addressed in Section 4.8 of the FEIS.  
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L2-56 The commenter suggests that relying on groundwater and water trucking is not a 
feasible approach to meeting the projected water needs of the project alternatives.  
Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the proposed water supply 
and to the response to Comment L2-55 regarding the number of water trucks that 
could be necessary.  Water trucking would only be required to meet the estimated 
potable water demands for full build-out of Alternative A.  Trucking would not be 
required for Phase I of Alternative A nor Alternatives B through D.  Trucked water 
would not constitute the entire potable water supply and would be diluted at a ration of 
100 to 1 in the storage tank.  The residual chlorine that would be required within the 
storage tank to ensure adequate health and safety of the Tribal drinking water would 
reduce the potential for 10,000 gpd of hauled water to contaminate one of the 
1,000,000 gallon storage tanks.  The USEPA would obtain jurisdiction regarding 
implementation of the provisions of the Safe Drinking Water Act.  As discussed in 
Section 2.0 of the FEIS, the USEPA would require the Tribe develop a monitoring plan 
for the drinking water system, which includes routine biological sampling from areas of 
use, which would include the heavily diluted hauled water.   

L2-57 The pumping tests were performed in early December 2003 (H1), mid-December 2003 
(M1), and July of 2004 (M3).  Although the tests for wells H1 and M1 were conducted 
in December when water levels could be slightly higher than summer levels, the 
increases in water levels would not be significant when compared to total available 
drawdown for these wells.  Wells H1 and M1 have total available drawdowns of 119 
and 487 feet, respectively.  A small relative increase in total available water in 
December would not result in estimates of long-term yield significantly different from 
those developed from summer tests.  In addition, as discussed in Comment F1-5,
appropriate factors were applied to account for variability in recharge and precipitation.       

L2-58 Refer to the response to Comment L2-49 for a discussion of the rotational pumping 
and water supply for the Proposed Project. 

L2-59 This comment requests information on the impacts the former Pioneer Mine could have 
on groundwater quality, specifically (1) known groundwater contamination related to 
the mine, (2) type of mineral extracted from the mine, (3) if the mine contains or may 
contain contaminated groundwater, and (4) the extent this contaminated groundwater 
(if present) could be drawn into the nearby aquifer as the result of pumping from 
Project wells. 

Traditionally, the source of the gold in this area was from sulfides (generally pyrite) 
that are disseminated within the slate and shale formation or contained within quartz 
veins.  If the gold ore was associated with the sulfides and the mine workings or waste 
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rock materials were allowed to oxidize via the infiltration of precipitation, there is a 
possibility that acid mine drainage (AMD) could occur.  AMD can result in the 
evolution of low pH waters with elevated concentrations of metals.  The presence of 
acid neutralizing materials, such as carbonaceous shales and slates could buffer the pH 
within the neutral range and greatly reduce the risk of elevated metal concentrations.  
As part of the groundwater monitoring program, certain analytes would be monitored 
for based on potential sources in the area that could impact groundwater quality. 

L2-60 As described in Section 4.3 of the DEIS, if surface water discharge is implemented it 
would be subject to an NPDES permit, which would ensure that surface discharge of 
treated wastewater meets water quality standards.    

L2-61 As described in the Water and Wastewater Feasibility Study (Appendix B of the 
FEIS), subsurface disposal would be permitted based on groundwater quality 
degradation criteria within recent USEPA guidelines.  Compliance with applicable 
guidance included in the Water and Wastewater Feasibility Study would ensure that no 
adverse hydrologic impacts would occur due to the subsurface leachfields and spray 
irrigation. 

L2-62 Section 4.3 states that compliance with an NPDES permit for wastewater discharge 
would ensure that the treated effluent meets established water quality objectives and is 
of sufficient quality to support beneficial uses of the receiving water.  Further, refer to 
the response to Comment L2-52 for a discussion of the regulatory compliance the 
project would adhere to for recycled water use.   

L2-63 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the adjacent wells in the 
project vicinity, and the projected reduction of the overdraft condition related to the 
implementation of the Plymouth Pipeline project.  This would reduce the probability 
for reversal of the hydraulic gradient to occur in the vicinity of the project wells.  
Further, refer to Appendix C of the FEIS for a discussion of the sustainable yield 
projected for the project wells.  The Pumping Test Report calculates the safe available 
yield for the three project wells, which is based on the allowable drawdown in the 
wells, multiplied by a safety factor (to account for variable water recharge), accounting 
for position of the pumps, drought and seasonal water level declines, and future drops 
in well efficiency during operation.  This would ensure that the aquifer is not in a state 
of overdraft, and would further reduce the probability for the reversal of the hydraulic 
gradient to occur.  Additionally, Mitigation Measure 5.2.3 (D) requires that the Tribe 
implement a groundwater-monitoring program, which would further ensure the 
protection of water quality in the water basin.  The implementation of the measures 
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described above would ensure that contamination of the groundwater basin does not 
occur as a result of implementation of the Proposed Project. 

L2-64 Section 3.3 of the DEIS contains the results of water quality sampling that has been 
conducted on the site.  Further groundwater quality monitoring would be conducted 
according to the groundwater monitoring program that would be developed and 
implemented as described under  Mitigation Measure 5.2.3 (D) of the FEIS.   

L2-65 FEIS Appendix S has been revised to incorporate all the pages of the study.  The 
commenter states that there is no indication of analysis of site hydraulic capacity.  
Appendix S of the DEIS concluded that the southwest corner of the site would be 
suitable for limited subsurface disposal of treated effluent, based on observed soil 
conditions during periods of heavy rains.  To prevent daylighting of treated effluent, 
recommendations are provided in Appendix S that include application limitations of 
treated effluent based on the hydrologic performance of the soils.  Such 
recommendations are based on standard engineering practices, which would ensure that 
groundwater quality would be protected.  The recommendations are included in 
Section 5.0 of the FEIS as mitigation measures to reduce the potential for runoff 
associated with on-site wastewater disposal.  Further, the Proposed Project would 
obtain and comply with an NPDES permit and would implement a groundwater 
monitoring program, which would further protect groundwater quality in the project 
vicinity. 

L2-66 As described in the response to Comment L2-38, the preferred option for wastewater 
disposal would not include construction of a reservoir.  It would consist of discharge to 
the on-site intermittent creek pursuant to a NPDES permit and maximization of 
recycled water use; however the Tribe has not abandoned the option of constructing a 
recycled water reservoir.  The project description has been updated in Section 2.0 of 
the FEIS to reflect the Tribes intention to move forward with pursuing a NPDES Permit 
for WWTP effluent disposal as the preferred disposal option.  However, to clarify and 
augment the conclusion that less-than-significant impacts to topography would result 
from the construction of the storage reservoir and proposed 75 foot earthen dam, 
additional discussion from the geotechnical study is included in Section 4.2.2 of the 
FEIS.  The geotechnical study was included in the DEIS as Appendix E and also 
included in the technical appendices of the FEIS.   

 The commenter states that effects on groundwater quality due to the use of an unlined 
wastewater reservoir were not evaluated or mitigated.  However, these effects were 
analyzed in the geotechnical analysis (Appendix E), and as stated, if surface water 
flow is diverted from the reservoir with a culvert and French drain system as discussed 
in Appendix E, the additional contribution of subsurface seepage would be very small 
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with respect to the capacity of the reservoir.  Additionally, siltation over time would aid 
in “plugging” potential drainage paths that could cause off-site seepage. 

L2-67 The Proposed Project would comply with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) 
requirements.  Consistent with CEQ Regulation 40 CFR 1503.4, and as required by 404 
permit conditions, adequate mitigation and monitoring standards would be established, 
adopted, and reviewed by the ACOE and/or Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) prior to 
construction and for the duration of the monitoring period to assure all permit 
stipulations are met. 

 Refer to the response to Comment L2-38 regarding the options for wastewater 
disposal.

L2-68 Refer to the response to Comment L2-08 regarding the missing information from 
Appendix E of the FEIS.  

L2-69 Refer to Section 4.3 of the DEIS for a discussion of the wastewater disposal and reuse 
system that would be utilized for the project.  Specific design details for the reuse of 
recycled water are not specified at this time; however, as described in the response to 
Comment F1-09, additional beneficial uses of recycled water could include uses such 
as the on-site reuse of treated water for irrigation and flushing toilets. 

L2-70 Refer to the response to Comment L2-52 for a description of the requirements that the 
project would comply with to ensure that recycled water use does not pose a health risk 
to the public.  Further, Section 4.3 Water Resources states that compliance with an 
NPDES permit for wastewater discharge would ensure that the treated effluent meets 
established water quality objectives and is of sufficient quality to support beneficial 
uses of the receiving water.  

L2-71 As discussed in Section 2.0 and Section 4.3 of the DEIS a drainage plan has been 
developed for Alternative A, and is included as Appendix G (Figure 2-6).  The 
drainage plan includes the use of several features designed to reduce surface runoff 
volumes and filter surface runoff prior to release into the existing on-site natural 
drainage channels.  The drainage plan would be implemented prior to the operation of 
Phase I and would include all provisions necessary to provide conveyance and 
treatment capacities in response to additional runoff generated from Phase II.  Specific 
design details are not available at this time; however, stormwater discharge would 
require a General Construction NPDES permit.  
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L2-72 The analysis included in the FEIS considers the projections derived from the drainage 
study analysis.  Furthermore, the drainage study (Appendix G) shows and specifically 
states that increased runoff resulting from development of the casino project, according 
to assumptions outlined in the study, can be mitigated by on-site detention, among 
other measures.  As described in Section 4.3 of the FEIS, the project would include an 
on-site detention basin, which was sized assuming that 90% of the surface area in the 
northern and western ends of the site would be converted to impermeable surfaces.  
Based on these values, the detention basin is designed to hold an inflow of 173 cubic 
feet per second (cfs), with an outflow of 62 cfs.  See Appendix G for volume 
calculations, outflow quantities, and water surface elevations.  The analysis included in 
Appendix G and in Section 4.3 of the FEIS was conducted to ensure that post-project 
runoff conditions would be effectively managed.  

L2-73 As described in Section 4.3 of the FEIS, the detention basin would be located at the 
lowest point on the property in the northwest corner.  The runoff would naturally drain 
toward the lowest point on the site, and drainages would be engineered to channel 
flows to the detention basin.  The outflow from the detention would enter Little Indian 
Creek, the existing drainage collector, and would not impact Dry Creek.   

L2-74 The correct pre-and post-project implementation runoff rates are provided in Table 2 of 
the drainage study (Appendix G).  The study indicates that Little Indian Creek, located 
at the project boundary (confluence of detention outflow and Shed 12 with flow in 
main channel) experienced a pre-development discharge rates estimated at 258 cfs, 
while post project rates were estimated at 257 cfs with the planned improvements.  
Runoff from the site would be reduced further due to the decision to revise the site plan 
( Figures 5-1 through 5-5 of Section 5.0 of the FEIS) by reducing surface parking.  
This would reduce impervious surfaces thereby reducing runoff.   

L2-75 As described in the response Comment L2-74, the proposed action would result in a 1 
cfs reduction in post-project outflows, from approximately 258 cfs pre-project to 257 
cfs post-project.  Therefore, because the post-project outflows would be less than pre-
project outflows, the Proposed Project would not cause downstream flooding impacts.

L2-76 Subsequent versions of the URBEMIS model have been released since the air quality 
modeling was performed (refer to the response to Comment L2-02).  The methodology 
and assumptions from the original model, with the exception of the trip generation rate, 
have been used to complete an updated URBEMIS model analysis using URBEMIS 
9.2.4.  Updated traffic information, based on the revised TIA (Appendix M), has also 
been incorporated into the model run.  URBEMIS 9.2.4 air quality model output files 
are provided in Appendix Q and appropriate revisions to tables in Section 4.4 have 
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been completed.  CO2 is addressed as a greenhouse gas in Section 4.11, the URBEMIS 
9.2.4 air quality model was used to estimate CO2 emission from project related area and 
mobile sources and are analyzed in this section.  As shown in Section 4.4 and 4.11 of 
the FEIS, no additional impacts to air quality were identified by the current model or as 
a result of the updated traffic information.   

L2-77 Page 4.4-3 of the FEIS has been changed to indicate new trips are 97% primary.  This 
change does not significantly affect the results of the analysis. 

L2-78 The area of disturbance (footprint) is approximately 60 acres.  This has been 
incorporated in the revised URBEMIS air quality model.  Revised construction 
emissions are reported in Section 4.4 of the FEIS and output files are provided in 
Appendix Q of the FEIS.  The change in acres from 5.5 to 60 does not change the 
significance of the impact to air quality.  Construction emissions continue to have a 
less-than-significant impact on air quality in the project region.     

L2-79 Regional significance under the General Conformity regulation is determined by 
calculating a project’s emission as a percent of the County’s total emission inventory.  
If a project’s emission of any criteria pollutant is greater than 10% of the County’s total 
emission inventory, then the project is considered regionally significant for that criteria 
pollutant.  Regional conformity calculations were added to construction and operational 
emission tables in the FEIS.  No significant regional impacts were identified.  

L2-80 Discussion of the trip generation rate for the event center is provided in the revised 
TIA.  The revised TIA determines that the event center would have a 100% internal 
capture rate; therefore, no trips are attributed to this facility.  

L2-81 The Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB) is in nonattainment for ozone, which is 
formed in the presence of sunlight.  During the summer months, the days are longer, 
leading to higher ozone concentrations.  Therefore, summer emission estimates provide 
a more conservative characterization of ozone emissions.   

 During the summer month, the SVAB is dry and hot (see Section 3.4), which can 
exacerbate fugitive dust emission from construction activities.  Construction activities 
that do occur during the rainy season emit less particulate matter due to the natural dust 
suppression that rain provides.  Emission estimates from the summer months provide a 
more conservative estimate of particulate matter emissions.  
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 Furthermore, construction activities generally occur during the summer month due to 
weather conditions.  For these reasons, focusing air quality modeling on summer 
months is appropriate 

L2-82 The trip generation rate has been updated in the revised TIA.  The updated URBEMIS 
9.2.4 (refer to the response to Comment L2-76) air quality model uses the revised trip 
generation rate (see Section 4.4 and Appendix Q).  No new impacts were identified. 

L2-83 As shown in Appendix Q of the FEIS, the URBEMIS output files indicate that each 
criteria pollutant emission is reported correctly in Section 4.4 of the FEIS.  However, 
the FEIS is based on an updated air quality model run using URBEMIS 9.2.4.  The 
model reports emissions in tons per year, which is consistent with conformity 
regulations (40 CFR 93.153).  The URBEMIS 9.2.4 model also incorporates the trip 
generation rate from the revised TIA, which is provided as Appendix M in the FEIS.  
No new impacts were identified due to the use of URBEMIS 9.2.4, and the revised trip 
generation rate from the revised TIA.  

L2-84 The revised URBEMIS 9.2.4 air quality model includes the assumption of 6 day per 
week 12 hours per day for construction.  This assumption is reflected by Mitigation 
Measures 5.2.4 (G) in the FEIS, which reads as follows:   

 “The Tribe shall limit construction activities at the project site to Monday through 
Saturday between the hours of 6 am to 6 pm.”  

 The URBEMIS 9.2.4 output files are provide as Appendix Q.

L2-85 The following Air Quality Management District dust control mitigation measures have 
been added as mitigation measures to Section 5.2.4.  These measures are consistent 
with the mitigation measures used in estimating criteria pollutants using URBEMIS 
9.2.4 and would provide adequate dust suppression so fugitive dust would not travel 
beyond the project boundaries.  

� Water all active construction areas up to three times daily during dry 
weather.

� Cover trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require trucks to 
maintain at least two feet of freeboard.   

� Pave or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on unpaved access roads, parking 
areas and staging areas at construction sites as appropriate.  

� Sweep daily (with water sweepers) paved access roads, parking areas, and 
staging areas at construction sites as appropriate.   
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� Sweep streets (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto 
adjacent public streets. 

� Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizes to inactive construction areas 
(previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more).  

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

� Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour.  
� Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to 

public roadways.  
� Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.  
� Install windbreaks, or plant trees/vegetative windbreaks at windward side(s) 

of construction areas. 
� Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) 

exceed 25 miles per hour.   
� Limit the area subject to excavation, grading and other construction activity 

at any one time.   

L2-86 Emissions tables in the DEIS report only mitigated emissions because, under 
conformity regulations, emissions should be mitigated to the extent possible before 
conformity is determined.  Project emissions reported in Section 4.4 of the FEIS are 
mitigated emissions.  Table titles have be changed to clarify this.  Unmitigated 
emissions, as well as mitigated and unmitigated criteria pollutants for which the district 
is in attainment, are provided in Appendix Q of the DEIS.  Mitigation measures used 
in the model are default values and cannot be altered.  Dust suppression mitigation has 
been added to Section 5.2.4 of the FEIS and is shown in the response to Comment L2-
85.

L2-87 Odor impacts are discussed in Section 4.4.  The sense of smell is used to detect and 
recognize odors.  Odor is the subjective perception of the sense of smell (olfaction).  
Not everyone has the same ability to smell objects at the same levels (or 
concentrations).  The minimum concentration (threshold) of an odor that can be 
detected and identified through the sense of smell depends on how the odor is presented 
(such as flow rate and purity) and the sensitivity of the olfactory cells in the nose, 
which vary from person to person; therefore, numerical analysis of odors is problematic 
and imprecise.  The most notable anticipated source of odor would be from the WWTP.  
The WWTP, as noted in Section 2.2, would be designed to satisfy several criteria that 
would comply with standards established by the USEPA.  These criteria include 
restrictions on the generation of objectionable odors.  Odors from the plant headworks 
would be controlled using an odor scrubber as described in the Water and Wastewater 
Feasibility Study (Appendix B).   
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L2-88 A discussion of diesel particulate matter (DPM) has been added to the FEIS in Sections 
3.4 and 4.4.  DPM is considered a hazardous air pollutant by the USEPA.  Since a 
federal action is under consideration, federal regulations apply.  Hazardous air 
pollutants are regulated under the National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air 
Pollution (40 CFR 61 and 63).  Due to the distance to the nearest sensitive receptor 
(over 400 feet) from the project site and the dissipation rate of DPM (10% of original 
concentration at 500 feet) impacts would be less than significant.  No new impacts 
were indentified.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-87 for a discussion of odor 
impacts. 

L2-89 The ozone attainment status is discussed in Section 3.4 of the DEIS.  The commenter’s 
claim that one ton per year of any ozone precursor from the Proposed Project would not 
allow the Amador Air District to reach attainment status is unsubstantiated.  In 
accordance with the Clean Air Act and in compliance with conformity regulations, if a 
federal project shows conformity with the state implementation plan (SIP), than that 
project would not obstruct the attainment process outlined in the SIP (40 CFR 93, 
Subpart B).   

 By providing pedestrian walkways, patrons would be less likely to drive their cars to 
the other side of the facility, workers can access the facility easily, so on-site vehicle 
use can be minimized, which reduce NOx and ROG emissions (See Sacramento 
Metropolitan and Bay Area Air Quality Management Districts Land Use Mitigation 
Measures and CEQA Guidelines).  Measures such as the one provided in the DEIS and 
mentioned by the commenter would reduce NOx and ROG emissions. 

L2-90 All project alternatives comply with conformity as discussed in Section 4.4.  Emissions 
from the Proposed Project would be less than significant under NEPA.  No mitigation 
measures are required; however, the Tribe has agreed to implement mitigation 
measures that would further reduce project emissions, even though mitigation of 
project emission is not needed to comply with conformity de minimis levels.  These 
mitigation measures are provided in Section 5.2.4 of the FEIS.   

L2-91 The most current emission factors available at the time were used in the DEIS climate 
change analysis.  Subsequently, new and more accurate climate change emission 
factors have been published.  The FEIS has been updated with emission factors from 
the Climate Action Registry and emission data provided in URBMIS 9.2.4.  Given that 
climate change is a cumulative impact, the analysis is provided in the Cumulative 
Section 4.11. Sections 3.4 and 4.4 provide the basis for the analysis.  A 
comprehensive list of relevant reference documents is provided Section 3.4.  This 
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includes guidance from the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, the USEPA, 
and the CA Attorney Generals Office.    

L2-92 Refer to the response to Comment L2-91 concerning air quality and climate change. 

L2-93  In response to comments, the FEIS has been supplemented in Section 3.5 and Section 
4.5 with additional text from the technical appendices.  The FEIS states in Section 4.5,
in Tables 4.5.1 through 4.5.8 of the DEIS, the acreages of all potentially affected 
habitats for Alternatives A through D; whereas mitigation measures for these potential 
impacts are outlined in Section 5.2.5.  Additionally, upon acceptance and approval of 
the preferred build-out alternative and dependent upon the verification of the wetland 
delineation by the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), impact acreages can be verified.  
The impacts to wetlands would be minimized by measures specified in Section 5.2.5.
Furthermore, all potential impacts to habitats on the project site with the potential to 
support special status species have been surveyed and identified in the DEIS and the 
supporting documents.  Since this is a federal lead agency project, a Section 7 
Endangered Species Act consultation is underway with the Fish and Wildlife Service to 
assess all potential impacts to Federally listed species as identified in the DEIS.  The 
ACOE  will verify the wetland delineation and approve mitigation consistent with 
ACOE and USEPA guidelines as stated in the response to Comment F1-15 and F1-16
to ensure that no adverse impacts would occur either on site or off site, to the 
practicable extent feasible.  

L2-94  The “study area” for the purpose of biological resource assessments is concurrent with 
the “total action area” and may include areas outside the project boundaries for special 
status species queries and impact analysis.  The combination of all parcels that 
constitute the entire 228.04 acres of the project area, of which 10.28 acres are located 
within the City of Plymouth boundaries while the remaining 217.76 acres are located in 
unincorporated Amador County, is the “project site”.  While the area of disturbance 
would be contained to the “project site” the potential for impacts related to these 
disturbances must be analyzed as the “total action area”.  This clarification has been 
made in the FEIS where warranted; in accordance with CEQ Regulation 40 CFR 
1503.4, refer to the response to Comment L2-01.

L2-95  The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB) search is a standard five mile radius (DEIS Page 3.5-11).  This 
radius search incorporated the “Amador City, CA” 7.5 Minute Quadrangle as well as 
parts of the Latrobe, Irish Hill and Fiddletown Quadrangles.  The Biological Resource 
Assessment (Appendix H) utilized a standard nine quad search, which was used to 
generate the special status species table in the FEIS.  This information has been 
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included in Section 3.5.5 of the FEIS to validate that all potential special status species 
were fully addressed.  

L2-96  As a supplement to analysis, the FEIS methodology section on Page 3.5-2 and Page 
3.5-3 has been updated to identify all methodologies used while making explicit 
reference by footnote to the scientific and other technical sources relied upon for 
conclusions in Section 3.5.5 of the FEIS.  The methodology described Section 3.5.2 of 
the FEIS clearly cites what biological surveys were conducted, what protocols were 
used and what dates the surveys were conducted.  

L2-97  The FEIS clearly depicts the on-site vegetative communities (Figure 3.5-1), and
acreages of these habitats are compiled in Table 3.5-1.  The Holland type, Sawyer 
Keeler Wolf classification, and/or Cowardin classification systems were used to 
delineate and digitize the habitat type’s on site (Page 3.5-3) have been added as such in 
the methodologies section in the FEIS.  

L2-98  Wetland features and other waters (Table 3.5-2, Figure 3.5-2, Pages 3.5-10, and 3.5-
11) have been consistently classified in the FEIS.  Updates to the FEIS are consistent 
with CEQ Regulation 40 CFR 1503.4.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-01.

   
L2-99 The DEIS clearly states the methods and reasoning of concluding why a specific 

special status species does or does not have the potential to occur on site and why no 
further analysis was conducted for the species listed in the tables of Section 3.5 of the 
FEIS (see Page 3.5-11, Table 3.5-3, Table 3.5-4, Appendix H, and Figure 3.5-3).
Consistent with CEQ Regulation 40 CFR 1503.4, no further response is warranted. 

L2-100  The interpretation of the CNDDB data on Page 3.5-16 in Section 3.5 has been changed 
from “occur” to “documented to occur”.  All CNDDB documented occurrence data has 
been updated in Section 3.5.5 to accurately state the dates of occurrence and other 
specific information applicable to analysis.  Additionally, the life history and 
distribution information for vernal pool fairy shrimp on Page 3.5-17 has been properly 
cited and updated in the FEIS. 

L2-101  Consistent with CEQ Regulation 40 CFR 1503.4, this comment does not warrant 
further response, as all on-site habitats with the potential to support vernal pool fairy 
shrimp and tadpole shrimp were assessed to the standards of the USFWS; Interim
Survey Guidelines to Permittees for Recovery Permits under Section 10(a)(1)(A) of the 
Endangered Species Act for the Listed Vernal Pool Branchiopods.  Two wet season 
surveys were conducted as required by USFWS consultation.  There is no suitable off-
site habitat that is within 250 feet of any proposed disturbance on site.   
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L2-102 The discussion of sensitive habitats (Tables 4.5-1 and 4.5-2) within the FEIS has been 
updated to differentiate impact acreages between vernal pools, ponds and other waters 
in the FEIS.  Additionally, any direct or indirect impacts to wetlands will be confirmed 
in the Section 404 permit to be issued by the ACOE as comprehensively outlined in the 
responses to Comments F1-14, F1-15, and F1-18. The response to Comment L2-101
describes the sampling effort that was put forth to address vernal pool fairy shrimp to 
the extent feasible within 250 feet of the proposed area of disturbance.  Additionally, 
focused botanical surveys did not show the presence of any vernal pool listed plant 
species to occur on site.  

L2-103 As recommended by the USEPA, the preferred wastewater disposal alternative has 
been identified to be the surface water discharge option.  Please refer to the response to 
Comments F1-13 and F1-14 for detailed explanation of the surface water discharge 
option.  In Section 2.0 of the FEIS, it is stated that treated wastewater would be 
disposed of during the summer through landscape irrigation, sprayfields, and 
subsurface disposal and during the winter through surface water discharge (Figure 2-
5).  Surface water discharge would occur on the project site to an unnamed tributary of 
Dry Creek.  This alternative is now the preferred option, and the impacts from this 
option are fully addressed in Section 2.0 of the FEIS. 

L2-104  Refer to the responses to Comments F1-14, F1-15, and F1-18 for a comprehensive 
explanation of the ACOE “no net loss of wetlands” policy.  This policy firstly requires 
avoidance of impacts followed by minimization of impacts thence finalized through 
mitigation for unavoidable impacts to wetlands.  The Section 404 permit requirements 
may include an alternatives analysis prior to creation of the mitigation and monitoring 
plan; therefore all mitigation for direct and indirect impacts to jurisdictional wetland 
features on site and off site would be implemented for cumulative habitat value and 
function prior to any disturbance on site.  As outlined in the response to Comment F1-
14, identification of the preferred wastewater disposal option and the utilization of a 
parking structure would significantly reduced impacts to wetlands. 

L2-105  This comment does not identify the “species” being addressed; therefore a detailed 
response to this comment is not possible.  Section 3.5 in the DEIS clearly discusses all 
state and federal species of special concern.  Additionally, the Sections 3.5 and 4.5 of 
the DEIS have been reviewed and no inconsistencies were identified.  

L2-106  The northwestern pond turtle has been noted to occur within five miles of the project 
site as shown in Figure 3.5-3 of the DEIS.  The comment refers to Page 4.5-3, which 
reads, “Impacts to wetland features… may impact northwestern pond turtles if they 
occur within the disturbed area.  Measures to mitigate for wetlands and water of the 
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U.S. (Section 5.2.5) would minimize potential impacts to this species.”  Extensive and 
comprehensive biological surveys were conducted in 2004, 2005, and 2007 for red-
legged frog (RLF) and fairy shrimp as detailed in Section 4.5.2.  The northwestern 
pond turtle was a secondary focus in all of these assessments to determine its presence 
as it was noted to occur within five miles of the site.  These numerous surveys involved 
thorough examination of all on-site aquatic features.  Additionally, the RLF protocol 
survey included the assessment of 38 sites outside of the project boundary.  During all 
of these investigations, one Western pond turtle was observed.  It was not captured to 
identify if in fact it was the northwestern sub-species.  This occurrence was in Dry 
Creek, approximately one quarter mile south of the project site.  The documented 
CNDDB occurrences to the north of the project site were all within Indian Creek.  With 
these extensive field surveys and comprehensive documentation, it has been concluded 
that the northwestern pond turtle does not occur on the project site.  Therefore, no 
mitigation measures have been included because impacts to this species would not 
occur.  The aforementioned excerpt in Section 4.5-3 of the DEIS used the statements 
“may impact”, “if they occur”, and “would minimize potential impacts.”  Updates have 
been made in Section 4.5 of the FEIS to clarify that there would be no impacts to this 
species as outlined above. 

L2-107  Consistent with CEQ Regulation 40 CFR 1503.4, as a modification to analysis, valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB) mitigation measures as discussed in Appendix H 
have been added to Section 5.2.5 of the FEIS.  Additionally, formal consultation with 
USFWS is currently underway for all federally listed species including the VELB.  
While no impacts are anticipated based on completed surveys that identified no exit 
holes, if activities occur within 100 feet of any elderberry shrubs on site, mitigation 
consistent with a Biological Opinion (BO) issued by the USFWS would be 
implemented consistent with the USFWS protocol.  

L2-108 The BIA has initiated RLF consultation with USFWS.  As a part of that consultation 
RLF protocol surveys were conducted.  No RLF were identified.  If USFWS 
determines that there is potential for impact to RLF then mitigation measures would be 
approved by the USFWS and would be implemented consistent with the BO that would 
result from this Section 7 Federal Endangered Species Act consultation.  There are no 
known CNDDB occurrences of this species within a ten-mile radius of the project site, 
which supports the negative findings of the surveys.  The five-mile radius CNDDB 
figure was included in Section 3.5 of the DEIS.

L2-109  Informal USFWS Section 7 consultation for all listed species has been initiated by the 
BIA and it would apply to any applicable federal permits that may be required, 
including the Section 404 and NPDES permits, which would be supported by a Section 
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7 Biological Assessment (BA).  To date no special status species have been found on 
site, as detailed in the responses to Comments L2-101, L2-106, and L2-108.  If listed 
species are found to be present in the “action area”, the Federal agency must determine 
if the action may affect them.  The BIA would determine if the project “will have no 
effect”, “may affect, but not likely to adversely affect”, or “may affect, and likely to 
adversely affect” the listed target species.  If the Federal agency determines that the 
action is not likely to adversely affect listed species (e.g., the effects are beneficial, 
insignificant, or discountable), and the USFWS agrees with that determination, the 
USFWS provides concurrence in writing and no further consultation is required.  If the 
BIA determines that the Proposed Project is likely to adversely affect a listed species 
then formal consultation must be initiated with the USFWS.  This formal consultation 
would require a BO from the USFWS that determines whether the project would 
jeopardize a listed species or destroy or significantly modify its critical habitat; whereas 
the mitigation measures outlined in the BO would be implemented as part of the 
Record of Decision (ROD) issued by the BIA.  As stated above, the informal 
consultation process with the USFWS has been initiated and surveys for RLF, and fairy 
shrimp have been conducted to determine presence or absence.  Other species as 
identified in the FEIS would also be addressed during the informal consultation; such 
as VELB and California tiger salamander (CTS).  The FEIS was updated in Sections
3.5, 4.5, and 5.2.5 where warranted to depict most current and accurate information 
now available. 

L2-110  The text in Section 4.5.1 has been updated in the FEIS.  Adverse effects to migratory 
birds would be avoided by implementing the measures identified in Section 5.2.5 (N).
These are standard mitigation measures which utilize the nesting window for all 
potentially occurring avian species to ensure that tree removal occurs outside of these 
windows to the extent feasible.  Pre-construction clearance surveys ensure that there are 
no birds occupying trees slated for removal, prior to removal. 

L2-111  The oak tree removal and mitigation replacement ratios adopted by the Tribe are either 
2:1 or 3:1 as detailed in Section 5.2.5.  This ratio of replacement adheres to the CA 
Oak Woodlands Conservation Act guidelines which have been adopted by Amador 
County.  Planting an appropriate number of trees, including the maintenance of 
plantings and replacement of failed plantings, is sufficient for mitigation.  Although the 
Tribe would not be required to adhere to State, County nor local standards once the 
land is taken into trust, these mitigation ratios have been accepted to prevent 
degradation of the existing habitat while sustaining the existing vegetative communities 
on site. 
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L2-112 The riparian woodland tree removal and mitigation replacement ratios adopted by the 
Tribe are 1:1 as detailed in Section 5.2.5.  This ratio of replacement adheres to the CA 
Oak Woodlands Conservation Act guidelines which are adopted by Amador County.  

L2-113    In Section 4.5.1 of the DEIS it is stated, “While potential habitat for the California tiger       
salamander (CTS) occurs within the project site no impacts are anticipated.”  This 
evaluation of no impact is based upon observations made during CRLF and brachiopod 
surveys conducted in all the potential CTS habitat; the presence of predators (bull 
frogs) in all potential habitat;  the lack of critical habitat on site; and the distance from 
any known sighting.  However, as is the case with the CRLF and the Branchiopods the 
CTS is subject to the informal consultation now under way with the USFWS.  If the 
USFWS issues a BO, its terms would be implemented as provided in Section 5.2.5.

                Mitigation Measure 5.2.5 (M) of the DEIS indicates that the specific mitigation 
measures already outlined in the section to avoid and minimize impacts to aquatic 
habitats, as required by the Section 404 permitting process, would minimize potential 
impacts if this species were to occur.  The closest documented CNDDB occurrence of 
CTS is approximately 15 miles southwest of the project site.  As stated in Section 4.5.1
and further detailed in the response to Comment L2-106, it is “unlikely that CTS 
occurs based upon observations made during CRLF and brachiopod surveys conducted 
in CTS habitat.”  However, as is the case with CRLF and branchiopods, CTS is subject 
to formal consultation with USFWS, which is currently underway.  If USFWS issues a 
Biological Opinion, its terms would be implemented as provided in Section 5.2.5.

L2-114 Compensatory mitigation for impacts to wetlands shall be at a minimum ratio of 1:1, 
and may be greater as the final compensation would be formulated under USEPA 
mitigation guidelines.  The USFWS will determine the ratios for compensatory 
mitigation based on the site specific impacts to habitat quality, habitat continuity and 
the results of special status species surveys conducted on the site.  Again, as noted 
above, no special status species have been identified on site during any of the protocol 
level survey conducted to date.  Therefore, the ratios are set at a level that supports the 
no net loss policy of the ACOE and the USEPA as outlined in the responses to 
Comments F1-14 and F1-15.

L2-115 The impact analysis for Alternatives B, C, and D has been updated in Section 4.5 of the 
FEIS.  Additionally, mitigation measures for potential impact to special status species 
have been updated in Section 5.2.5 of the FEIS for Alternatives A-D; the responses to 
Comments L2-106 through L2-110 and L2-113 thoroughly outline these changes to 
special status species mitigation measures.  As stated above a more thorough impact 
analysis for Alternative C has been included in Section 4.5 of the FEIS.  The footnote 
in Table 4.5-4 states that the table only applies to Alternative B, option 1.  
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L2-116 Due to pagination, Table 4.11-5 of the DEIS was moved to the adjacent page, which 
includes the discussion of biological impacts.  Table 4.11-5 of the FEIS is in Section
4.11 within the discussion of greenhouse gasses.  This comment warrants no further 
response.

L2-117  The project site does not support the specific specialized riparian vegetative community 
to support this species occurrence (see Appendix C of Appendix H of the DEIS).
Additionally, no CNDDB occurrence of this species was observed within a ten-mile 
radius of the site (Figure 3.5-3 of the DEIS).  Therefore, this species was discounted 
from further analysis as outlined in Section 3.5.5 of the DEIS.  

L2-118  The discussion of cumulative impacts for Alternatives A, B, C and D has been updated 
in Section 4.5 of the FEIS where warranted in response to comments.  The impact 
acreages for alternatives B, C and D are reduced respectively from alternative A. 

L2-119  As stated in the response to Comment L2-115, the discussion of cumulative impacts 
for Alternatives A, B, C and D has been updated in Section 4.5 of the FEIS.  The 
impact acreages for alternatives A, B, C and D have been reduced respectively from 
Alternative A. Additionally, mitigation measures for potential impact to special status 
species has been updated in Section 5.2.5 of the FEIS in for Alternatives A-D; the 
responses to Comments L2-106 through L2-110 and Comment L2-113 thoroughly 
outline updates special status species mitigation measures.  Additionally, the 
cumulative effects discussion for biological resources has been updated in Section
4.11-11.

L2-120 The response to Comment L2-107 addresses mitigation measures for VELB.  The 
response to Comment L2-109 thoroughly details the informal consultation process 
with USFWS.  Mitigation measures have been updated in Section 5.2.5 of the Final 
TEIR.

L2-121 The mitigation is provided in response to indirect biological impacts associated with 
off-site roadway improvements.  As stated in Mitigation Measure 5.2.5 (P) of the 
DEIS, the Tribe’s contribution for traffic impact fees shall include the cost of preparing 
environmental documents and the cost of mitigation for biological resources, including 
but not limited to purchases of land, contributions to mitigation banks or programs, and 
restoration of habitat. 

L2-122 Refining the cultural chronology of the Sierra Nevada foothills is an evolving pursuit 
that does not change the impact assessment or mitigation presented in the DEIS, 
particularly in light of the fact that no prehistoric resources are known to exist within 
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the project site.  The cultural context presented in the confidential Section 106 report 
(Appendix K of the DEIS) and the DEIS is sufficient in that it provides a general 
overview of the prehistory, ethnography, and history of the general area that is widely 
accepted.   

L2-123 In response to the comment received, Section 3.6 of the FEIS has been augmented to 
provide a paleontological baseline setting.  Impacts to paleontological resources are 
considered in Section 4.6 of the DEIS and FEIS. 

L2-124 A discussion of cultural resource inventory methods is presented in Section 3.6.6 of the 
DEIS and in Appendix K of the DEIS.  The entire project site was surveyed using 
pedestrian transects and was conducted to the standards set by the Secretary of the 
Interior.  A more detailed description of the cultural resources study was included in 
Appendix K. Although not released to the general public in order to protect sensitive 
information on the nature and location of cultural resources, the confidential full 
appendix has been reviewed by the BIA for completeness.  The findings of the cultural 
resources study contained in Appendix K, including the determination of the area of 
potential effects, were adopted by the BIA during the Section 106 process and the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) provided concurrence in a letter dated July 9, 
2008.  Please refer to Appendix K of the FEIS for a copy of the concurrence letter.   

L2-125 A discussion of Native American consultation can be found in Section 3.6.6 of the 
DEIS.  As noted in that section, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
indicated, in a letter dated August 25, 2003, that there are no known sacred sites within 
the project area.  At the same time, the NAHC provided a list of twelve Native 
American individuals and organizations to contact.  Letters were sent and follow-up 
phone calls were made to all of these individuals and groups in September 2003.  A 
complete record of Native American consultation can be found in the confidential 
Appendix K. Please refer to the response to Comment L2-124, above, regarding the 
confidentiality of Appendix K of the DEIS and SHPO concurrence. 

L2-126 Indirect and off-site impacts such as road construction and traffic improvements are 
addressed in Section 4.12 of the DEIS.   

L2-127  Corrections have been made to references on pages 3.6-6, 3.6-7, 3.6-8, and 3.6-10 of
the DEIS. 

L2-128  Corrections have been made to the text on page 3.6-7 of the DEIS.

L2-129 Corrections have been made to the text on page 4.11-48 and 4.11-61 of the DEIS. 
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L2-130  Section 3.7 provides a breakdown of all existing socioeconomic conditions, including 
employment information, of the Ione Band of Miwok Indians.    

L2-131   Section 3.7 provides a breakdown of all available employment and other information from the 
Ione Band of Miwok Indians.  The information regarding the expected socioeconomic impacts 
on the Tribe and Tribal members and in the surrounding area, including impacts on 
employment, is sufficient to allow for an adequate examination of these impacts and mitigation 
measures to address them.  More detailed information on the Tribe is not necessary to allow for 
a through examination of socioeconomic impacts and their mitigation.  Neither is information 
regarding the Tribe's membership, the Tribe's ownership of other lands, Tribal members current 
residence, Tribal members' receipt of services under programs administered by the Tribe and 
other governments, and Tribal planning and budgeting and spending.   

L2-132  Refer to the response to Comment L2-131 regarding existing information on the Tribe 
presented in Section 3.7 and the adequacy of the analysis of socioeconomic impacts to the 
Tribe present in Section 4.7.   

L2-133   Refer to the response to Comment L2-131 regarding existing information on the Tribe 
presented in Section 3.7, and the adequacy of the analysis of socioeconomic impacts to the 
Tribe presented in Section 4.7.   

L2-134   A reference year is provided for the monetary values expressed throughout the socioeconomic 
existing setting description in Section 3.7.  For example, the annual property tax rate of the 
project site is referenced for the 2005-2006 tax year and general fund revenues provided to the 
Amador County Unified School District are referenced for the school year of 2002-2003.  In 
Section 4.7, the projections for monetary impacts are referenced from Appendix R, developed 
in 2004.  At the time of development of Appendix R, the planned year of operation was 2006.  
The analysis provided within Appendix R provides an accurate depiction of the socioeconomic 
impacts using current methodologies.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-02 concerning the 
date of collection and baseline of data within the DEIS.  Updating the monetary projections 
within Appendix R would not result in substantial changes within the DEIS. 

L2-135   Refer to the responses to Comments L2-131 through L2-133 regarding the 
socioeconomic effects of the Proposed Project on Tribal members.   

L2-136   Section 3.7 of the DEIS provides a breakdown of the existing socioeconomic status of Amador 
County (the scope of the socioeconomic impact analysis), including population, housing, 
employment and community infrastructure.  Section 4.7 of the DEIS provides an analysis of 
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potential impacts to the region based on the socioeconomic status of the region presented in 
Section 3.7 of the DEIS.

L2-137   The commenter is incorrect in their interpretation of Table 3.7-1 of the DEIS.  Table 3.7-1
states that, based on the survey that 32% of Tribal members responded to, 30% of employed 
Tribal members earn an income below $10,000, 67% of Tribal members earn income less than 
$40,000, and 81% of Tribal members earn an income below the National Median Income level.  
Comparing this breakdown of Tribal income status to the environmental justice low-income 
level of $18,849 provides a perspective of Tribal income.  As discussed in Section 1.0, part of 
the purpose and need of the Proposed Project is to increase the socioeconomic status of the 
Tribe, including through the employment of Tribal members.  The environmental justice 
section is provided to analyze potential impacts to communities and other Indian tribes in 
proximity to the project site.  

L2-138   As discussed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS, potential socioeconomic effects would be most 
pronounced in the proximity of each proposed alternative; and therefore, the scope of analysis 
focuses on effects to Amador County.  This includes effects within the County as a whole.  
Effects such as expenditures on goods and services, employment, and housing would be 
distributed throughout the County, including all incorporated and unincorporated areas.  Other 
impacts, such as fiscal effects, would be distributed to governments within Amador County and 
incorporated cities.  Other impacts may occur to areas outside the County, but these effects are 
not analyzed in the DEIS because they would be minimal when compared to those within the 
County.  

L2-139   The commenter does not state any specific social effects of concern.  New patrons to the area 
would result in increased visitors to the area and new expenditures on goods and service.  This 
would not result in any potential social impacts not discussed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS.  
Potential social effects not discussed in the DEIS are not considered to have the potential to 
result in a significant environmental impact as defined by NEPA.   

L2-140   Refer to the response to Comment L2-25 regarding the use of a 10% substitution rate.  The 
proposed Buena Vista Casino development is considered in the cumulative socioeconomics 
impact analysis presented in Section 4.11, and the Shingle Springs Casino has been added to 
this discussion.  The substitution effect only considered the Jackson Rancheria because this is 
the only existing casino located in Amador County.   

L2-141  Refer to the response to Comment L2-17 regarding assumptions used in the EIA and why the 
socioeconomic analysis is considered relevant and accurate.
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L2-142  The construction costs are based on financial projections for the proposed casino complex.  
Employment estimates are quantified in the EIA.  In the EIA, employment was first estimated 
and then wages were estimated.  Benefits would be in addition to these estimated wages. 

L2-143  Revenue projections for the Tribe are included in the EIA, and were used to determine 
expenditures on goods and services and employment effects, among others.  The purpose of the 
socioeconomic section is to present and discuss potential economic impacts to the region.  

L2-144 The worker wage amount of $23,837 provides a perspective of potential wages provided by the 
Proposed Project.  This amount would be similar and competitive to wages paid by other 
regional/state gaming facilitates.  Table 3.7-4 of the FEIS has been updated with more recent 
unemployment information for the City of Plymouth.  Employment background data presented 
in Section 3.7 shows that 24 individuals were unemployed in the City of Plymouth in 2004, 
based on an unemployment rate of 5%.  These unemployed individuals would have access to 
new job opportunities at the proposed casino.

L2-145  The 60% rate is based on the availability of labor in the region and the proximity of available 
labor to the project site.   

L2-146  Much of the data presented in Section 3.7 of the DEIS corresponds to background data used in 
the EIA and Section 4.7 of the DEIS.  While more recent data may now be available in some 
instances, the use of this data to estimate economic impacts would not lead to significantly 
different effects and conclusions as those estimated in the Draft EIS.   

L2-147  Refer to the response to Comment L2-18 regarding expenditures on goods and services in 
Amador.   

L2-148  Refer to the response to Comment L2-146 regarding the relevance of data used in the EIA and 
DEIS.

L2-149  According to the commenter, there have been “substantial increases in transportation costs over 
the last year.”  However, according to the U.S. Energy Information Administration 
(http://tonto.eia.doe.gov/), as of October 27, 2008, the average price of gasoline in California is 
lower than it was one year prior.  As discussed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS, the construction of 
new housing may result from the Proposed Project but would not be required.  New employees 
relocating to the project area could choose to rent or buy new housing, but it is expected that 
new housing would be limited by the number of employees able to finance a new home, the 
availability of residential zoned land, and local land use regulations.  However, mitigation is 
provided in Section 5.2.7 of the DEIS to address affordable housing within Amador County.  
The Tribe would develop and implement a housing program to address the availability of 
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affordable housing within Amador County.  The housing program would coordinate its 
activities with Amador County and the City of Plymouth in order to further countywide 
planning efforts. 

L2-150  Refer to the response to Comment L2-146 regarding the relevance of data used in the EIA and 
Draft EIS.  The scope of the housing impact analysis provided in Section 4.7 of the DEIS is 
adequate in determining the potential impacts to the local housing.  As discussed, due to the 
existing labor base in surrounding communities, the number of vacant units, the limited amount 
of new construction expected, and that new housing would be located over a wide geographic 
are, the potential effects to housing would be less than significant.  Any further analysis 
involving housing costs or specifically where new housing could be located would be 
speculative and would not add to the understanding of this potential impact.   

L2-151  As discussed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS, potential impacts to housing would be less than 
significant.  The mitigation measure provided in Section 5.2.7 of the DEIS to address 
affordable housing would not be required to meet a specific threshold to reduce a potential 
impact to a less-than-significant level, as is sometimes the case with mitigation measures.  
Rather, this measure is included to show that the Tribe intends to work with Amador County 
and the City of Plymouth to further countywide planning efforts for affordable housing.   

L2-152  Refer to the response to Comment L2-146 regarding the relevance of data used in the EIA and 
Draft EIS.  While Mr. Carey may no longer be Superintendent of the Amador County Unified 
School District, his contribution to the analysis is considered relevant because he held the 
position at the time the analysis was completed.   

L2-153  Refer to the response to Comment L2-146 regarding the relevance of data used in the Draft 
EIS.  Additionally, as discussed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS the Tribe would make a payment of 
$107,610 to the Amador County Unified School District, or such other amount as may be 
negotiated between the Tribe and the School District, to mitigate effects that may occur as a 
result of the Proposed Project.   

L2-154  As discussed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS, the Tribe would make a payment of $107,610 to the 
Amador County Unified School District, or such other amount as may be negotiated between 
the Tribe and the School District, to mitigate effects that may occur as a result of the Proposed 
Project.  This payment amount is based on development impact fees and property tax revenues 
as discussed Section 3.7 of the DEIS.  This payment would reduce impacts to less-than-
significant levels. 

L2-155  The commenter does not substantiate or state the source of the referenced current 
developer/school impact fee.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-146 regarding the 
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relevance of data used in the DEIS.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-154 regarding
mitigation provided by the Tribe to the Amador County Unified School District to reduce 
potential impacts to less-than-significant levels.   

L2-156   The $107,610 payment to be made by the Tribe to the Amador County Unified School District 
is based on the development of a 120,000 square-foot casino in Phase I of Alternative A, 
percentages of revenue sources for the Amador County School District in 2005-2006, and the 
current property tax rate.  This estimate provides a perspective of the level of impact that would 
occur from the Proposed Project.   

L2-157  The commenter’s statement regarding tax revenue is inaccurate.  Section 4.7 of the DEIS states 
that approximately $18,818 of the current property tax rate would be distributed to the school 
district, the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund, and the County Office of Education.  As 
discussed in Section 3.7 of the DEIS, this distribution is dependent on the Tax Rate Area of 
individual parcels.   

L2-158  The commenter is correct that according to Table 3.7-6 of the DEIS local elementary schools 
have a 5-year projected excess of two classrooms, but the total number of elementary schools 
considered in this estimate is six not three.     

L2-159  Refer to the response to Comment L2-154 regarding mitigation provided by the Tribe to the 
Amador County Unified School District to reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant 
level, and refer to the response to Comment L2-156 regarding how the mitigation payment was 
estimated.   

L2-160  As discussed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS, potential impacts to libraries and parks would be less 
than significant because only a limited number of employees would reside in the area or 
relocate, and patrons would not frequent these facilities because of the entertainment nature of 
the Proposed Project. 

L2-161  Refer to the response to Comment L2-160 regarding the less-than-significant potential impact 
to libraries and parks.   

L2-162  Refer to the response to Comment L2-160 regarding the less than significant potential impact 
to libraries and parks.   

L2-163  Refer to the response to Comment L2-160 regarding the less than significant potential impact 
to libraries and parks. Section 4.7 has been revised to remove the reference to mitigation of 
libraries and parks.
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L2-164 As stated by the commenter, the referenced studies do not arrive at a definitive link between 
problem and pathological gambling and casinos.  The studies used in Section 4.7 of the DEIS 
were selected because they are the most recent collection of comprehensive research available.  
While each of these studies is distinct, they consider a range of sources including academic 
research, testimony on a range of topics from around the United States, review of articles and 
comments, and original datasets from statistics of 100 different United States communities and 
case studies of casino openings.  Other studies that have been completed more recently lack the 
scope of the studies used in the DEIS. 

 The discussion of potential impacts to pathological and problem gambling in Amador County 
presented in Section 4.7 of the DEIS does not dismiss the potential connection between 
pathological and problem gambling and casinos.  As discussed, pathological and problem 
gamblers do reside in Amador County and have been exposed to many forms of gambling, 
including casinos, for many years.  The addition of another casino in Amador County is not 
expected to substantially increase the prevalence of problem gamblers.  It is not necessary to 
attempt to quantify the number of pathological and problem gamblers within Amador County.  
However, the Tribe has agreed to make an annual contribution of $10,000 to an organization(s) 
to address problem gambling issues, in the case that there is any increase in demand for 
treatment of these issues within Amador County.  

L2-165 As discussed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS, the Tribe has agreed to make an annual contribution 
of $10,000 to an organization(s) to address problem gambling issues, in the case that there is 
any increase in demand for treatment of these issues within Amador County.  Providing this 
compensation is not mitigation but would ensure local organization(s) have funds to address 
these issues.  Therefore, providing a more detailed analysis of the costs of these services would 
not change the conclusions or increase the understanding of this potential impact.   

L2-166  Refer to the response to Comment L2-164 regarding potential impacts to problem gambling 
from the Proposed Project, and refer to the response to Comment L2-165 regarding the 
payment of $10,000 by the Tribe to a local organization(s) that treats problem gambling. 

L2-167 As discussed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS, the existence of other gambling outlets has presented 
the region with existing opportunities for gambling.  Based on existing research, the 
introduction of a new casino where gaming opportunities already exist would not substantially 
increase the occurrence of problem gamblers.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-164
regarding the payment of $10,000 by the Tribe to a local organization(s) that treats problem 
gambling.  

L2-168  As discussed in Section 5.2.9 of the DEIS, all parking areas would be well lit and 
monitored by parking staff, and/or roving security guards at all times during operation.  
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This would aid in the prevention of auto theft and other related criminal activity.  
Attempting to estimate exact casino patrolling is not possible at this stage of the 
project.  However, Tribal security personnel would work cooperatively with the 
Amador County Sheriff’s Office (ACSO), which provides general law enforcement 
services to the City of Plymouth on a contract basis.  Additionally, as described in 
Section 5.2.9 of the DEIS, the Tribe shall provide payments to the ACSO to provide 
for one officer to be based in Plymouth on a 24 hour a day/7 day a week basis.  This 
would require the addition of 6.5 officers.  The Tribe shall negotiate the exact amount 
of compensation for services with the ACSO.  The annual review contingency in 
Section 5.2.9 of the DEIS has been removed from the FEIS in response to comments.  

L2-169  Background data from the Amador County District Attorney’s Office (ACDA), as provided by 
the commenter, indicate that criminal incidences increased with the introduction of the Jackson 
Rancheria casino.  Similarly, in the discussion of potential impacts to crime provided in Section
4.7 of the DEIS, it has been determined that the Proposed Project would increase the number of 
criminal incidences in Amador County.  New criminal incidences could occur at the project site 
or throughout the County.  Any new criminal incidences are expected to be similar to existing 
crime in Amador County.  The Proposed Project would not result in substantial new types of 
criminal activity, but may increase the number of crimes that occur within the County, due to 
the increase in visitors, employees, and general economic activity.  As discussed in Sections
4.7 and 4.9 of the DEIS, the Tribe would provide compensation to local law enforcement 
service providers so that these agencies have the capacity (i.e. employees or equipment) 
necessary to address any increase in demand for law enforcement services resulting from the 
Proposed Project. 

L2-170  As discussed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS, to mitigate the removal of the project parcels as a 
source of tax revenue, compensation would be provided by the Tribe in lieu of property taxes, 
in addition to compensation paid for public services.  The commenter is correct that current 
transient occupancy taxes the City receives from the Shenandoah Inn would be lost under the 
Proposed Project.  However, as discussed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS, tax revenues lost to the 
City or County would be offset by compensation provided by the Tribe to Amador County and 
new sales tax revenues.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-18 explaining that the majority 
of expenditures on goods and services would occur within Amador County and surrounding 
counties.  Therefore, substantial new sales tax revenues would also be generated within 
Amador County.  As discussed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS, fiscal benefits from the Proposed 
Project including compensation provided by the Tribe and new tax revenues.  

L2-171  Comment  noted.  
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L2-172  Mitigation Measure 5.2.9 (G), states that all parking areas shall be well lit and 
monitored by parking staff, and/or roving security guards at all times during operation.  
This would aid in the prevention of auto theft and other related criminal activity.  As 
discussed in Section 4.9 of the DEIS, the incorporation of this mitigation measure 
would assist local law enforcement agencies and help reduce effects to law 
enforcement services to a less-than-significant level.  Section 2.0 of the FEIS has been 
updated to include security cameras.  Prior to operation of Phase I, the Tribe would 
install security cameras and would employ security personnel to provide surveillance of 
the casino, parking areas, and surrounding grounds.  Security tapes will be archived and 
may be provided to law enforcement on request.

L2-173 As stated in Section 2.2.1 of the FEIS, nonsmoking areas would be provided.  
Mitigation Measure 5.2.4 (L) has been added to the FEIS, which requires that patrons 
be informed, through the use of signs posted at the entrance to the facility and through 
educational pamphlets, of the health risk of secondhand smoke.  It is unclear why the 
commenter refers to Contra Costa County. 

L2-174 The commenter is correct that asthma is a chronic illness than can have serious health 
consequences.  Environmental “triggers” can cause more frequent asthma attacks.  
Mitigation Measures 5.2.4 (L) warns of the health effects of smoking.  

L2-175 The assertion that there would be an increase in asthma cases due to increase project 
traffic is unsubstantiated.  The commenter is correct air pollution has serious health 
consequence and emissions from motor vehicles contribute to poor air quality.  
Emissions from vehicles traveling to and from the Proposed Project are analyzed in 
Section 4.4 of the DEIS.  Health risks are the driving force for the enforcement of the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  A project that increases the 
concentration levels of any criteria pollutant in an area, which exceeds the NAAQS 
would be considered to be significant.  Conformity de minimis levels determine if a 
project would increase the criteria pollutant levels above the NAAQS.  Since the 
project emission are below the de minimis thresholds, project emission would not cause 
an exceedance of the NAAQS in the vicinity of the Proposed Project.  Mitigation 
Measure 5.2.4 (C) would reduce particulate matter emissions associated with the 
Proposed Project.

L2-176 The DEIS provides an analysis of all reasonably foreseeable social impacts from 
gambling in Section 4.7.2.  A more in-depth analysis is provided for 
problem/pathological gambling and crime because these issues have the potential to 
experience a substantial impact from the project alternatives.  Social costs associated 
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with gambling not discussed in detail would not result in potentially significant impacts 
from the project alternatives.  

L2-177 Population totals have been added to Tables 3.7-8 and 3.7-9 of the DEIS.  As discussed 
in Section 3.7, census tracts are a small, relatively permanent statistical subdivision of 
a county delineated by a local committee of census data users for the purpose of 
presenting data.  Census tracts are designed to be relatively homogenous units with 
respect to population characteristics, economic status, and living conditions at the time 
of establishment.  Therefore, statistics of census tracts provide an accurate 
representation of a community’s racial and economic composition.

L2-178 For a discussion on the use of census tracts to identify communities in the affected 
environment refer to the response to Comment L2-177.  The industry designation for 
Mule Creek State Prison on page 3.7-5 of the DEIS is assigned by the California 
Employment Development Department.

L2-179 The Proposed Project would be entertainment in nature and patrons at the project site would not 
significantly increase demand for day care facilities.  Employees at the project site would 
mostly come from the local labor pool and a portion would relocate from outside the county.  
Only a portion of new employees would generate demand for child care facilities.  Employees 
that choose to relocate would be dispersed and would not increase demand substantially for any 
one child care facility. 

L2-180 Supplemental traffic counts were conducted in August, 2008 and constitute the basis 
for the revised TIA provided as Appendix M in the FEIS.  The supplemental traffic 
counts were utilized to update impact analysis in Section 4.0 of the FEIS.  
Additionally, the land geometries, including stop controls, have been updated within 
the revised TIA.

L2-181 Refer to the response to Comment L2-180 regarding updated traffic counts.  Friday 
counts were collected and the timeframe utilized to conservatively determine impacts to 
the existing roadway network during peak hours. Refer to the response to Comment 
S4-14 regarding the use of Friday counts as a conservative measure to identify impacts 
to the exiting roadway network associated with the project alternatives. 

L2-182 Roadway descriptions for the existing roadway network have been updated within the 
revised TIA.  The description of each roadway within Section 3.8 of the FEIS does not 
include the County jurisdiction.  However, County jurisdictions are identified in Table 
1 for each intersection and Table 2 for each roadway segment to ensure the adequate 



Local Agencies 

February 2009 L-46 Ione Band of Miwok Indians 
Response to Comments

LOS threshold is utilized to determine significant impacts within the analysis of the 
revised TIA.

L2-183 Refer to the response to Comment S4-08 regarding expansion of the study roadway 
network within the revised TIA.  As discussed in Section 2.0 of the revised TIA, the 
analysis was expanded to include 38 intersections and 22 roadway segments.  The 
intersections recommended by the commenter, except for the Watt Avenue/SR-16 
intersection, were included in the revised TIA.  The intersection of Watt Avenue  and 
SR-16 was not requested for inclusion by either Sacramento County or Caltrans and is 
not anticipated to experience a significant increase in volume of over 10% due to 
project-related traffic. 

L2-184 The LOS thresholds for the intersections within the study roadway network have been 
updated in the revised TIA.  Refer to Table 1 of Appendix M of the FEIS for the 
updated thresholds.   

L2-185 Refer to Table 2 of Appendix M of the FEIS for the updated threshold for the roadway 
segments.  For the roadway segments along SR-88, the threshold is identified as LOS 
C.

L2-186 Refer to the response to Comment L2-184 regarding update of LOS thresholds for 
intersections.  Within the revised TIA, the thresholds for the intersections of SR-16 
with both Stone House Road and Grant Line Road are identified as LOS E and LOS D, 
accordingly.  As discussed in Section 2.0 of the revised TIA, and shown in Table 1, the 
thresholds were determined based on guidance from the County of Sacramento’s 
Traffic Impact Analysis Guideline.

L2-187 Refer to the response to Comment L2-184 regarding update of LOS thresholds for 
intersections.  Table 1 of the revised TIA (Appendix M) indicates that the intersection 
of Latrobe Road with SR-16 has a LOS threshold of D. 

L2-188 Refer to the response to Comment S4-06 regarding update of the LOS thresholds for 
roadway segments within the study roadway network.  For the roadway segments along 
SR 49, the threshold is identified in the revised TIA as LOS D. 

L2-189 Based on the analysis contained in the revised TIA (Appendix M), unacceptable 
roadway conditions would be experienced along SR-88.  For example, the following 
roadway segments along SR-88 would operate under unacceptable conditions with the 
inclusion of trips associated with the operation of Alternative A: 
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� SR 88 between SR 124 and Liberty Road during Friday and Saturday, 
� SR 88 between Liberty Road and SR 12 East during Friday and Saturday, 
� SR 88 between SR 12 East and Tully Road during Friday and Saturday, 
� SR 88 between Tully Road and SR 12 West during Friday and Saturday, and  
� SR 88 between SR 12 West and Kettleman Lane during Friday and Saturday.  

 Refer to Section 5.2.8 of the FEIS for mitigation.  Refer to Section 6.0 of the revised 
TIA for the full analysis of cumulative impacts from the project alternatives. 

L2-190 The commenter does not provide justification for the list of roadway segments 
requested for inclusion within an updated TIA.  As previously addressed, the revised 
TIA has been updated to include additional roadway segments as identified in Table 2 
of the revised TIA.  The list of roadway segments was compiled based on requests from 
Amador County, El Dorado County, Sacramento County, and Caltrans.  Refer to 
Section 3.9 for the updated list of roadways segments analyzed within the FEIS. 

L2-191 Refer to the response to Comment S4-10 regarding use of the appropriate peak hour 
factor (PHF) for each intersection within the study roadway network analyzed within 
the revised TIA.  The correct PHFs were utilized for the Caltrans intersections, as well 
as the intersections under the jurisdiction of El Dorado County and San Joaquin 
County. 

L2-192 Refer to the response to Comment S4-03 regarding consultation with local 
jurisdictions to develop the approved project list for the revised TIA.  The approved 
projects surrounding the City of Plymouth were included within the list obtained from 
Amador County.  The Shingle Springs and Buena Vista Casinos were included on the 
approved project list.  Refer to Table 10 in Section 30 of the revised TIA in Appendix
M of the FEIS for the full approved project list. 

L2-193 The reduction of the annual growth rate of roadway segment vehicle trips from 2.47% 
to 2.2% is not considered conservative.  The average growth rate of 2.47% was 
calculated from Caltrans traffic counts of roadway segments from 2002-2004.  This 
growth rate for the roadway segments would not directly result in the same growth rate 
at each turning movement at the intersections along the roadway.  The application of 
the 2.2% growth rate to project traffic levels at each turning movement of the roadway 
intersections under the Existing Plus Approved Projects conditions is considered 
conservative.
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L2-194 and L2-195 
 Refer to the response to Comment S4-02 regarding updated traffic counts obtained in 

August of 2008.  These updated counts were utilized within the revised TIA as a basis 
for the analysis of impacts associated with the trips generated by the project 
alternatives.  The cumulative existing setting was calculated as described in the 
response to Comment L2-193.

L2-196 Refer to the response to Comment S4-13 regarding the supplemental discussion within 
the revised TIA (Appendix M) addressing the methodology utilized to determine the 
trig generation rates for the project alternatives. 

L2-197 Gaming floor area is defined in the DEIS on page 2-2 in Section 2.0.  The 
methodology used to determine trip generation rate relied on the entire facility floor 
space.  Refer to the response to Comment S4-13 regarding recalculation of trip 
generation rates.

L2-198 Saturday ADT and peak-hour counts have been included in the revised TIA (Appendix 
M).  Refer to Table 8 of the revised TIA for the results of the Saturday traffic counts. 

L2-199 Refer to the response to Comment L1-05 regarding the use of the ITE Land Use Code 
320 Hotel, plus reductions from internal trips to calculate the trip generation rate for the 
hotel. 

L2-200 through L2-203 
The revised TIA used a marketing analysis to evaluate trip distribution originating from 
population centers in central California.  Figure 12 of the revised TIA in Appendix M
of the FEIS shows the trip distribution based on this analysis.   

L2-204 The revised TIA identifies the time horizon of year 2025 as the cumulative year of 
analysis.  Refer to Section 5 of the revised TIA in Appendix M of the FEIS for more 
detail regarding the selection of the cumulative time horizon.   

L2-205 Refer to the response to Comment L2-194 regarding the determination of existing 
roadway trips (no project) for the cumulative setting within the revised TIA.   

L2-206 Refer to the response to Comment S4-06 regarding update of the significance 
threshold for roadway segments and to the response to Comment L2-184 regarding 
update of the significance thresholds for roadway intersections within the revised TIA 
in Appendix M of the FEIS.   
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L2-207 Refer to the response to Comment L1-03 regarding the inclusion of Saturday ADT 
rates to analyze impacts to the roadway networks within the revised TIA.  Section 4.8
of the FEIS has been supplemented to include the analysis of roadway segment impacts 
based on the Saturday ADT traffic counts. 

L2-208 A discussion of the truck percentages included within the analysis of the revised TIA is 
provided on page 22 of the revised TIA in Appendix M of the FEIS.   

L2-209 As identified in Table 1 of the revised TIA (Appendix M), the intersection of the 
project driveway and Randolph drive has been included in the analysis of project-
related traffic impacts.  Please refer to Section 4.8 of the FEIS for the analysis of 
impacts to this intersection associated with the operation of the project alternatives. 

L2-210 Warrants for signalization of unsignalized intersections as a result of project-related 
impacts were assessed according to the Peak Hour Volume Warrant (Warrant No. 11) 
in the Caltrans Traffic Manual.  This traffic impact analysis did not evaluate the full 
number of warrants to determine if signalization is warranted, but instead focused on 
the peak hour warrant.  Intersections that exceed the peak hour warrant are considered 
(for the purposes of this impact analysis) to be likely to meet one or more of the other 
signal warrants (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).   

L2-211 Refer to the response to Comment L1-08 regarding the determination of full-share and 
fair-share contributions towards mitigation measures to reduce impacts to the roadway 
network.

L2-212 Refer to the response to Comment L1-08 regarding full or partial funding of mitigation 
measures.   

L2-213 In accordance with NEPA, all feasible mitigation is identified within the EIS.  This 
does not preclude mitigation to roadway networks that are not currently funded or part 
of a program for implementation.  Refer to Section 7.0 of the revised TIA (Appendix
M) for the proposed mitigation measures to reduce impacts associated with the project 
alternatives.

L2-214 As discussed in Section 7.0 of the revised TIA in Appendix M of the FEIS, the Ione 
Bypass is recommended as a potential mitigation measure. 

L2-215 The description of the Amador Regional Transit System should have stated that the 
service is based in the unincorporated area of Martell and not the City of Jackson.   
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L2-216 Once taken into trust, the site would be sovereign land and in most cases would not be 
subject to local or state jurisdiction. Section 4.8 of the FEIS provides an analysis of the 
affect that the Proposed Project would have on the adopted land use.  Table 4.8-9 
compares the project’s proposed land use to the City of Plymouth General Plan’s land 
use; and Table 4.8.10 compares the project’s proposed land use to the Amador County 
General Plan.  These tables confirm that the Proposed Project is generally consistent 
with both local and county plans.  The FEIS states that there are certain parcels are not 
consistent with local plans.  Mitigation Measure 5.2.8AAA addresses this issue.  

L2-217 FEIS Section 3.8 correctly states the General Plan densities, “X” zoning classification, 
and “R1A” zoning parcel size.   

L2-218 Refer to the response to Comments L2-216 and L2-217 regarding project 
inconsistency with general plan and zoning.    

L2-219 The General Plan dates and zoning codes on page 3.8-16 of the FEIS are correct.   

L2-220 Refer to the response to Comment L2-41 regarding the analysis of mineral resources 
within the FEIS.    

L2-221 Refer to the response to Comment L2-216 regarding compatibility with surrounding 
land uses.  The project alternatives would not affect a neighboring property’s ability to 
be utilized in accordance with the Williamson Act. 

L2-222 Refer to the response to Comment L2-41 regarding mining.

L2-223 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02, which describes that the preferred alternative 
would utilize groundwater wells.  Refer to the response to Comment S6-07 regarding 
the City’s Water Supply Assessment.  

L2-224 As discussed in the response to Comment L2-38, the Tribe has throughout the 
environmental review process expressed its willingness to enter into an agreement with 
the City and/or County for wastewater treatment and other important services.  At this 
time, the most feasible and preferred alternative is to discharge to the intermittent creek 
pursuant to a NPDES permit and maximize the use of recycled water; however the 
Tribe reserves the option of constructing a recycled water reservoir.  The project 
description has been updated in Section 2.0 of the FEIS to reflect the Tribes intention 
to move forward with pursuing a NPDES Permit for WWTP effluent disposal as the 
preferred recycled water disposal option.  Compliance with the NPDES permit would 
ensure that no adverse impacts would occur. 
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L2-225 As discussed in Section 1.1.1 of the DEIS, the Proposed Action includes taking 12 
contiguous parcels of land into trust.  Once the 12 contiguous parcels are taken into 
trust, the Tribe would establish governmental control over the land through Tribal 
Council decisions as allowed for in the Tribe’s constitution.  Therefore, any future 
development on Tribal lands would be at the discretion of the Tribe with environmental 
oversight performed by the USEPA and other federal agencies in accordance with 
applicable federal regulations such as the Clean Water Act and Clean Air Act.  In 
Section 4.9 of the FEIS, wastewater impacts are discussed according to the project 
alternatives.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-38 regarding wastewater disposal.  

L2-226   A “will serve” letter for solid waste service is not available at this time, because a solid 
waste vendor has not been selected.  As presented in Section 4.9 of DEIS, the Tribe 
would either retain the services of the local solid waste service provider/hauler 
(Amador Disposal Services) or conduct a competitive bidding process for a waste haul 
contractor for the transportation of solid waste in both development phases of the 
Proposed Project. 

L2-227  The Western Amador Recycling Facility (WARF), as stated in Section 3.9 of the DEIS, 
is classified “as a large volume transfer/processing facility…”  The DEIS does not state 
that it is currently a materials recovery facility.  However, wastes brought into the 
transfer station are sorted by type (cardboard, glass, metal, etc), but it does not have a 
pick line for the sorting of materials.  This facility is permitted and accepts the 
following types of wastes: agricultural, industrial, construction/demolition, mixed 
municipal, and tires (CIWMB, 2008).  The City of Plymouth currently has a contract 
with Amador Disposal Services for solid waste removal.  The DEIS description of 
Amador Disposal Services, Inc. and the WARF are accurate. 

L2-228  The WARF did receive solid waste for the County prior to closing in April 2004, and 
did briefly haul wastes to the Kiefer Landfill in Sacramento County.  Currently, wastes 
are routed to the Forward Landfill, located at 9999 South Austin Road Manteca, 
California 95336, which is approximately 45 miles southwest of the project site.  This 
landfill is located within San Joaquin County and is a permitted solid waste facility.  
Forward Landfill has a permitted daily maximum disposal rate of 8,668 tons per day 
and has a estimated permitted capacity of 51,040,000 cubic yards (CIWMB, 2008), a 
total estimated capacity used of 11,008,942 cubic yards (or 21.6% of total capacity), 
with a remaining estimated capacity of 78.4%.  Permitted/accepted wastes for this 
facility include: agricultural, asbestos, asbestos/friable, ash, construction/demolition, 
contaminated soil, food wastes, green materials, industrial, mixed municipal, sludge 
(biosolids), and tires.  The estimated closure date for this facility is January 2020.  
Information has been updated in FEIS Sections 3.9 and 4.9.
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L2-229  The recycling practices during both Phases I and II of the Proposed Project are not set 
with specific percentage rates.  Construction and demolition materials would be 
recycled to the “fullest extent practicable”, as presented in Section 4.9 and in Section 
5.2.9 of the DEIS.  These provisions were presented to further reduce impacts to solid 
waste facilities. 

L2-230  Estimated “food wastes” are presented in DEIS Tables 4.9-1 and 4.9-2 for both 
development phases of the Proposed Project.  The amount of solid waste derived from 
food and beverage services for both phases are presented and discussed in Section
4.9.1 of the DEIS.  Both tables present related information for solid waste streams for 
Phases I and II and include: the employment category, number of jobs for each 
category, the California Integrated Waste Management Board business type 
classification, the rate of solid waste production (tons/employee/year), the annual total 
estimated for the business type, and the estimated amount generated each day.  Phase I 
is estimated to produce approximately 1,876 tons per year (tpy), or 5.14 tons per day 
(tpd).  Approximately, 2,045 tpy or 5.6 tpd is solid waste generation rate for Phase II, 
which is slightly more than that estimated for Phase I.  

L2-231 In response to comments received on the DEIS, Section 4.9 of the FEIS has been 
supplemented to include a discussion on the generation of universal waste during 
operation of the project alternatives.  As discussed there within, the operation of the 
project alternatives would result in the generation of universal waste such as electrical 
equipment for the casino floor and retail centers and light bulbs throughout the 
facilities.  Federal regulations classify batteries, pesticides, mercury-containing 
equipment, and lamps as universal waste.  The Federal regulations allow states to 
petition to add other types of electronic waste for regulation under the universal waste 
rule as state law.  Although universal waste would be generated on trust land, the Tribe 
intends on recycling universal waste locally.  In order to reduce impacts associated with 
the generation of universal waste on trust lands, the Tribe has agreed to adopt universal 
waste recycling requirements for all facilities within the project boundaries identical to 
California’s Universal Waste Rule.  The implementation of these requirements would 
ensure universal waste generated on the Tribe’s trust lands would be handled and 
recycled similar to existing conditions. 

L2-232 The commenter states the Alternative E (No-Action Alternative) would require 
mitigation for telecommunications and electricity, regardless of whether any future 
development is tribal-related or not.  The analysis presented in Section 4.9 is related to 
the development alternatives.  Estimates for electrical needs have been included in the 
development alternatives based upon the specific features of each alternative.  
Including mitigation measures for numerous potential future development projects 
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under the No-Action Alternative would be speculative and therefore is not included in 
the analysis. 

L2-233  Refer to the response to Comment L2-02 concerning the date of collection and 
baseline of data within the DEIS.  The commenter states that there are “numerous 
blanks” throughout the Fire Plan.  The Fire Plan has been updated and all blanks have 
been removed. 

L2-234  The comment states that local fire protection personnel and equipment would not be 
sufficient in the event “of major incidents due to the multi-storied hotel, the high-
occupancy casino, and the mixed-use components of the facility.”  Furthermore, the 
commenter states that the DEIS did not fully analyze the project’s effects on local fire 
services. Appendix F of the DEIS includes the Tribal Fire Plan, which has been 
revised in the FEIS, developed by the Tribe for the proposed development projects.  
The Fire Plan specifies a built-in response system and automatic sprinkler system that 
would greatly reduce the risk of a catastrophic event (Section 4.9 of the DEIS).  The 
Tribe would also develop an on-site, independent fire station, equipped at a minimum 
with a 1,750 gallons per minute (gpm) quint, plus a 1,500 gpm pumper and a 750 gpm 
grass fire/foam truck.  The equipment specified for the Tribal Fire Station was selected 
to meet the needs of the Proposed Project, in consultation with County agencies 
(Appendix L of DEIS), and would be implemented upon project approval by a 
qualified fire consultant firm (Section 3.2 of Fire Plan). 

 All members of the Tribal Fire Department would be trained to a minimum level of 
Fire Fighter I.  It is expected that the Tribal Fire Department would enter into a mutual-
aid agreement with the Amador Fire Protection District (AFPD) and other local fire 
protection providers, which would provide the terms and conditions under which the 
parties would respond and assist in calls for aid.   

L2-235  As described in Section 5.2.9 of the FEIS, prior to construction plans being finalized, 
the Tribe would work with emergency service providers to avoid restricting emergency 
response.  Police, fire, ambulance, and other emergency response providers would be 
notified in advance of the construction schedule, the exact location of construction 
activities, the duration of construction period, and any access restrictions that could 
impact emergency response services.  A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) will be 
developed and would include details regarding emergency service coordination.  
Copies of the TMP shall be provided to all affected emergency service providers.  
During operation of the selected project alternatives, mitigation to traffic-related 
impacts would reduce impacts to access by emergency service providers to 
communities along the roadway network.  Additionally, mitigation has been included 
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in Section 5.2.8 of the FEIS requiring at least three Tribal security personnel to be 
educated in traffic control procedures. These security personnel will perform traffic 
control at the access roads during special events at the event center to make sure that 
when fire/emergency vehicles need to leave the site, traffic control is provided at the 
exit of the service entrance to allow smooth movement of emergency vehicles. 

L2-236   A mutual aid agreement would be entered into to supplement the Tribal Fire 
Department.  Anticipated provisions of the mutual aid agreement are provided in the 
Fire Plan, included as Appendix F of the DEIS.  This would enhance the fire response 
provided to the Tribe and surrounding communities.  Fire protection impacts resulting 
from the development of the Proposed Project have been addressed in Section 4.9 and 
would be minimized through the implementation of mitigation presented in Section
5.2.9 of the DEIS.  Both the Amador Fire Protection District (AFPD) and the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) were consulted during the EIS 
preparation process. 

L2-237  Refer to the response to Comment L2-234 regarding development of an on-site Tribal 
Fire Department.  For clarification, the following language has been added to Section
2.0 of the FEIS, “The Tribal Fire Department would be staffed, at a minimum, with 
three persons, 24 hours a day.”   

L2-238  The commenter makes a general statement that the DEIS does not include enough 
analysis for the Proposed Project’s potential impacts to emergency call volumes to the 
City’s volunteer system.  The commenter also states that a “full time paid fire 
department adequate in size to protect the values at risk both in terms of on and off site 
emergencies” should be provided for such a project.  Emergency call taking and 
dispatching is specifically addressed in the Section 4.9.1 of the DEIS.  As part of the 
mitigation presented in Section 5.2.9, the Tribe has committed to negotiate in good 
faith to make an annual monitory payment to the County to address impacts to 
emergency dispatching.  Mitigation was developed in consultation with local fire 
protection service providers (Appendix L of the DEIS).  Refer to the responses to 
Comments L2-234 and L2-237 that addresses the Tribal Fire Plan, provisions to be 
included within the Fire Plan, and the staffing levels and training for the Tribal Fire 
Department.

L2-239  The commenter makes a general statement that a single four-person staffed quint fire 
apparatus would not be adequate for an above ground level fire or rescue depending 
upon the height of the hotel and offers no other specifics or supporting data for this 
statement.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-236 regarding a mutual aid 
agreement that would enhance the fire response provided to the Tribe.  The 
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combination of the on-site four-person quint and the resources of the AFPD, which 
would potentially be available through the mutual aid agreement, would be sufficient to 
provide above ground fire and/or rescue services to patrons at the five-story hotel 
included within Alternatives A and B.

L2-240  As stated in Appendix F of the DEIS, the second alarm response model presented in 
the Fire Plan is a common response model used by most communities that staff a single 
fire station/fire company.  As presented within the Fire Plan, Monday through Friday 
from 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM, the administrative fire fighting personnel would staff a 
“second due” company and off-duty personnel coupled with the administrative 
personnel would comprise a “general alarm” company.  All members of the Tribal Fire 
Department would be subject to recall via pagers on a 24-hour basis.  Second alarms 
would be handled by the administrative staffed apparatus during the administrative 
hours noted above.  Outside of these hours, the second alarm would be staffed via call-
back personnel.  Off-duty personnel would receive a paged message noting a recall for 
a second or general alarm, and the first four off-duty Fire Fighters (eight shift and three 
15 administrative) would then be instructed to respond for the second alarm response. 

L2-241  The commenter makes a general statement that a mutual aid agreement with local fire 
services would not be adequate unless those entities/other contract agencies also have 
paid staff readily available.  The commenter does not provide any other details or 
supporting data to support this statement.  The Tribe consulted with the AFPD and 
CDF for projected staffing needs and requirements to adequately address any project-
related fire impacts as a result of the Proposed Project (Appendix L of the DEIS).  The 
reliance on automatic mutual aid agreements is a common practice for fire, police, and 
other emergency services.  The AFPD station is located approximately one mile from 
the project site.  In accordance with the Fire Plan, the Tribe would pursue a mutual aid 
agreement with AFPD upon approval of one of the development alternatives.  It is 
expected that the mutual aid agreement would include provisions for necessary 
equipment, personnel, training, and protocols.  A complete list of anticipated provisions 
is provided in Appendix F of the DEIS.   

L2-242  Refer to Comment L2-241, regarding consultation with the AFPD and CDF for 
recommended staffing levels of the on-site fire station.   

L2-243  As presented in Section 5.2.9 (N), the Tribe shall negotiate with the County to make 
reasonable contributions to the emergency dispatching call center.  Specific terms and 
contributions shall occur during these negotiations, which would include topics such as 
budget, personnel, equipment, and “reasonable contributions” from the Tribe.  The text 
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within Section 5.2.9 (N) of the FEIS has been supplemented to include the recognition 
of the costs of the AFPD’s contract with the state for fire dispatching service. 

L2-244  The commenter suggests specific terms for a Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) 
between the Tribal fire and emergency responders and other local emergency service 
providers.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-236 regarding anticipated provisions 
of a mutual aid agreement between the Tribe and surrounding fire districts.  The Tribe 
will consider the terms recommended by the County. 

L2-245  Medical aid calls are addressed in Sections 4.9, 5.2.9, and Appendix F (Fire Plan) of 
the DEIS.  The Tribe would enter into a contract with a qualified fire-service consulting 
firm to assist in the development of the on-site Tribal Fire Department that would 
provide both fire and emergency medical services.  The Paramedic and Fire levels 
would be maintained through annual in-house training programs developed for the 
Tribal Fire Department.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-236 regarding a mutual 
aid agreement that would enhance the fire response provided to the Tribe and 
surrounding fire district.  EMS transportation and initial treatment/stabilization through 
a private ambulance service would be available under the on-site response plan.  The 
Tribe acknowledges the exclusive transport franchise agreement between the County 
and American Legion Ambulances. 

L2-246 Refer to the response to Comments L2-236, which states that a mutual aid agreement 
between the Tribe and AFPD would be developed upon project approval, and provides 
a summary of the Fire Plan (Appendix F of the DEIS).

L2-247  The commenter states that the FEIS should include an analysis of the impact of 
increased vehicle accident calls, referencing the sale of alcoholic beverages in the 
casino.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-236 regarding the mutual aid agreement 
to assist off-site emergency responders.  Refer to Section 5.2.9 (G) regarding the 
commitment by the Tribe to develop a Responsible Alcoholic Beverage Policy, 
including discussing the policy with the California Highway Patrol (CHP) and the 
ACSO.   

L2-248  Refer to the response to Comment L2-236 regarding consultation with the CDF and 
the anticipated mutual aid agreement between the Tribe and the AFPD. 

L2-249  Refer to the response to Comment L4-226, which summarizes the existing 
telecommunication services in the area and recommends that consultation with SBC 
occur during the construction phase of the project to address/discuss the types and 
needs of services.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-245 regarding emergency 
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medical services provided by the Tribe.  Although not integral to the review of 
potential environmental impacts, the Tribe will consider the suggested communication 
equipment comments for inclusion into the project design. 

L2-250  As stated in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, the “Tribe would adopt the currently held 
standards of the applicable federal building codes and the California Building Code, 
including all uniform fire, plumbing, electrical, mechanical, and related codes.”  The 
Proposed Project would also be in compliance with the Federal Americans with 
Disabilities Act, P.L. 101-336, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §12101, et seq.  The 
abovementioned standards would be followed during all development phases.  
Adoption of these codes would include the provisions outlined by the commenter.   

 Furthermore, as stated in Section 2.0 of the Fire Plan (Appendix F of the DEIS), the 
casino, events center, and hotel would be developed using Type I non-combustible, fire 
resistive construction methods, which provide the highest level of fire resistance 
recognized by the California Building Code.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-
245 regarding the use of a qualified fire-service consulting firm to assist in the 
development of the on-site Tribal Fire Department 

L2-251  The commenter states that mitigation provided in the DEIS includes language that 
would occur when the project “opens” and requests that these should be changed to 
when the project enters into the construction phase.  The language presented in Section
5.0 is applicable to the appropriate timeframes dependent upon the specific measures, 
the impacts to be mitigated, and the phase of the project.  Construction could 
potentially result in the increase of emergency service calls, but not above existing 
local capacity. 

L2-252  Please refer to the responses to Comments L2-234, L2-241, and L2-245, regarding the 
development of the on-site fire department, the provisions of the mutual aid agreement 
regarding staff and equipment, and consultation with a qualified fire-service consulting 
firm.  Other specifications of the fire protection services incorporated into the project 
alternatives have been summarized and included within the Fire Plan (Appendix F of 
the DEIS).

L2-253  Refer to Section 4.1 of the Fire Plan (Appendix F of the DEIS), which includes 
training security guards to meet or exceed the National Fire Protection Associate 
(NFPA) standard 1081 for incipient Fire Brigades, including the appropriate use of 
PPE, including SCBA training and fit testing.   
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L2-254  As presented in the Fire Plan (Appendix F of the DEIS), all fires requiring department 
response would include a general alarm for off-duty response.  This is a response 
model used by most communities that staff a single fire station/fire company.  Refer to 
the response to Comments L2-241 regarding the mutual aid agreement.  Preliminary 
response procedures are provided in Section 4.0 of the Fire Plan.  Refer to the response 
to Comment L2-245 regarding consultation with the qualified fire-service consulting 
firm, which would include working with the Tribal Fire Chief to develop standard 
response protocols.   

L2-255  The commenter states that the use of “dry hydrant systems” should be minimized 
throughout the facility.  The commenter does not provide any details to support this 
statement.  Based on comments received on the DEIS, the Tribe has committed to 
maximizing recycled water use.  This could include the use of recycled water for fire 
suppression.  Pressurized hydrants and wet and dry sprinkler systems are included in 
the preliminary design as discussed in the Fire Plan (Appendix F of the DEIS).  The 
final design and proportion of wet to dry hydrant systems have not been finalized.  The 
description of the fire suppression system included within the Fire Plan is adequate to 
mitigate anticipated impacts identified within Section 4.9 of the DEIS. 

L2-256  Based on the comment received, the project description in Section 2.0 of the FEIS and 
the Fire Plan have been updated to include adequate fire department connections based 
on the size and spacing between buildings.  The final number of fire department 
connection will be based on consultation with the Fire Marshall. 

L2-257  The Fire Plan (Appendix F) was developed to support the analysis of impacts to the 
local fire department.  The information within the Fire Plan is adequate to mitigate 
anticipated impacts regarding on-site and off-site fire hazards associated with the 
implementation of a project alternative.  The statement that “structural collapse will not 
occur” (page 2 of the Fire Plan) has been removed from the Fire Plan.   

L2-258 Comment noted.  The Term “Automatic” has been removed from the introduction to 
the mutual aid agreement discussion in Section 4.4 of the Fire Plan (Appendix F of the 
FEIS).   

L2-259  The commenter states the discussion within the Fire Plan regarding compensation for 
services rendered is contrary to local operating plans.  Based on the comment, this 
anticipated provision of the mutual aid agreement has been removed from the Fire Plan.  
Refer to Appendix F of the FEIS for the revised Fire Plan. 
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L2-260 The commenter states that the specified size of the Fire Command Center is too small.
The dimensions of the Fire Command Center  would be consistent with the 
International building and fire codes, which require a minimum of 96 square feet with a 
minimum dimension of 8 feet.  The NFPA building code does not provide construction 
requirements for a Fire Command Center (USFA, 2006). 

L2-261  Section 4.4 of the Fire Plan (Appendix F of the FEIS) states the following:  

“Because the AFPD station is located within one mile of the gaming 
facility, the second apparatus may be available within eight minutes.  
The exact mutual aid response cannot be defined until a mutual aid 
agreement is negotiated.  The Tribal Council is committed to 
supplementing the Tribal Fire Department through a mutual aid 
agreement and sharing the resources of the Tribal Fire Department to 
further enhance the fire suppression delivery systems of the surrounding 
communities through a mutual aid agreement.” 

L2-262  Refer to the response to Comment L2-188 regarding the safety provisions included 
within the project alternatives to reduce crime and impacts to off-site law enforcement 
services.  The comment that the absence of an armed Tribal police force will impact the 
number of service calls to the ACSO is unsubstantiated and therefore a response cannot 
be given.   

 Safety features have been included within the project design, including reduction of the 
parking lot footprint as shown in Figures 5-1 through 5-5 in Section 5.0 of the FEIS 
and lighting features as shown in Attachment II of Appendix Y.  The exact number of 
security guards has not been determined.   

 The commenter provides a general statement that the Proposed Project would increase 
calls to the ACDA, Probation, Public Defender, and the courts.  These impacts are 
addressed in the responses to the following comments.   

L2-263  Refer to the response to Comment L2-247 regarding the mutual aid agreement to assist 
off-site emergency responders and the commitment by the Tribe to develop a 
Responsible Alcoholic Beverage Policy, including discussing the policy with the CHP 
and the ACSO.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-168 regarding anticipated 
impacts to the ACSO and mitigation included within Section 5.2.9 to reduce 
anticipated impacts, which includes funding for personnel and equipment.  Impacts to 
the CHP are addressed in Section 4.9 and mitigation is provided for identified 
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significant impacts in Section 5.2.9 of the DEIS.  Refer to Appendix L of the DEIS for 
the consultation letters.

 The mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 of the DEIS were developed through 
consultation with the County and appropriate County agencies (refer to Appendix L of 
the DEIS), and include typical provisions found with MOUs between Tribes and 
municipalities.  The commenter mentions impacts associated with incidents involving 
tactical response (such as SWAT or the bomb squad).  The fiscal analysis in Section
4.7 of the DEIS and Appendix R accounts for the costs of the County providing 
additional services resulting from the casino.  Mitigation is included in Section 5.2.9
which requires the Tribe to pay fees to mitigate for impacts related to the County 
providing required law enforcement services to serve the selected alternative.   

L2-264  As sated on page 4.9-7 of the DEIS, the ACSO would have the authority to enforce 
State criminal law on trust lands as authorized by Public Law 280.   

L2-265  Refer to the response to Comment L2-168 regarding impacts and corresponding 
mitigation relating to law enforcement services and Comment L2-263 regarding the 
identified mitigation measures.  

L2-266  The analysis within the DEIS assumes that impacts to law enforcement are directly 
proportional to the anticipated number of patrons that would frequent the selected 
development.  Because of the uncertainty regarding this proportional relationship, the 
same level of mitigation is recommended in Section 5.2.9 of the DEIS for all three 
development alternatives that include a casino. 

L2-267  The FEIS has been updated in Section 3.9 to expand upon the discussion of the Law 
Enforcement Services Agreement (Agreement) dated April 28, 2005, between the City 
and the ACSO as presented by the commenter.  The FEIS clarifies that the City 
provides one full-time-equivalent (FTE) officer and that the funding is provided 
through a State of California grant, which would be terminated if one of the 
development alternatives is implemented. 

L2-268  Refer to the response to Comment L2-168 regarding mitigation to reduce impacts to 
law enforcement services.  The level of detail requested by the commenter is not 
available at this time.  Mitigation measures are commensurate with the anticipated level 
of impact.  Compensation would entail determining full-time-equivalence (FTE) 
funding for required Sheriff’s Deputies.  These funds would cover not only employee 
salaries, but also provides compensation for equipment and administrative operations. 
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L2-269  Refer to the response to Comment L2-02, which addresses the age of data within the 
DEIS and the requirement to update the FEIS with the new opening year dates as 
requested by the commenter.  The level of detail requested by the commenter regarding 
the increase in jailed persons as a result of the implementation of a project alternative 
cannot be determined at this time.  Impacts to law enforcement services have been 
considered and it is acknowledged that implementation of the project alternatives may 
have a significant impact on law enforcement services in the County.  The Tribe has 
proposed mitigation in Section 5.2.9 of the DEIS, revised in the FEIS, that would 
ensure that law enforcement services would not be adversely impacted by the project.    

L2-270  The description of the closest ACSO station located within the City of Plymouth is 
taken directly from the ACSO’s response letter and is an accurate description.  The 
ACSO was contacted for its input, statistics, and opinion in regards to potential impacts 
related to the development of the Proposed Project; such correspondence is contained 
in Appendix L of the DEIS.   

L2-271  The commenter states that the FEIS should include an estimate of coroner cases that 
ACSO would respond to as the result of deaths associated with the casino.  This 
information would be dependant upon numerous variables, such as the general health 
conditions of patrons visiting the establishment and previous diagnosis of each person.
This information is not available and the mitigation within Section 5.2.9 of the FEIS 
would require payment of fees that would compensate for required law enforcement 
services. 

L2-272  Refer to the response to Comment L2-02, which states that the NEPA environmental 
review process does not require supplementing or updating the EIS for redistribution 
with new opening year dates.  However, the BIA has reviewed the data within the 
DEIS and where necessary, descriptions of the existing setting and technical analysis 
has been updated. 

L2-273  Refer to the response to Comment L2-168 regarding on-site security staff working 
with ACSO.  In the case of violent and criminal acts that require immediate attention, 
security staff would be available to assist in using 911 emergency service to alert 
ACSO for immediate assistance, as with any other commercial property in the County.  
The information requested by the commenter is not pertinent to the analysis of the 
project alternatives impacts on the environment relating to law enforcement services.   

L2-274  Refer to the response to Comment L2-262 regarding a Tribal police force.  The use of 
a security force will reduce potential criminal acts, but would rely on the ACSO to 
respond to all service calls.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-168 regarding 



Local Agencies 

February 2009 L-62 Ione Band of Miwok Indians 
Response to Comments

mitigation to reduce impacts to the ACSO related to increase in service calls from the 
implementation of the project alternatives.  An on-site ACSO sub-station is not 
necessary in order to address the law enforcement needs of the project alternatives.  

L2-275  The DEIS states in Section 4.9 that the Tribal security force would provide security 
patrols and monitoring of the casino, parking areas, and surrounding grounds.  Security 
staff would report potentially escalating situations to the ACSO.  Security personnel 
would also provide a deterrent, indirectly preventing some criminal activities from 
occurring or escalating.  Security staff will be trained to contact ACSO regarding any 
observed criminal activity or suspicious behavior.   

L2-276  Refer to the response to Comment L2-02, which states that the NEPA environmental 
review process does not require supplementing or updating the EIS for redistribution 
with new opening year dates.   

L2-277 Section 4.9 of the FEIS has been updated to specify that the Jackson Rancheria 
operates a Tribal police force and does not serve alcohol within the casino.  Impacts to 
law enforcement services associated with Alternative A may be slightly higher or lower 
than those associated with the Jackson Rancheria casino, though they would still be 
“similar” as stated in Section 4.9 of the DEIS.  The impact to law enforcement services 
were identified as significant in the DEIS for all project alternatives.  Refer to the 
response to Comment L2-270 regarding consultation with ACSO to determine impacts 
and subsequent mitigation as a result of the implementation of a casino development. 

L2-278 Section 4.9 of the DEIS includes a summary of current operating statistics reported by 
ACSO in regards to the Jackson Rancheria’s tribal police force.  Specific operations of 
the Rancheria’s police force are confidential and are not necessary to determine the 
environmental impacts associated with the project alternatives. 

L2-279  Refer to the response to Comment L2-270 regarding consultation with ACSO.  As 
stated in Appendix L, ACSO estimated 6.5 officers would be required to provide one 
additional deputy for 24 hours of service, seven days a week.  Off-site impacts would 
be mitigated in part through the impact mitigation fees described in Section 5.2.9 of the 
FEIS.     

L2-280  Refer to the response to Comment L2-268 regarding compensation for impacts to the 
ACSO.

L2-281  Refer to the response to Comment L2-02 regarding updating the EIS.  Mitigation 
measures are listed in Section 5.2.9 of the DEIS to reduce effects to ACDA. 
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L2-282  Refer to the response to Comment L2-277 regarding impacts to law enforcement 
compared to the Jackson Rancheria casino.  Impacts to ACDA were identified in the 
DEIS as significant for all project alternatives.  Mitigation has been included in Section
5.2.9 of the DEIS and FEIS to reduce such impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

L2-283  Refer to the responses to Comments L2-277 and L2-282 regarding impacts to the 
ACDA’s office, compared to the 2004 reported impacts from the operation of the 
Jackson Rancheria casino.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-247 regarding the 
commitment by the Tribe to develop a Responsible Alcoholic Beverage Policy, 
including discussing the policy with the CHP and the ACSO. 

L2-284  Traffic impacts are addressed in Section 4.8 and 4.11 of the DEIS and FEIS.  Refer to 
the response to Comment L2-168 regarding impacts and corresponding mitigation 
relating to law enforcement services and Comment L2-263 regarding the identified 
mitigation measures. 

L2-285  Refer to the response to Comment L2-277 regarding a comparison of the Proposed 
Project to the Jackson Rancheria Casino.   

L2-286 Mitigation measures would be implemented for any of the three casino development 
alternatives. Section 4.9 of the FEIS has been updated to clarify that less-than-
significant impacts would result for Alternative B and C after the implementation of 
mitigation included in Section 5.2.9.   

L2-287  Estimates for staffing levels and shift deployment were provided by the Amador 
County CHP office.  It was anticipated, through consultation with CHP, that the casino 
and hotel would create additional demands on CHP services (Section 4.9 of the DEIS).  
Section 5.2.9 of the FEIS includes revised mitigation to address impacts to CHP 
services.

L2-288  In Section 3.9, the DEIS states that ACSO provides general law enforcement services 
to the City of Plymouth on a contract basis.  General law enforcement services include 
traffic-related services within the City of Plymouth. 

L2-289  Refer to the response to Comment L2-02 regarding the need to update information in 
the EIS.  Data was collected from the year that consultation with the CHP occurred.  
The information presented in Sections 3.9 and 4.9 is still applicable to the project site 
and vicinity. 
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L2-290  Refer to the response to Comment L2-287 regarding mitigation of potential impacts to 
CHP services.  

L2-291  The FEIS has been updated in Section 4.9 to identify potential impacts to other County 
law enforcement agencies, including the Amador County Public Defenders Office, that 
may result from the Proposed Project.  Section 5.2.9 of the FEIS has been updated 
accordingly to provide mitigation to reduce the identified impacts to less-than-
significant levels.

L2-292  Impacts to the County’s General Service Administration (GSA) would be mitigated 
through the funding measures identified in Section 5.2.9 of the FEIS for the specific 
law enforcement agencies that would potentially be impacted by the project 
alternatives.

L2-293  Refer to the response to Comment L2-291 regarding impacts to the public defenders 
office.

L2-294  As discussed in Section 4.8 of the DEIS, the proposed casino developments would 
draw some patrons from other casinos.  Because these casinos are currently operational, 
the patron base for the Proposed Projects would include those patrons.  The law 
enforcement impacts would thereby be included in the existing mitigation provisions of 
the other local casinos, offsetting impacts to City and County departments.  It is not 
anticipated that the Proposed Project would significantly impact the police departments 
within the cities of Ione, Jackson, and Sutter Creek.

L2-295  The FEIS has been updated in Section 4.9 to identify potential impacts to other County 
law enforcement agencies, including the Amador County Probation Department.  
Section 5.2.9 of the FEIS has been updated accordingly to provide mitigation to reduce 
the identified impacts to less-than-significant levels.   

L2-296  The FEIS has been updated in Section 4.9 to identify potential impacts to other County 
law enforcement agencies, including the Amador County Court System, that may result 
from the Proposed Project.  Section 5.2.9 of the FEIS has been updated accordingly to 
provide mitigation to reduce the identified impacts to less-than-significant levels.  

L2-297   The discussion of public services in Section 3.9 of the DEIS provides a detailed 
discussion of the operations of the ACSO and the CHP.  As the County provides Public 
Defender, Probation Department, and superior court services on a countywide basis, 
and the cost of these services are included in the County’s budget, the fiscal analysis in 
Section 4.7 of the DEIS and Appendix R accounts for the impacts to the County of 
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providing additional services resulting from the casino.  Impacts to the Amador County 
Public Defenders Office, Probation Department, and Superior Court are addressed in 
Section 4.9 of the FEIS.  Mitigation is included in Section 5.2.9, which requires the 
Tribe to pay fees to mitigate for impacts related to the County providing required law 
enforcement services to serve the selected alternative.  As stated in the response to 
Comment L2-294, it is not anticipated that the Proposed Project would significantly 
impact the police departments within the cities of Ione, Jackson, and Sutter Creek. 

L2-298  The mitigation within Section 5.2.9 of the FEIS requiring the Tribe provide payment to 
compensate for impacts associated with the selected project alternative has been 
updated.  Prior to commencement of operations of the selected project alternative, the 
Tribe would negotiate the impact fees with the appropriate law enforcement agency.  
Exact funding requirements cannot be determined at this time.  

L2-299  The discussion of impacts to law enforcement agencies has been expanded in Section 
4.9 of the FEIS.  Mitigation Measure 5.2.9 (K) of the FEIS has been updated to 
require Tribe to pay fees to mitigate for impacts related to the County providing law 
enforcement services to the selected alternative.   

L2-300  Refer to the response to Comment L2-279 regarding the number of officers required to 
address impacts from the Proposed Project.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-268
regarding the impact to administrative law enforcement services. 

L2-301  Refer to the response to Comment  L2-168 and L2-269 regarding impacts to law 
enforcement services.   

L2-302 Section 5.2.9 has been updated to clarify that specific funding amounts will be 
negotiated with the County of Amador.  

L2-303  Refer to the response to Comment L2-268 regarding compensation for law 
enforcement staffing.  The annual review contingency in Section 5.2.9 of the DEIS has 
been removed from the FEIS in response to comments. 

L2-304 Projected impacts are addressed in Section 4.9 of the FEIS.  Impacts associated with 
the project alternatives are considered significant, and mitigation is provided in Section
5.2.9 to reduce identified impacts.   

L2-305  Refer to the response to Comment L2-303 staffing considerations. 

L2-306  Refer to the response to Comment L2-287 regarding impacts to the CHP.  



Local Agencies 

February 2009 L-66 Ione Band of Miwok Indians 
Response to Comments

L2-307  Refer to the response to Comment L2-238 regarding the Proposed Project’s potential 
impacts to emergency call services.   

L2-308  Refer to the response to Comment L2-294 regarding impacts to the police departments 
in the Cities of Ione, Jackson, and Sutter Creek.  Refer to the response to Comment
L2-295 regarding the Amador County Probation Department.  Refer to the response to 
Comment L2-291 regarding the Amador County Public Defender’s Office.  Refer to
the response to Comment L2-296 regarding the Amador County court system.   

L2-309  As stated in Section 4.7 of the DEIS, benefits, including heath insurance, would 
generally be provided for employees of the Proposed Project.  This would greatly 
reduce the impacts on County-provided medical services.  Refer to the response to 
Comment L2-164 regarding problem gambling.  

L2-310  As presented within Section 4.10 of the DEIS, the majority of the waste generated by 
the casino would be nonhazardous and would include common items found at most 
commercial sites in the County.  The diesel fuel tanks for the back up generators would 
be above ground, and would be constructed with double walls and integrated leak 
detection systems.  Furthermore, the fuel storage tanks would be regulated by the Spill 
Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Regulations (40 CFR Part 112).  As 
part of the SPCC regulations, a Spill, Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) 
Plan would be prepared that identifies operating procedures to reduce the risk of spill 
and control and counter measures that would be implemented in case a spill occurs.  
Although unlikely, in case the self-contained units leak, the SPCC Plan would ensure 
measures are in place to protect human health and the environment.  Compliance with 
these regulations would result in less-than-significant impacts related to the storage of 
diesel fuels.  Based upon the potential for impacts from hazardous waste/materials on 
site, it is unlikely that a hazardous materials emergency response team would be 
required for the types and volumes of common hazardous materials that would be 
found at the project site.   

L2-311  Once the project site is taken into trust, the local environmental health department 
would not have jurisdiction to oversee food preparation.  As discussed in Section 2.0 of 
the DEIS, the Tribe will adopt and comply with standards no less stringent than state 
public health standards for food and beverage handling.  The Tribe is responsible for 
ensuring these provisions of the project are in compliance.  The National Indian 
Gaming Commission would also provide oversight through the Tribal gaming 
ordinance (a draft ordinance is provided as Appendix U of the FEIS).  Section 12 of 
the Tribal gaming ordinance requires gaming facilities be constructed, maintained, and 
operated in a manner that adequately protects the environment and the public health 
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and safety, including food handling.  The Tribal gaming ordinance also requires that 
the Tribe Council adopt standards that assure adequate protection of the environment 
and the public health and safety.   

L2-312  The noise calculations are based on the traffic conditions provided in the TIA.  A 
doubling in traffic would constitute an increase in the ambient noise level of 3 decibels, 
which is the threshold of audible sound (FHWA, 2008).  Refer to the response to 
Comment S4-13 regarding recalculation of trip generation rates.  As shown in Section
4.8 of the FEIS, no audible increase in noise would occur.   

L2-313 As shown in Section 4.10, Section 3.10, and Table 4.10-6 of the FEIS, the greatest 
projected increase in the ambient noise level would be 3 dBA along SR 124 south of 
SR 16.  This increase is calculated at 100 feet from roadway centerline and is based on 
an existing baseline noise level of 58 dBA (Section 4.10 of the DEIS).  When project 
traffic is added to the roadway network, the resulting noise level would increase to 61 
dBA at 100 feet; thereby, a 3 dBA increase.  The commenter is incorrect in the 
assumption that because noise attenuates at 3 dBA per doubling of distance, this 
increase would be 6 dBA at 50 or 12 dBA at 25 feet.  If the commenter’s assumption 
were correct, the noise level with project traffic would be 67 dBA at 50 feet.  However, 
using these same assumptions, the noise level at 100 feet would be 64 dBA, and not the 
61dBA calculated in Section 4.10 of the DEIS.  The commenter does not consider that 
at 25 and 50 feet, baseline and vehicle traffic noise levels would proportionately 
increase, resulting in the same 3 dBA perceptible noise increase experienced at 100 
feet.  No businesses or residences within 25 and 50 feet of the roadway centerline 
would experience noise level increases above 3 dBA as shown in Table 4.10-6.
Additional analysis is not required within the FEIS.  

L2-314 A stand-alone noise study was not prepared; however, noise level estimates were made 
for the project alternatives by Miller Environmental Consultants, which assisted in the 
preparation of the DEIS.  The data sheets for the noise level estimates have been 
provided as Appendix X of the FEIS. 

L2-315 The Proposed Project involves a federal action; therefore, federal noise threshold are 
applicable.  The threshold of significance as described in Section 4.10 of the FEIS is 
based on the U.S. Department of Transportation 1995 Highway Traffic Noise Analysis 
and Abatement Policy and Guidance.  The commenter is correct; the FEIS does not 
specifically provide an analysis that demonstrates compatibility with local noise 
thresholds.   
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L2-316 The attenuation value in Section 4.10 of the FEIS has been changed from 3 dBA to 6 
dBA to be consistent with Table 4.10-3 of the FEIS.  

L2-317 The values in Section 4.11 in the FEIS have been changed from 3 dBA to 2 dBA and 
from 61 dBA to 62 dBA to be consistent with Tables 4.11-23 and 4.11-28 of the FEIS.  

L2-318 and L2-319 
 The commenter points out that the terms “to the extent feasible” and “normal daylight 

hours” are ambiguous.  Section 5.2.10 of the FEIS has been revised stating that 
construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 6 am to 6 pm, Monday through 
Saturday.   

L2- 320  The noise analysis assumed a flat topography with no barriers between the casino 
property and sensitive receptors to the southwest and northwest.  The mitigation 
measure and noise analysis have been modified and it has been determined that due to 
the topography of the area, the barriers between the casino property and the nearest 
residence (trees and commercial buildings), and the attenuation of noise in rural 
settings (noise attenuates at a greater rate though grassland than it does through paved 
and developed land), the noise levels at the nearest residence would not exceed a 5 
dBA increase.  Therefore, no noise berm or wall would be required. 

L2-321 and L2-322 
  Refer to the response to Comment S7-06 regarding the abandoned mine and the 

analysis of the waste rock that is located within the project site, but outside of the areas 
of planned disturbance.    

L2-323  Refer to the response to Comment L2-39 regarding impacts associated with the 
construction of a storage reservoir.  Water samples were collected from intermittent 
drainages that flow through the project site, two of which are downstream from the 
historic Pioneer Mine.  Refer to Figure 3.3-3 of the DEIS for the sample locations and 
Table 3.3-2 for the results.  As indicated by the results, water quality is consistent with 
basin plan objectives, except for arsenic at sample point 3.  However, as discussed in 
the response to Comment S7-06, natural arsenic levels in the region are elevated.  The 
pH of the water samples is neutral and, therefore, the potential for acid rock drainage is 
minimal.   

L2-324  The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA) has been updated in 
accordance with the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standard 
Practice E 1527-05, and BIA guidelines (620 DM Chapter 2), which specify 
requirements for the innocent landowner defense under the Comprehensive 
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Environmental Response, Cleanup, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and procedures for 
proposed real property acquisition.  Refer to Appendix O of the FEIS for the updated 
Phase I ESA. 

L2-325  Refer to the response to Comment S7-06 regarding analysis of the waste rock piles 
adjacent to the historic Pioneer Mine. 

L2-326  Clarification is provided in Section 4.10 of the FEIS that the Tribe will comply with 
NFPA regulations and applicable safe engineering practices for storage of bulk propane 
on the project site.   

L2-327 Mitigation Measure 5.2.10 (L) in the FEIS has been revised to require asbestos 
containing materials be evaluated in addition to the lead based paint assessment for  
those structures requiring demolition.   

 Asbestos hazards are included in the Air Quality (Section 4.4) of the FEIS.  The 
Hazardous Materials section (Section 4.10) in the FEIS has been corrected to include 
the proper reference to Section 4.4 (Air Quality).  

L2-328  As discussed in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, impacts to visual resources would be 
minimized through the preservation of existing trees and vegetation, and the planting of 
complimentary landscaping.  Trash enclosures, walls, and fences would be screened 
with landscaping.  The incorporation of these features would break up and soften the 
massing of the proposed casino building.  Section 2.0 of the FEIS has been updated to 
include additional discussion regarding landscaping features.  Refer to Figures 5-1 
through 5-5  of the FEIS for updated site plans and Attachments I and II of Appendix
Y for viewsheds from SR 49 of the revised architectural renditions and the preliminary 
lighting plan for Alternative A, respectively. 

The site already encompasses, and is planned to incorporate, commercial development.  
Proposed land uses for Parcels #4 through #11, which are located within the 
jurisdiction of the City of Plymouth, include the main casino building for Alternatives 
A through C and a commercial development for Alternative D.  Both types of 
development would include associated parking facilities.  These land uses would be 
consistent with the commercial designation of the site within the City of Plymouth 
General Plan and zoning ordinance.  Alternatives A and B would be consistent with the 
existing development on the project site, which includes a multi-story hotel.  
Alternatives to the multi-story hotel and size of the facility, as recommended by the 
commenter, are considered in the DEIS.  Refer to Section 2.2.3 for the description of 



Local Agencies 

February 2009 L-70 Ione Band of Miwok Indians 
Response to Comments

the reduced casino alternative and Section 2.2.4 for the description of the commercial 
development alternative. 

L2-329  As discussed in the response to Comment L2-328, impacts to visual resources were 
taken into consideration during the design of the project alternatives.  For example, the 
Tribe has anticipated that a casino in a rural setting could result in aesthetic impacts.  
Therefore, the specific project site was selected due to the existing commercial 
development adjacent to SR 49.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-328 regarding 
additional provisions included within project design to reduce adverse impacts to visual 
resources.    

L2-330  Refer to Figures 5-1 through 5-5  of Section 5.0 of the FEIS for the updated site plans 
and Attachment I for viewsheds from SR 49 and adjacent to the main casino building.  
As shown in Attachment I, the proposed structures would be architecturally designed 
to be complementary to the surrounding environment.  Alternative A would not 
substantially degrade the visual character of the site and its surroundings.   

L2-331  In response to comments received on the DEIS, the discussion of the project 
alternatives in Section 2.0 of the FEIS has been supplemented with additional details 
regarding lighting and signage.  Lighting fixtures on the project site would be downcast 
where applicable to decrease light impacts to neighboring parcels with non-commercial 
land uses.  Refer to Attachment IIof Appendix Y of the FEIS for a preliminary 
lighting plan for Alternative A.  This downcast lighting produced would be directed 
away from surrounding areas and towards the project site.  Signage would be minimal 
and would be less obtrusive than the existing sign for the Shenandoah Inn, which is the 
approximate height of a two-story building.  As discussed in the response to Comment
F1-19, the site plan for the Proposed Project developments have been revised to reduce 
the expanse of surface parking lots (refer to Figures 5-1 through 5-5  in Section 5.0 of 
the FEIS).  This would also reduce the extent of outdoor lighting that would be required 
to ensure a safe parking area.   

L2-332 The commenter hypothesizes that there would be increased roadside litter due to the 
increase in visiting patrons to the Proposed Project.  The commenter does not include 
any statistical information or supporting evidence for this statement and, therefore, a 
specific response cannot be provided.  However, Mitigation Measure 5.2.10 (P) has 
been added to the FEIS stating: “The Tribe shall participate in Caltrans’ Adopt-A-
Highway Program to provide litter removal on one or more highway segments in the 
vicinity of the project site.” 
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L2-333 SR 49 is eligible for designation as a State Scenic Highway.  As stated in the Amador 
County General Plan, Scenic Highways Element (SHE), standards for the designation 
as an official scenic highway require that all actions be taken by local agencies to 
protect the scenic corridor of the highway.  The SHE states that the Amador County 
Board of Supervisors has passed a resolution stating that portions of Highway 88 can 
be regulated according to the standards for official scenic highway designation.  The 
SHE then defines a scenic corridor for Highway 88.  The SHE does not indicate that 
SR 49 has been named by the Amador County Board of Supervisors as a candidate for 
protection and scenic highway designation.  The Proposed Project has no effect on this 
designation status. 

L2-334 In response to comments received regarding the residential structures on Parcels 2 and 
12, Section 2.0 of the FEIS has been clarified to state that the structures on these 
parcels would be abandoned by residents, but would be used by the Tribe and therefore 
would not be affected by visual impacts.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-320
regarding sound barriers.  The mobile home park would not be visually impacted by the 
project alternatives.  The mobile home park is nearly one-half mile northwest of the 
project site, and existing trees at the mobile home park provide a visual barrier between 
the park and the southeastern viewshed towards the project site. 

L-03 AMADOR WATER AGENCY 
L3-01 The commenter suggests that the DEIS needs to further evaluate potential impacts 

associated with Option 1, which consists of connection to the City’s water system.  

 Based on the comments received on the DEIS from the City and the Amador Water 
Agency (AWA), the Tribe has selected water supply Option 2 as the preferred option.  
Option 1 would only become viable if a service agreement is entered into between the 
City and the Tribe.  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 regarding the inclusion 
of commercial development consistent with the Proposed Project within the City’s 
Water Supply Assessment (WSA).  Providing water to the selected project alternative 
would be consistent with the agreement noted by the commenter.  Capacity would be 
made available through on-site storage, filling of which could be limited to off-peak 
hours, and additional supply could be provided by the on-site groundwater wells 
described for the preferred water supply option (Option 2). 

 As described in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, an existing 10-inch diameter service line with 
a capacity of 2,000 gpm loops around Village Drive, providing services to existing 
facilities along the roadway (Selby Beck, personal comm., 2007).  The selected 
alternative would connect to this service line, which would provide adequate capacity 
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for the project alternatives.  For example, as described in Section 4.9 of the DEIS, the 
water demands of Alternative A with the use of recycled water on-site would account 
for only 4% of the 10-inch service line’s capacity.  As shown in Figures 5-1 through 5-
5  in Section 5.0 of the FEIS, the updated site plans indicate development would occur 
adjacent to Village Drive, and connection to the 10-inch line would result in minimal 
disturbance.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-109 regarding identification of 
special-status species on the project site, including VELB and RLF.  AWA’s water 
treatment plant will be sized to meet the 2025 water demands projected in the City’s 
updated General Plan.  With the inclusion of commercial development similar to the 
Proposed Project within the City’s WSA, the water demands of the project would be 
met by the plant.   

L3-02 Refer to the response to Comment L3-01 regarding the preferred water option (Option 
2) and the potential for connection to the 10-inch diameter service line along Village 
Drive if an agreement is reached between the City and the Tribe (Option 1).  With 
existing service provided to the project site via the Village Drive loop and inclusion of 
commercial development similar to the Proposed Project within the WSA, the City has 
included the potential demand of the Proposed Project within its storage requirements.   

L3-03 The comment is noted; however, the preferred alternative includes Water Supply 
Option 2, which does not include use of in the AWA’s water supply.  Refer to the 
response to Comment L3-02 regarding implementation of Option 1.  Further, 
compliance with SB 610 is a state requirement not applicable to the proposed casino-
hotel.  A water and wastewater feasibility study was conducted for the Proposed Project 
(Appendix B of the DEIS), as well as a groundwater well pumping test (Appendix C
of the DEIS), which provide evidence that sufficient water supply is available to serve 
the Proposed Project through the use of a combination of sources, including; on-site 
wells, off-site wells, transported water, and maximized use of recycled water.   

 Refer to Section 2.0 of the FEIS, which identifies the development of an on-site 
groundwater supply system as the preferred option to meet potable water demands of 
the project alternatives. 

L3-04 An engineering analysis was performed to determine projected wastewater flows for 
the project alternatives and determine feasible methods for disposal, taking into 
consideration the project site and local municipal systems (Appendix B of the DEIS).
An average estimated wastewater flow was calculated using the weekday and weekend 
flows.  The average is calculated assuming five days of weekday plus two days of 
weekend flows.  The average wastewater flow is useful in determining the design 
average day water demand and design wastewater disposal flow. 
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 Facility programs are used to calculate the wastewater flows based on the proposed site 
layout.  The facility program provided for each site alternative describes what type of 
restaurants are proposed and the respective number of seats, the number of hotel rooms, 
gaming areas, square footage of facility areas, etc.  From these descriptions and 
quantities, unit wastewater flows (gallons per day per unit) were estimated.  

 Based on the facility program, the preferred alternative would generate approximately 
223,748 gpd of wastewater on a typical weekend day, and 154,569 gpd on an average 
day.  The project includes a 250,000 gallon storage tank for tertiary-treated effluent.  
As described in the Water and Wastewater Feasibility Study (Appendix B of the 
DEIS), the tank was sized such that it would provide equalization for peak flows, as 
well as emergency storage, thereby allowing for a more steady flow to be sent to the 
recycled water distribution system.  For a discussion of the estimated water demands, 
refer to Section 4.3 of the FEIS. 

L3-05 The commenter states that the DEIS is vague as to the extent to which recycled water 
would be utilized if Option 1 were pursued.  As stated previously, the Tribe has 
committed to the maximization of recycled water use.  Section 2.3 of Appendix B of 
the DEIS identifies the non-potable water demand of each project alternative that could 
be met with recycled water. 

L4   CITY OF PLYMOUTH 
L4-01  Refer to the response to Comment L2-01 regarding the general comment that the 

information within the DEIS does not sufficiently identify and address environmental 
impacts.   

L4-02  The BIA sought comments from the City regarding land use conflicts through the 
request for comments on the Administrative Draft of the EIS (ADEIS), as the City is a 
cooperating agency for the NEPA process.  After release of the Notice of Intent (NOI) 
to develop the EIS, published in the Federal Register on November 7, 2003, the BIA 
formally requested the City act as cooperating agency, which the City accepted.  A 30-
day comment period was initiated with the publication of the NOI, and a Scoping 
sessions were held to receive comments.  Based on the interest, a supplemental NOI 
was published announcing an additional 30-day comment period and an additional 
scoping session was held.  Refer to Section 1.3 of the DEIS for an expanded discussion 
of the environmental review process, including opportunities for commenting on the 
Proposed Action and project alternatives. 
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 The BIA received comments from the City on land use conflicts in a letter dated April 
20, 2005, as discussed in Section 4.8 of the ADEIS.  The comments provided by the 
City in that letter were similar to those received on the DEIS.  The comments were 
considered and led to revisions in the DEIS in accordance with 40 CFR § 1503.4.   

L4-03 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a detailed discussion of the impact of the 
Proposed Project’s groundwater extraction on regional groundwater supplies, and 
proposed measures to mitigate impacts. 

L4-04 Solid waste impacts are addressed in Section 4.9 of the DEIS.  As discussed in Section
4.9 of the DEIS, waste generated during Phase I of Alternative A would constitute less 
than 0.06% of the average daily remaining capacity at the landfill, even under the 
conservative assumption that no recycling would occur (Goodrich, 2004).  Based on the 
remaining capacity of the landfill, and minimal use of the existing capacity to meet the 
waste disposal demands, Alternative A would result in a less-than-significant impact to 
solid waste services and disposal.  Mitigation measures listed in Section 5.2.9 of the 
DEIS would further reduce the effects to regional solid waste disposal services. 

L4-05  While Section 3.7 of the DEIS identifies and acknowledges that minority communities 
exist within the local area that would be affected by the project, the EIA presented as 
Appendix R and the additional evaluation in Section 4.7 determine that the Proposed 
Project would not result in any disproportionately high or adverse impacts to these 
minority communities.  As discussed in the economic analysis in Section 4.7 of the 
DEIS, implementation of the project alternatives would result in the increase in 
employment opportunities, which would benefit local minority communities.  
Therefore, under Executive Order 12898, no mitigation would be required related to 
minority communities.   

L4-06  As discussed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS, the construction of new housing may result 
from the Proposed Project but would not be required due to the proximity of major 
urban areas to the project site.  New employees that would choose to relocate to the 
project vicinity could choose to rent or buy existing or new housing.  It is expected that 
new housing construction would be limited by the number of employees able to finance 
a new home, the availability of residential zoned land, and local land use regulations 
(including water use regulations); consequently, any new housing construction would 
be compatible with regional planning efforts.   

L4-07  Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-07 regarding the format and 
layout of the DEIS. 
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L4-08  Refer to the response to Comment L2-27 received from the County that also stated an 
opinion that the DEIS does not provide a reasonable range of alternatives to the 
Proposed Project.

L4-09  The size of the proposed hotel is based on the local market.  Hotels have a high cost of 
operation and require enough guests to ensure a profit.  The potential for a reduced 
casino and reduced hotel alternative was reviewed, and then dismissed based on the 
association between reduced revenue from a smaller casino and high operating costs of 
a hotel with fewer than 250 rooms.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-27 
regarding the appropriate range of alternatives analyzed within the DEIS. 

L4-10  Refer to the responses to Comments L2-01 through L2-03 concerning the BIA’s 
response to claims that the DEIS is insufficient or flawed.  The commenter generally 
states that a comprehensive/integrated project description is required.  Refer to the 
response to Comment L2-29 regarding level of detail included within Section 2.0 of 
the DEIS. 

L4-11  Refer to the response to Comment L2-03 regarding levels of significance, the required 
level of analysis of varying impacts within the DEIS, and the use of technical studies to 
substantiate findings within the DEIS. 

L4-12  The commenter states that significant and unavoidable impacts could result from 
groundwater overdraft, topographical modification related to the wastewater storage 
facility, traffic, and off-site drainage, as well as climate change.  The commenter does 
not provided specific examples relating to the above mentioned resources.  These 
impacts are addressed in Section 4.0 of the DEIS and FEIS.  Where impacts were 
considered potentially significant, either provisions were included in the project design 
or mitigation measures are included in Section 5.0 of the FEIS to reduce impacts to 
less-than-significant levels.  The analysis indicates that all identified impacts can be 
mitigated.

 Refer to the response to Comments L2-91 for additional discussion of the Proposed 
Project’s impacts related to climate change, and the mitigation measures proposed to 
reduce those impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

L4-13 Section 4.11 of the DEIS analyzes cumulative air quality impacts.  URBEMIS output 
files are included as Appendix Q of the FEIS.  The output files were generated by the 
air quality modeling program, which was designed to account for trips generated by 
employees and service providers.  These trips would arrive at the casino/hotel mainly 
from the Cities of Plymouth, Ione, Jackson, and to some extent parts of various 
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surrounding counties, including the greater Sacramento metropolitan area.  Section 
4.11 discusses the impacts related to the increased trips by employees, service 
providers, and patrons.  Significant traffic impacts are not always directly related to 
significant decreases in air quality.   

L4-14  The project site is not located within a scenic vista, nor would the Proposed Project 
impact distant scenic vistas.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-329 regarding 
viewsheds from SR-49 of the preliminary architectural renderings of Alternative A, 
which are included as Attachment I of Appendix Y of the FEIS.  Refer to the 
response to Comment L2-331 regarding the preliminary lighting plan for Alternative 
A, which is included as Attachment II of Appendix Y of the FEIS, and revisions to 
the FEIS regarding lighting. 

L4-15  The commenter gives a general statement that numerous mitigation measures 
mentioned throughout the document are not included in the appropriate sections of the 
DEIS.  Similar to the comment addressed in the response to Comment L4-11, the 
commenter does not give examples and therefore a definitive response cannot be 
provided [46 Fed. Reg. 18026 (1981)].  Mitigating factors are included as components 
of the project description within Section 2.0 of the DEIS and as additional measures 
within Section 5.2 of the DEIS identified through analysis of the project alternative 
environmental impacts.  Section 4.0 has been reviewed and subsequent revisions have 
been completed in Section 2.0 and Section 5.2 of the FEIS to ensure all mitigating 
factors are identified. 

L4-16  Similar to the comment addressed in the response to Comment L4-11, the commenter 
gives a general statement without examples; therefore, a definitive response cannot be 
provided [46 Fed. Reg. 18026 (1981)].  However, clarification of traffic mitigation 
measure assessment is provided below.  

 Without the ability to implement off-site mitigation measures, the Tribe can only 
provide funds to the agency with jurisdiction over the existing roadway network.  As 
described in Section 5.2.9 of the DEIS, when the Tribe is responsible for paying the 
full costs, the improvements shall be constructed and funded when the need is first 
realized, as long as the responsible agency desires to move forward.  When the Tribe is 
responsible for paying a proportionate share of the costs, the improvements shall be 
constructed when the applicable jurisdiction obtains appropriate funding and initiates 
design work or, in the case of already identified projects, begins specific improvement 
projects. Section 5.0 of the FEIS outlines the traffic mitigation measures that the Tribe 
has committed to funding.  Under Caltrans guidelines a fair share contribution to 
mitigation measures are deemed appropriate to reduce the proportionate impact of the 
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project. Section 4.11 of the DEIS contains an analysis of the cumulative impacts 
traffic.

L4-17  The commenter suggests the trust lands be confined to the 70.2 acres of the Proposed 
Project, and if the entire 228-acre site is to be taken into trust, then any development or 
other uses for the remaining acreage should be described and analyzed in this EIS.  The 
Tribe’s application for lands to be taken into trust is a separate process from the 
environmental review process.  The purpose of the EIS is to determine the 
environmental impacts associated with the trust application, not the provisions of the 
trust application itself.  Additionally, the DEIS clearly states in the project description 
of each project alternative that no other developments, such as Tribal housing or other 
commercial facilities, would be constructed on the project site once the land is taken 
into trust.  The WWTP would be designed to provide treatment only for the facilities 
described under Alternatives A, B, and C. 

L4-18  Comment acknowledged.  The Executive Summary of the FEIS has been updated in 
accordance with 40 CFR § 1502.12 to include recent areas of controversy raised by 
agencies and the public, and issues that have been resolved. 

L4-19  Refer to the responses to Comments L2-27 and L4-09 concerning previous comments 
regarding the range of reasonable alternatives, including the suggestion that a reduced-
intensity casino and hotel should be included as a plausible alternative to the Proposed 
Project (Alternative A).

L4-20  Refer to the response to Comment L2-28 regarding alternatives considered then 
dismissed from consideration. 

L4-21 Refer to the response to Comment F1-09 regarding the inclusion of a significance 
determination within the monitoring program.   

L4-22 The commenter does not provide references to substantiate the claim that the project 
would result in a significant impact to air quality.  Section 4.4 of the FEIS analyzes air 
quality impacts using the most current air quality model, URBEMIS 9.2.4, which 
estimates emission from employee trips, service providers, and patrons that would 
make direct trips to the project alternatives.  Impacts were determined by comparing 
URBEMIS emission estimates with the federal conformity de minimis levels provided 
in 40 CFR 93.  This analysis determined that the Proposed Project would not exceed de 
minimis levels and therefore, a less-than-significant impact to air quality would result 
from the construction and operation of the Proposed Project.  As noted in the response 



Local Agencies 

February 2009 L-78 Ione Band of Miwok Indians 
Response to Comments

to Comment L4-13, significant traffic impacts do not necessarily correspond to 
significant air quality impacts. 

L4-23  The commenter is correct in that current transient occupancy taxes that the city receives 
from the Shenandoah Inn would be lost under the Proposed Project.  However, as 
discussed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS, tax revenues lost to the City or County would be 
offset by compensation provided by the Tribe directly to Amador County, and by new 
sales tax revenues that would be generated as a result of purchases made by the 
casino/hotel operation for local goods and services. 

L4-24 Refer to the response to Comment L4-22 regarding the air quality analysis.  
Significant impacts to the project roadway network do not necessarily correlate to 
parallel impacts to air quality.  Areas where significant impacts to the roadway network 
would result in the idling of thousands of vehicles would expect to experience a parallel 
increase in air quality impacts.  In the rural setting of the project site, this would not be 
the case and accounting for idling emissions in the air quality analysis would not alter 
the results.

L4-25 Refer to the response to Comments L3-01 regarding impacts associated with the 
connection to the City’s water system.  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02
regarding impacts to regional wells with the implementation of water supply Option 2, 
development of on-site groundwater wells. 

L4-26 Section 4.9 of the DEIS analyzes impacts to public services in the region.  The Tribe 
would develop an on-site system that would operate independently of the City’s system 
and therefore no impacts would occur to the City’s system.    

L4-27   Refer to the response to Comment L4-4 regarding solid waste-related impacts of the 
project alternatives. 

L4-28 and L4-29 
 Refer to the response to Comment L2-29 regarding level of detail included within 

Section 2.0 of the DEIS.

L4-30  Refer to the responses to Comment L4-28 and Comment L4-29 regarding the 
descriptions of the project alternatives within Section 2.0 of the DEIS that adequately 
provide the basis for the impact analysis in Section 4.0.  The level of description for 
each component of the various project alternatives is directly proportional to the level 
of impact analysis required in Section 4.0 of the DEIS.  Refer to the response to 
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Comment L2-328 regarding the inclusion of additional landscaping details in Section
2.0 of the FEIS. 

L4-31  This comment is similar to Comments L4-8 through Comment L4-10, Comment L4-
19 and Comment L4-20.  Refer to the responses to these comments for discussion of 
the selection and description of the project alternatives.  Refer to the response to 
Comment L4-20 regarding a discussion of alternatives dismissed from consideration, 
located in Section 2.2.6 of the DEIS. 

L4-32  Additional sources of potable water and additional wastewater treatment options were 
sought by the Tribe.  Water supply Option 1 would entail connection to the City’s 
municipal water system, and was evaluated within the DEIS.  Connection to the 
municipal system was not assessed as a viable option because of the lack of capacity 
within the City’s wastewater treatment system, with no foreseeable future increase in 
supply that would meet the needs of the Tribe.  As discussed in response to Comment
L2-27, only those feasible options that are considered reasonable need be reviewed in 
the DEIS (40 CFR § 1502.14).  Connection to existing systems that do not have 
capacity or means to develop capacity to meet the needs of a project alternative would 
not be considered feasible. 

L4-33  Refer to the response to Comment L2-50 regarding the jurisdiction of state and local 
agencies on trust lands.

L4-34  Refer to the response to Comment L2-27 regarding adequacy of the project 
alternatives.

L4-35  Please refer to the response to Comment L4-32 which discusses the limitations 
associated with municipal connections to meet the project demands.   

L4-36  Refer to the response to Comment L4-17 regarding the Tribe’s commitment to restrict 
development on the project site to the components outlined within Section 2.0 of the 
DEIS.

L4-37 Section 3.10.2 of the DEIS does not indicate that “the structure will be demolished…” 
as stated by the commenter.  No response required.  The abandonment of the well has 
been added to the project description in Section 2.0 of the FEIS.  

L4-38 Comment noted.  Figure 3.8-4 (Figure 3.8-2 of the FEIS) accurately and visibly 
identifies the differing land use designation and zoning of the project parcels.  Viewed 
in black and white, the shaded and dotted areas are easily distinguishable.  Figure 3.8-5
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has been updated (Figure 3.8-3 in the FEIS) to clearly distinguish between the 
differing zoning designations. 

L4-39 The commenter is correct.  The Tribal Council, governing body for the Tribe, would 
issue a certificate of occupancy to the casino development upon completion of all 
compliance provisions.   

L4-40  Request acknowledged.  Refer to Attachment II of Appendix Y of the FEIS for a 
preliminary lighting plan for Alternative A.  The design of the lighting fixtures would 
be consistent with those identified in the City’s 1997 Downtown Revitalization 
Strategy.  The other development alternatives would incorporate similar lighting design 
provisions.    

L4-41  Refer to the response to Comment L4-23 for clarification of the mitigation measure 
related to transient occupancy tax losses. 

L4-42  Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comments L3-01 regarding a required 
service agreement between the Tribe and the City and the inclusion commercial 
development similar to the Proposed Project within  the City’s WSA. 

L4-43  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 regarding the Tribe’s commitment to 
maximizing recycled water use for the selected alternative, which would minimize the 
need for trucking to meet the potable water demands for full build-out of Alternative A.   

L4-44  The statement of “no future development” is incorporated as a component of the project 
description in Section 2.0 of the DEIS and encompasses the entire 228-acres.  Refer to 
the responses to Comment F1-29 and Comment F1-30 regarding oversight of the 
Proposed Project development.  Additionally, significant changes to the project 
description that occur after the environmental review process can be contested through 
legal action.  The BIA would be responsible to ensure the development of the selected 
project is consistent with the proposed project alternatives as described in the FEIS and 
the ROD. 

L4-45  This comment is similar to Comments L4-08 and L4-19.  Please refer to the responses 
to those comments regarding the question of Alternative B being an adequate 
alternative and the reduction in environmental impacts compared to Alternative A.   

L4-46  Refer to the response to Comment L4-42.
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L4-47  Comment noted.  The text within Section 2.2.2 of the DEIS is intended to mirror the 
text stated under Alternative A, and should be considered identical in content: “No 
other developments, such as Tribal housing or other commercial facilities, would occur 
on the project site.” 

L4-48 Comment noted. The text the commenter refers to is intended to mirror the text stated 
under Alternative A, and should be considered identical in content: “No other 
developments, such as Tribal housing or other commercial facilities, would occur on 
the project site.” 

L4-49  Refer to the response to Comment L4-42 regarding the selection of Water Supply 
Option 2 as the preferred option. 

L4-50  Comment noted.  Refer to the responses to Comments L4-47 and L4-48 for
clarification of the intent of this text. 

L4-51  Comment noted.  Refer to the responses to Comments L4-47 and L4-48 for
clarification of the intent of this text. 

L4-52  Refer to the response to Comment L4-42 regarding the selection of Water Supply 
Option 2 as the preferred option. 

L4-53  Comment noted.  Refer to the responses to Comments L4-47 and L4-48 for
clarification of the intent of this text. 

L4-54 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 regarding the Plymouth Pipeline project, 
which will result in the lifting of the existing moratorium on development within the 
City. 

L4-55  Refer to the response to Comment L2-28 regarding the supplemented discussion of the 
40-acre site within Section 2.0 of the FEIS.  Impacts to the City were considered 
during project design and are addressed throughout Section 4.0 of the DEIS and FEIS. 

L4-56  Refer to the response to Comment L4-09, which also requested the inclusion of a 
project alternative that considered a reduced-size casino and a reduced-size hotel within 
the DEIS.

L4-57  Regulations applicable to the Proposed Action and project alternatives are addressed 
where appropriate throughout the DEIS.  For example, the regulatory environment is 
summarized in the discussion of water quality in Section 3.3 of the DEIS.  Refer to the 
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response to Comment L2-07 regarding the format of the DEIS.  Refer to the response 
to Comment L2-50, which discusses federal jurisdiction over the site once taken into 
trust.

L4-58 through L4-65
 Refer to the response to Comment L2-50, which discusses federal jurisdiction over the 

site once taken into trust and therefore, State and local regulations (i.e. California Code 
of Regulations (CCR)) would not apply once the site is taken into trust.   

L4-66 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for an expanded discussion of the City of 
Plymouth’s water supply. 

L4-67 Refer to the responses to Comment F1-02 and Comment F1-32 for an expanded 
discussion of the overdraft and projected recharge of the aquifer and of the City’s 
future water use and the reduction in pumping that would occur in the project vicinity 
due to the construction of the Plymouth Pipeline.  Refer to the response to Comment 
F1-9 for a discussion of groundwater monitoring programs that would be implemented.  
Refer to Appendix C of the FEIS for an expanded discussion of well production in the 
region. 

L4-68 Refer to the responses to Comment F1-02, Comment F1-03, and Comment F1-32
regarding groundwater yields within the region and on the project site.  Refer to 
Appendix C of the FEIS for an expanded discussion of well production in the region.

L4-69 Airlift yields were not used to assess long-term well yield.  Refer to the response to 
Comment F1-04 for a discussion of the duration of the pumping tests and 
methodology used to determine long-term yield values.  Refer to Appendix C of the 
FEIS for additional details on the pumping tests that were performed on the Project 
wells.

L4-70 Refer to the response to Comment F1-04 for a discussion of the duration of the 
pumping tests and methodology used to determine long-term yield values.  Refer to the 
response to Comment F1-02 regarding the overdraft condition of the City’s wellfield.  
Refer to the response to Comment L2-50 for a discussion of the use and relevancy of 
determining long-term yield using CCR Title 22 §65554. 

L4-71 Refer to the responses to Comments F1-02 and Comment F1-32 for a discussion of 
the overdraft and recharge of the aquifer, including in the vicinity of the City’s wells.  
Refer to the response to Comment F1-4 for a discussion of the duration of the 
pumping tests and methodology used to determine long-term yield values.  Refer to the 
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responses to Comments F1-9 and Comment F1-10 for a discussion of groundwater 
monitoring programs. 

L4-72 Groundwater samples were collected from the project wells and the cistern for 
laboratory analysis to determine water quality.  The results were then compared against 
the primary and secondary Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs).  The MCLs are 
limits established by Federal and State agencies.  The primary MCL is a value 
established to be protective of human health.  Secondary MCLs indicate levels that 
could make the water undesirable (i.e. odor, discolorization, taste, etc.), but are not 
attributable to adverse impacts to human health.  As shown in Table 3.3-5 of the DEIS, 
none of the samples were reported to contain any of the analytes shown at a 
concentration greater than their primary MCL; therefore, no threats to human health 
were identified in any of the water samples. 

L4-73 Refer to the response to Comment L2-91 regarding the adequacy of climate change 
analysis within the DEIS and revision within the FEIS based on newly published 
emissions factors.  

L4-74  The commenter notes a discrepancy on Page 3.5-15 with regard to the classification of 
wetland features and other waters; these are not addressed on this page of the DEIS. It 
is assumed that the commenter is referring to Table 3.5-2, Figure 3.5-2, and Sections 
3.5.3 and 3.5.4. As a factual correction, the document has been updated to consistently 
classify all wetland features throughout the FEIS in accordance with CEQ Regulation 
40 CFR 1503.4. 

L4-75 The current acreages are from an initial wetlands delineation prepared for the project 
hence, the jurisdictional ‘waters of the U.S.’ acreages have not been verified by the 
ACOE.  The verification will require a field visit with ACOE personnel to make the 
final determination.  Refer to the responses to Comments F1-14, Comment F1-15,
and Comment F1-18 regarding mitigation of impacts to waters of the U.S.  Any 
unavoidable impacts would be adequately mitigated as outlined in Mitigation
Measures 5.2.5 (E) through 5.2.6 (L) of the FEIS.  

L4-76 A specific discussion of the history of the Pioneer Mine located within the project site 
can be found in Section 3.6.5 of the DEIS. 

L4-77 Refer to Section 3.6.6 of the DEIS for a brief description of the historic-period cultural 
resources found within the project site.  A more detailed description of these resources 
can be found in the confidential Appendix K of the DEIS.  Also refer to the response 
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to Comment L2-124 regarding the exclusion of sensitive materials within the public 
versions of the DEIS. 

L4-78 The distinction between sites first recorded by Windmiller and Osanna in 2001 and 
those identified and evaluated for the first time by ECORP Consulting, Inc. in 2003 can 
be found in Section 3.6.6 of the DEIS. 

L4-79 Refer to the response to Comment L2-124 regarding the exclusion of sensitive 
materials within the public versions of the DEIS. 

L4-80 Refer to the response to Comment L2-124 regarding the exclusion of sensitive 
materials within the public versions of the DEIS. 

L4-81   Refer to the response to Comment L4-23 for a discussion of the transient occupancy tax 
revenues provided by the Shenandoah Inn and the mitigation proposed for the loss of these 
revenues.

L4-82 Potential relevant impacts to schools would be limited to potential new students 
resulting from direct, indirect, and induced effects of the Proposed Project.  
Environmental justice impacts to the affected environment are analyzed as discussed in 
Section 3.7 of the DEIS.  Because potential impacts would be limited to the Amador 
County Unified School District, no cumulative context exists for potential impacts to 
schools.

L4-83 Property tax values presented in Section 3.7 of the DEIS are for the tax year 2005-
2006, and provide an expectation of property taxes assessed for the project site.  While 
the amount of property tax revenue would differ when the project site is taken into 
trust, the Tribe would negotiate in good faith with the County to provide appropriate 
compensation for lost property tax revenues, as discussed in Sections 4.7 and 5.2.7.
Section 4.7 of the DEIS analyzes potential impacts to the Tribe, Amador County 
(including all incorporated and unincorporated areas), and any identified minority or 
low-income communities.

L4-84 The correction of elementary school addresses is noted.  Section 3.7 of the DEIS
provides background information on existing schools in proximity to the project site 
that have the potential to be effected by the Proposed Project.

L4-85 Providing information on the land uses of these projections in the DEIS would not 
provide any new information that would change the conclusions regarding the potential 
impacts to schools.  The information provided in Sections 3.7 and 4.7 of the DEIS 
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provides adequate and relevant data to determine the potential impact of the Proposed 
Project on schools. 

L4-86 Providing more detailed housing data would not provide any new information that 
would change the conclusions or understanding of potential impacts to housing.  The 
information provided in Sections 3.7 and 4.7 of the DEIS provides adequate and 
relevant data to determine the potential impact of the Proposed Project on housing.

L4-87   Comment noted.  As shown in Table 3.7-8, Census Tract 3.01 is designated as a minority 
 community because the minority populations constitute 52.2% of the total population in 
 this census tract.   

L4-88 Refer to the response to Comment L2-76 regarding inclusion of the traffic generated 
by the project alternatives into the analysis of air quality impacts.  Section 4.8 of the 
DEIS identifies the average daily trip estimates of the project alternatives.  Refer to the 
response to Comment S4-02 regarding the revised TIA, which includes updated ADT 
estimates. 

     
L4-89 The addition of a wastewater treatment facility in an area of low-density housing is not 

an inconsistent land use.  Residential land uses need public utilities such as WWTPs 
(WWTPs).  When the land is taken into trust, parcel #1 would no longer be under the 
jurisdiction of Amador County.  The land taken into trust would be adjacent to current 
commercial land uses; therefore, as stated in Section 4.8 of the DEIS, the land use 
proposed is consistent with adjacent land uses and would have a less-than-significant 
impact on regional planning in the project vicinity.   

L4-90 Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment L4-89 regarding Amador County 
jurisdiction over land taken into trust and the compatibility of a WWTP near low-
density residential land uses (parcel #3).

L4-91 Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment L4-89 regarding Amador County 
jurisdiction over land taken into trust and the compatibility of a WWTP near low-
density residential land uses (parcel #12).   

L4-92 Once the land is taken into trust, the City would have no jurisdiction over the land use 
or any element of that use.  The analysis provided in the Land Use section of Section
4.8 of the DEIS covers all applicable City General Plan elements and finds that 
implementation of the project alternatives would not adversely impact the City’s 
planning goals.   
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L4-93 Comment noted.  The numbering in Table 4.8-9 is consistent with the City’s General 
Plan numbering system.  General Plan goals and policies that are not applicable to the 
project alternatives are not included in Table 4.8-9 of the DEIS.     

L4-94 Table 4.8-9 in Section 4.8 of the FEIS contains the City’s General Plan “Vision 
Statement.”  The FEIS analyzes the Proposed Project’s land use with regard to the most 
up-to-date General Plan of the City, which includes the “Vision Statement.”  Refer to 
the responses to Comments L2-330 and Comment L2-331 regarding the consideration 
of the rural, historical character of the region within the project design.

L4-95 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for an expanded discussion of the provision 
of water for the Proposed Project. 

L4-96 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for an expanded discussion of the City’s 
future water supply that would be provided by the Plymouth Pipeline, which would 
provide a sustained water supply to serve the City’s planned growth through 2025.  
With the implementation of the Plymouth Pipeline, the moratorium on new 
development would be removed. 

L4-97 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for an expanded discussion of the future 
water supply for the City of Plymouth.  

L4-98      Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 regarding the Plymouth pipeline project and 
the existing overdraft condition of the City’s well field.  

L4-99 Comment noted.   

L4-100 Comment noted.  Refer to response to Comment F1-04 for a discussion of the duration 
of the pumping tests and methodology used to determine long-term yield values. 

L4-101 through L4-103 
Refer to the response to Comment L2-50 for a discussion of the regulatory 
requirements associated with a federal action.  Implementation of the Proposed Project 
would require compliance with federal regulations; therefore, the Tribe would obtain 
and comply with the provisions of a NPDES permit administered by the USEPA.   

L4-104 The Proposed Project does not include connection to the City’s wastewater system.  
Therefore, the impacts of the project on the City’s ability to provide wastewater service 
to those eight parcels does not require analysis.  Implementation of a development 
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alternative would remove the existing demand of the project site from the City’s 
WWTP, resulting in a beneficial impact. 

L4-105 Refer to the response to Comment L2-269 regarding impacts to the County’s jail 
system.   

L4-106  The commenter suggests that there may be other considerations/reasons for the stated 
response times listed in Section 3.9 of the DEIS.  The information presented in Section
3.9 related to local law enforcement environmental setting was taken directly from the 
Amador County Public Service Letters included as Appendix L of the DEIS.  The 
information presented represents a thorough and accurate reflection of existing 
conditions.   

L4-107  Refer to the response to Comment L2-267 regarding the LES agreement and revision 
of the text within Section 3.9 of the DEIS.  The text within Section 3.9 has been 
updated to clarify that the ACSO provides traffic-related enforcement services to the 
City. 

L4-108 Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-315 regarding non-federal 
noise threshold analysis.   

L4-109  There would be no sensitive receptors on any of the parcels comprising the project site.  
As described in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, the residences located on parcels 8 and 9 
would be demolished, while the residences on parcels 2 and 12 would be used by the 
tribe and would be unaffected by noise.   

L4-110  The text on page 3.10-9 of the FEIS has been clarified to include a discussion of out of 
scope items that are not part of a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment; those out of 
scope items include assessments for the presence of lead-based paints and ACMs.  Page 
4.10-9 of the FEIS includes clarification that potential impacts from exposure to lead-
based paints and ACMs are potentially significant.  Mitigation Measure 5.2.10 (L) in
the FEIS has been clarified to include assessments of ACMs and lead-based paint to be 
conducted by licensed individuals prior to the demolition of on-site structures.   

L4-111  There are numerous vantage points to choose from to evaluate a viewshed.  The DEIS 
specifies that the viewsheds analyzed for the project are the most frequented vantage 
points along SR 49, which are summarized in Section 3.10 and specifically analyzed in 
Section 4.10.  The residents of on-site houses would vacate the homes prior to 
construction of the selected project alternative.  No impacts would occur as there would 
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no longer be any residents with the viewshed perspectives referenced by the 
commenter. 

L4-112  Parcel #12 is grouped with Parcel #2 in Section 3.10.3 of the DEIS.  As discussed there 
within, roughly one quarter of each parcel is developed with single-family residential 
homes and associated outbuildings.  The remainders of the parcels are covered 
primarily with annual grasslands and oak woodland habitat.  The topography of each 
parcel has little relief. 

L4-113  Refer to the response to Comment L2-331 regarding the updated discussion of lighting 
impacts within the FEIS. 

L4-114  As discussed in Section 4.2 of the FEIS, only 78,000 cubic yard of soil requires 
exportation after cut and fill operations on the project site.  For the size of the project 
development area, this is a relatively low export requirement for site development.  As 
discussed in Section 4.2 of the DEIS, the main topographic features, such as the 
moderately sloping hills in the southwest portion of the site and the steeper slopes of 
the southeast, would be slightly modified; however, the overall topographical character 
of the project site would be preserved.  The northwestern portion of the site was 
selected for the footprint of the development, as this portion has little relief, slightly 
sloping down in elevation from the area planned for the WWTP to the area planned for 
the detention basin.   

 The commenter mentions the topographic impacts of the earthen dam, which would be 
implemented if an NPDES permit for surface water discharge cannot be obtained from 
the USEPA.  The damming of the canyon to store treated wastewater was selected to 
minimize the impacts to the existing topography.  The development of an excavated 
detention basin would have resulted in greater impacts to the topography than using 
soils excavated from the project footprint to dam the existing canyon.   

L4-115  Refer to the response to Comment F1-03 regarding the selection of wastewater 
disposal Option 2 as the preferred alternative.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-
38 regarding downstream impacts of wastewater disposal Option 1. 

L4-116  Refer to the response to Comment S6-06 regarding the necessity to include all parcels 
within the trust application.   

L4-117   Appendix P of the DEIS contains preliminary grading plans showing the excavation 
amounts and area of disturbance proposed for Alternatives B and C are nearly the 
same, even though the buildings for Alternative C have a smaller interior square 
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footage compared to Alternative B.  Similar primary development footprints result in 
excavation amounts of 296,000 cubic yards (cyds) for Alternative B and 297,000 cyds 
for Alternative C.  These excavation amounts are similar because, generally speaking, 
the area to be disturbed for a commercial development is not directly proportional to 
the building size.  In other words, even though the interior square footages of the 
various buildings in each alternative are different, the building foundation footprint 
square footage is similar for Alternatives B and C; consequently, excavation amounts 
are also similar.  Additionally, several of the components proposed for Alternative B 
require very minimal excavation activities, as shown on the grading plans (Appendix
P).  The Alternative C discussion in Section 4.2-12 of the FEIS has been clarified to 
include an explanation why these alternatives have similar excavation amounts.   

  The retail alternative (Alternative D) would require more fill compared to the other 
alternatives due to the proposed construction of stable-engineered building pads that 
would require substantial retaining walls. 

L4-118  Because the site is underlain by dense, hard rock at relatively shallow depths, the risk 
of seismic-induced seiche hazards on the project site is minimal.  Seismic-related 
impacts were deemed less than significant based on an analysis of seismic data from 
the California Department of Conservation California Geology Survey, a review of the 
shaking potential as delineated by the Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale (MMI), and a 
geotechnical engineering and geological assessment performed by a California 
Certified Engineering Geologist, as stated in Section 4.2 of the DEIS.  Refer to the 
response to Comment L2-07 regarding the format and layout of the DEIS. 

L4-119 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for an expanded discussion of the overdraft 
and recharge of the aquifer, including in the vicinity of the City’s wells, and a 
discussion of the use of recycled water to meet the water demands of the Proposed 
Project.  Refer to the response to Comment F1-06 for a discussion of the duration of 
the pumping tests and methodology used to determine long-term yield values.  Refer to 
the response to Comment F1-09 for a discussion of the proposed groundwater 
monitoring programs.  Refer to the response to Comment L4-68 for a discussion 
regarding the need to evaluate on a regional basis for potential impacts from pumping 
the Project wells. 

L4-120 The drainage study (Appendix G of the DEIS) shows and specifically states that 
increased runoff resulting from development of the project alternatives can be mitigated 
by means of on-site detention.  For example, as described in the response to Comment
L2-74, implementation of the Proposed Project would result in a 1 cfs reduction in 
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post-project outflows, which would result in a less-than-significant impact to 
downstream water resources. 

L4-121 Comment noted.  The text has been revised to clarify that Phase II of Alternative A 
would result in a slight increase in total impervious surface coverage compared to 
Phase I.  As stated in the DEIS and FEIS, the development of the drainage plan would 
be finalized during Phase I and would include conveyance and detention provisions to 
provide for the increased drainage needs of Phase II of Alternative A.   

L4-122 Refer to the response to Comment L2-50 regarding the federal jurisdiction of trust 
lands.  Consequently, the USEPA would provide oversight for development and 
operation of leach fields on trust lands to ensure compliance with the Clean Water Act. 

L4-123 Refer to Mitigation Measure 5.2.10 (K) of the DEIS, which states that the Tribe shall 
minimize the use of pesticides and toxic chemicals to the greatest extent feasible in 
landscaping or use less toxic alternatives.  Section 4.3 of the FEIS has been revised to 
clarify that mitigation relating to hazardous materials would further reduce impacts to 
water quality. 

L4-124 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the overdraft and recharge 
of the aquifer, including in the vicinity of the City’s wells.  It is estimated that the area 
is actively recharged on an annual basis at a rate of 11.7 to 16% of annual precipitation.  
Refer to the response to Comment F1-06 for a discussion of the duration of the 
pumping tests and methodology used to determine long-term yield values.  Refer to the 
response to Comment F1-09 for a discussion of groundwater monitoring programs, 
and the response to Comment L2-49 for a discussion regarding rotational pumping.  
Storage of water and treated wastewater would require on-site storage of disinfectants.  
The discussion of hazardous materials in Section 4.10 of the FEIS has been updated to 
address disinfectant storage.  Section 5.2.10 of the FEIS has been updated to include 
provisions to minimize the potential for inadvertent release of stored disinfectants into 
the environment and waterways.     

L4-125 Refer to the response to Comment L2-50 regarding the federal jurisdiction of trust 
lands.  Consequently, the USEPA would provide oversight for development and 
operation of the wastewater storage reservoir and leach fields to ensure compliance 
with the Clean Water Act. 

L4-126 Refer to the response to Comment L2-52 for a discussion of the required compliance 
regulations of the Proposed Project for the installation of a dual-plumbed recycled 
water system. 
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L4-127 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the proposed rotational 
pumping of the wells.

L4-128 Comment noted.  The statement should have used the term “similar” instead of 
“identical”.  The design of the detention basin for Alternatives C and D would be 
similar in location and design, but would be sized to accommodate for the decrease in 
impervious surface coverage compared to Alternatives A and B.

L4-129 Comment noted.  Although reduced in intensity, the development of a casino-only 
development and a commercial center would still result in potentially significant 
impacts to water quality without mitigation.  The lower water demand for both 
alternatives would result in a reduced wastewater generation rate, but would still 
require disposal through land application.  These impacts are similar to those identified 
for Alternative A.  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 regarding the firm well 
yield of the project wells.  Pumping at or below the firm well yields is anticipated to 
have similar impacts to off-site well.   

L4-130 Refer to the response to Comment L2-91 regarding the climate change analysis.      

L4-131 Comment noted.  The methodology section describes how the analyses are performed 
and Section 2.0 of the DEIS provides a project description and various project 
components such as construction phasing.  Construction equipment used for grading, 
construction, painting, and paving are provided in Appendix Q of the FEIS.  The 
specific activities that would occur during the construction period for each alternative 
have been added to Section 4.4 of the FEIS.     

L4-132 Refer to the response to Comment L2-76 regarding update of the AQ analysis.     

L4-133 Construction emissions are influenced by more factors than square footage of the 
proposed building(s).  Construction emissions anticipated for Alternative D are 
consistent with the grading, fill, and construction activities for any commercial 
development of comparable size that would use the stable-engineered building pads 
proposed for this alternative.  Construction of Alternative D would result in the 
emissions of 2.62 tons per year (tpy) for ROG and 4.28 tpy for NOx, while construction 
of Alternative B would result in emission of 3.09 tpy for ROG and 7.66 tpy for NOx.   

L4-134 Page 4.4-8 of the DEIS clearly states that the emissions estimates referenced by the 
commenter are for the operation of Phase I and Phase II (full build-out) of Alternative 
A.
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L4-135  The suggested overlay of Figures 2-7 and 3.5-1 would make interpretation of the 
calculated areas of impact extremely difficult.  These maps referenced with the tables 
in Section 4.5 sufficiently and accurately depict the impacts to the specified habitat 
types for Alternatives A-D, thus they require no further analysis or amendment. 

L4-136  The suggested overlay of Figures 2-7 and 3.5-4 would make interpretation of the 
calculated areas of impact extremely difficult.  These maps referenced with the tables 
in Section 4.5 sufficiently and accurately depict the impacts to the potential 
jurisdictional waters of the U.S. for Alternatives A-D, thus they require no further 
analysis or amendment. 

L4-137 Section 5.2 of the DEIS and FEIS clearly presents the mitigation measures organized 
by environmental resource and is consistent with the format of Sections 3.0 and 4.0.
Refer to the response to Comment L4-15 regarding the format of the DEIS. 

L4-138  Column three in Table 4.5-1, labeled “Percentage of Habitat Affected,” clearly 
identifies the affected percentage calculated for each specific habitat type on site. 

L4-139  Refer to the response to Comment F1-14 regarding the updated site plans to mitigate 
impacts to waters of the U.S. included as Figures 5-1 through 5-5  in Section 5.0 of the 
FEIS.

L4-140  The DEIS does not contain Section 5.24.  Mitigation for impacts to biological resources 
are presented in Section 5.2.5 of the DEIS and FEIS, including mitigation to reduce 
impacts to RLF, VELB, and CTS.   

L4-141 Section 3.6.6 of the DEIS provides a description of the criteria for evaluation of 
cultural resources.  A complete description of individual evaluations of cultural 
resources identified within the project site was provided in confidential Appendix K of
the DEIS.  The response to Comment L2-124 addresses the exclusion of sensitive 
materials within the public versions of the DEIS. 

L4-142 Refer to the response to Comment L4-141 for the application of the NRHP criteria for 
significance and individual and district evaluations.  Please also see the response to 
Comment L2-124 regarding the exclusion of sensitive materials within the public 
versions of the DEIS. 

L4-143 For a statement regarding the recorded resources’ eligibility as a district within the 
project site please refer to the response to Comment L4-141.
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L4-144  Page 11 of the Guidance for Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA’s 
NEPA Compliance Analyses, states that “customary agency practices for notifying the 
public of a proposed action and subsequent scoping and public events may be enhanced 
through better use of local resources…”  Thus, public outreach to identified minority 
and low-income communities is not required, but can aid the NEPA process.  However, 
Section 4.7 determines that the Proposed Project would not result in any 
disproportionately adverse impacts to minority communities, and it was determined 
that further public outreach would not be necessary for the Proposed Project.  

L4-145 Section 4.7 of the DEIS concludes that new employment would be considered a beneficial 
impact to minority and low-income communities in proximity to the project site, and all other 
potential impacts to these communities would be considered less than significant.  Specifically, 
traffic impacts would be limited to intersections/interchanges, localized impacts would be 
limited to the project site, and air quality impacts would be distributed throughout the region.  
Potential impacts to the housing supply are discussed in the response to Comment L4-06.
These impacts would occur throughout the region.  Table 3.7-9 provides a breakdown of the 
income and poverty status of each census tract considered as a potential minority community.  
As discussed in Section 3.7, the environmental justice analysis was prepared in compliance 
with the CEQ’s Environmental Justice Guidance Under the NEPA.

L4-146  Refer to the response to Comment L4-144 for a discussion of low-income populations 
in proximity to the project site.   

L4-147  Refer to the responses to Comments L4-05 and L4-06 for a discussion of potential 
housing impacts to low-income populations.  

L4-148  Refer to the responses to Comments L4-144 and L2-177 for a discussion of low-
income populations and analysis methodology.   

L4-149 Section 4.7 of the DEIS addresses both socioeconomic impacts to the population as a 
whole and any potentially disproportionately adverse impacts to identified minority and 
low-income communities.

L4-150  The commenter does not refer to any specific models used in the DEIS, nor suggest any 
alternative models.  In addition, potential impacts to minority communities have been 
identified as less than significant, and no further assessment is required.  

L4-151  While the comment is accurate that some information on local communities and 
environment may only be available from community leaders, local government offices, 
and the members of the community, potential impacts to minority communities have 
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been determined less than significant as per Section 4.7 of the DEIS, and no further 
information is required from these communities.  

L4-152  The environmental justice analysis has been completed in compliance with the 
document cited by the commenter, Guidance for Incorporating Environmental Justice 
Concerns in EPA’s NEPA Compliance Analyses.  Refer to the response to Comment 
L4-144 regarding public outreach to minority and low-income communities.   

L4-153  Refer to the response to Comment L4-06 for a discussion of potential housing impacts 
to low-income populations. 

L4-154  Full-time equivalent (FTE) positions are used to help calculate overall wages and 
provide a perspective on employment demands.  While it is expected that part-time 
employees would be required, Section 4.7 and the response to Comment L4-06
discuss that only a portion of employees would relocate for positions.  Any new 
housing would be limited by the number of employees able to finance a new home, and 
rental opportunities would also be available. 

L4-155  Refer to the responses to Comments L4-06 and L4-154 for a discussion of 
employment associated with the Proposed Project. 

L4-156   The projection of new employees residing in the City is an estimate based on the local 
and regional unemployment markets.  The count of 64 employees is representative of 
the 5% of employment estimated to result from this area.  Therefore, exactly 64 
employees cannot be guaranteed to result from the City, rather, this quantity is 
representative of the level of impact expected based on past local and regional labor 
markets. 

L4-157  The statement in Section 4.7 of the DEIS that expenditures on goods and services 
“would be made primarily from vendors located in Amador County and surrounding 
counties,” is based on results and assumptions from the market study and financial 
projections for the proposed casino complex, and is considered extremely relevant for 
the purposes of evaluating economic impacts.  

L4-158  Potential demand for new housing is discussed in the response to Comment L4-06.
Any further analysis of potential housing supply after implementation of the Proposed 
Project would require a large number of assumptions and would be speculative.   
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L4-159  Potential impacts to traffic, air pollution, and infrastructure are discussed in the 
appropriate sections of the DEIS.  Refer to the response to Comment L4-06 for 
additional discussion of housing impacts and the jobs-housing balance. 

L4-160  As discussed in Section 4.7, potential impacts to libraries and parks would be less than 
significant because it is expected that only a limited number of employees would reside 
in the area or relocate to the area; therefore, it is unlikely that use of these facilities 
would significantly increase.  Patrons would not be likely to frequent these facilities 
because of the short-term duration of their visits to the Proposed Project facilities.  

L4-161 Section 4.7 evaluates potential fiscal impacts including the removal of the project 
parcels as a source of tax revenue, new tax revenues generated for city and county 
governments by the purchase of local goods and services by the casino development, 
and compensation provided by the Tribe to the City in lieu of property taxes and 
transient occupancy tax revenues.  Refer to the response to Comment L4-23 for
additional discussion of this issue.   

L4-162  As discussed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS, it is not expected that an additional casino in 
Amador County would substantially increase the prevalence of problem gamblers; 
however, the Tribe has agreed to make an annual contribution to an organization(s) that 
addresses the issue of problem gambling, in an attempt to provide reasonable and 
appropriate treatment for any new problem gamblers.   

L4-163  As discussed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS, the Tribe would provide compensation to 
local law enforcement service providers so that these agencies have the capacity (i.e. 
employees or equipment) necessary to address any increase in demand for law 
enforcement services resulting from the Proposed Project.  

L4-164  Estimates of employment for Alternative D are based on this development entailing 
those features described in Section 3.0 of the DEIS.  Based on the project description 
of Alternative D, Section 4.7 generally describes this alternative as a community 
shopping center.  

L4-165 Refer to the response to Comment L4-16 regarding fair share contributions towards 
traffic impact mitigation.  Refer to the response to Comment S4-03 regarding 
consultation with local jurisdictions to generate the cumulative environmental setting 
within the revised TIA. 
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L4-166 Refer to the response to Comment S4-03 regarding the cumulative environment 
discussed in the revised TIA.  Refer to Table 10 of the revised TIA (Appendix M) for 
the planned projects in and around the City. 

L4-167 Refer to the response to Comment S4-05 regarding the inclusion of the roadway 
segment between the project site and Main Street within the revised TIA.  The 
proposed signalized access roadways for the project site are spaced greater than 1,000 
feet apart and are not considered a safety concern. 

L4-168 Refer to the response to Comment L1-09 regarding review and incorporation of the 
Amador County guidelines within the development of the revised TIA (Appendix M of
the FEIS). 

L4-169 Refer to the response to Comment L4-165 regarding fair share contributions as 
appropriate mitigation for project-related impacts. 

L4-170 Construction impacts are specifically addressed in Section 4.8 of the DEIS.  For 
example, under Alternative A each employee is assumed to drive to and from the 
project site alone each day and it is assumed that 20% of the workers would leave and 
return to the site for various purposes during the day.  Heavy equipment delivery is 
based on the number of large construction vehicles expected during the project 
duration.  The import of construction materials is based on the number of trucks 
required to deliver construction materials to the site, including building materials such 
as wood, steel, and masonry.  Additionally, specific vehicle-related construction 
impacts are addressed in Section 4.4 of the DEIS.  Impacts are reduced to less-than-
significant levels via mitigation described in Sections 5.2.4 and 5.2.8 of the DEIS.   

L4-171 By analyzing the worst-case peak hour, appropriate mitigation measures can be 
provided that would also reduce traffic impacts at less congested times.  Traffic 
mitigation is provided in Section 5.2.8 of the DEIS.   

L4-172 Refer to Tables 1 and 2 of the revised TIA (Appendix M) for a summary of the LOS 
standards for each intersection and roadway segment included in the study roadway 
network.

L4-173 Comment noted.  The compatibility of the Proposed Project with surrounding uses is 
analyzed in Section 4.8 of the DEIS under the land use heading.   

L4-174 As discussed in Section 2.0 of the FEIS, with the commitment by the Tribe to 
maximize the use of recycled water, only Phase II of Alternative A would require 
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trucking of water.  It is estimated that approximately five truck trips per day (assuming 
2,000-gallon capacity) would be required.  Five truck trips would have a minimal 
impact on the existing roadway network and does not require updating the 
quantification of LOS impacts, nor impacts to any other issue area.         

L4-175 Comment noted.  The FEIS has been updated with the mitigation required from the 
analysis within the revised TIA (Appendix M). Section 5.2.8 of the FEIS has been 
revised  to provide a summary of the mitigation based on project alternative and 
roadway intersection or segment.   

L4-176 Refer to the response to Comment L4-94 regarding inclusion of the City’s “Vision 
Statement” within the land use impact analysis in Section 4.8 of the DEIS.    

L4-177 Refer to the response to Comment L4-94 regarding the General Plan’s “Vision 
Statement” and design consideration included within the project description of the 
FEIS.

L4-178 Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-50 regarding federal 
jurisdiction over the project site once taken into trust.   

L4-179 Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-50 regarding federal 
jurisdiction over the project site once taken into trust.  Refer to Section 2.0 of the DEIS 
for the infrastructure provisions included within the project description. 

L4-180 Refer to the responses to Comments L2-330 and Comment L2-331 regarding the 
consideration of the rural, historical character of the region within the project design.  
Refer to the response to Comment L4-40 regarding design of the lighting fixtures for 
the project alternatives consistent with the City’s 1997 Downtown Revitalization
Strategy.

L4-181 Comment noted.  Refer to Section 2.0 and Appendix B of the DEIS for the water 
demands of the project alternatives. 

L4-182 Refer to the response to Comment L3-01 through Comment L3-03 for a discussion of 
the City’s domestic water supply. 

L4-183 If Option 2 is the chosen water supply alternative, water wells would need to be 
established on the site prior to construction of the Proposed Project.  It is correct that no 
agreement currently exists between the Tribe and the City for water use on the site once 
the land is in trust.  If Option 1 were selected for development, the Tribe would need to 
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enter into an agreement with the City and/or County to connect to the municipal water 
supply system.  The Tribe has throughout the environmental review process expressed 
its willingness to enter into such an agreement. 

L4-184 Refer to the response to Comment L3-01 through Comment L3-03 for a discussion of 
the impact of the project on the City’s domestic water supply. 

L4-185 Refer to the response to Comment L3-01 regarding the water supply from the City’s 
municipal system after implementation of the Plymouth Pipeline project.  

L4-186 Refer to the response to Comment L3-01 regarding the impacts associated with the 
implementation of water supply Option 1. 

L4-187 Refer to the response to Comment L3-01 regarding the preferred water supply option 
(water supply Option 2) and requirements for connection to the City’s municipal 
system under water supply Option 1. 

L4-188 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the connectivity between 
the project wells and the City’s existing wells, as well as a discussion of the future use 
of the City’s wells, which would be reduced with the construction of the Plymouth 
Pipeline project. 

L4-189 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the groundwater pumping 
strategy and the projects ability to serve the project water demands using the preferred 
on-site groundwater well system.   

L4-190 Refer to the revised Pumping Test Report (Appendix C) for a discussion of the firm 
yield of the project wells, and the responses to Comments F1-02, F1-04 and F1-05 for 
a discussion on the recharge of the aquifer, the supply and demand on the surrounding 
wells, and that the applied safety factors consider the limited recharge situation.   

L4-191 The 8% of potable water demands that would need to be supplied via truck would 
account for approximately 10,000 gpd, or the equivalent of five water truck trips per 
day.  Generally, water trucks carry approximately 2,000 gallons.  As discussed in the 
FEIS, the Tribe has committed to maximizing the use of recycled water, reducing the 
water demands of Alternatives A through C and subsequently reducing the demand for 
water trucking services. 

L4-192 As described above, the Tribe has committed to maximizing the use of recycled water, 
reducing the water demands of Alternatives A through C, which would consequently 
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reduce the demand on water maintained in the storage tanks.  A diagram of a typical 
storage tank is provided as Figure 3-10 of Appendix B in the DEIS.  As discussed in 
Section 2.0 of the FEIS, landscaping would soften the hardscape features of the project 
site, which includes the WWTP and storage facilities.  

L4-193 Comment noted.  However, the tanks are currently located in an elevated area on the 
project site ideal for their stated function.  As stated in the FEIS, Option 2 is now the 
preferred water supply alternative, which would include the use of on-site groundwater 
wells, maximized use of recycled water, and use of the storage tanks for supplemental 
supply.   

L4-194 It is unclear what is in conflict in Table 4.9-4  of the DEIS regarding two one-million 
gallon domestic water storage tanks that are to be installed as part of Alternative A. 
Table 4.9-4 shows the Solid Waste Disposal Estimate at Full Build-out of Alternative 
B.

L4-195 This comment is correct, and based on the comments received on the DEIS from the 
City and the Amador Water Agency, the Tribe has selected Water Supply Option 2 as 
the preferred option.   

L4-196 Refer to the response to Comment L4-189 for a discussion of the consideration of peak 
day use demand in determining the water supply for the Proposed Project. 

L4-197  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 regarding the commitment to maximize 
recycled water and the ability to meet projected water demands through the 
development of an on-site groundwater system.  

L4-198 Refer to the response to Comment L2-50 regarding jurisdictional oversight of the 
operation of a Tribal drinking water system.  The Tribe would be required to prove to 
the USEPA, through baseline sampling and monitoring plan, that the Tribe has the 
expertise to ensure a safe public drinking water system. 

L4-199 The Tribe has throughout the environmental review process expressed its willingness to 
enter into an agreement with the City and/or County for wastewater treatment and other 
services.  However, based on the limitations of disposal capacity of the City’s 
municipal wastewater system, connection to serve the project alternatives would result 
in significant and unavoidable impacts.  Therefore, the Tribe has selected to develop an 
on-site WWTP as described in Section 2.0 of the DEIS. 



Local Agencies 

February 2009 L-100 Ione Band of Miwok Indians 
Response to Comments

L4-200 Refer to the response to Comment L2-50 regarding federal jurisdiction over the project 
site once the land is taken into trust, and therefore the Tribe is not required to seek 
connection to the City’s municipal service systems.  Refer to Section 2.0 of the DEIS 
regarding the Tribe’s decision to pursuer development of an on-site WWTP and 
disposal system. 

L4-201 The Tribe has committed to implementing a maximum recycled water program, which 
would contribute to the City’s effort to conserve water.  As described in Section 2.0 of 
the DEIS and in the Water and Wastewater Feasibility study (Appendix B of the 
DEIS), land areas and buffer areas have been dedicated for spray fields and discharge 
of treated effluents. 

L4-202 Comment is noted; however, the project would be designed utilizing standard 
engineering techniques, which are based on technical engineering studies of the project 
site including a water supply and wastewater feasibility study (Appendix B of the 
DEIS) and a groundwater well study (Appendix C of the DEIS).  Further, the Proposed 
Project would obtain and comply with a NPDES permit and would meet Title 22 
tertiary treatment standards. 

L4-203 Refer to the response to Comment L4-199 for a discussion regarding the use of the 
City’s WWTP. 

L4-204 As described in the Water and Wastewater Feasibility Study (Appendix B of the 
DEIS), membrane bioreactors are simple and the most cost-effective and reliable 
method of treating wastewater today.  Additional treatment and polishing processes can 
be easily added to the MBR to meet foreseeable effluent quality requirements.  Other 
casinos effectively utilizing MBR technology in the area surrounding the project site 
include the Thunder Valley Casino, the Cache Creek Casino & Hotel, and the Rolling 
Hills Casino.  Proper maintenance and use of the system would ensure that the system 
would effectively serve the Proposed Project. 

L4-205 Chemicals used within the wastewater treatment facility would be disposed of 
according to standard hazardous waste disposal methods established and regulated by 
the USEPA.  The Tribe would dispose of any wastes generated on-site at locations 
specifically approved by the USEPA. 

L4-206 As described in the Water and Wastewater Feasibility Study (Appendix B of the 
DEIS), the MBR system would include installation of grease separators.  Accordingly, 
it is standard practice to install passive grease interceptors within casino projects.  
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L4-207 The EIS is required to assess a range of project alternatives, which it does; however, 
the EIS is not required to discuss multiple WWTP types, as no other option are feasible 
as addressed in response to Comment L4-32.  The wastewater analysis considers two 
treated effluent disposal options. 

L4-208 The limitations provided by the City’s municipal wastewater conveyance and treatment 
system outweigh the disadvantages associated with the development of an on-site 
WWTP.   

L4-209 Refer to the response to Comment L3-04 for a discussion on the sizing of the Proposed 
Project’s wastewater facility and the ability to accommodate the projected wastewater 
flows, including peak flows.   

L4-210 Refer to the response to Comment L4-209 for a discussion of the ability of the 
Proposed Project’s wastewater facility to accommodate the projected wastewater flows. 

L4-211 The FEIS text has been changed to ‘would’ when addressing spray irrigation.  

L4-212 The Water and Wastewater feasibility study (Appendix B) states that subsurface
disposal should be made at low application rates (not to exceed 0.2 gpd/ft2), and that 
subsurface disposal should not be done at high elevations (above 1,125 feet) where the 
soil layer is thinner (AEG, 2004).  This assessment is derived from the Soil Mantle and 
Percolation Test study (Appendix S).  Refer to the response to Comment L4-300,
which describes that compliance with the guidance included in the Water and 
Wastewater Feasibility Study would ensure that no adverse hydrologic impacts would 
occur associated with the subsurface leachfields and spray irrigation. 

L4-213 As described in Section 4.3 of the FEIS, the recycled water would meet the criteria of 
Title 22 for highest quality disinfected tertiary treated recycled water.  Furthermore, the 
project would obtain and comply with a NPDES permit for discharge to surface waters. 

L4-214 and L2-215   
Refer to the response to Comment L4-209 for a discussion on sizing the Proposed 
Project’s wastewater facility and the ability of the proposed facility to accommodate 
the projected wastewater flows. 

L4-216 Refer to the response to Comment L2-65 regarding subsurface disposal of treated 
effluent on the project site. 
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L4-217 Refer to the response to Comment L2-38 for a discussion on the risk of dam failure 
and the design criteria that would be implemented to ensure the design is safe to 
surrounding residents.   

L4-218 As described in the response to Comment L4-217, the most feasible and preferred 
wastewater alternative is to discharge to the intermittent creek pursuant to a NPDES 
permit and maximize the on-site use of recycled water.  However, if a reservoir were to 
be developed, the stored treated effluent would meet Title 22 standards and would 
comply with a NPDES permit, minimizing impacts to off-site surface and groundwater. 

L4-219 As described in the geotechnical study (Appendix E), if surface water flow is diverted 
from the reservoir with a culvert and French drain system, the additional contribution 
of inflow with no liner from subsurface seepage is likely to be very small with respect 
to the capacity of the reservoir.  Additionally, siltation over time would aid in 
“plugging” of potential drainage paths that could cause off-site seepage.  Because the 
reservoir would retain Title 22 treated effluent, any minor seepages would not cause 
degradation of off-site water quality. 

L4-220 Comment noted.  The results of the percolation tests are reported in Appendix S of the 
DEIS.

L4-221 Refer to the response to Comment L2-61 regarding subsurface disposal of treated 
effluent.  The results of the percolation tests were used to identify the areas on the 
project site were land application would be viable.  A majority of the project site was 
determined not to be viable for land application.  Wastewater disposal will be limited to 
the acceptable areas as identified on Figure 2-1 of the FEIS. 

L4-222 Refer to the responses to Comments L4-212, L4-216, and L4-221 for discussions of 
land application disposal methods and application rates.  The wastewater treatment on 
the project site would meet Title 22 standards, which includes a number of guidelines 
for production, distribution, and use of recycled water. The project would also comply 
with the conditions of a NPDES permit, which would ensure the protection of surface 
water quality. 

L4-223 Refer to Section 2.0 of the DEIS, which states that during periods of heavy rains, either 
a storage reservoir would be developed (Option 1) or a NPDES permit obtained for 
surface water discharge.  The on-site soil conditions provides the basis for analyzing 
two options for wastewater disposal.   
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L4-224  Table 2-7 of the Water and Wastewater Feasibility Study (Appendix B) breaks down 
the typical domestic water uses by type of use.  The table shows that each specific use 
would be capable of reducing its water use by maximizing its use of recycled water.  
The study also compares the project to similar facilities operating in California, 
including the Thunder Valley Casino and the Cache Creek Casino & Hotel, which have 
historically recycled approximately 40% of the wastewater flows for recycled water 
use.  Therefore, it was assumed that 40% of the wastewater flow is recycled and used 
for such purposes. 

L4-225 As discussed in Section 2.0 of the FEIS, the recycled storage tank would be capable of 
storing 750,000 gallons of tertiary treated recycled water.  Appendix B of the FEIS 
suggests 250,000 gallons of storage for recycled water.  However, the Tribe has 
committed to using recycled water for fire suppression, which as shown in Table 3-6 of 
Appendix B, is anticipated to be 500,000 gallons.   

L4-226  Comment noted and is correct, at this time the Tribe has not been able to determine an 
exact goal for recycling.  Section 5.2.9 of the FEIS has been updated to address the 
Tribe’s commitment to recycle materials to the extent possible during construction and 
operation of the Proposed Project. 

L4-227 Section 3.9 of the DEIS states that telephone and cellular/wireless coverage is provided 
by Southern Bell Communications (SBC) for the project area.  A telecommunications 
tower is located on the east side of town and provides coverage to the City.  Section 4.9
addresses potential impacts related to telecommunications and states that consultation 
with SBC during the construction phase of the Proposed Project is recommended to 
address/discuss the types of services desired, which would include wireless/mobile 
coverage.

L4-228  Refer to the response to Comments L2-168, L2-273, and L2-274 for a discussion of 
the training and responsibilities of Tribal security staff.   

L4-229  Refer to the response to Comment L2-277 regarding the comparison between calls for 
ACSO service from the existing Jackson Rancheria casino and anticipated impacts of 
the Project alternatives.

L4-230 and L4-231
 Refer to the response to Comment L2-168 regarding the mitigation of impacts to the 

ACSO. 
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L4-232  Comment noted and is correct.  The fire station would be required to be adjacent to the 
casino project and located on Trust land to constitute a Tribal Fire Department.  The 
proximity to AFPD Station 122 does not constitute a significant impact.  The close 
proximity of the two stations would allow for a mutual aid agreement between the 
Tribal Fire Department and the AFPD. 

L4-233  Comment noted.  As presented in the response to Comments L2-236, it is expected 
that the Tribe would enter into a mutual aid agreement with the AFPD to provide 
mutual aid.   

L4-234  The comment is noted.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-245 regarding the 
recognition of the exclusive transport franchise agreement between the County and 
American Legion Ambulances. 

L4-235  Comment noted and is correct.  Refer to the responses to Comments L2-237, L2-243,
L2-244, and L2-245, which summarize the potential fire and safety impacts related to 
the development of the Proposed Project and the Fire Plan (Appendix F of the DEIS). 

L4-236  Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment L4-236 for a discussion regarding 
the potential for a mutual aid agreement between the Tribe and the AFPD. 

L4-237 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 regarding trucking to meet potable water 
demands under the preferred water supply option (Option 2)   According to the FHWA 
(Highway Traffic Noise found at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/htnoise.htm.),
it would take an additional 20 trucks per hour to increase roadway noise by 3 dB (a 
just-perceivable increase).  The addition of five water truck trips per day to the roadway 
would not cause a noticeable increase in the ambient noise levels.  

L4-238 Section 4.10 of the DEIS analyzes noise impacts for each alternative.  Under the noise 
analysis of each alternative there is a heading for mechanical equipment noise effects, 
which analyzes the noise effects of all mechanical equipment used on-site, including 
pumps and service facilities.     

L4-239 Section 4.10.1 of the DEIS provides examples of the type and nature of construction 
activities, the equipment associated with various activities, and the corresponding noise 
levels anticipated during each activity.  Most, if not all of the examples presented could 
be expected with development of any of the project alternatives.

L4-240 Text under each alternative heading in Section 4.10 of the DEIS identifies construction 
noise as significant if it were to occur during nighttime hours.  Mitigation Measure 
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5.2.10 (A) is recommended as appropriate to reduce potential construction noise 
impacts to a less-than-significant level.

L4-241  Refer to the response to Comment L4-110. Mitigation Measure 5.2.10 (L) in Section
5.0 of the FEIS has been clarified to include assessments fro ACM and lead based paint 
to be conducted by licensed individuals if on-site structures are to be demolished.   

L4-242  As stated in Section 2.2 of the DEIS, the Tribe would adopt and comply with standards 
no less stringent than Federal workplace and occupational health and safety standards.   

L4-243  Refer to the response to Comment L2-330 and Comment L2-331 regarding the 
supplemental site plans in Section 5.0 of the FEIS and the viewsheds and lighting plan 
included as attachments to Appendix Y of the FEIS.   

L4-244  Refer to the response to Comment L2-331 concerning impacts associated with project 
lighting.   

L4-245  Refer to the response to Comment L2-05 regarding the assessment of the cumulative 
environment as described in Section 4.11 of the DEIS. 

L4-246 Section 4.11 of the DEIS accurately includes anticipated redevelopment of existing 
residential and commercial properties within consideration of cumulative impacts of 
the project alternatives.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-192 regarding the 
inclusion of planned projects within and surrounding the City for the supplemental 
traffic and air quality impact analyses presented in the FEIS and the revised TIA.   

L4-247  Refer to the response to Comment L2-246 regarding the adequacy of the cumulative 
environmental setting within the DEIS, and the inclusion of an updated planned project 
list for the revised TIA, which is also applicable to air quality impacts.  Refer to 
Section 4.8 of the FEIS for the updated analysis of traffic-related impacts and Section
4.4 of the FEIS for the updated analysis of air quality impacts. 

L4-248  Refer to the response to Comment L2-05 regarding the cumulative environment as 
described in Section 4.11 of the DEIS. 

L4-249  Refer to the response to Comment L2-05 regarding the description of the Buena Vista 
project within Section 4.11 of the DEIS.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-192
regarding the inclusion of planned projects within the revised TIA, which includes the 
most recent description of the Buena Vista Casino development. 
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L4-250 Refer to the response to Comment L2-05 regarding cumulatively considerable impacts 
identified within Section 4.11, which do not change by updating the existing setting of 
planned projects.  With the development of the Plymouth Pipeline, the aquifer beneath 
City’s well field would recover from overdraft conditions, providing an additional 
water source to developments within and surrounding the City.  As discussed in 
Section 3.3 of the DEIS, there are currently no identified maps of the many 
groundwater basins that exist due to the fractured bedrock within the Plymouth area.  
As a result, groundwater profiles are difficult to characterize.  The existing setting as 
described in Section 4.11 of the DEIS assumes development surrounding the project 
site, except for the areas with active Williamson Act Contracts.  These lands to the east 
and south of the project site greatly restrict development in the area.  Because of the 
difficulty in characterizing groundwater basins in the region, cumulative effects have 
been considered in the design of the mitigation provided in Section 5.2.3 of the DEIS 
and FEIS.  Groundwater mitigation includes development of a long term monitoring 
plan that includes the installation of monitoring wells appropriately placed between the 
Project wells and the nearest off-site wells, taking into consideration planned future 
development.  Refer to the planned projects list in Appendix M of the FEIS. 

L4-251 Refer to the response to Comment L2-91 regarding an update of the greenhouse gas 
discussion within the FEIS.

L4-252 The DEIS states that under the County Housing Element, 1,117 residential units can be 
supported; however, the DEIS acknowledges that water is a serious concern.  Refer to 
the response to Comment F1-02 regarding the implementation of the Plymouth 
Pipeline project to provide adequate water supply to the City to meet year 2025 
projected demands.  The commenter states that the presumed impacts would fall 
disproportionately on low-income populations; however, no evidence is presented to 
support this claim.  Impacts to water resources are analyzed in Section 4.3 of the DEIS, 
socioeconomic and environmental justice issues are discussed in Section 4.7, and 
indirect impacts are analyzed in Section 4.12.   

L4-253  Background data for schools presented in Section 3.7 of the DEIS corresponds to the 
analysis of potential impacts and mitigation to schools presented in Section 4.7.  While 
more recent data may now be available, the use of this data to estimate potential 
impacts to schools is not expected to significantly alter the conclusions presented in the 
DEIS.  Specifically, while student enrollment may have changed since the analysis was 
prepared, it is not expected that there is a substantial difference, and the quantity of the 
compensation to be provided by the Tribe to the Amador County School District (as 
presented in Section 4.7) would still reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant 
level.
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L4-254  Potential environmental justice impacts to minority and low-income communities are 
considered less than significant, as per the discussion in Section 4.7 of the DEIS.  The 
commenter overstates the disparities between projected casino salaries and existing 
incomes; the $46,000 average income quoted in the comment appears to reflect the 
average local household income, as presented in Table 3.7-9 of the DEIS, rather than 
average individual income.  Because the Proposed Project would not result in an 
incremental impact to minority and/or low-income communities, the potential does not 
exist for any cumulatively significant environmental justice impacts. 

L4-255  Potential socioeconomic impacts from the Proposed Project would be most pronounced 
within Amador County; and therefore, this is the scope of the socioeconomic analysis 
provided in Section 4.7.  As discussed in Section 4.11, the introduction of two 
additional casinos is not likely to significantly increase County residents’ access to 
casino gambling, because of the availability of existing gambling opportunities in the 
area.

L4-256  Cumulative impacts to pathological and problem gambling are analyzed in Section
4.13 of the DEIS.  Refer to the response to Comment L4-255 regarding the impact of 
two additional casinos within Amador County.  As discussed in Section 4.11, while it 
is not expected that the rate of pathological and problem gambling would significantly 
increase from introduction of the Proposed Project, the Tribe has nonetheless agreed to 
make an annual contribution to a local organization(s) that addresses pathological and 
problem gambling treatment, to provide treatment for any new pathological or problem 
gamblers.   

L4-257 Comment noted.  The text within Section 4.11 of the FEIS has been revised to clarify 
that under water supply Option 1, water would be provided by the municipal system to 
meet all potable water demands of the selected alternative.  Refer to the response to 
Comment F1-02 regarding the Plymouth Pipeline project.  The discussion of the 2000 
gpm capacity was in relation to the existing pipeline located along Village Drive and 
not the total water supply of the City.   

L4-258 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the conditions of 
groundwater wells in the project vicinity and the effects that the Proposed Project 
would have if water supply Option 2 is selected. 

L4-259 Section 4.2 of the DEIS addresses potential impacts to land resources resulting from 
mass grading activities and operation of the casino facilities.  The Tribe would be 
required to implement erosion control techniques during construction and operation of 
the casino development.  Refer to Section 5.2.2 of the DEIS regarding compliance with 
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the USEPA NPDES permitting process to reduce off-site erosion impacts.  
Additionally, post-construction BMPs are also a component of the overall CWA 
compliance program.  The Buena Vista Casino development, as well as other 
cumulative development projects, would be required to comply with the Clean Water 
Act (CWA).  As stated in Section 4.11 of the DEIS, with CWA compliance of the 
Buena Vista Casino project and other regional developments, cumulative impacts from 
erosion and sediment are considered less than significant.  While connections to the 
City’s water and wastewater services might minimally reduce on-site erosion, other 
impacts related to connection to these service options would be significant.  

L4-260 The Tribe has throughout the environmental review process expressed its willingness to 
enter into an agreement with the City and/or County for water supply and other 
services.  However, based on the existing conditions of the City’s water and wastewater 
infrastructure, connecting to the project site would result in significant impacts in issue 
areas other than drainage.  In accordance with NEPA, and based on the restrictions 
placed on municipal services in the region as described in Section 3.10 of the DEIS, the 
Tribe has elected to develop on-site water and wastewater systems.   

 As described in Sections 2.0 and 4.3 of the DEIS, the Tribe has incorporated surface 
runoff detention facilities within the project alternatives.  This would ensure that 
discharge from the site does not increase compared to existing conditions.  Similarly, 
the Buena Vista Casino project has identified in their Final Tribal Environmental 
Impact Report that mitigation to reduce drainage impacts would include a drainage 
concept plan.  Although the implementation of both casinos would result in the 
conversion of pervious to impervious surfaces, the incorporation of drainage plans 
would reduce the cumulatively considerable impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

L4-261 The TIA for the project alternatives has been revised and is included as Appendix M
of the FEIS. Section 4.11 of the FEIS has been updated relative to the results of the 
cumulative analysis within the revised TIA.  The inconsistencies mentioned by the 
commenter have been eliminated. 

L4-262 Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment L4-169 regarding the 
appropriateness and calculations of traffic mitigation fair share percentages, and timing 
for implementing those improvements. 

L4-263 Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-91 regarding the expanded 
Greenhouse Gas analysis presented in the FEIS.   
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L4-264   Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 regarding the alleviation of the overdraft 
condition of the City’s groundwater basin.  As discussed in Section 4.11 of the DEIS, 
the development of the Proposed Project and the Buena Vista Casino, along with 
expected regional growth, would not result in significant cumulative effects to the 
water supply in Amador County.   

L4-265  The mitigation included in Section 5.2.9 in response to the direct impacts on law 
enforcement services takes into account the cumulative impacts on the ACSO.  As 
discussed in Appendix L, the number of officers needed to serve the project was based 
on the cumulative demand for officers in the region.  With the potential for future 
cumulative impacts, annual financial compensation provided by the Tribe would 
account for fluctuations of the Tribe’s incremental impacts, ensuring a less-than-
significant impact. 

L4-266  Once the land is taken into trust, the Tribe would have jurisdiction over the intensity of 
on-site development. 

L4-267   Comment noted.  Based on the revised TIA, the number of truck trips (only required 
for Phase II of Alternative A due to the commitment by the Tribe to maximize recycled 
water use) would be minor compared to the generation of patron trips associated with 
the project development alternatives.  Mitigation has been provided in Section 5.0 of 
the FEIS that reduces direct traffic, air quality, and noise impacts; therefore the minor 
number of truck trips related to water delivery does not require inclusion within the 
indirect impacts analysis for any of these issue areas.  Indirect impacts were analyzed 
for the project alternatives and are addressed in Section 4.12 of the DEIS.  Other 
indirect impacts that were considered for inclusion within Section 4.12 of the DEIS 
were eliminated because mitigation of the direct impacts associated with the project 
alternatives would reduce or eliminate any indirect impacts, defined as those impacts 
distanced from the project alternatives by time and space.  

L4-268  Refer to the response to Comment L4-16, which was similar in context and scope.  As 
stated therein, the Tribe does not have jurisdiction to implement and construct the 
identified mitigation measures.  Fair-share contributions have been calculated in 
accordance with Caltrans methodology and standards.     

L4-269  Roadway improvements to mitigate project impacts would be initiated under a different 
Lead Agency (Caltrans) and would be subject to CEQA.  If the improvements would 
result in ground disturbance greater than one acre, the Lead Agency would be required 
to apply for coverage under the State’s NPDES General Permit for Construction 
Activities, which would include the development of a SWPPP. The Tribe would not be 
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required to incorporate these projects into the USEPA’s NPDES Construction General 
Permit (CGP). 

L4-270  Employment estimates were calculated in the EIA, included as Appendix R of the 
DEIS.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-17 regarding the relevance and accuracy 
of the EIA.   

L4-271  Refer to the response to Comment F1-31 regarding the updated discussion of the 
enforcement provisions of identified mitigation measures within the FEIS.  The 
discussion within Section 5.0 identifies the party responsible for implementing the 
mitigation, the oversight authority, and funding source(s) where applicable.  A 
mitigation monitoring schedule would be produced within the Record of Decision and 
is not a component of the DEIS or FEIS.  Performance criterion of implemented 
mitigation measures are developed and implemented by the corresponding oversight 
agency. 

L4-272  Comment noted.  The term “committed” has been removed from the section header of 
Section 5.2 of the FEIS.  The purpose of the DEIS and subsequent FEIS is to develop 
mitigation recommended for inclusion in the ROD.  The ROD is the final document 
that outlines the impacts associated with the selected project alternative, and commits 
the responsible parties to incorporating the corresponding mitigation measures into the 
development of the selected alternative. 

L4-273  Refer to the response to Comment L4-15 regarding the inclusion of mitigation factors 
within Section 2.0 of the DEIS in anticipation of potential impacts.  Mitigation 
measures in Section 5.0 of the DEIS are recommended for implementation in addition 
to the design provisions included within Section 2.0.

L4-274   The project is not similar to private development projects, but would more closely be 
compared to a federal project and associated requirements, including federal oversight 
provisions for mitigating identified impacts.  For example, impacts associated with 
construction on water quality are reduced through compliance with the NPDES 
permitting system with oversight by the USEPA, Region IX to ensure implementation 
of the required Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).   

L4-275 A list of local community facilities fees is provided that the commenter feels the Tribe 
should be required to include as mitigation.  The DEIS analyzes the impacts to public 
services in Section 4.9.  This section includes impacts to municipal water and 
wastewater, fire, and law enforcement services.  Mitigation for these impacts has been 
provided in Section 5.0 of the DEIS after consultation with public service agencies in 
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the region (Appendix L of the DEIS).  Additional fees suggested by the commenter 
would not be necessary, as the Proposed Project would result in less-than-significant 
impacts in these issue areas.  

L4-276  Impacts to public services are addressed in Sections 3.9 and 4.9 of the DEIS and have 
been updated in the FEIS.  Impacts to facilities within the City were analyzed and 
mitigation was proposed where significant impacts were identified.   

L4-277  The Tribe has analyzed the runoff and erosion impacts associated with the development 
alternatives in accordance with NEPA.  The drainage study included as Appendix G of 
the DEIS analyzed the potential water quality impacts related to runoff due to 
development of the project alternatives.  The proposed drainage system would reduce 
the existing runoff and erosion experienced in the areas planned for development.  The 
undeveloped areas would remain consistent with existing conditions as described in 
Section 3.3 of the DEIS.

L4-278  The commenter refers to Mitigation Measure 5.2.2 (A.15) in the DEIS; this measure 
would require site developers to employ construction techniques that use a phased 
approach in order to limit exposed areas.  The phased approach would be adopted by 
the Tribe and construction superintendent.  The Tribe would not be required to provide 
the grading plans to the City for approval.  The Tribe has expressed interest in 
providing design plans to the local agencies for review, as indicated in the now-voided 
MSA between the Tribe and the City. 

L4-279  On-site grading would be performed according to approved grading standards that 
would be reviewed by an independent State of California Certified Registered 
Engineering Geologist or Civil Engineer.  Additionally, a certified Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Specialist would be inspecting the site on a regular basis and 
would have Tribal authority to halt work unless all aspects of the NPDES Construction 
General Permit are complied with.  A stop-work order would be issued if grading 
activities are creating a risk of sediment runoff and erosion impacts resulting from 
excessive areas being disturbed without proper stabilization.   

L4-280  Refer to the response to Comment L4-279 regarding the presence of an on-site 
inspector during construction of the selected alternative.  Refer to the response to 
Comment L4-278 regarding the Tribe’s willingness to submit final design plans, 
which could include providing a copy of the SWPPP to the City for review, but not 
approval.  Clarification has been provided in Section 4.2 of the FEIS and mitigation 
included in Mitigation Measure 5.2.2 (A) to assign a stormwater inspector to ensure 
compliance with all aspects of the SWPPP.   
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L4-281  Refer to Table 1-1 in Section 1.5 of the DEIS for a summary of anticipated permits, 
approvals, and consultations required to implement the project alternatives.   

L4-282  BMPs would be chosen and installed based on guidelines within the USEPA’s NPDES 
CGP for erosion and sediment control, as well as procedural controls for non-storm 
water discharges and waste management.  BMPs would be selected and installed 
according to guidelines within the State of California Stormwater Quality Handbook 
and/or Caltrans Stormwater Quality Handbook.   

L4-283 and L4-284
Refer to the response to Comments L2-38 regarding dam safety.  Refer to the response 
to Comment L4-238 regarding the Tribes willingness to provide final design plans to 
local agencies for review. 

L4-285  Appendix B of the DEIS includes a detailed section on water conservation measures.  
These measures have been included in Section 5.2.3 of the FEIS. 

L4-286 Refer to the response to Comment L2-50 regarding federal jurisdiction over the project 
site once taken into trust by the BIA. 

L4-287 Water treatment and groundwater quality issues on the project site are discussed in 
Section 3.5.1 of Appendix B of the DEIS, which addresses the required facilities for 
water treatment.  Table 3-5 of Appendix B identifies the water demands with the 
recommendation of a reverse osmosis treatment system for on-site groundwater as 
discussed under Water Supply Option 2 of the DEIS.  Table 3-4 identifies 
recommended iron and manganese water treatment plant design criteria.  Additionally, 
Appendix B of the DEIS describes that surface water discharges would be issued by 
the USEPA in the form of a NPDES permit and in accordance with the RWQCB Basin 
Plan standards.  Additionally, the NPDES permit would likely be subject to the 
requirements of the California Toxics Rule (CTR).  The USEPA has recently 
promulgated the CTR to bring the state in compliance with the CWA for priority toxic 
pollutants.  The USEPA has indicated that any new federally issued NPDES permits for 
tribal wastewater facilities would also likely require compliance with the CTR. 

L4-288 Preparation of and compliance with a SWPPP, as part of the NPDES permitting 
process, would account for existing water quality and runoff issues in the project 
vicinity and would ensure that future runoff associated with the Proposed Project would 
meet federal water quality standards in compliance with the CWA. 
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L4-289 Specific measures that would be included in the SWPPP are described in Section 5.2.2 
of the FEIS.  The SWPPP would be developed prior to commencing construction 
activities and would be required to meet the standards of the CWA, which would 
ensure that potential drainage issues would be sufficiently mitigated.  

L4-290 As noted in the subheader under Section 5.2.3 of the DEIS, Mitigation Measure 5.2.3 
(A) is recommended to reduce impacts to water quality not drainage.  Additionally, this 
mitigation measures incorporates the detailed mitigation measures outlined in Section 
5.2.2.

L4-291 Refer to the response to Comment L4-290 regarding specific measures requested in 
Mitigation Measure 5.2.3 (A).   

L4-292 It is unclear which mitigation measure the commenter is referencing, as there is no 
Mitigation Measure C under the Land Resources section of the DEIS (Section 5.2.2),
nor do any of the previous comments reference a Mitigation Measure C for Land 
Resources.  Consistent with CEQ Regulation 40 CFR 1503.4, no further response is 
warranted. 

L4-293 and L4-294
Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the overdraft and recharge 
of the aquifer and to the response to Comment F1-04 for a discussion of the 
methodology used to determine long-term yield values.  Refer to the response to 
Comment F1-09 concerning the development of a long-term monitoring plan.  Refer to 
Section 5.0 of the FEIS for a list of the mitigation measures. 

L4-295 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 regarding the siting and placement of new 
monitoring wells between the project supply well and off-site wells. 

L4-296 Refer to the responses to Comments L4-190 and L4-295 for a discussion of the 
potential effects of draw-down on local aquifers, and the mitigation measures proposed 
by the Tribe.  Monitoring wells and the development of a long-term monitoring plan 
identifying impact significant levels, subsidence, and other permanent impacts from use 
of the Tribal wells would be prevented. 

L4-297 Recommended mitigation measure is noted.  The Tribe has committed to including 
various methods to mitigate impacts to adjacent well users to adequately mitigate 
anticipated impacts.  Refer to Section 5.2.3 of the FEIS. 
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L4-298 Refer to the response to Comment L4-267 regarding trucked water and the minimal 
impact related to the five additional truck trips per day for Phase II of Alternative A. 

L4-299 The disposal of Title 22 effluent treated is consistent with both State and Federal 
mandates for protection of the environment.  Effluent quality would be required to 
ensure compliance with all provisions of the CWA, which is constantly being amended 
to include updated scientific information.    

L4-300 As described in Appendix B, leachfields would be utilized to dispose of treated 
effluent.  Injection wells would not be developed.  Section 2.0 of the FEIS has been 
revised to clarify that subsurface disposal of treated effluent would occur through the 
development of leachfields.  The USEPA would provide oversight for the placement 
and operation of the leachfields. 

L4-301 As described in the response to Comment F1-09 regarding the implementation of a 
groundwater monitoring program, which would ensure that disposal of treated effluent 
would not result in violations of the CWA for groundwater resources. 

L4-302 As described in the response to Comment L2-50, the Project is under federal 
jurisdiction and therefore, State regulations (i.e. CCR) do not apply.  Treated effluent is 
not considered hazardous waste and therefore would not result in a violation of the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.  The commenter is correct, leach fields are 
classified as Class V injection wells under the Underground Injection Control Program 
of the CWA.  The USEPA would provide oversight to the Tribe for compliance with 
the program. 

L4-303 Refer to the response to Comment L4-198 for a discussion of the qualifications of the 
employees at the proposed WWTP.

L4-304 Refer to the response to Comment F2-02 for a discussion of the projected water 
demand and long-term productivity of the project wells, and a discussion regarding the 
City’s reliance on the Plymouth Pipeline for future water supply and the subsequent 
recharge of the local aquifer.  The Tribe has committed to maximizing recycled water 
use to further reduce the project’s reliance on groundwater supplies. 

L4-305 Wastewater generation rates are not addressed in Section 4.9 of the DEIS because the 
Tribe would not be connecting to the City’s system.  In accordance with NEPA, the 
analysis of public services is to determine whether or not a Proposed Project would 
result in the need to expand existing facilities, which could in turn result in an 
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environmental impact.  Wastewater generation rates are discussed in Section 2.0 of the 
DEIS.

L4-306 Refer to the response to Comment F2-02 for a discussion of the projected water 
demand and long-term productivity of the project wells in relation to the surrounding 
wells and a discussion regarding the City’s implementation of the Plymouth Pipeline 
project for future water supply. 

L4-307 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the projected water 
supply.  The project also includes two one-million gallon storage tanks and the ability 
to truck water to the site, which would provide sufficient supply for all peak demand 
water needs. 

L4-308 There are numerous tribes around the state that operate MBR systems.  Furthermore, 
the USEPA provides funding to train WWTP operators.  There are numerous public 
and private sector resources that can provide training and recruitment to ensure MBR 
systems are properly operated. 

L4-309 Hazardous materials are addressed in Section 4.10 of the DEIS. The hazardous 
materials analysis of the operation of the project alternatives has been updated to 
include the chemicals typically associated with the operation of a MBR WWTP.  As 
discussed in Section 5.2.10 of the FEIS, chemicals would be stored according to the 
requirements of the USEPA to reduce the potential for mishandling, leakage, and spills.  
These requirements include proper training for Tribal staff and secondary containment 
in storage areas to minimize leaks and spills if encountered.

L4-310 As discussed in Section 5.2.2 of Appendix B of the DEIS,  the Jackson Rancheria is 
currently sending biosolids from their WWTP to Forward Inc. Landfill located in 
Stockton, CA.   

L4-311 As discussed in Appendix B of the DEIS, the design of the WWTP includes an 
equalization basin/emergency storage basin to store influent during peak times.  This 
would allow the 200,000 gpd MBR system to operate at maximum efficiency by 
ensuring influent flows remain below the maximum capacity.  As a result of this 
process, effluent would consistently meet Title 22 standards. 

L4-312 As discussed in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, treated water to be used for irrigation and 
toilet flushing would be stored in a 750,000 gallon recycled water tank prior to use.  
This recycled water tank was sized to provide adequate reserve capacity to meet non-



Local Agencies 

February 2009 L-116 Ione Band of Miwok Indians 
Response to Comments

potable water demands and to allow storage to maintain flow rates at or below the 
disposal capacities of leach and spray fields. 

L4-313 The impacts to groundwater are addressed in Section 4.3 of the DEIS. On-site
wastewater disposal would require oversight by the USEPA to determine if the 
Proposed Project would increase contaminants above Basin Plan provisions.  In 
response to comments on the DEIS, a spray field monitoring plan has been included in 
Section 5.2.3 of the FEIS to reduce impacts associated with the disposal of treated 
effluent proposed for Alternatives A, B, C and D.   

L4-314 Refer to the response to Comment L4-313, which discusses the Tribe’s commitment to 
reduce impacts associated with on-site wastewater disposal.  In accordance with the 
CWA, the Tribe would be required by the USEPA to ensure co-mingling of treated 
effluent and surface water is avoided.  Treated effluent disposal would be limited to the 
areas shown in the site plans for the project alternatives in Section 2.0 of the DEIS.  
These sites were reviewed for potential impacts to waters of the U.S. as shown in 
Figure 3.5-2 of the DEIS.  The treated effluent disposal sites were selected to avoid 
potential impacts to waters of the U.S.

L4-315 Refer to the response to Comment L2-38 regarding downstream impacts of the treated 
wastewater reservoir.   

L4-316 The dam would be designed according to design parameters from a State of California 
Certified Engineering Geologist and inspected by an independent Engineering 
Geologist.  Percolation of disinfected tertiary treated recycled water through soil layers 
into the fractured bedrock would not constitute a significant impact in accordance with 
Title 22. 

L4-317   If soils become saturated and additional effluent were sent to the leach fields, 
daylighting of recycled water and the potential co-mingling with surface water could 
occur.  This has been accounted for through project design as described in Section 2.0
of the DEIS.  The storage reservoir and surface water discharge options were analyzed 
in the DEIS to meet the disposal requirements when leach field and spray field use 
would not be available, such as during times of heavy rains.   

L4-318 Refer to the response to Comment L4-312 regarding storage of treated water prior to 
use.

L4-319 The commenter provides a general statement that the treated effluent storage 
requirements appear under-designed.  The commenter does not give specific examples 
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and therefore a specific response cannot be provided.  The anticipated storage demands 
are based on the engineering feasibility study provided in Appendix B of the DEIS. 

L4-320 Refer to the response to Comment F1-09 regarding implementation of a long-term 
monitoring plan.  Working side-by-side with the USEPA is the most applicable and 
reasonable mitigation measure possible for the Tribe to implement when addressing 
unforeseeable impacts.  As discussed in CEQ guidelines, “mitigation measures must be 
developed where it is feasible to do so” [46 Fed. Reg. 18026 (1981)].  The monitoring 
plan is the most feasible mitigation for this type of potential impact. 

L4-321 Refer to the response to Comment S6-07 regarding the inclusion of commercial 
development comparable with the Proposed Project within the City’s WSA..   

L4-322 While peaking factors can vary, the Tribe has included two million gallons worth of 
water storage for the casino developments.  Based on the engineering study performed 
for the project alternatives included as Appendix B of the DEIS, the storage is 
adequate to meet special event peaking needs.

L4-323 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the effects of long-term 
groundwater pumping by the Tribe on surrounding off-site wells.  As described in the 
response to Comment F1-32, the capture zones for the proposed wells would be 
similarly small due to the low recommended yields, and so are not likely to overlap 
with or impact adjacent water supplies. 

L4-324 and L4-325 
Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the use of trucked water 
as a supplemental water source for the project.  As described, trucked water is proven 
as an effective supplemental water source. Truck trips related to supplying this water 
would not result in any indirect impacts to traffic, air quality, or noise, as discussed in 
the response to Comment L4-43.

L4-326 Redundancies in the water supply system, including the ability to alternate between the 
three proposed groundwater wells, use of two one-million gallon water storage tanks, 
and provision of water via tanker trucks would provide back-up water supply in the 
event of an emergency.  

L4-327   Wastewater generation rates are not addressed in Section 4.9 of the DEIS because the 
Tribe is not connecting to a municipal system.  In accordance with NEPA, the analysis 
of public services is to determine whether or not a Proposed Project would result in the 
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need to expand off-site facilities, which could in turn result in an environmental impact.  
Wastewater generation rates are discussed in Section 2.0 of the DEIS.   

L4-328 As described in the response to Comment F1-08, the development and operation of a 
long-term groundwater monitoring plan is an appropriate practice to determine the 
impacts (if any) that sustainable pumping would have on the aquifer.

L4-329 Refer to the response to Comment F1-09 for a discussion of the long-term 
groundwater monitoring plan.  Section 5.0 of the FEIS has been updated to state 
“The determination regarding whether the groundwater user’s pre-project 
consumptive use is reasonably determined to have been reduced or lost as the 
result of the Tribe’s groundwater pumping practice shall be made by an engineer 
retained by the Tribe”.

L4-330 Refer to the response to Comment F1-09 for a discussion of the long-term groundwater 
monitoring plan, including the placement of monitoring wells between the project wells 
and the project well.   

L4-331 Refer to the response to Comment F1-09 for a discussion of the long-term groundwater 
monitoring plan, including the use of monitoring wells to determine impacts associated 
with operation of the Tribal wells.

L4-332  Comment noted.  Section 5.0 of the FEIS has been updated with the text recommended 
by the City.

L4-333 Allowing each individual well owner to select the appropriate mitigation measure for 
the Tribe would not further reduce impacts.  As stated in Section 5.0 of the FEIS, the 
Tribe shall select the mitigation measure that would most efficiently and effectively 
reduce impacts to off-site well users. 

L4-334 Refer to the response to Comment L4-198 regarding water treatment plant operators.  

L4-335 The number of water treatment plant employees and staff rotations are not currently 
known at this time and are not required to analyze the environmental impacts of the 
project alternatives.  A disposal site for the iron and manganese sludge would be 
determined after initial water quality baseline sampling.  Filtration for iron and 
manganese may not be required. 

L4-336 As described in Section 4.3 of the FEIS, the wastewater treatment facilities would meet 
the criteria of Title 22 for highest quality disinfected tertiary recycled water. The Water 



Local Agencies 

February 2009 L-119 Ione Band of Miwok Indians 
Response to Comments

and Wastewater Feasibility Study (Appendix B) includes measures for facility design, 
treatment requirements, and requirements that would ensure that groundwater quality 
would be sufficiently protected.  Additionally, the project would implement a 
groundwater monitoring program and would obtain and comply with a NPDES permit. 

L4-337 Comment noted.  The Tribe would be required to recruit staff with the necessary skills 
and training to operate the MBR plant in order to meet Title 22 criteria for highest 
quality of disinfected tertiary recycled water, and to ensure compliance with a NPDES 
permit.  The response to Comment L4-308 discusses the availability and recruitment 
of qualified personnel. 

L4-338 Chemicals used with the wastewater treatment facility would be disposed of according 
to standard hazardous waste disposal methods established and regulated by the USEPA.  
The Tribe would  contract with a licensed hazardous waste disposal company. 

L4-339 The biosolids go through a thickening process before they are dried and then disposed 
of in a landfill or dedicated sludge disposal site regulated by the USEPA.  Biosolids 
produced by the WWTP would be dewatered and trucked off site for disposal at a 
licensed landfill.   

L4-340 Refer to the response to Comment L3-04 for a discussion on the sizing of the Proposed 
Projects wastewater facility and the ability to accommodate the projected wastewater 
flows, including peak flows.   

L4-341 Refer to the response to Comment L3-04 for a discussion of the proposed wastewater 
facility’s ability to handle peak flows from the Proposed Project.  All components of 
the facility, including disposal methods, have been sized in accordance with the 
projected flows. 

L4-342 In response to comments on the DEIS, Section 5.2.3 of the FEIS has been updated to 
include a wastewater sampling and monitoring program, which would be required by, 
and developed in consultation with, the USEPA.  Refer to the response to Comment 
L2-52 for a discussion of effluent treatment standards. 

L4-343 Refer to the responses to Comments L4-342 and L2-52 for a discussion of effluent 
treatment standards, which would ensure that groundwater would not be contaminated 
due to discharges from the project site. 

L4-344 Refer to the response to Comment L2-38 for a discussion of the impacts and feasibility 
of constructing a reservoir on the site.     
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L4-345 As described in Section 2.0 of the FEIS, the use of the reservoir would require that a 
NPDES permit be obtained from the USEPA.  The seasonal storage reservoir would not 
be used for storage of untreated wastewater.  Compliance with a NPDES permit would 
ensure that the proposed reservoir would not adversely impact groundwater quality. 

L4-346 Refer to the response to Comment L4-317 regarding alternate disposal options of 
saturated soils.

L4-347 Refer to the response to Comment L3-04 regarding wastewater generation rates and 
the response to Comment L4-317 regarding alternate disposal options. 

L4-348 and L4-349
Refer to the response to Comment L3-04, describing the methodology for sizing 
various components of the wastewater treatment and disposal facilities.
Implementation of the groundwater monitoring program would be in consultation with 
the USEPA.  Working side-by-side with the USEPA is the most applicable and 
reasonable mitigation measure possible for the Tribe to implement when addressing 
unforeseeable impacts.  As discussed in CEQ guidelines, “mitigation measures must be 
developed where it is feasible to do so” [46 Fed. Reg. 18026 (1981)].  The monitoring 
plan is the most feasible mitigation for this type of potential impact. 

L4-350 Refer to the response to Comment L3-04 for a discussion of the assumptions that were 
used to determine wastewater flows.   

L4-351 Refer to the response to Comment L4-202 for a discussion of the project design 
utilizing standard engineering techniques, which are based on technical engineering 
studies of the project site including a water supply and wastewater feasibility study 
(Appendix B of the DEIS) and a groundwater well pumping test study (Appendix C of 
the DEIS).  The Proposed Project would obtain and comply with a NPDES permit and 
would meet Title 22 tertiary standards. 

L4-352 Refer to the response to Comment L4-199 for a discussion of the Tribe’s consideration 
of working with the City for water and wastewater services. 

L4-353 The advantages of using an MBR system outweigh the disadvantages associated with 
the system, which are standard issues that have to be addressed when planning to 
operate any wastewater treatment system. 

L4-354 Refer to the response to Comment L4-338.
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L4-355 Refer to the response to Comment L4-339.

L4-356 Refer to the response to Comment L4-206 for a discussion of the grease traps that 
would be implemented for the project. 

L4-357   Refer to the response to Comment L3-04 for a discussion of the assumptions that were 
used to determine wastewater flows.   

L4-358 Refer to the response to Comment L4-308 discusses the availability and recruitment of 
qualified personnel. 

L4-359 Refer to the response to Comment L2-61 for a discussion of the process the Tribe 
would follow to ensure that wastewater disposal would be meet groundwater quality 
criteria under recent USEPA guidelines.

L4-360 Refer to the response to Comment L3-04 for a discussion of the assumptions that were 
used to determine wastewater demands. 

L4-361 and L4-362  
Refer to the response to Comment L2-52 for a description of the wastewater treatment 
requirements that the project would comply with to ensure that recycled water use and 
wastewater discharge would not pose a health risk to the public.   

L4-363 Refer to the response to Comment L3-04, which provides a discussion explaining why 
the proposed 250,000-gallon storage tank would be sufficient for tertiary-treated 
effluent storage, and how the system would be capable of treating the Proposed 
Project’s generated effluent to tertiary standards. 

L4-364 Refer to the response to Comment L2-38 for a discussion regarding the conclusion that 
less-than-significant impacts would result from the construction of the storage reservoir 
and proposed 75-foot earthen dam.  Additional discussion summarized from the 
geotechnical study is included in Section 4.2.2 of the FEIS. 

L4-365 Refer to the response to Comment L3-04 for a discussion of the assumptions that were 
used to determine wastewater flows.  

L4-366  Refer to the response to Comments L4-348 and L4-349 regarding development of the 
monitoring program to determine impacts to groundwater quality.  
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L4-367 This comment is a repeat of Comment L4-366.  Refer to the response to Comment L4-
366 regarding the monitoring plan. 

L4-368   Under NEPA, a mitigation measure must be both reasonable and achievable; the 
proposed mitigation measure is both.  On-site construction and operation would not be 
subject to California rules or regulations once the land is taken in to trust.  Mitigation
Measures 5.2.4 (B) and (G), which restrict construction equipment emissions and 
operational vehicle idling.

L4-369 Comment noted.  The Tribe cannot compel a third party to carpool.  The Tribe can and 
would encourage carpooling through incentives to employees and construction 
workers.  The commitment to encourage carpooling is included as Mitigation Measure 
5.2.4 (K) within the FEIS. 

L4-370 Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment L4-369 regarding carpooling.

L4-371 Refer to the responses to Comments F1-14, F1-15, F1-18, and L2-110 regarding
mitigation of identified impacts to biological resources.  For clarification, where 
applicable, the mitigation measures in Section 5.2.5 have been updated in the FEIS to 
include the precise timing of implementation. 

L4-372  Refer to the responses to Comments F1-14, F1-15, and F1-18 regarding mitigation of 
impacts to waters of the U.S.   

L4-373  Refer to the response to Comment F1-15 regarding mitigation of impacts to waters of 
the U.S. 

L4-374  Refer to the responses to Comments F1-14, F1-15, and F1-18 regarding mitigation for 
impacts to waters of the U.S.  

L4-375  Refer to the response to Comment L2-107 regarding the inclusion of VELB mitigation 
measures as discussed in Appendix H have been added to Section 5.2.5 of the FEIS.  
Additionally, formal consultation with USFWS would be initiated if construction 
activities occur within 100 feet of any elderberry shrubs on site. 

L4-376  Refer to the response to Comment F1-15 regarding impacts to waters of the U.S. 

L4-377  Refer to the response to Comment F1-15 regarding impacts to waters of the U.S.  A 
qualified biologist shall monitor any created wetlands, as generally stipulated by the 
404 permit mitigation monitoring requirements.   
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L4-378  The dry season is generally accepted in California to be April 15th through October 15th.
Mitigation Measure 5.2.5 (I) has been revised to accurately depict the construction 
window.

L4-379  The oak tree removal and mitigation replacement ratios adopted by the Tribe are either 
2:1 or 3:1 as described in Section 5.2.5.  Although the Tribe would not be required to 
adhere to State, County nor local standards once the land is taken into trust, these 
mitigation ratios have been accepted to prevent degradation of the existing habitat while 
sustaining the existing vegetative communities on site.  All monitoring of plantings 
shall be conducted by a qualified arborist or biologist.  This ratio of replacement 
adheres to the California Oak Woodlands Conservation Act guidelines, which has been 
adopted by Amador County and was added to the CEQA statutes as Section 21083.4.  
Planting an appropriate number of trees, including the maintenance of plantings and 
replacement of failed plantings would be sufficient for mitigation.   

L4-380  It is unclear what the comment refers to, as there is no Mitigation Measure S in the 
Biological Resources Section 5.2.5.  Consistent with CEQ Regulation 40 CFR 1503.4, 
no further response is warranted. 

L4-381 Mitigation Measure 5.2.7 (B) has been clarified to state that the amount of 
compensation provided by the Tribe shall include the amount of property tax revenues 
lost as a result of the BIA taking the project site into trust.   

L4-382 While more recent data may now be available in some instances, the use of this data to 
estimate potential impacts to schools is not expected to be significantly different; 
therefore, the effects and conclusions discussed in the DEIS are considered relevant and 
accurate.

L4-383 Comment noted.  If Caltrans were to require encroachment permits for the project 
driveways, then the Tribe would be required to obtain these permits prior to beginning 
the project, including full compliance with the CEQA process for State projects.

L4-384 The assumption that an improvement would not be completed if the Tribe does not pay 
100% of the cost is unsubstantiated. Refer to the response to Comment L4-16
regarding the methodology for calculating the fair share percentages.

L4-385 The first part of this comment is unclear.  Consistent with CEQ Regulation 40 CFR 
1503.4, no further response is warranted.  The second part of the comment repeats the 
text of Comment L4-384.  Refer to the response to Comment L4-16 regarding the 
methodology for calculating the fair share percentages.
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L4-386 Mitigation Measure 5.2.9 (A) has been revised to include the following language: 
“The Tribe shall create and maintain an aggressive Waste Management Plan which 
implements recycling strategies to voluntarily meet State recycling and diversion 
requirements.  The Waste Management Plan shall include the installation of a trash 
compactor for cardboard and paper products, and the placement of recycling bins 
throughout the facilities for glass, cans and paper products.”  

L4-387  Refer to the response to Comment L2-50 regarding federal jurisdiction over the project 
site once taken into trust. 

L4-388  The analysis presented on pages 4.9-3 through 4.9-6 of the DEIS relates to potential 
solid waste impacts to the transfer station: “The estimated waste stream generated 
during Phase I would account for 6% of the remaining capacity of the transfer station 
(the WARF).  The amount of materials transported to the WARF would not result in 
exceedance of the permitted capacity of the WARF.”  

L4-389  Refer to the response to Comment L2-332 regarding littering on State highways and 
County roadways.   

L4-390  Comment noted.  Section 4.9 the DEIS addresses the potential impacts related to 
recycling at the transfer station (WARF). 

L4-391  Refer to the response to Comment L2-332 regarding littering on State highways and 
County roadways.   

L4-392  Refer to the response to Comment L4-227, which states that SBC provides 
telecommunication services to the City and the project area via a cellular tower located 
east of the City.   

L4-393 The Responsible Alcoholic Beverage Consumption policy included in Section 5.2.9 of 
the DEIS would be comprehensive and enforced upon project approval to avoid 
potential project-related impacts to law enforcement and surrounding communities. 

L4-394 Mitigation Measures 5.2.9 (G) and (H), which address the parking areas, have been 
updated in the FEIS to clarify the extent of lighting and use of security personnel. 

L4-395  The language presented in the DEIS includes specific descriptions of the Tribal 
Security Force, including 24-hour/day, 365 days/year security, in roaming shifts in the 
casino, parking areas, and surrounding areas.  Upon project approval, the specific 
schedules, shifts, number of personnel in each area would be determined. 
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L4-396  Educating traffic control staff on the peak hours of the existing roadway network would 
be unnecessary to reduce impacts to law enforcement personnel.  Managers of the 
traffic control staff, casino, and conference center would determine when traffic control 
is required due to scheduled events at the casino development. 

L4-397  Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-168 regarding the mitigation 
to reduce impacts to the ACSO. 

 The commenter requests that there be assurances that the Tribe would enter into an 
agreement with the ACSO.  As cited in Section 5.0 of the DEIS (pages 5-1 and 5-2),
the Tribe had originally entered into a MSA with the City, which was later voided.  All 
project components including mitigation measures incorporated into the ROD will be 
enforceable not only by the Tribe, but by the National Indian Gaming Commission’s 
(NIGC’s) oversight and enforcement authority to the extent allowable under IGRA as 
set out in 25 C.F.R Parts 522, 571, 573, 575, 577, and 579.  The commitment of the 
Tribe to the surrounding region is well documented within the DEIS. 

L4-398  Comment noted.  The comparative information presented in this comment is not 
referenced or included; therefore, the claim cannot be substantiated.  As discussed in 
Section 5.2.9 of the DEIS, the Tribe would provide financial compensation to the 
ACSO and the ACDA and the Tribe shall consult with the City and the County to 
assess and reasonably address the potential impacts to County law enforcement 
services. 

L4-399  The commenter states that the City should enter into a MOU regarding reimbursement 
for additional costs required to mitigate impacts to the CHP workload.  Refer to the 
response to Comment L2-263 regarding compensation for impacts to the CHP. 

L4-400 Mitigation Measure 5.2.9 (J) has been revised to clarify that payments would be 
provided to off-set costs associated with enforcement actions generated by the selected 
project alternative.

L4-401 Mitigation Measure 5.2.9 (N) has been revised to clarify that payments would be 
provided to off-set costs associated with enforcement actions generated by the selected 
project alternative. 

L4-402 and L4-403
The information and analysis presented in Sections 3.9, 4.9, and 5.2.9 was developed in 

consultation with the local public service providers.  The input of these agencies, 
presented as Appendix L of the DEIS, was critical in developing and analyzing 
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potential project-related impacts to public services as a result of the Proposed Project 
and the development alternatives presented in the DEIS.  The information presented 
within Comments L4-403 is based on outside information gathered from an 
independent consultant at a casino located between two major urban locations, the 
Cities of Sacramento and Lincoln.  A rural casino would be anticipated to result in 
fewer service calls, validating the rate used within the DEIS. 

L4-404  Refer to the response to Comment L2-168 regarding mitigation to reduce impacts to 
the ACSO. 

L4-405  Refer to the response to Comment L2-268 regarding funding of FTE officers, which 
includes compensation for equipment needs. 

L4-406  Refer to the response to Comments L4-402 and L4-403 regarding the rate of service 
calls calculated by the commenter.  Emergency calls and dispatching is specifically 
addressed in the Section 4.9.1 of the DEIS.  As part of the mitigation presented in 
Section 5.2.9, the Tribe has committed to negotiate in good faith to make an annual 
monitory payment to the County to address impacts to emergency dispatching. 

L4-407  The analysis of potential impacts to local law enforcement agencies is presented in 
Section 4.9 of the DEIS.  Each local agency was granted the opportunity to include 
their statistical data, analysis of potential impacts related to the development of the 
Proposed Project, and the necessary staffing and equipment needs to mitigate potential 
impacts (Appendix L of the DEIS).

L4-408  Refer to the response to Comment L2-234 regarding consideration of impacts to fire 
protection services incorporated into the project alternatives.  

L4-409  Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comments L4-232 through L4-236.  The 
Tribe would develop a Tribal fire station within close proximity to the fire station 
located within the City.  It is expected that the Tribe would enter into a mutual aid 
agreement with the AFPD after project approval, and would supplement the fire 
protection services in the surrounding vicinity.   

L4-410 through L4-412
Refer to the response to Comment L4-409 regarding impacts to fire protection 
services.   

L4-413  The costs associated with training the Tribal Fire Department to a Fire Fighter Level I 
and Paramedic status is significant and would be the responsibility of the Tribe.  The 
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Tribal Fire Plan (Appendix F of the DEIS) states that the training of Tribal Fire 
Fighters would continue and be maintained through internal training functions of the 
Tribal Fire Department.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-236 regarding the 
potential mutual aid agreement between the Tribe and the AFPD and fire protection 
provisions included within the project alternatives. 

L4-414  Refer to the response to Comment L2-236 regarding the potential mutual aid 
agreement between the Tribe and the AFPD and fire protection provisions included 
within the project alternatives. 

L4-415 and L4-416 
  The commenter provides a general estimation of anticipated service calls for fire and 

EMS services.  The commenter does not relay the location of the casino reviewed by 
the City to determine the estimated rate of calls.  Assuming the casino was the same 
previously reviewed, refer to the response to Comment L2-402 and L4-403 regarding 
comparison of urban and rural casinos.  

L4-417  Refer to the response to Comment L2-234 regarding the consideration of impact to the 
AFPD from the implementation of the project alternatives.  Refer to the response to 
Comment L2-236 regarding the Tribe’s commitment to enter into a mutual aid 
agreement with the AFPD to assist not only the Tribe, but to increase the capacity of 
the AFPD’s service capacity to serve the surrounding community.  The mutual aid 
agreement will be required due to the sovereignty of the Tribe versus the jurisdiction of 
the AFPD.  Refer to the response to Comment L4-415 and L4-416 regarding the 
anticipated call for service generation rate of the project alternatives.   

L4-418  The analysis within Section 4.10 of the DEIS acknowledges that the use of the 
proposed casino by patrons and employees would result in an increased demand for 
emergency medical services.  Because the costs for emergency medical services are 
borne by individuals who call for service, coupled with the paramedic training of all 
Tribal Fire Department members, development of Alternative A would have a less-
than-significant effect to emergency and medical services. 

L4-419  Refer to the response to Comment L2-247 regarding consideration to off-site 
emergency responders.   

L4-420  Refer to the response to Comment L2-234 regarding consideration of potential impacts 
to local fire protection services that are incorporated into the project description. 
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L4-421  The commenter requests that the Tribe develop a Tribal Fire Plan to address fire 
response without the reliance on mutual aid agreements.  Refer to the response to 
Comment L2-240, which describes the Tribal Fire Plan in detail without a mutual aid 
agreement.  Furthermore, refer to the response to Comment L2-248, which states that 
in the event that the Proposed Project is approved and enters into trust status, the CDF 
has an existing agreement with the BIA to provide wildland fire protection for BIA 
lands (trust lands).   

L4-422 Comment noted.  The development of an onsite Tribal Fire Department not only 
mitigates potential impacts associated with the operation of the project alternatives, but 
through the anticipated mutual aid agreement increases the service capabilities of the 
City. 

L4-423 Once the land is taken into trust, the City would not have jurisdiction to enforce the 
provisions of its Municipal Code.  However, the Tribe has made a commitment to limit 
construction hours to between 6 am and 6 pm, Monday through Saturday to mitigate 
noise impacts to nearby sensitive receptors.  This commitment is provided in 
Mitigation Measure 5.2.10 (A) in Section 5.2.10 of the FEIS.   

L4-424 through L4-426 
 Section 4.10 of the DEIS identifies the location of the sensitive receptors potentially 

impacted by the operation of the project alternatives.  Earthen berms would be located 
accordingly to account for sensitive receptors.  The potential for construction of noise 
attenuation walls has been removed from Mitigation Measure 5.2.10 (B) in Section 
5.2.10 of the FEIS in response to this comment.   

L4-427  Refer to the response to Comment L2-50 regarding federal jurisdiction over the project 
site once taken into trust.  During operation of the project, hazardous materials impacts 
would be addressed through the implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.2.10 (F) of 
the DEIS.  Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) listed in Mitigation Measure 5.2.10 
(F) are intended to ensure the use, storage, and handling of hazardous materials would 
not pose a threat to human health or the environment.  These SOPs would be 
implemented during both temporary construction and project operation.  The SOPs are 
no less stringent than SOPs for a similar facility under local jurisdiction.  The 
commenter is also referred to the response to Comment L4-242 regarding the 
preparation of a SPCC to be implemented in accordance with Federal OSHA guidelines 
as part of the Tribe’s overall compliance program.  The USEPA would provide 
regulatory oversight over Tribal lands in accordance with Federal hazardous materials 
regulations.   
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L4-428  Compliance with environmental mitigation commitments would be ensured by exercise 
of the EPA’s permitting and enforcement authority and the Tribe’s authority to enforce 
Tribal environmental laws and regulations, and the NIGC’s oversight and enforcement 
authority over the Tribal gaming ordinance to the extent allowable under IGRA (refer 
to Section 5.1 of the FEIS).  Mitigation Measures 5.2.10 (H) and (K) of the FEIS 
provide further clarification regarding methods and exercise standards to be applied.   

L4-429 Mitigation Measure 5.2.10 (I) of the FEIS has been clarified to read “A copy of the 
hazardous waste minimization program and a full inventory of flammable and 
hazardous materials will be provided to the Amador County Fire Department.”   

L4-430 Mitigation Measure 5.2.10 (L) of the FEIS has been clarified to include an assessment 
for lead based paint and asbestos containing materials prior to demolition of the 
existing on-site residences.  The assessments would be performed by a licensed 
inspector.  If lead based paint or asbestos containing materials are found, the materials 
would be removed from the site according to local, state, and federal requirements for 
removal of lead based paint and asbestos containing materials.   

L4-431 Refer to the responses to Comments L2-331 and L4-40 regarding the expanded 
discussion of visual resources in the FEIS.  

L05   EL DORADO COUNTY DEPATMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION

L5-01 The commenter states that the project should be required to mitigate all impacts.  In 
accordance with NEPA guidelines,  mitigation has been recommended for all 
potentially significant impacts when feasible to do so [46 Fed. Reg. 18026 (1981)].   

 The commenter further states that the impacts to El Dorado County’s traffic circulation 
and air quality were not adequately analyzed and recommends additional intersections 
that should be included in a revised traffic study.  As shown in Figure 4-1 of the TIA in 
Appendix M of the DEIS, 26% of the traffic generated by the project is anticipated to 
traverse through El Dorado County.  The roadway segment of SR-49 north of the 
project site and the intersection of Pleasant Valley Road and SR-49 were included in 
the roadway study network.  The DEIS adequately characterized the potential impacts 
anticipated from the 26% of project traffic that would traverse from/to El Dorado 
County.  Air quality impacts to El Dorado County were also adequately addressed in 
Section 4.4 of the DEIS.  In accordance with the Clean Air Act, project emissions were 
estimated using an acceptable air emissions model prepared by the State of California 
and compared with de minimis emissions standards for Criteria Air Pollutants for 
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which the air basin is designated as non-attainment.  The project site is located within 
the Mountain Counties Air Basin (MCAB), which includes El Dorado County.  Based 
on the conformity review of the project emissions, impacts to the MCAB were 
identified as less than significant. 

 Refer to the response to Comment S4-02 regarding the development of the revised 
TIA.  Based on the anticipated trip distribution of the traffic generated by the project 
alternatives, the following recommended intersections determined to be potentially 
affected by the project were included in the revised TIA: 

� Latrobe Road / South Shingle Road 
� Latrobe Road / White Rock Road 
� Pleasant Valley Road / Forni Road 
� Pleasant Valley Road / Missouri Flat Road 
� Missouri Flat Road / Forni Road 
� Missouri Flat Road / Motherlode Road 
� Missouri Flat Interchange / US-50 

L5-02 Comment noted.  It is unclear what errors the commenter is referring to in the traffic 
study.  Refer to the response to Comment S4-02 regarding revision of the TIA.  The air 
quality modeling in the FEIS was performed using the last EPA and CARB approved 
air quality model, URBEMIS 9.2.4, 2007.  Model outputs are provided in Appendix Q.
Section 4.4 and Section 4.11 has been updated to reflect the use of URBEMIS 9.2.4, 
2007.  The Proposed Project is a federal project and as such is not subject to the State 
Ambient Air Quality Standards.  The cumulative air quality analysis has been updated 
and is provided in Section 4.11 of the FEIS.  The air quality analysis in the FEIS 
adequately assess existing and cumulative with project conditions.  The revised TIS is 
provided in Appendix M of the FEIS.   

L5-03 The analysis requested by the commenter was performed and additional mitigation 
proposed.  Mitigation identified within the revised TIA is summarized in Section 5.2.9
of the FEIS.  Refer to Appendix M of the FEIS for the full discussion of mitigation 
within the revised TIA.  For identified impacts, roadway improvements are 
recommended as mitigation.  Because the impacts are off site and under the jurisdiction 
of local and state agencies, the Tribe’s proportionate share of the costs associated with 
the roadway improvement are provided.  The proportionate share calculations were 
based on formulas presented in the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact 
Studies, December 2002. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
PRIVATE ENTITIES/ORGANIZATIONS 

P1   TOM RAYZNOR 

P1-01  The comment is noted.   

P1-02 and P1-03   
 Refer to the response to Comment S6-14 regarding crime and the implementation of 

the project alternatives.  The DEIS contains mitigation measures to address potential 
impacts of the project alternatives on law enforcement.  Such measures include 
payments to the Amador County Sheriff’s Office (ACSO) and District Attorney’s 
Office (ACDA). 

P1-04  The cumulative impacts associated with other casino developments are addressed in 
Section 4.11 of the DEIS.  The impacts associated with the project alternatives are 
addressed in Section 4.0 of the DEIS, and issues related to problem gambling and 
crime are addressed in Sections 4.7 and 4.9.

P1-05 and P1-06 
  Refer to the response to Comment L2-168 regarding impacts to the ACSO and 

mitigation to reduce identified impacts.   

P1-07  Mitigation has been incorporated into the project where potentially significant impacts 
have been identified.  Refer to Section 5.0 of the DEIS for a description of the 
recommended mitigation measures.  Impacts to victims of criminal actions associated 
with the development of the project alternatives are addressed under the mitigation to 
other public services such as the ACDA’s office and the Public Defenders office.   

P1-08  Comment noted.  

P2 D.W CRANFORD II 

P2-01  The commenter requests a copy of Appendix K of the DEIS, which contains the 
cultural resources report.  The BIA sent a response letter dated May 16, 2008, 
explaining that, based on the sensitive nature of cultural resources; the report was 
removed from the public release version of the DEIS. 
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P3  REALTY WORLD – KELLER & D’AGOSTINI 

P3-01  Comment noted.   

P3-02  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the City of Plymouth’s 
(City’s) existing and future water supply. 

P4  MARIA NUNEZ AND BARBARA NICHOLSON 

P4-01  The commenter provides a letter and petition in response to Congressman Lungren’s 
request for an extension of the public comment period (Comment Letter S1).  No 
response required. 

P5 WILLIAM AND ALICE GIBSON 

P5-01  Comment noted.  The public was provided various opportunities to comment on the 
Proposed Project.  Refer to Section 1.3 of the DEIS for a summary of the 
environmental review process.  Impacts associated with the proposed project 
alternatives are addressed in Section 4.0 of the DEIS and mitigation measures to reduce 
potential impacts are addressed in Section 5.0 of the DEIS. 

P6 WILLIAM BRAUVAL 

P6-01  The DEIS pertains to the Ione Band of Miwok Indians’ Proposed Project and project 
alternatives.  Other casino developments are addressed in the Cumulative Impacts 
section of the DEIS (Section 4.11).

P7 KATHERINE VENTURELLI 

P7-01  Public services, including police and fire services, are addressed in Sections 3.9 and 
4.9 of the DEIS.  Refer to the response to Comment S4-02 regarding revision of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) included as Appendix M of the FEIS.  Refer to the 
response to Comment L2-02 regarding the age of the data.  Refer to the response to 
Comment F1-02 regarding availability of water and the groundwater overdraft 
condition due to the City’s wells. 

P8 JAN TOBERER 

P8-01  Comment noted.   
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P8-02  Refer to Section 2.0 of the DEIS for a discussion of other sites considered for 
development of the Proposed Project that were dismissed from further consideration. 

 Aesthetic impacts are addressed in Section 4.10 of the DEIS.  Refer to the response to 
Comment L2-328 regarding analysis and mitigation of impacts to visual resources.  

P8-03  As discussed in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, the Proposed Project (Alternative A)
includes a casino.  Three other viable development alternatives were evaluated, 
including a non-gaming alternative (Alternative D described in the DEIS); however, 
gaming is the most viable means of meeting Tribal economic needs.   

P8-04  Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment P8-02 regarding the consideration 
of other sites.

P9 FOOTHILL CONSERVATORY 

P9-01  Refer to the response to Comment L4-12 regarding the claim that the project would 
result in significant and unavoidable impacts to a majority of the environmental 
resources analyzed in the DEIS.       

P9-02  It is unclear how the commenter’s arrives at a 50-mile one-way trip for more than 50% 
of casino patrons.  Trips generated by the project are anticipated to come from the 
major metropolitan areas surrounding the City of Plymouth.  These trips were 
considered in the traffic impact analysis in Section 4.8 of the DEIS.  As discussed in 
Section 4.4 of the DEIS, the air quality analysis utilized the trip distribution 
assumptions within the TIA to estimate emissions from patron trips.  

 The commenter states that locations outside of the County near urban areas were not 
fully explored and would meet the purpose and need of the Tribe with greatly reduced 
environmental impacts.  The Plymouth site was selected based on the Tribe’s ties to the 
land, available environmental resources, ability to reduce project impacts, and initial 
agreements between the City and the Tribe.  Furthermore, development within an urban 
area provides many environmental constraints that could result in significant 
environmental impacts.  The statement that development within an urban area would 
have greatly reduced environmental impacts is unfounded. 

P9-03  The locations of the spray fields were selected to avoid waters of the U.S., which are 
identified in Figure 3.5-2 of the DEIS.  As shown in Attachment I of Appendix Y of
the FEIS, the proposed structures would be architecturally designed to be 
complementary to the surrounding environment.  As recommended by the USEPA, the 
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parking lot footprint has been reduced.  New site plans were developed in response to 
comments and are included as Figures 5-1 through 5-5  in Section 5.0 of the FEIS.   

P9-04  Refer to the response to Comment F1-15 regarding mitigation of impacts to aquatic 
habitat.  As discussed in response to Comment L2-111, impacts to oaks would be 
adequately mitigated at a 2:1 or 3:1 ratio.  Furthermore, as described in response to 
Comments F1-14, F1-15, and F1-18, the site plans have been modified to minimize 
cumulative environmental impacts.  

P9-05  The responses to Comments L2-101 and L2-106 through L2-109 describe the
progression of consultation with the USFWS that helped determine the presence or 
absence of special-status species and the potential for impacts to these species if they 
do in fact occur in the “action area.”  It is not required that mitigation measures and 
plans be developed for species that do not occur in the “action area.”  Pre-construction 
avian surveys would reduce potential impacts to less-than-significant levels, as stated in 
Section 5.2.5 of the DEIS.   

P9-06  Refer to the response to Comment P9-04 regarding mitigation for oak tree removal.
The recommendations are noted and will be considered within the plan.  The 
recommended measures within the DEIS adequately mitigate anticipated impacts.

P9-07 The Tribe is not proposing to develop a pipeline to meet the water demands of the 
project alternatives; therefore, the growth-inducing impacts mentioned in the comment 
would not be applicable.  As discussed in Section 2.0 of the DEIS under the preferred 
water supply Option 2, water from the off-site well would be delivered to the site via an 
existing pipeline located within a 60-foot wide easement, which currently is utilized as 
a gravel roadbed.     

 The DEIS states that an on-site reverse osmosis water treatment plant may be required 
to meet federal drinking water standards.  The Water and Wastewater Feasibility Study 
(Appendix B of the DEIS) states that, based on preliminary sample data, treatment 
may be warranted.  The capacity of the water treatment plant is limited by the firm well 
yield, and would be sized accordingly.  As discussed in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, no 
other developments would occur on the project site. 

P9-08   Section 2.0 of the DEIS erroneously states that Alternatives A through D would result 
in significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality.  Section 2.0 of the FEIS has been 
revised to correctly summarize the environmental impacts of each project alternative.  
Sections 4.4 and 4.11 of the DEIS analyze air quality in the region of the project site.  
As discussed in these sections, under federal conformity regulations, the impacts to air 
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quality would be less than significant.  Nevertheless, Section 5.2.4 provides mitigation 
measures that would further reduce or eliminate operational emissions.  

P9-09  The location of the dam is shown on each site plan within Section 2.0 of the DEIS.  For 
Alternative A, the dam is shown on Figure 2-1.  The design of the dam and specific 
configuration is shown on Figure 2-5 of the DEIS.  The geotechnical study (Appendix
E) includes a detailed discussion of the location of the dam and general design 
considerations based on the geologic features of the area.  Refer to the response to 
Comment L2-38 regarding downstream impacts of the dam. 

P9-10 Refer to the response to Comment F1-09 for a discussion on the inclusion of a 
significance determination within the long-term groundwater monitoring plan to 
mitigate impacts to off-site wells.  The long-term monitoring plan is described in 
Section 5.2.3 of the FEIS.  The term “may” was only used to describe the development 
of additional wells if the initial monitoring wells are later deemed insufficient.  The 
term has been changed from “may” to “shall”. 

P9-11 Mitigation measures for impacts to water resources are listed in Section 5.2.3 of the 
DEIS and the FEIS.  Such mitigation includes compliance with applicable regulations 
with respect to stormwater pollution, wastewater disposal, and groundwater 
monitoring, and would reduce impacts to off-site water resources.  Mitigation measures 
for impacts to wetland and waters of the U.S., including avoidance and restoration, are 
listed in Section 5.2.5 (under Biological Resources) of the DEIS and the FEIS.  Indirect 
impacts to water resources, including off-site water resources associated with traffic 
improvements, are addressed in Section 4.12 of the DEIS. 

P9-12 Section 4.8 under the Land Use heading shows that the project alternatives would be 
generally constructed on land zoned for commercial use and that the proposed use is 
consistent with the 2001 City General Plan and the 1973 County General Plan, 
although local zoning would not apply after the land is taken into trust.  

P9-13  As discussed in Section 3.8 of the DEIS, the footprints of the project alternatives are 
generally located within areas designated for commercial development by the City, and 
would not constitute loss of open space.  As discussed in Section 3.8 of the DEIS, the 
project site does not contain prime or unique farmlands or farmland of statewide 
importance.  Section 4.13 provides growth-inducing analyses of the project 
alternatives.  Future commercial development adjacent to the project site would be 
subject to approval by local government according to land use plans and ordinances.  
The selected project alternative would not induce “disorderly” commercial growth 
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either directly or indirectly.  An analysis of potential land use impacts is provided in 
Section 4.11 under the Land Use heading.   

P9-14  Please refer to the responses to Comments P9-2 through P9-13 for responses to 
specific comments on the DEIS.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-01 regarding 
the scope of response to comments as defined by CEQ, including provisions for 
updating the information within a FEIS.  Accordingly, Section 4.11 (Cumulative 
Impacts) has been supplemented to elaborate on the identified impacts of the project 
alternatives.  Mitigation measures, as outlined within Section 5.0 of the FEIS, are 
consistent with the goals of NEPA and the definition of mitigation within CEQ 
regulations (40 CFR § 1508.20).  State law with respect to mitigation is not applicable 
to the project alternatives.   

P10 WALTER DIMMERS 

P10-01  Refer to the responses to Comments L2-01 through L2-03 regarding general 
statements that the DEIS is flawed.  In accordance with the CEQ guidance (refer to 
Comment L2-01), factual corrections do not necessarily require recirculation of the 
draft document.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-02 concerning the age of the 
data and requirements to update the DEIS with current data.

P10-02  Refer to the response to Comments L2-01 through L2-03 regarding general comments 
stating that the DEIS is flawed.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-29 regarding 
level of detail included within Section 2.0 of the DEIS. 

P10-03  Comment noted.  No new noise measurements were collected because traffic in the 
project area has not changed appreciably since the measurements were collected in 
2004 (refer to the response to Comment L2-312).  A revised TIA, which incorporates 
2008 traffic counts, is included as Appendix M of the FEIS.   

P10-04 Refer to response to Comment P10-03 regarding new noise measurements.  No new 
noise measurement are warranted.  Noise measurements were conducted in January 
2004, soon after the Notice of Intent (NOI) was complete in order to capture the 
existing setting and start the analysis.  The significance criteria for determining impacts 
are based on the number of vehicles the project alternatives would add to the roadways 
adjacent to sensitive receptors.

P10-05  Refer to Comment P10-03 regarding updated noise measurements and traffic counts.  
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P10-06  Mitigation Measures 5.2.10 (B) and (C) would provide earthen berms, which would 
reduce the noise levels to below the federally mandated level of 45 dBA.  The height of 
the berms would be determined at the time of development in order to meet the level of 
reduction needed to achieve the federally mandated noise level.  

P10-07 There are no sensitive receptors and no planned projects that would place sensitive 
receptors east of the project site.  The basis for the commenter’s statement that noise 
attenuates less in rural settings than in urban settings is unsubstantiated.  Urban settings 
contain materials that readily deflect and amplify noise at rates greater than rural 
settings.

P10-08 As discussed in Sections 4.10 and 4.11 of the DEIS, the project alternatives would 
meet or exceed the standards set forth by the County General Plan Noise Element.  

P10-09  The roadway segment between the intersections of SR-16/SR-49 and SR-
49/Shenandoah Road was not analyzed for noise impacts due to the decrease in vehicle 
speed near commercial and residential uses.  When a vehicle speed decreases, the 
sound generated by the vehicle decreases as well (i.e. traffic at 30 mph generates noise 
levels half of that generated by vehicles travelling 65 mph).  Therefore, given the lack 
of noise receptors south of the project site and the reduced speed in the City, the 
roadway segment between the intersections of SR 16/SR 49 and SR 49/Shenandoah 
Road does not warrant noise measurements.   

P10-10    During construction and operation of the casino, the Tribe would be responsible for 
complying with all federal regulations concerning the generation, use, and storage of 
hazardous materials with oversight provided by the USEPA.  The Tribe will be 
responsible for developing standard operating procedures (SOPs) and ensuring all 
parties involved with the construction and operation of the selected alternative comply 
with the SOPs.

P10-11  Refer to the response to Comment L2-331 regarding the revision of Section 2.0 of the 
FEIS to include additional details regarding lighting provisions.  Refer to Attachment
II of Appendix Y of the FEIS for the preliminary lighting plan for Alternative A. 

P10-12  Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-331 regarding lighting 
provisions of the project alternatives included within the FEIS. 

P10-13 As discussed in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, The Tribe would adopt the applicable federal 
building codes and the UBC, including all uniform fire, plumbing, electrical, 
mechanical, and related codes.  These standards would be applied when constructing 
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the selected alternative.  As indicated on the preliminary lighting plan in Attachment
II of Appendix Y of the FEIS, lighting would comply with the lighting provisions of 
the 2006 California Code. 

P10-14  Refer to the response to Comment L2-101 for a discussion of vernal pools. 

P10-15  Health effects from electromagnetic fields (EMF) are not reasonable foreseeable.  The 
National Institute of Environmental Health has concluded that the evidence that EMF 
creates health risks is “weak” (NIEHS, 1999).   

P11 WALTER DIMMERS 

Comment Letter P11 is a duplicate of Comment Letter P10.  Refer to the responses 
to Comment Letter P10.

P12 RICHARD MINNIS 

P12-01 The commenter provides text from the TIA in Appendix M of the DEIS regarding the 
lack of published trip generation rates for casinos.  

P12-02 Information regarding the eight existing casinos utilized to develop the trip generation 
rate for the project was provided in Section 4.8 of the DEIS.  This information was 
provided to the traffic engineer and did not require inclusion within the TIA. 

P12-03 Page 4.8-5 of the DEIS clarifies that “Trip generation data for Indian gaming-style 
casinos is not readily available due to their unique trip generation characteristics as 
compared to more traditional Nevada-style casinos, which are less isolated and contain 
a larger variety of gaming devices.”  The revised TIA (Appendix M of the FEIS) states 
that while traditional casino trip generation rates are published in the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation, 7th Edition (commonly referred to as 
the ITE Trip Generation Manual), they are not indicative of the trip generation 
characteristics of Tribal gaming facilities.  Refer to Section 4.0 of the revised TIA for 
an updated discussion of the revised trip generation rate of the project alternatives.   

P12-04 Refer to the response to Comment S4-13 for a discussion of the updated trip 
generation rates for the project alternatives within the revised TIA.  Gaming floor area 
is utilized as the trip generator within the analysis of the revised TIA. 

P12-05 Refer to the response to Comment P12-04 regarding updated trip rates.  At the time the 
TIA was developed, the SANDAG method was not widely utilized to estimate vehicle 
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trips generated by northern California Indian casinos.  In response to the need to update 
the traffic counts, the trip generation methodology was revised accordingly.  As 
discussed in response to Comment P12-04, the gaming floor area was utilized as the 
site generator, in accordance with the SANDAG method.  

P12-06 Refer to the response to Comment P12-05 regarding trip generation rates.  

P12-07 The Tribe has not discounted the validity of the SANDAG methodology.  The TIA for 
the DEIS compared actual traffic counts from local casinos as discussed in Section 4.8.
The revised TIA uses a more site-specific methodology that characterizes the Proposed 
Project’s trip generation.  Refer to the response to Comment P12-04.

P12-08 The SANDAG methodology is not the “Industry Standard” for Indian casinos.  When 
applicable, actual driveway counts are recommended by the ITE for determination of 
trip generation rates.  As discussed in the revised TIA, updated studies were reviewed 
that reported real-time driveway counts from Indian casinos in settings similar to the 
Proposed Project.  As discussed in the revised TIA, the weighted average daily trip 
generation rate utilized in the FEIS is computed as 106.83 trips per thousand square 
feet (ksf) of gaming floor area, which is higher than the rate of 100 trips/1,000 square 
feet of gaming floor area based on the SANDAG method. 

P12-09 Refer to the response to Comments P12-02 through Comment P12-08 regarding the 
validity of the trip generation rates utilized in the TIA.  Trips were estimated using 
methods recommended by Caltrans and SANDAG. 

P12-10 Table noted.  The commenter provides a statement from Appendix M of the DEIS 
regarding the peak hour periods of the study roadway network.   

P12-11 Although special events are held at the Amador County Fairground or local wineries, 
they are not representative of everyday traffic along SR 49 and SR 16 or the 
surrounding area.  The EIS evaluates traffic impacts to the existing roadway network 
under average peak conditions, in accordance with Caltrans guidelines.  Furthermore, it 
is assumed that during special events the event coordinator would provide traffic 
control mitigation.   

P12-12 The monthly average daily trip is not used to analyze impacts associated with a project 
alternative.  Standard methodologies such as Caltrans guidelines for the development of 
traffic studies outline the need to determine peak-hour impacts associated with the daily 
operations of the existing roadway network.  Models utilized to calculate LOS impacts 
typically have outputs of peak-hour and average daily trips (ADT).   
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P12-13 Special events will occur throughout the region and the Tribe is not responsible for 
traffic congestion caused by these special events.  It is assumed that the event 
coordinator would provide traffic control for special events per County and State 
ordinances and regulations.

P12-14 Why the commenter assumes that events would need to be “dropped” because of 
negative effects of increased traffic is unclear.  The Tribe is willing to work with the 
County to reduce impacts during special events.  The Tribe has included mitigation for 
impacted intersections and roadways where feasible to do so.  Those intersections and 
segments that currently operate under poor conditions, such as LOS F or LOS E, for 
which the Tribe cannot indentify adequate mitigation, would impact the Amador 
County Fair whether or not a project alternative were implemented.  

P12-15 and P12-16 
 Refer to response to Comment P12-14 regarding the loss of revenue from “dropped” 

events.

P12-17 The commenter provides a statement from Appendix M of the DEIS regarding the 
LOS and ADT for the five roadway segments analyzed within the TIA.    

P12-18 New traffic counts were collected in 2008 and are reported accurately in the revised 
TIA and its appendices. 

P12-19 Trip reduction is addressed in Section 4.0 of the TIA included as Appendix M of the 
DEIS.  The trip generation estimate assumes 3% of trips to the project alternatives 
would be associated with patrons that originally travelled to the Jackson Rancheria 
casino.  These patrons would not be considered trips associated to the project 
alternatives.  Conservatively, the revised TIA in Appendix M of the FEIS does not 
assume trip reductions.    

P12-20  Refer to the response to Comment P12-19 regarding the trip reduction methodology 
that was used in the revised TIS.   

P12-21 and P12-22 
 The analysis in the revised TIA provides an analysis of impacts to Latrobe Road.  Refer 

to Appendix M of the FEIS. 

P12-23 The trip distribution within the TIA was developed in response to a zip-code analysis of 
major population densities in the region.  The routes that would be potentially travelled 
from these population centers were estimated and potentially impacted intersections 
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and roadways were analyzed in the TIA (Appendix M of the DEIS).  In response to 
comments from jurisdictional agencies and due to the changes in the existing roadway 
network since the development of the TIA, additional roadways and intersections were 
included in the revised TIA.  Refer to Table 1 and 2 of the revised TIA (Appendix M)
for listings of the roadway segments and intersections analyzed within the FEIS.   

P12-24  Refer to response to Comment P12-23 regarding the intersections and roadways 
evaluated in the revised TIA.

P12-25 through P12-27 
  Refer to the response to Comment P12-19, which discusses the trip reduction 

methodology that was used to determine traffic impacts within the DEIS, which has 
been revised within the FEIS.

P12-28  The commenter reiterates text from the TIA.  No response required.        

P12-29  As stated in Section 3.0 of the TIA, the 2.2% growth rate was based on Caltrans 
historical data available at the time the TIA was developed.  The rates suggested by the 
commenter are complied from Caltrans data released after the development of the TIA.  
Refer to the response to Comment S4-03 regarding the updated list of planned projects 
obtained from county planning agencies that was used in the revised TIA in place of an 
assumed growth rate.  

P12-30  Refer to the response to Comment P12-29 regarding growth factors used to estimate 
roadway traffic in the revised TIA (Appendix M).   

P12-31  The commenter reiterates text from the TIA.  No response required.        

P12-32  Refer to the response to Comment P12-23 regarding trip distribution.     

P12-33  The “similar casinos” used to develop the trip distribution are provided in the revised 
TIA (Appendix M).     

P12-34  The data in the referenced tables in the TIA (Appendix M of the DEIS) provides the 
results of the impacts analysis of the project alternatives.  The data represents 
anticipated traffic levels at the study roadway intersections and along the study 
roadway segments.  Refer to the responses to Comments P12-04 and P12-05 regarding 
updating the TIA and the applicability of SANDAG methodology.   
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P12-35  The commenter provides a table that compiles data from tables in the TIA (Appendix
M of the DEIS).

P12-36 As discussed in Section 3.8 of the DEIS, the 25 intersections included in TIA were 
considered most likely to be affected by the project alternatives.  Refer to the response 
to Comment P12-23 regarding the revised study roadway network in the revised TIA. 

P12-37 Refer to the response to Comment P12-23 regarding selection of roadways for the 
TIA.

P12-38 There is no mitigation because the intersection LOS does not fall below an acceptable 
level as defined in the TIA (Appendix M of the DEIS). 

P12-39 The reference to the Sacramento County General Plan (1993) identifies improvements 
that are slated for the intersection at SR-16/Stone House Road and SR-16/Grantline 
Road.  Mitigation measures provided in Section 5.2.8 of the FEIS would reduce traffic 
impacts at these intersections to less-than-significant levels.  As noted, the Tribe would 
pay a fair share contribution to implementing these mitigation measures.    

P12-40 The regional traffic plan includes roadway projects to mitigate the LOS concerns at the 
mentioned intersections.  During development of the revised TIA, it was determined 
that since the funding mechanisms for the planned improvements have not been 
identified, the improvements should not be included in the description of the existing 
environment.  Refer to Section 5.2.8 of the FEIS for a summary of the mitigation for 
these intersections.

P12-41 Mitigation Measure 5.2.8 (H) of the DEIS identified roadway improvements to 
increase the LOS at the intersection of SR 104 (Preston) and SR124.   

P12-42 Refer to the response to Comment L2-210 and Section 2.0 of the revised TIA for a 
discussion of the warrant analysis performed for intersections that operate, or would 
operate, under poor LOS conditions.  This analysis includes determining if 
signalization would result in poor LOS at any of the turning movements within the 
intersection.  This would take into consideration the arterial movements at the entire 
intersection, not just the movement that results in the poor LOS.  According to traffic 
guidelines, a significant impact would not occur if the LOS is reduced below 
jurisdictional standards, but the signal warrants are not met.  This prevents undue stress 
on the arterials that feed the intersection. 
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P12-43 The DEIS was made available to Sacramento and El Dorado Counties.  Commenter 
letters were received from both jurisdictions.  Refer to Comment Letters L1 and L5,
accordingly.  San Joaquin County was contacted during development on the revised 
TIA.  Refer to Appendix M of the DEIS. 

P12-44 The TIA was not a “retro-analysis.”  

P12-45 Refer to the responses to Comments P12-04 and P12-05 regarding updating the TIA 
and the applicability of SANDAG methodology.  

P12-46  The Tribe’s restored lands opinion is a separate process from the environmental review 
process.  The purpose of the EIS is to determine the environmental impacts associated 
with the trust application, and not to discuss the provisions of the trust application 
itself.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-27 and L2-28 regarding the 40-acre site. 

P13 JENNIFER MINNIS 

P13-01  In accordance with CEQ guidance [46 Fed. Reg. 18026 (1981)], the lead agency must 
respond to comments that provide specific comments on methodologies used in 
preparation of the DEIS.  Responses are to be included in the FEIS and become part of 
the administrative record for the project.  The lead agency is not required to respond 
personally to each individual commenter, as inclusion of the responses to comments 
within the FEIS fulfills the public participation/disclosure requirements of NEPA.  
Responses to Comments P13-1 through P13-95 appear below. 

P13-02 and P13-03
Figure 3.5-4 in the DEIS shows the wetland features on the project site; while Table 
3.5-2 shows the acreages of the features.  Refer to Section 3.5 of the FEIS for a 
discussion on wetland features on the project site.  

P13-04 Figure 3.5-4 in the DEIS shows the aquatic habitats on site.  Some of these features are 
included on the National Wetlands Inventory Map (NWI) map.  Refer to Section 3.5 of 
the FEIS for a discussion on wetland features on the project site. 

P13-05  Executive Order (EO) 11990 was issued on May 24, 1977.  Since the issuance of EO 
11990, the CWA Section 404 permitting process has expanded the fundamental 
protective measures and policies outlined in this order.  The federal government is not 
funding the project alternatives.  Refer to the response to Comment F1-15 regarding 
mitigation of impacts to wetlands.  Implementation of the project alternatives would
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meet all federal requirements under the CWA; therefore, there would be no violation of 
EO 11990.

P13-06 As discussed in Section 3.3 of the DEIS, less than one acre of Parcel #3 is located 
within Flood Zone A according to the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map.  The 
remainder of the project parcels are located within the flood plain.  Figure 3.3-2 of the 
DEIS identifies the flood zones in relation to the project site boundaries.  

P13-07 As discussed in Section 4.3 of the DEIS, the small portion of Parcel #3 that is located 
within Flood Zone A would not be developed under any of the project alternatives. 

P13-08 Refer to the response to Comment P13-06, which states that the project footprint is not 
located within a special flood zone.   

P13-09  On June 9, 2005, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) responded to Section 
106 consultation initiated by Dale Morris, Regional Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
Pacific Regional Office.  SHPO concurred with the BIA findings of No Historic 
Properties Affected.  Please refer to Appendix K for Section 106 consultation. 

P13-10  The property is neither listed nor eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP).  Please also refer to the response to Comment P13-09 regarding
SHPO concurrence. 

P13-11  None of the resources identified within or adjacent to the property are eligible for 
listing on the NRHP either individually or as contributing elements of a Historic 
District.  A more detailed description of the property and resources identified therein is 
proved in confidential Appendix K of the DEIS.  Refer to the response to Comment
L2-124 regarding the exclusion of sensitive information from the public version of the 
DEIS.  Please also refer to the response to Comment P13-09 regarding SHPO 
concurrence.

P13-12  The property’s area of potential affects (APE) does not contain a historic property or 
district.  Please refer to the response to Comment P13-11 for a discussion of the NRHP 
eligibility of resources identified within the project site. 

P13-13  The commenter references Title 24 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 51, 
Subpart B—Noise Abatement and Control (24 CFR Part 51, Subpart B).  The 
referenced provisions pertain to the operations of the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD), and the development of sensitive land uses in areas 
considered to have high existing noise levels, such as near major highways or airports.  
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The Proposed Action and project alternatives are not receiving funds from HUD and 
therefore, the provisions of 24 CFR Part 51, Subpart B do not apply.  Regardless, a 
noise assessment was performed and is provided in Sections 3.10, 4.10 and 4.11 of the 
DEIS and FEIS, with mitigation measures provided in Section 5.2.10 of the FEIS.   

P13-14  Noise contour maps were not developed for this project because the major noise 
generators of the project would be mobile sources (motor vehicles), which cannot be 
assessed using contour maps.  Noise impacts were assessed using U.S. Department of 
Transportation guidelines and significance thresholds.   

P13-15  Once the project site is taken into trust, the Tribe would have jurisdiction, with USEPA 
oversight, of environmental resources on the project site.  Adjacent neighbors that have 
complaints regarding activities on the trust land may request the Tribal council address 
their concerns.  The Tribe will work with the local governments to assure that noise 
abatement provision are in place that would reduce impacts to adjacent and neighboring 
residences.  Refer to Section 5.2.10 of the FEIS for mitigation measures to reduce 
noise impacts to less than significant levels.  

P13-16  As discussed in Section 3.10 of the DEIS and the project site is not listed on the 
USEPA Superfund National Priority List (NPL) or in the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System 
(CERCLIS) database.  Refer to Appendix O of the FEIS for the Phase I Environmental 
Site Assessment (ESA), which includes the results of the database searches conducted 
for records of known sites of hazardous materials generation, storage, and/or 
contamination on and adjacent to the project site. 

P13-17  There are no records of hazardous materials involvement on the project site.  As 
documented in the Phase I ESA included in Appendix O of the FEIS, a reconnaissance 
inspection of the project site and adjacent properties and interviews of current 
landowners did not yield any evidence of significant hazardous conditions that would 
require listing the project site in the NPL and CERCLIS databases. 

P13-18  A general assessment of hazardous materials that would be stored and used in 
quantities that could potentially affect the environmental quality of the site is included 
in Section 4.10 of the DEIS.  Mitigation Measure 5.2.10 (I) in the DEIS includes 
submitting a copy of a hazardous waste minimization program and a full inventory of 
flammable and hazardous materials to the Amador Fire Protection District (AFPD).   

P13-19  The Tribe does not propose to handle or sell explosives such as fireworks.  There are 
currently no plans to install gasoline or diesel underground storage tanks on the project 
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site.  The DEIS included an analysis of potential impacts resulting from the storage of 
diesel fuel for emergency generators within self-contained aboveground storage tanks.  
Impacts resulting from the storage of the self-contained tanks were determined to be 
less than significant, as stated in the DEIS.   

P13-20  The design of the project facilities would comply with all applicable federal building 
codes and the UBC, including all uniform fire, plumbing, electrical, mechanical, and 
related codes.  Additionally, a Fire Plan has been included as Appendix F of the DEIS 
and FEIS that documents the Tribe’s intention to comply with the UBC and California 
building codes.   

P13-21  The Tribe has not developed a public safety evacuation and rescue plan.  As required 
by uniform fire and building codes, all emergency evacuation routes would be well lit 
and would comply with federal building safety requirements and the Federal 
Americans with Disabilities Act (P.L. 101-336, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §12101, et seq)
for emergency evacuation procedures.   

P13-22 As discussed in Section 4.10 of the DEIS, no toxic or solid waste landfills were 
identified within one mile that would affect the project site.   

P13-23 There is no evidence of past or present underground storage tanks on the project site.   

P13-24 The Phase I ESA performed for the project site did not identify listed hazardous wastes 
or hazardous materials issues for which state, local, or federal entities would be 
considered a responsible party (Appendix O of the FEIS).  Refer to the response to 
Comment S7-06 regarding the mine tailings located on parcel #1.  Neither the State 
nor the County would be considered the responsible party once the site is taken into 
trust.

P13-25 The groundwater that occurs beneath the project site, described in Section 3.3 of the 
DEIS, has not been identified by the USEPA as a sole source aquifer as defined under 
the Safe Drinking Water Act.  Concerning “other aquifers” as mentioned in the 
comment, impacts to groundwater beneath the project site and to off-site wells are 
addressed in Section 4.3 of the FEIS.  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02
regarding existing groundwater conditions in the region and impacts of the project 
alternatives. 

P13-26 Based on the revised site plans (Figures 5-1 through 5-5  in Section 5.0 of the FEIS), 
construction of the Proposed Project (full build-out of Alternative A) would result in 
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approximately 35 acres of impervious surface coverage, a reduction of 42% compared 
to the original site plan.  

P13-27 Construction of the updated site plan for the full build-out of Alternative A would 
result in  the conversion of approximately 15% of the project site to impervious 
surfaces.  As discussed in Section 2.0 of the FEIS, impervious coverage would be 
reduced to the extent feasible and, with installation of a detention basin, off-site runoff 
rates would be consistent with pre-existing conditions.  No significant impact would 
occur.

P13-28 Refer to the response to Comment L3-01 regarding the existing connections to the 
City’s municipal water system on the project site.  Refer to the response to Comment 
F1-02 regarding the City’s water supply and the long-term yields of the project wells. 

P13-29  Refer to the response to Comment F1-09 regarding the development of a long-term 
monitoring plan to reduce potential impacts to off-site well owners.  

P13-30 Refer to Section 5.2.3 of the FEIS for the description of the mitigation measures that 
would reduce impacts to off-site well users. 

P13-31 The residences on parcels #2 and #12 are connected to septic systems, while the hotel is 
connected to the City’s municipal sewer system.  It is unknown whether or not the 
residential structures located on parcels #8 and #9 are connected to the City’s 
municipal sewerage system or operated on-site septic systems (Appendix O of the 
FEIS).   

P13-32  Impacts to existing sanitary sewer and wastewater disposal systems are addressed in 
Section 4.9 of the DEIS.  With the development of an on-site WWTP, no impacts to 
municipal wastewater treatment facilities would occur from the implementation of the 
project alternatives.  The Tribe would either connect the residences on parcels #2 and 
#12 to the Tribal WWTP or continue to operate the septic systems, consistent with 
existing conditions.  No costs would be rendered by the City. 

P13-33  No expansion of existing sanitary sewer and wastewater disposal systems would be 
required as a result of the implementation of the project alternatives because no new 
connections to the existing sewer facilities would be developed.  As discussed in 
Section 2.0 of the DEIS, the Tribe will develop an on-site WWTP. 

P13-34 Refer to the response to Comment F1-33 regarding the Tribal drinking water system 
and the jurisdiction of the USEPA.   
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P13-35 Refer to the response to Comment L4-14 regarding scenic vistas.  The project site does 
not contain bluffs, cliffs, or other features that are depicted as scenic resources.  The 
project site is not located near a public or private scenic area.   

P13-36  The project site includes various natural resources as described in Section 3.0 of the 
DEIS.  Refer to Section 4.0 of the FEIS for the analysis of the impact of the project 
alternatives to natural resources on and off the project site.  

P13-37  Previous land uses, which are discussed in Section 3.10 of the FEIS, include cattle 
grazing, residential, and gold mining.  Most of the project site has never been 
developed.  Refer to Section 3.0 and Section 4.0 of the FEIS for a full discussion of the 
existing setting and the potential impacts associated with the project alternatives.   

P13-38  The parcels located off Village Drive and the on-site residences have paved access.  
The main access driveway to the site south of Parcel 8 is unpaved.   

P13-39  The commenter makes a statement regarding unusual conditions on the project site.
Without further explanation of “unusual conditions” a response to this comment is not 
possible.  As mentioned in the response to Comment P13-38, a Phase I ESA was 
prepared for the site to identify potential hazards and hazardous materials.  Refer to 
Appendix O of the FEIS for the Phase I ESA. 

P13-40 No stressed vegetation was observed on the project site during the Phase I ESA.  
Vegetation species are identified in Section 3.5 of the DEIS.  Refer to Appendix O of 
the FEIS for the Phase I ESA. 

P13-41  One small container of waste oil was observed during the Phase I ESA next to one of 
the residences on the project site.  Approximately two quarts of waste oils were noted 
in the container.  Refer to the response to Comment S7-06 regarding the mine tailings 
on the site. 

P13-42  No pits, pond, lagoons, soil staining, chemical spills, or abandoned machinery were 
observed on the project site during the Phase I ESA.  Several non-running automobiles 
were observed on Parcel #12.  The automobiles belong to the property owner and 
would be removed prior to development.   

P13-43  Abandoned transformers, fill/vent pipes, or pipelines were not observed on the project 
site during the Phase I ESA.  Storm drainage improvements (stormdrains) are located 
off Village Drive.  The remaining parcels do not have storm water drainage 
improvements.   
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P13-44 Table 4.8-9 outlines the consistency of the proposed land use with the City and the 
County general plans.  As shown in this table, the project alternatives are generally 
consistent with the City and County plans for land use, building density, and building 
height.  It is assumed, since the project site is zoned for commercial use, that the height, 
bulk and mass of the building is compatible with the surrounding area.     

P13-45 The  selected project alternative would consist of new facilities and would generate 
sufficient funds to maintain such facilities; therefore, deterioration of the facility or 
postponed maintenance is not expected.  The selected project alternative would not be a 
transitional land use or incompatible land use as the project site is currently zoned for 
commercial use.  As described in Section 2.0, the Proposed Project would include 
adequate parking. Section 4.9 concludes that available public facilities and proposed 
on-site facilities are more than adequate to accommodate the Proposed Project.    

P13-46 The selected project alternative would include a parking facility and backup power 
generators, and would result in increased traffic on an adjacent roadway; however, 
these would not increase the ambient air pollution levels above the national ambient air 
quality standards.  No incinerator is proposed, and no nuisance odors are anticipated.  
Section 4.4 of the FEIS analyzes the impacts of the project alternatives on regional air 
quality.  The analyses conclude that, under federal conformity regulations, 
implementation of the project alternatives would not result in significant air quality 
impacts; nevertheless, Section 5.2.3 includes measures that would further reduce 
emissions.   

P13-47 The existing environment as it pertains to land resources and topography on the project 
site is discussed in Section 3.2 of the DEIS.  Site elevations range from 900 feet to 
1,150 feet above mean sea level (amsl).  Significant slopes would be avoided during 
construction.  Refer to Section 3.2 of the DEIS for a discussion of the topography of 
the project site.

P13-48  The existing environment as it pertains to land resources and topography on the project 
site is discussed in Section 3.2 of the DEIS.  No signs of major slope erosion or 
unstable conditions were observed on the site during the geotechnical site 
reconnaissance (Appendix E), as noted in Section 3.2.  The region is not susceptible to 
landslides, which indicates stable slopes in the region.   

P13-49  No flooding was observed within the residential structures during the site inspection for 
the Phase I ESA.  Sections 3.2 and 4.2 of the DEIS include discussions of the existing 
environment and potential impacts regarding soils hazards.   
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P13-50  A discussion of soil characteristics is included in Section 3.2 of the DEIS.  A site-
specific soil report is included in Appendix T of the DEIS.  Appendix E of the DEIS 
includes a geotechnical investigation of parts of the project site that were slated for 
recycled water storage.  Test pits were excavated and soils were visually examined, 
classified, and logged according to the America Standard of Testing and Materials 
(ASTM) practice for description and classification of soils (Visual Manual Procedure 
D2844).  The findings of the Geotechnical Investigation are included in the DEIS as 
Appendix E.

P13-51  There are natural and manmade swales on the project site.  The existing environment as 
it pertains to water resources on the project site is discussed in Section 3.3 and Section 
3.5 of the DEIS.   

P13-52  There are no indications of filled ground within the area of the project site that would 
be developed.  California Certified Engineering Geologists, through field assessments, 
geological laboratory testing, and a study of available information from the California 
Department of Conservation Division of Mine and Geology, assessed the site for soil 
suitability.  Soils tests were performed in accordance with ASTM protocols.  The 
geotechnical investigation is included in Appendix E of the DEIS. The Tribe will 
comply with all the UBC and applicable building codes, including geotechnical 
considerations as stated in Section 2.0 of the DEIS.

P13-53  The upland areas of the site include several ephemeral and intermittent drainage 
channels.  No rills or gullies were observed within the areas of disturbance of the 
project alternative footprints.

P13-54  Refer to the response to Comment P13-50 regarding the soil survey (Appendix T of 
the DEIS) and geotechnical investigation (Appendix E of the DEIS) of the project site.
Structural borings and dynamic soils analysis have not been performed. 

P13-55  The project site would not be adversely impacted by seismic activity, including fault 
rupture.  Refer to the discussion of the existing environment as it pertains to seismicity 
in Section 3.2 of the DEIS.  Section 4.2 of the DEIS identifies potential impacts of the 
project alternatives related to seismicity.   

P13-56  The normal wind pattern in the County is a gentle westerly breeze that averages less 
than ten miles per hour.  The project would not be affected by severe wind or 
sandstorm events.  
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P13-57 Sections 3.5 and 4.5 of the DEIS include a discussion of the existing environment and 
potential impacts with respect to biological resources.  The project will not be 
adversely impact by the presence of poisonous plants, insects, or animals on site.   

P13-58  The meaning of the term “unprotected water bodies” is unclear.  There are no 
“unprotected water bodies” on the project site, meaning all natural water resources are 
protected under the CWA.

P13-59 Section 3.1 of the DEIS includes a discussion of the existing environment as it pertains 
to potential hazardous terrain features.  There are steep slopes along the southern and 
eastern portions of the project site; however, no development is planned for these areas.  
If a NPDES permit cannot be obtained from the USEPA for surface water discharge, 
the construction of a dam for surface water storage would require construction on steep 
slopes.  Such construction would be based on the recommendations of a geotechnical 
engineer and would be in compliance with all applicable regulations, ensuring that no 
significant impact with respect to hazardous terrain features would occur. 

P13-60 Appendix M of the FEIS contains a revised TIA, which provides an updated project-
specific traffic analysis.   

P13-61 The TIA is based on traffic counts near the project site.  The revised TIA uses updated 
(2008) traffic counts and provides additional analysis (see Appendix M).

P13-62 Existing roadway maintenance is not within the scope of the EIS.  Roadway 
improvements needed to maintain acceptable LOS are provided in Section 5.2.8 of the 
FEIS.  Costs for roadway improvements are not known at this time; however, the 
mitigation measures specify fair-share funding for such improvements.   

P13-63 Annual and weekly traffic estimates are not used in the analysis of traffic impacts; 
therefore, they are not included in the TIA, revised TIA, or EIS.  Daily and peak hour 
traffic counts for 2004 and 2008 are provided in the TIA and revised TIA, respectively.   

P13-64 Mitigation measures for all roadways that would operate at an unacceptable LOS with 
implementation of the project alternatives are provided in Section 5.2.8 of the FEIS. 

P13-65 The project alternatives would not affect or be affected by hazardous streets.   

P13-66 The project alternatives would not affect or be affected by hazardous intersections.   
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P13-67 Traffic mitigation measures listed in Section 5.2.8 of the FEIS, which includes a 
discussion of fair-share provisions to be paid by the Tribe. 

P13-68 As stated in Section 3.8, there are currently no bicycle or pedestrian facilities adjacent 
to the project site.   

P13-69 Section 4.8 addresses potential impacts on public transportation due to increased traffic 
from the project alternatives.  The impact to public transportation would be less than 
significant with implementation of the mitigation measures listed in Section 5.2.8.

P13-70 As stated in the revised TIA (Appendix M of the FEIS), the Tribe would pay its fair 
share to address transportation impacts that arise from the implementation of the 
Proposed Project. 

P13-71 Private transportation systems would not be required of the project alternatives; 
however, a private transportation system may be implemented at a later time.  If a 
system of shuttles or buses is implemented in the future, there would be a beneficial 
impact due to a reduction of vehicles on local roadways.   

P13-72 Refer to the response to Comment P13-71 regarding the impact of a private 
transportation system.   

P13-73  As discussed in Section 3.7, two schools are located in the City.  Monarch Montessori 
and Plymouth Elementary School are both located approximately one mile north of the 
project site.

P13-74  As discussed in Section 3.7, there are approximately 39 acres of parkland within the 
City, including children’s play areas.   

P13-75 Level of service impacts to roadways and intersections are discussed in Section 4.8 of
the FEIS.  Mitigation measures are provided in Section 5.2.8 to reduce these impacts.  
Evaluating specific bus schedules is not necessary to determine potential impacts to 
schools or traffic.

P13-76  As discussed in Section 3.7, there are approximately 39 acres of parkland within the 
City.  As discussed in Section 4.7, potential impacts to libraries and parks would be 
less than significant because it is expected that only a limited number of employees 
would relocated to reside in the area, and patrons would not frequent these facilities 
because of the entertainment nature of the project alternatives. 
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P13-77  The project alternatives would be entertainment in nature and patrons would not 
increase demand for day care facilities.  Many employees of the selected project 
alternative would be current residents of the County and a small portion would relocate 
from outside the County.  Only a portion of new employees would generate demand for 
day care facilities.  Employees that are new residents of the County would be dispersed 
and would not substantially increase the demand for any particular day care facility. 

P13-78  Refer to the responses to Comment L2-243 and P10-11 regarding impacts associated 
with lighting.   

P13-79  Refer to the response to Comment  L4-40 regarding the Tribe’s commitment to design 
exterior lighting in compliance with the City’s 1997 Downtown Revitalization Strategy.
Furthermore, the use of downcast lighting to reduce impacts to adjacent landowners is 
included as a component of the project description in Section 2.0 of the FEIS. 

P13-80  Refer to the response to Comment P13-15 regarding complaints concerning activities 
on the trust land. 

P13-81  Descriptions of the commercial or retail developments proposed as the project 
alternatives are provided in Section 2.0 of the FEIS.  The project alternatives are 
described in the level of detail required to provide the impact analyses in Section 4.0,
to allow the lead agency to make a decision on the environmental impacts of the 
selected project alternative.  Section 2.0 of the FEIS states that no other development 
would occur on the project site.   

P13-82 The revised TIA includes trip generation assumptions for each project alternative 
(Appendix M).    

P13-83  As determined in the Economic Impact Analysis (EIA) (Appendix R), the Proposed 
Project would result in revenue of approximately $181 million (Phase I) in year three of 
operation and substantial new economic output would occur in the County.  As 
discussed in Section 4.7, an overall fiscal benefit would result from the implementation 
of the project alternatives.  Increased tax revenues would be generated from sales taxes 
on new expenditures on goods and services in the County. 

P13-84 Section 3.7 and Table 3.7-3 show recent estimates of housing units and vacancy rates 
for the County, including incorporated and unincorporated areas.  As discussed in 
Section 4.7, the construction of new housing may occur as an indirect result of the 
project alternatives but would not be required to meet the needs of project employees.  
New employees relocating to the project area could choose to rent or buy new housing, 
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but it is expected that any new housing development would be limited by the 
availability of land zoned for residential use and local land use regulations.   

P13-85  Refer to response to Comment P13-84 regarding housing needs of the project 
alternatives.

P13-86  As discussed in Section 4.7, implementation of the project alternatives would result in 
substantial new expenditures on goods and services at County businesses.  Patrons of 
the project site would increase demand for existing hotels, motels, and potentially RV 
facilities and other tourism lodging facilities. 

P13-88  As discussed in Section 4.7, the project alternatives would result in new expenditures 
on goods and services within the State of California totaling approximately $27.5 
million annually.  It is expected that many of these purchases would be made from 
existing vendors located in the County and surrounding counties, due to location and 
market advantages. 

P13-89  As discussed in Section 4.7, based on the availability of labor in the region and the 
proximity of available labor to the project site, it is estimated that 60% of new labor or 
763 new employees would be residents of the County.  Due to the limited size of the 
labor force residing in the City, it is estimated that only 5% of new labor or 64 new 
employees would be residents of the City (included within the County estimate).   

P13-90  Refer to the response to Comment P13-89 regarding the anticipated locations of the 
workforce to be employed by the Tribe. 

P13-91 Section 4.9 of the DEIS includes an analysis of potential impacts to the local law 
enforcement agencies and Section 5.2.9 includes mitigation measures to reduce 
potential law enforcement impacts to less-than-significant levels.  Cumulative impacts 
(extending to the year 2025, where feasible) are addressed in Section 4.11 of the DEIS.  
The analysis presented in the DEIS was developed in consultation with local law 
enforcement agencies.   

P13-92 Refer to the response to Comment P13-91 for discussion of the DEIS analysis as it 
pertains to law enforcement. 

P13-93  Mitigation measures to address potential law enforcement impacts are presented in 
Section 5.2.9 of the DEIS.  Such mitigation includes payments to the ACSO to provide 
for one officer to be based in Plymouth on a 24 hours a day/7 days a week basis.   



Private Entities/Organizations  

February 2009 P-25 Ione Band of Miwok Indians  
Response to Comments

P13-94  With the location of an existing Tribal casino (Jackson Rancheria) in close proximity to 
project site, these issues are currently being addressed by local and County 
jurisdictions.  Refer to Section 4.9 for a discussion of the types of crimes currently 
experienced in association with the Jackson Rancheria casino.  The DEIS relies on 
these reported incidents for analysis of the hard and soft crime traditionally associated 
with gambling that would be associated with the development of the project 
alternatives. 

P13-95 Refer to the response to Comment P13-93 that summarizes the Tribe’s commitment to 
reducing potential project-related impacts to local law enforcement agencies. 

P14 CARRIE AND STEVEN JOHNEN 

P14-01  Refer to the response to Comment P8-02 with regard to the location of the project site 
and the Tribe’s Fee-to-Trust application. 

P14-02 Refer to the response to Comment F1-19 addressing the reduction in the size of the 
parking lot.  Refer to Figures 5-1 through 5-5  in Section 5.0 of the FEIS for the 
updated site plans.   

P14-03 and P14-04 
  The Tribe’s application for lands to be taken into trust, including ties to the project site, 

is a separate process from the environmental review process.  The purpose of the EIS is 
to determine the environmental impacts associated with the trust application, and not to 
discuss the provisions of the trust application itself. 

P14-05   Refer to the responses to Comment F1-02 regarding the City’s water supply and 
Comment F1-05 regarding the determination of the safe yield for the Project wells. 

P14-06  Refer to the response to Comment P8-02 with regard to the location of the project site 
and the Tribe’s Fee-to-Trust application.  Noise impacts are addressed in Section 4.10
of the FEIS.  Mitigation provided in Section 5.2.10 of the FEIS would limit 
construction activities to normal daytime hours.  During operation, noise impacts 
would be addressed and mitigated to reduce the impact to the existing noise 
environment to less-than-significant levels. 

P15 PATRICK HENRY 

P15-01  Comment noted.  As the comment does not pertain to the DEIS, no response is 
required.   
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P15-02  As discussed at the public hearing held on May 21, 2008, the notice of availability 
(NOA) for the DEIS published in the federal register erroneously stated that the parcels 
are owned by the tribe, when in fact some of the parcels are in the process of being 
acquired.

P15-03  Not all of the technical documents utilized to prepare the DEIS are included in version 
released to the public. 

 Hardcopies of the DEIS were made available for a payment equivalent to the 
production costs of the document.  CD copies were distributed for no charge.  As stated 
in the NOA for the DEIS, copies were available for review at the Amador County 
Library, Jackson Main Library, and the City Clerk’s Office.  Copies were also available 
by contacting the BIA or visiting the website.   

 The NOA for the DEIS was published in the Amador Ledger Dispatch on April 22 and 
May 20, 2008.  Furthermore, the NOA was made available online at www.ioneeis.com.
Comments on the DEIS at the public hearing were limited to three-minute intervals to 
allow all attendees the chance to give their comments.  This is a standard practice for 
public hearings on environmental documents and is a standard practice for the BIA.  
Additional time was allowed after all those who wished to speak were given a chance 
to comment.  Although the BIA proctor of the hearing clearly stated the purpose of the 
hearing was to receive substantive comments on the DEIS, the BIA cannot control the 
content of comments received at the public hearing, nor deny individuals the right to 
comment.   

P15-04  Comment noted.  Refer to Section 1.3 of the FEIS for a discussion of the 
environmental review process, including summaries of the opportunities to provide 
comments on the EIS.   

P15-05  The comment is outside of the scope of NEPA.  No response is required.    

P16   PRIVATE ENTITY – ELIDA MALICK 

P16-01  Existing socioeconomic information on the project site and region is presented in Section 3.7 of
the DEIS.  Based on this background data and potential economic effects estimated in the EIA, 
which is included as Appendix R of the DEIS, potential impacts to socioeconomics and 
environmental justice of identified minority and low-income communities for each of the four 
project alternatives is evaluated in Section 4.7 of the DEIS. 
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P16-02  Economic, social, and environmental justice issues that could potentially be impacted by the 
project alternatives are analyzed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS.  The scope of the socioeconomic 
analysis includes only those socioeconomic issues that would be affected as a result of the 
project alternatives.

P16-03  As stated in Section 3.7 of the DEIS, the Ione Band of Miwok Indians has 652 members.  The 
basis of the commenter’s reference to “approximately 85 members” is unclear.   

P16-04 and P16-05 
 Refer to the response to Comment P16-03 regarding Tribal membership. Details regarding 

Tribal membership criteria are not necessary for an analysis of socioeconomic impacts 
associated with the project alternatives.   

P16-06  The survey asked Tribal members about their employment and income status.  The results are 
an accurate depiction of the 32% of the Tribe that responded to the survey.  

P16-07  The questionnaire was conducted by GVA Marquette Advisors as part of the EIA (Appendix R
of the DEIS).

P16-08 The survey consisted of a questionnaire of personal information regarding employment and 
income status.  The questionnaire was distributed directly to Tribal members and estimates 
derived from the responses provided are the most recent and accurate information available. 

P16-09  This data was based on the questionnaire distributed to the Tribe, of which 32% responded.  
Therefore, this value is representative of the 32% of the Tribe that responded.   

P16-10  Refer to response to Comment P16-09 regarding the income data for Tribal members. 

P16-11  The reference “GVA, 2004” is included in its entirety in Section 8.0 of the DEIS.  GVA is 
short for GVA Marquette Advisors, and the reference is referring to the EIA that GVA prepared 
for the Proposed Project (Appendix R of the DEIS).  The employment and income data 
presented is not based on state data, but rather a questionnaire distributed to the Tribe in 2004.  
This data represents the most recent employment and income data available from the Tribe.    

P16-12  The reference “Ione Band of Miwok Indians, 2005” has been added to Section 8.0 of the FEIS. 

P16-13  Further detail regarding the employment status of Tribal members, including age and 
disabilities, is not necessary for an analysis of socioeconomic impacts associated with the 
project alternatives.
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P16-14 The survey of the Tribe was conducted after the 2003 American Indian Population and Labor 
Force report was released, and is considered a more current source of socioeconomic 
information for the Tribe. 

P16-15 Further detail regarding income received by Tribe members via social assistance programs is 
not necessary for an analysis of socioeconomic impacts associated with the project alternatives.  

P16-16  Details regarding Tribal membership and Tribal governance are not necessary for an analysis of 
socioeconomic impacts associated with the project alternatives.   

P16-17  Refer to response to Comment P16-03 regarding Tribal membership. 

P16-18 As stated on the U.S. Department of the Interior’s website (http://www.doi.gov/bia/), the 
“Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) is responsible for the administration and management of 66 
million acres of land held in trust by the United States for American Indians, Indian tribes, and 
Alaska Natives.” 

P16-19  This is a general statement provided for background information on the Tribe. It is not used to 
determine a potential impact; therefore, providing further details is not necessary in the 
socioeconomics analysis.   

P16-20  As stated in the response to Comment P16-05, details regarding the residences of Tribal 
members are not necessary for an analysis of socioeconomic impacts associated with the 
project alternatives. 

P16-21  Potential impacts to schools from the project alternatives are evaluated in Section 4.7 of the 
DEIS.  Providing further detail on the number of Tribal members’ children attending school in 
Amador and Sacramento County is not necessary to assess potential impacts to schools.   

P16-22 and P16-23 
Refer to response to Comment P16-21 regarding school enrollment for children of Tribal 
members. 

P16-24  As discussed in the response to Comment P16-13, further detail regarding the employment 
status of Tribal members is not necessary for an analysis of socioeconomic impacts associated 
with the project alternatives.  

P16-25  The California Department of Finance (DOF) provides comprehensive population and housing 
data for the entire State and is widely accepted as a source of demographic data.  This data is 
collected from numerous sources and is relevant and accurate for cities and counties throughout 
the State.      
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P16-26  All data and analysis of the City contained in the EIA and DEIS are relevant and accurate 
because of the data sources and assumptions used in these reports.   

P16-27  The City General Plan was adopted in April 1986 and updated in February 2001.  Sections 
amended in 2001 include the introduction; goals, policies, and implementation; and the 
environmental setting. 

P16-28  Showing the total number of vacant units in the County, and not the subdivision of units into 
categories, is appropriate for providing a perspective of total vacancy within the County.   

P16-29  The values of median owner-occupied housing units in the County and median contract rent 
have been updated in Section 3.7 of the FEIS. 

P16-30  Refer to the response to Comment P16-29 regarding updated housing information. 

P16-31  This statement provides descriptive background information on housing in the County; 
specifically, it demonstrates that the cost of living is high compared to income.   

P16-32  Housing unit data from 1990 to 2000 is included to provide a perspective on the historic trend 
of housing units within the County.  State data provided in Section 3.7 of the DEIS is used to 
establish a baseline of current socioeconomic conditions within the County.  The 
socioeconomic impact analysis, provided in Section 4.7, is based on data from the EIA 
(Appendix R), rather than State data. 

P16-33  U.S. Census data is provided by the federal government and is relevant and accurate.  Estimates 
provided in the EIA (Appendix R) are based on this data.  

P16-34  This data is considered relevant and accurate because it is provided by the U.S. Census Bureau 
and the DOF.  The most recent U.S. Census was conducted in 2000.   

P16-35 Refer to the response to Comment P16-34 regarding vacant housing in the City. 

P16-36  Information provided in the City General Plan Housing Element is assumed to represent actual 
conditions in the City.   

P16-37  Refer to response to Comment P16-36 regarding rental units in the City. 

P16-38  The ratio used to estimate rental units in the City in 2004 is based on U.S. Census and DOF 
data.  Refer to Response P18-177 regarding these data sources. 

P16-39  Refer to response to Comment P16-38 regarding rental data. 

P16-40  Refer to response to Comments P16-36 and P16-38 regarding rental information. 



Private Entities/Organizations  

February 2009 P-30 Ione Band of Miwok Indians  
Response to Comments

P16-41  Employment estimates were derived for unincorporated portions of the County from California 
Employment Development Department (EDD) data.  Specifically, values for unincorporated 
portions of the County are, in this assessment, equivalent to data for the County as a whole 
minus the incorporated areas of Plymouth, Jackson, Ione, Sutter Creek, and Amador City. 

P16-42  Employment numbers in Section 3.7 are based on employment estimates by the California 
DOF. 

P16-43  City and County data are from EDD.  Refer to the response to Comment P18-180 for a 
discussion of employment estimates for the unincorporated portion of the County. 

P16-44 Table 3.7-5 presents major employers and manufacturers in the County as reported by EDD.  
This list includes only major employers in the County and not all employers or industries.   

P16-45  Industry classifications presented in Table 3.7-5 are determined by EDD and are consistent 
throughout the State.     

P16-46 Table 3.7-5 is referenced and included in the Employment setting in Section 3.7 of the DEIS.  
The table appears on page 3.7-5 after the Property Taxes heading so that the table is not split 
over a page break.  Major employers are based on employment numbers and not property tax 
numbers. 

P16-47  The Fee-to-Trust application associated with the project alternatives evaluated in the DEIS 
includes the 12 parcels described and shown on figures in Section 3.0.   

P16-48  Potentially significant impacts to schools from the project alternatives are limited to schools 
providing kindergarten through 12th grade education.  Due to the limited number of new 
employees relocating to the area it is not anticipated that substantial new demand for the 
Amador County Court School would result.  Any increase in demand for the Amador County 
Court School would be offset by increases in local tax revenues. 

P16-49  As discussed in Section 3.7, the five-year projected excess or shortfall of classrooms is based 
on the planned addition of classrooms over the next five years in the District’s facilities master 
plan. 

P16-50  Data from 2004 is the most current data available at the time the analysis was prepared.  The 
analysis of impacts to schools is based on five-year projections utilizing this data, and is 
considered relevant.   

P16-51 Section 4.7 states that this plan includes the addition of a new junior high school.   
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P16-52  Potential impacts to schools resulting from the project alternatives are assessed in Section 4.7
of the FEIS.  Potential impacts to schools resulting from the State budget are not within the 
scope of the EIS. 

P16-53   As discussed in Section 4.7, the Tribe would provide payments in lieu of property taxes, and 
sales tax revenue would be generated as a result of purchases of goods and services associated 
with operation of the selected project alternative. 

P16-54  Refer to the response to Comment P16-53 regarding taxes as they relate to the project 
alternatives. 

P16-55  These estimates are based on the development of a 120,000 square-foot casino in Phase I of 
Alternative A, percentages of revenue sources for the Amador County School District in 2005-
2006, and the current property tax rate.  These estimates provide a perspective of the level of 
impact expected from the Proposed Project.   

P16-56  As noted in the TIS and revised TIS, a new intersection would be constructed at the 
entrance of the casino.  This entrance would require a right-hand turn when exiting the 
casino, which would reduce safety impacts at the entrance/exit intersection.  The Tribe 
would be required to comply with all Caltrans safety requirement with respect to 
pedestrian access to the casino and any adjacent facilities, such as the County Library.  
Therefore, no access or safety impacts would occur at the entrance/exit intersection of 
the casino (see revised TIA, Appendix M of the FEIS). 

P16-57  Refer to the response to Comment P16-56.  Implementation of the project alternatives would 
not affect access to Colburn Field or cause any safety issues (see revised TIA, Appendix M of 
the FEIS). 

P16-58  Data provided in the Environmental Justice setting in Section 4.7 of the FEIS is from the 2000 
U.S. Census; Census Tract 3.01 contains a large expanse of land, and includes only a small 
portion of the City. 

P16-59 Table 3.7-8 in Section 3.7 of the FEIS has been updated to include population values for each 
geographic area, as reported in the 2000 U.S. Census.  The City is not included in this table 
because it was not identified as a potential minority or low-income community.  However, the 
population of the City is included within Census Tracts 2.00 and 3.01.     

P16-60  Refer to the response to Comment P16-59 regarding population values for the City.  

P16-61  The population of Native Americans is considered within each of the census tracts identified 
within the affected environment.  Refer to response to Comment P16-59 regarding the 
consideration of the population of the City within the environmental justice analysis.   
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P16-62  The commenter is correct, the MSA between the Tribe and the City was voided.  The analysis 
within the EIA included the monetary provisions within the MSA as Tribal expenditures that 
would require funding from profits generated by Alternative A.  Refer to Section 5.2.7 of the 
FEIS which includes the monetary provisions of the MSA as mitigation measures for 
socioeconomic impacts related to the project alternatives.  

P16-63  Assumptions and data used in the EIA are based upon the market study and financial 
projections for the Proposed Project, information provided by the Tribe, its development 
partners, and the IMPLAN model.  These sources provide the most accurate economic data for 
the Proposed Project and the region.  Therefore, the EIA presents a relevant and accurate 
evaluation of potential impacts of the Proposed Project and project alternatives.   

P16-64  Although Tribes are not required to do so, the Tribe would provide most workers with benefits, 
including health insurance and workers compensation.  This practice would be enforced by 
Tribal ordinance. 

P16-65  The 60% estimate is based on the availability of labor in the region and the proximity of 
available labor to the project site.  Refer to Sections 3.7 and 4.7 for further details on the labor 
force of the region. 

P16-66  The term “expected” is used because of the uncertainty with regard to the specific types of 
goods and services to be available in the County for years to come.  Any expenditures on goods 
and services within the County attributable to the implementation of the selected project 
alternative would be considered a beneficial impact.   

P16-67  Refer to the response to Comment P16-66 regarding the purchase of goods and services in the 
County.   

P16-68  Regional labor force estimates provided in Table 3.7-4 have been updated in Section 3.7 of the 
FEIS.   

P16-69  As stated in Sections 4.7 and 5.2.7, payment of school impact fees would offset property tax 
fees lost by taking the site into trust for the Tribe.  It is assumed that the school impact fees 
would be used in the same way as the tax revenues they are intended to replace.   

P16-70  As explained in the response to Comment P18-69, with implementation of the selected project 
alternative, the Tribe would pay fees to offset the tax revenue that would be available to the 
schools.   

P16-71  The impact is considered “less than significant” because the schools would not lose any 
funding. 
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P16-72  Refer to the responses to Comments P18-55, P18-69, and P16-71 regarding the school impact 
fees. 

P16-73 and P17-74
Refer to the responses to Comments P18-70 and P18-71 regarding the determination of a less-
than-significant impact to schools. 

P16-75  Refer to the responses to Comments P18-55, P18-69, and P16-71 regarding the school impact 
fees. 

P16-76  In addition to law enforcement, fire protection, and emergency medical services, Section 4.9 of 
the DEIS discusses the potential for the project alternatives to result in impacts associated with 
water service, municipal wastewater service, solid waste, electricity, natural gas, and 
telecommunications.  Mitigation measures are listed in Section 5.2.9 to reduce identified 
impacts to public services. 

P16-77 Section 4.9 of the DEIS discusses the scope and magnitude of potential impacts to public 
services from the project alternatives. 

P16-78  As discussed in Section 5.2.9, the Tribe would provide compensation to local law enforcement 
service providers so that these agencies have the capacity (i.e. employees or equipment) 
necessary to address any increase in demand for law enforcement services resulting from the 
project alternatives.  Therefore, the potential impacts to public services would be reduced to 
less-than-significant levels.  No further data is necessary at this time to evaluate this potential 
impact.    

P16-79  The benefit from increased sales taxes would be realized from the new expenditures in the 
County as a result of the project alternatives, as quantified in Section 4.7 of the DEIS.   

P16-80  The mentioned parcels are not part of the Proposed Project or project alternatives and there are 
no plans to place the other parcels into trust for the Tribe.  If the Tribe wishes to have the 
parcels taken into trust, the NEPA process would again be initiated and corresponding 
environmental review would be required.  

P16-81 Figure 2-1 in the DEIS shows the portion of the project site located within the City. 

P16-82  The County currently collects property taxes on the parcels contained in the project site, even 
though a portion of the site is located within the City.  Section 5.2.7 in the FEIS has been 
clarified to specify that compensation paid to the County would include that which is required 
to offset lost property tax revenue. 

P16-83  Refer to the response to Comment P16-62 regarding the voided MSA and payment provisions 
included as mitigation within Section 5.2.7 of the FEIS.    
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P16-84  Payments would be made, as determined between the Tribes and the local governments, to 
mitigate potential impacts and to offset lost property tax revenue.   

P16-85  The net effect of fiscal impacts represents fiscal losses compared to fiscal gains.  Under the 
Proposed Project, the gains would outweigh losses; therefore, the net effect is a less-than-
significant impact.

P16-86  Potential impacts to crime associated with the project alternatives are identified in Sections 4.7
and 4.9 of the DEIS.  Refer to the response to Comment S6-14 regarding crime and the 
implementation of the project alternatives.  The DEIS contains mitigation measures in Section
5.2.9 of the FEIS to address potential impacts of the project alternatives on law enforcement.   

P16-87  Potential social and fiscal impacts of the project alternatives are analyzed in Section 4.7 of the 
DEIS.  Refer to the response to Comment P16-85 regarding the net effect of fiscal impacts that 
would result from the Proposed Project. 

P16-88  The primary purpose of the EIS is to evaluate the potential impacts of the project alternatives.  
An assessment of cumulative impacts is included in Section 4.13.

P16-89  Cumulative impacts, including those associated with pathological and problem gambling, are 
analyzed in Section 4.11 of the DEIS. 

P16-90  As discussed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS, it is not expected that the project alternatives would 
substantially increase the prevalence of problem gamblers, and potential impacts are considered 
less than significant.  However, the Tribe has agreed to make an annual contribution to an 
organization(s) that addresses problem gambling, in an attempt to provide reasonable and 
appropriate treatment for any new problem gamblers.  The organization(s) selected would be 
chosen for its ability to provide support to problem gambling issues in the County.   

P16-91  As discussed in Section 4.7 of the DEIS, residents of the County and surrounding areas have 
been exposed to many forms of gambling, including lotteries, poker, internet gambling, betting, 
and casino gambling.  The rate of pathological gamblers in the County is likely be similar to the 
national rate, which ranges from 1.2 to 1.6%.   

P16-92  Refer to the response to Comment L2-167 regarding the existence of other gambling outlets 
within the region. 

P16-93  Refer to the responses to Comments P16-90 and P16-92 regarding problem gambling 
organizations.

P16-94  Refer to the response to Comment S6-14 regarding the increase in the volume of crime with 
the introduction of a large volume of people into a community. 
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P16-95  The statement that the commenter is referring to is not related to residential development, but to 
the introduction of a commercial facility.  A comparison of a commercial development to a 
residential development is not relevant to the crime impact analysis.   

P16-96  As discussed in Section 4.7, communities without casinos are as safe as communities with 
casinos because an increased rate of crime results from the introduction of a larger volume of 
people in an area and not particularly from casino facilities.   

P16-97 Section 4.7 in the FEIS has been clarified to state that law enforcement services would not be 
expanded by tax revenue, but by mitigation funds paid by the Tribe to the ACSO.  As stated in 
the mitigation identified in Section 5.2.9, the funds paid by the Tribe would provide for 
additional staffing, including equipment. 

P16-98  As discussed in the response to Comment P16-97, the Tribe would make payments to the 
ACSO to provide for additional staffing and equipment that would be needed as a result of the 
selected project alternative.  If the Tribe initiates further development in the future, it will 
remain in contact with local agencies regarding law enforcement needs.   

P16-99  It is expected that Tribal members would fill a portion of the new positions.  Determining 
whether a Tribal member would seek out a position or not is not necessary to determine 
potential impacts to socioeconomics from the project alternatives.  

P16-100  Refer to response to Comment P16-99 regarding the employment of Tribal members.  The 
employment of Tribal members would be a beneficial impact.   

P16-101  Income generated by the selected project alternative could potentially relieve Tribal members 
from the need for government assistance.  Providing more detail on Tribal assistance programs 
is not necessary to determine potential impacts to socioeconomics.   

P16-102  Refer to the response to Comment P16-101 regarding government assistance payments to 
Tribal members.  Section 4.7 of the FEIS has been revised to state that employment could 
potentially reduce the need for government assistance. 

P16-103  Alternative A would generate revenue, which would certainly contribute to the economic 
development and self-sufficiency of the Tribe.  It is not within the scope of the EIS to discuss 
the ownership of land that is not included in the project site to be developed for the Proposed 
Project or project alternatives. 

P16-104  As discussed in the response to Comment P16-58, Census Tract 3.01 contains a large expanse 
of land and includes only a small portion of the City. 

P16-105 The census tracts are delineated by the U.S. Census Bureau and their coverage in proximity to 
the project site and the City are shown on Figure 3.7-1.
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P16-106  As discussed in Section 3.7, for the environmental justice analysis, agencies must identify a 
geographic scale for which they would obtain demographic information.  Census tracts are a 
small, relatively permanent statistical subdivision of a county delineated by a local committee 
of census data users for the purpose of presenting data.  Census tracts containing the project site 
and vicinity cover a large expanse of land because of the rural nature of the area. 

P16-107  Air quality impacts would be distributed throughout the region.  Sections 4.3, 4.4, and 4.11 of 
the DEIS provide emission estimates of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gasses.  Regional 
and local significance is discussed in these sections of the DEIS and mitigation that would 
reduce project emissions is provided in Section 5.2.4 of the DEIS.  All project-related air 
quality impacts would be less than significant. 

P16-108  Regional labor force estimates provided in Table 3.7-4 have been updated to reflect an 
unemployment rate of 5% in the City. 

P16-109  Refer to the response to Comment P16-65 regarding the 60% assumption.   

P16-110  Providing information regarding the percentage of employees at the Jackson Rancheria casino 
that are residents of Amador County is not required to analyze the environmental effects of the 
project alternatives.

P16-111  Localized impacts to the project site, such as various impacts to land and stationary water 
resources (such as wetlands), would not affect areas outside of the project site.  Regional 
impacts, such as air quality and traffic impacts, would be distributed throughout the region.  
Those impacts that require mitigation would be reduced to levels where the effect would not be 
substantial enough to represent a significant impact; therefore, such impacts would not 
disproportionally or adversely affect minority or low-income communities. 

P16-112  Refer to the response to Comment P16-111 with regard to the significance of impacts. 

P16-113  Comment noted.  Background information on the Tribe is provided in Section 3.7.

P17 D.W. CRANFORD II 

P17-01  The contents of the EIS and the process of developing the EIS to date are consistent 
with the BIA’s NEPA Handbook (59 IAM 3) and CEQ guidance.  Refer to the response 
to Comment L2-02 concerning the age of the data and requirements to update with 
current data.  Refer to the response to Comment P15-02 concerning the misstatement 
in the NOA regarding ownership of the project site parcels.   

P17-02  This comment is outside of the scope of NEPA.  No response required.    
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P17-03  Refer to the response to Comment P15-02 concerning the misstatement in the NOA 
regarding ownership of the project site parcels.  The ownership and fee-status of the 
parcels are a component of the Fee-to-Trust application.  This comment is outside of 
the scope of NEPA.  No response required

P17-04 The commenter addresses the content and information within the Fee-to-Trust 
application, which is a separate process from the environmental review process.  This 
comment is outside of the scope of NEPA.  No response required. 

P17-05 Refer to the responses to Comments L2-01 through L2-03 regarding general 
statements that the DEIS is flawed.   

P17-06  Refer to the response to Comment L2-29 for a discussion of the adequacy of the 
project description, which is located within Section 2.0 of the DEIS.    

 Refer to the response to Comment P15-03 regarding the distribution of the DEIS in 
CD and hardcopy format. 

 Refer to the responses to Comment Letter S1 regarding the length of the public 
comment period. 

 Refer to the response to Comment P15-03 regarding time limits for speakers at the 
public hearing. 

 The commenter references Section 1.1, which is the introduction discussing the 
Proposed Action, which is a component of the Fee-to-Trust application process.  
Information with Section 1.1 may be contested within the Fee-to-Trust application, but 
is utilized within the DEIS to give a background discussion as to why a NEPA 
document is necessary. 

P17-07  This comment is outside of the scope of NEPA.  No response required.    

P17-08  Refer to the responses to Comments L2-01 through L2-03 regarding general 
statements that the DEIS is flawed.   

P17-09 through P17-19
  The commenter submits various requests for information that is not relevant to the 

NEPA environmental review process.  The comments address information in the 
Tribe’s Fee-to-Trust application, which is a separate process.    These comment are 
outside of the scope of NEPA.  No response required.  Refer to the response to 
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Comment P15-02 concerning the misstatement in the NOA regarding ownership of the 
project site parcels. 

P17-20  As discussed in Section 1.0, the DEIS addresses the environmental effects of the BIA, 
acting as lead agency, taking 228.04� acres of land into federal trust for the Tribe and 
the National Indian Gaming Commission (NIGC), acting as cooperating agency, 
approving a management contract for conducting gaming on the trust land.  The 
foreseeable consequence of these federal actions is the development of one of the 
alternatives described in Section 2.0 of the DEIS.  The following federal agencies were 
consulted during the development of the project description, environmental setting, and 
impact analysis: 

� U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS); 

� U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Region 9; 

� U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), Sacramento District; 

� U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS), Region 1; and 

� U.S. Indian Health Service (IHS). 

The DEIS and FEIS constitute the environmental review process for the federal actions 
described in Section 1.0 of both documents.  Documents included in the DEIS as 
appendices are provided to allow for the review of source materials utilized during the 
development of the project description, environmental setting, and impact analysis.  
Under NEPA, the BIA is not required to provide all documents pertaining to all federal 
actions involving the development and operation of one of the four commercial 
alternatives described in the DEIS.  For example, the DEIS is not required to include 
the Tribe’s trust application or restored lands opinion as appendices.  

P17-21  Unforeseen environmental consequences are addressed in the DEIS.  For example, as 
discussed in Section 5.2.6 of the DEIS, in the event of any inadvertent discovery of
archaeological resources during construction-related earth-moving activities, all such 
finds shall be subject to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act as 
amended (36 CFR § 800).  Specific provisions are then described that the Tribe would 
be required to follow.  Once the site is taken into trust, applicable federal 
environmental regulations would govern impacts associated with the operation of the 
selected project alternative.     
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P17-22 The land use classifications adjacent to the project site are commercial, agricultural, or 
open space land use.  The land immediately south and east of the project site is 
agricultural and open space.

P17-23  Refer to the response to Comment L2-41 regarding the mining operation located east 
of the project site.    

P17-24  There are no Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lands adjacent to the project site.  
Land use impacts are analyzed in Section 4.8 the DEIS.  

P17-25  As discussed in Section 3.7, 56% (366) of the Tribe is employed and 44% (196) of the 
Tribe is unemployed.   

P17-26  The most current (2005) employment statistics available for the Tribe are presented in 
Section 3.7.   

P17-27  The employment data presented in Section 3.7 was obtained directly from the Tribal 
members.  No Tribe-specific employment data is readily available from the U.S. 
Department of Labor. 

P17-28 through P17-31 
 Information available on the Tribe is provided in Section 3.7 of the DEIS.   

P17-32 through P17-36 
 The information requested is relevant to the Fee-to-Trust application, which is a 

separate process.  These comments are outside of the scope of NEPA.  No response 
required.    

   
P17-37  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 regarding the Tribe’s commitment to 

maximize the use of recycled water.  Section 2.0 and Section 4.0 of the FEIS have 
been updated to reflect this commitment.  As discussed in Section 2.0 of the FEIS, a 
recycled water tank would be required to provide the ability to maximize recycled 
water use.   

P17-38   Refer to Response to Comment F1-02 regarding the Tribes preferred action to 
implement water supply Option 2, which would utilize groundwater to fill the water 
storage tanks. 

P17-39  The fire station was not included in the project description as relayed in the two 
scoping sessions.  The fire station was included, at a later date, after consultation with 
the AFPD.
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P17-40  The 40-acre parcel that was reviewed but rejected as a potential project site is the same 
parcel of land referenced by the commenter.  Please refer to Appendix A of the DEIS 
for copies of the letters from Commissioner Bruce and Secretary Deer. 

P17-41 through P17-43 
  Refer to the response to Comment  L2-28 regarding the dismissal of the 40-acre site 

from consideration as the proposed project site.  The site was considered during 
development of the Fee-to Trust application.  

P17-44 The exact extent of tree and vegetation removal was not quantified for the 40-acre site.  
However, based on visual observation, the site has a higher density of tree coverage 
than the area slated for development for the project alternatives on the Plymouth site.  
This would require extensive tree removal that would be detrimental to the natural 
habitat and aesthetics of the area. 

P17-45  Development on the 40-acre site would have involved the displacement of seven 
residential structures. 

P17-46  The membership status of the residents on the 40-acre site does not require 
consideration in the selection of the project site.  Refer to the response to Comment
L2-28 regarding the environmental constraints that would have limited development of 
the Proposed Project on the 40-acre site.  

P17-47  The Buena Vista Rancheria of Me-Wuk Indians has prepared and published a Final 
Tribal Environmental Impact Report for the development of a casino facility.  The area 
of development is stated to be approximately 17 acres.  The total area that would be 
used to provide auxiliary services is approximately 60 acres in size.     

P17-48  Refer to the response to Comment L2-28 regarding the dismissal of the 40-acre site 
from consideration.  Dismissal of a site from further consideration requires only a brief 
discussion of the reasons for having been eliminated [40 CFR § 1502.14(a)], which is 
provided in FEIS Section 2.2.6.

P17-49  The southern portion of the 40-acre site is located in a designated Zone A flood zone  

P17-50  The history of flooding was not evaluated during the preliminary review of the site, but 
the location of a floodplain delineated by FEMA across the southern portion of the site 
restricts development options. 
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P17-51  Refer to the responses to Comments P17-52 through P17-68 regarding Table ES-1 of 
the DEIS with respect to groundwater use.   

P17-52  Refer to Section 4.3 of the FEIS for description of the estimated groundwater demand 
for each alternative.   

P17-53  Refer to the responses to Comments F1-9 and Comment F1-10 for a discussion of 
groundwater monitoring programs.  The monitoring plan would be developed in 
consultation with the USEPA as the jurisdiction agency once the land is taken into 
trust.  Local jurisdictions would not have the authority to regulate groundwater 
resources on the project site.  The BIA and the USEPA would work with the Tribe to 
ensure that impacts are being adequately mitigated.  If it is determined that off-site 
wells are significantly affected by the Tribe’s pumping practices, the Tribe will 
undertake one or more of the measures listed in Mitigation Measure 5.2.3 (D).

P17-54   Refer to the response to Comment P15-53 regarding the groundwater monitoring 
program.  The Tribe would be responsible for ensuring the groundwater monitoring 
plan meets USEPA requirements.  This may include the use of a third-party to develop 
the plan and perform the monitoring, although there is no requirement to do so.  Except 
for notification requirements required under the Safe Drinking Water Act, the Tribe is 
not required to make the results of the monitoring public.    

P17-55  Refer to the response to Comment F1-06 for a discussion on the need to perform more 
recent testing on the project wells. 

P17-56 and P17-57
 Refer to the response to Comment F1-09 regarding provisions of the long-term 

monitoring plan to reduce impacts to off-site well owners.  The USEPA (refer to 
Comment Letter F1) concurs that developing and implementing a long-term 
monitoring plan is an appropriate practice to determine the impacts (if any) that 
sustainable pumping would have on the aquifer. 

P17-58  Refer to the responses to Comments F1-09 regarding monitoring wells on the project 
site.

P17-59  Refer to the response to Comment F1-09 regarding provisions of the long-term 
monitoring plan. 
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P17-60  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02, which described monitoring conducted on 
the City’s wells and for a discussion of the proximity to the project wells and potential 
for impacts to off-site wells.   

P17-61  Refer to the response to Comment F1-09.  Monitoring locations would be determined 
based on the topography, geology, and hydrogeology of the site in relation to off-site 
wells.

P17-62 Section 5.2.3 of the DEIS identifies provisions to be included within the monitoring 
plan should adverse impacts to off-site wells be identified as a result of the pumping of 
groundwater on the project site to meet project demands.   

P17-63  Refer to the response to Comment L2-49 regarding the rotational pumping scheme for 
the project wells.  The pumping scheme would be developed to ensure maximization of 
recharge of the groundwater table during the rain season while meeting project 
demands. 

P17-64  Refer to Section 5.2.3 of the DEIS, which identifies provisions to be included within 
the monitoring plan should adverse impacts to off-site wells be identified as a result of 
the pumping of groundwater on the project site to meet project demands.   

P17-65  Pre-project consumptive use is the amount of groundwater the well owner uses to 
sustain their residence and/or commercial enterprise.  Pre-project consumptive uses 
have not been determined for off-site wells.  The Tribe would coordinate with the 
impacted well owner to provide enough water to continue operations consistent with 
amounts utilized prior to the Tribe’s extraction of groundwater on the project site.  In 
response to the commenter’s example of the 50 pgm well, the Tribe would not replace 
the entire 50 gpm if the owner only utilized 35 gpm to meet water their demands.  The 
Tribe would provide 35 gpm to sustain the owners existing demands. 

P17-66  In response to comments on the DEIS and in response to the water demands of the 
preferred project alternative (Alternative A), the following revision has been made to 
Mitigation Measure 5.2.3 (D) of the FEIS: 

“The Tribe may replace the water used by off-site user that is lost as 
the result of the Tribe’s pumping practice by either connection to the 
Tribe’s water supply or through the import of water via tanker truck 
or, if practical and capacity available, through the development of a 
connection to the municipal system.”
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P17-67  Water haulers must be certified by the State Department of Public Health, Food and 
Drug Branch.  There are no local, County, or State restrictions regarding the trucking of 
potable water.     

P17-68  Refer to the response to Comment L2-49 regarding the rotational pumping scheme for 
the project wells.

P17-69  Refer to the responses to Comments L2-01 through L2-03 regarding general 
statements that the DEIS is flawed.   

P17-70 through P17-75 
Comments regarding Tribal membership and the eligibility of the Tribe to have lands 
taken into trust are outside the scope of NEPA.  The information is not required within 
the FEIS. 

P17-76 The exclusion of two project parcels from the NOI to prepare an EIS for the project 
does not prejudice the participation of any party in the environmental review process or 
the ability of any party to comment upon the environmental impacts associated with the 
project alternatives and proposed mitigation measures. 

P17-77  Additional scoping will not be held for the Proposed Action.  Refer to Section 1.3 of 
the FEIS for an updated summary of the environmental review process. 

P17-78  Refer to the response to Comment P17-77 regarding additional scoping. 

P17-79 through P17-84
Comments regarding Tribal lands and information contained within the Fee-to-Trust 
application are outside the scope of NEPA.  The information is not required within the 
FEIS.   

P17-85  With respect to the purpose and need for the Proposed Project, as discussed in Section
1.2 of the DEIS, the casino development is, to date, the most viable economic 
development for the Tribe, as it is the only venture for which the Tribe has been able to 
receive financial backing.   

P17-86  As discussed in Section 1.2 of the DEIS, the Tribe seeks independence from 
government programs and to provide long-term economic stability and independence 
for its members. 
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P17-87 The information in the EIA and in Section 4.7 of the DEIS regarding the expected 
socioeconomic impacts of the project alternatives, including impacts on employment, is 
sufficient to allow for an adequate socioeconomic analysis.  More detailed information 
on Tribal members' employment or residence patterns is not required in the FEIS to 
analyze the environmental impacts associated with the potential implementation of one 
of the project alternatives. 

P17-88 through P17-94 
  Comments regarding Tribal lands and information contained within the Fee-to-Trust 

application  are outside the scope of NEPA.  The information is not required within the 
FEIS.   

P17-95  Refer to the response to Comment P17-85 regarding the economic viability of the 
Proposed Project.

P17-96  Further details regarding the socioeconomic status of the Tribe is outside the scope of 
NEPA.  The information is not required within the FEIS.   

P17-97  The Tribal Government and related activities are funded through assistance programs 
from federal agencies.  One objective of the project alternatives is to allow the Tribe to 
operate without the need of federal funding.  

P17-98  Further details regarding the socioeconomic status of the Tribe is outside the scope of 
NEPA.  The information is not required within the FEIS.   

P17-99  The economic development would provide Tribal members with a variety of skill sets 
and employment opportunities that are not readily available in the region.  For 
example, operation of Phase I of Alternative A (Section 4.7 of the DEIS) is estimated 
to generate 1,271 full-time equivalent jobs annually.  As shown in Table 4.7-1 of the 
DEIS, the largest portion of jobs (618 positions) would be attributed to gaming.  The 
remaining positions would include the food and beverage, retail, entertainment, 
administrative, marketing, maintenance, and security industries.   

 Based on the limited availability of funds through grant programs, implementation of 
an economic development project would allow the Tribe to reduce reliance on grant 
programs and increase the range of programs available to Tribal members.  This would 
include programs implemented by the Tribe to increase educational opportunities either 
through programs (such as after school programs or adult education programs) or 
through providing funds for Tribal members to participate in private educational 
programs off the Rancheria.  Funds would also be available to provide personal and 
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family-related programs for Tribal members.  While these programs are readily 
available through the private sector, the funds to increase Tribal participation in these 
programs are not currently available. 

P17-100  Refer to the response to Comment P17-99 regarding increased opportunities for 
employment through development of the project alternatives.  Based on the availability 
of labor in the region and the proximity of available labor to the project site, it is 
estimated that 60% or 763 of the employment positions would be filled by residents of 
the County, including Tribal members.   

P17-101  Tribal members would be given the opportunity to interview for employment positions 
for the selected project alternative.  However, like any other economic development, 
the exact number of Tribal members that would fill open employment positions is 
dependent upon the skills of such members.     

P17-102  The socioeconomic status of the Tribe is discussed in Section 3.7.1 of the DEIS.  Refer 
to the response to Comment P16-06 regarding the economic survey of Tribal 
members.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-136 regarding the results of the 
survey. 

P17-103  As stated in Section 1.0 of the DEIS, the Tribe is landless and therefore there are no 
existing Tribal housing developments.  The housing situation for the Tribe would be 
improved because members would have the wherewithal to obtain adequate housing or 
improve their current housing situation.  There are no plans to build tribal housing at 
this time, as the Tribe does not currently have the economic means.   

P17-104  Further detail regarding the residence of Tribal members, including distance from the 
project site, is not necessary for an analysis of socioeconomic impacts associated with 
the project alternatives.

P17-105  Refer to the response to Comment P17-99 regarding the types of social services that 
would be met through development of one of the project alternatives. 

P17-106  The available capital for investment after the immediate needs of the Tribe are met 
cannot be determined at this time.  The amount of revenue generated by a casino 
development is dependent upon patron visitation rates minus operating costs, including 
costs paid to developers and to the management company.   

P17-107  There are no planned developments other than those described in Section 2.0 of the 
DEIS.
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P17-108  Refer to the response to Comment P17-106 regarding the available capital for 
investment after the immediate needs of the Tribe have been met. 

P17-109  As discussed in Section 1.0 of the DEIS, the 228.04� acres of land would serve as the 
Tribe’s initial Reservation and be located within the Tribe’s ancestral territory.  Having 
resided on native land prior to European contact, the Tribe was forced from its lands 
during the California mission era and after the discovery of gold at nearby Coloma in 
1849.  The Tribe has since struggled to maintain its culture without the benefit of a 
reservation or any type of land base.  This initial Reservation and land base would 
enable the Tribe to exercise a range of sovereign powers and self-determination and 
enable the Tribe and its members to achieve self-sufficiency. 

P17-110  Further detail regarding income received by Tribe members via public assistance 
programs is not necessary for an analysis of socioeconomic impacts associated with the 
project alternatives.

P17-111  The public assistance funds provided to Tribes are a trust responsibility of the United 
States to ensure trust lands are properly managed.  Tribes apply for funding, similar to 
a non-profit group applying for federal funds. 

P17-112  The statement does not present a conflict of interest, as development of the EIS and the 
decision to approve or reject the Proposed Project is the responsibility of the BIA, 
which is the NEPA lead agency.  The BIA assumed the role of lead agency because it 
has the primary federal action.  The BIA was involved in NEPA document preparation, 
and reviewed every section of the scoping report, DEIS, and the FEIS prior to release 
to the public.  The BIA reviews the document to ensure adequacy of content in relation 
to NEPA and to ensure the document meets the standards of the BIA NEPA Handbook 
(59 IAM 3).  The BIA conducted the scoping and DEIS hearings and reviewed all 
comments received on the document. 

P17-113 through P17-114 
  The information requested may be relevant to the Fee-to-Trust application but is not 

necessary for the evaluation of the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action.   

P17-115 Refer to the responses to Comments P17-76 and P17-77 regarding the additional 
parcels that were added during the scoping period. 

P17-116  After review of an administrative draft of the FEIS by cooperating agencies and the 
BIA Central Office, the FEIS will be filed at both the BIA Pacific Region and with the 
Central Office located in Washington D.C.  
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P17-117  Although not specified in the comment, it is assumed that the commenter is addressing 
the FEIS, as the FEIS was addressed in the previous comment (P17-116).  In 
accordance with CEQ, the NOA for the FEIS is published in the federal register, 
initiating the 30-day waiting period.  At the commencement of the waiting period, the 
FEIS is made available to interested parties (those whom commented on the Draft).  
The 30-day waiting period does not constitute an official comment period as provided 
for the DEIS.  When the ROD is complete, another public notice is released. 

P17-118 The EIS and completion of the environmental review process, with the release of the 
ROD, is a component of the Fee-to-Trust process, but is not a decision on the Fee-to-
Trust application, which is a separate process.   

P17-119 The information requested is relevant to the Fee-to-Trust application and is not 
necessary to determine impacts in the EIS associated with the implementation of the 
project alternatives.

P17-120  The ROD will be prepared by either the BIA regional office or the BIA Central Office 
located in Washington, D.C. 

P17-121  The first scoping meeting was held on November 19, 2003, as noted in the NOI 
published in the federal register on November 7, 2003.  Public hearings are not required 
for the scoping report, as the purpose of the report is to relay the scope of the DEIS as 
well as the issues that will be addressed.  The scoping report is utilized to guide the 
content of the DEIS.  The scoping report is available for review at www.ioneeis.com.  

P17-122  Alternatives A through C cannot be used for Class III gaming without the approval of a 
Compact by the Secretary of the Interior.  This requirement has been added to Table 1-
1 of the FEIS.   

P17-123  Refer to the responses to Comments L2-01 through L2-03 regarding general 
statements that the DEIS is flawed.   

P17-124 Table 2-1 provides a summary of the main components of the casino/hotel 
development, and does not include all the ancillary components of Alternative A.  The 
information contained within Section 2.0 provides adequate description for the Lead 
Agency to evaluate the anticipated impacts to the existing environment as described in 
Section 3.0 of the DEIS.  There are no requirements by NEPA, CEQ, or the BIA 
Handbook (59 IAM 3) to include specific information within tables of the DEIS, and 
Table 2-1 need not be revised. 
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P17-125  Refer to the response to Comment F1-29 and F1-30 regarding the enforcement of 
mitigation measures.  

P17-126  The Tribe may be liable as allowed through the anticipated provisions of the Tribal 
Gaming Ordinance and the requirements contained within the Tribal-State Gaming 
Compact.  

P17-127  The Tribe is the responsible party for ensuring development provisions required from 
the ROD and the Tribal-State Gaming Compact are implemented.  The Tribe, with the 
establishment of a Reservation by having the land taken into trust, would exercise 
jurisdictional powers to ensure mitigation measures and standards of development are 
implemented, with oversight from the NIGC to the extent allowable under the Indian 
Gaming Regulatory Act (IGRA) and other federal agencies as applicable.   

P17-128  The USEPA retains jurisdiction over environmental protection on Trust lands.  The 
USEPA would ensure that air quality, water quality, and safe drinking water quality 
standards are met on the project site.  The Tribe may be liable for any penalty the 
USEPA deems appropriate for non-compliance under federal statutes such as the Clean 
Air Act and the Safe Drinking Water Act.

P17-129 and P17-130 
  Refer to the response to Comment P17-127 regarding the Tribe’s responsibility to 

ensure that mitigation measures and development standards are implemented.   

P17-131  In accordance with CEQ Regulation 40 CFR 1503.4 (refer to the response to Comment
L2-01), Section 2.0 of the FEIS has been updated to state that the Tribe shall provide 
adequate emergency, fire, medical, and related relief and disaster services for patrons 
and employees of the gaming facility similar to required provisions of public facilities 
owned and operated by the federal government.  This would include adequate access 
and egress points and safety provisions such as emergency lighting. 

P17-132  The term “gaming facility” is a general term used to describe the Proposed Project.  In 
the context of the DEIS, “gaming facility” includes the hotel and other ancillary 
components. 

P17-133  Refer to the response to Comment P17-127 regarding the Tribe’s responsibility to 
ensure that mitigation measures and development standards are met. 

P17-134  Refer to the response to Comment P17-127 regarding the Tribe’s responsibility to 
ensure that mitigation measures and development standards are met.  For the automatic 
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fire detection system and emergency alarm system, the FEIS has been updated to state 
that the systems would comply with applicable codes as required by other federal 
buildings.  

P17-135  Refer to the responses to Comments P17-76 and P17-77 regarding the additional 
parcels that were added during the scoping period. 

P17-136 through P17-137 
 Comments regarding Tribe Fee-to-Trust acquisition are outside the scope of NEPA.  

The information is not required within the FEIS. 

P17-138  The NIGC, as cooperating agency, has reviewed the DEIS and will review the FEIS.
With implementation of Alternative A, B, or C, the NIGC would perform a regulatory 
function to ensure the safety of the operations and integrity of the games to the extent 
allowable under IGRA.  As part of this regulatory function, the NIGC has promulgated 
minimum control standards for the operation of a tribal gaming facility.  Under 25 CFR 
§ 573.6(a)(12), the NIGC can issue an order of temporary closure of all or part of an 
Indian gaming operation if “[a] gaming operation's facility is constructed, maintained, 
or operated in a manner that threatens the environment or the public health and safety, 
in violation of a Tribal ordinance or resolution approved by the Chairman under part 
522 or 523 of this chapter”.   

P17-139  There is currently no approved management contract to operate a gaming facility in 
place between the Tribe and a management company.  As discussed in Section 1.0 of 
the DEIS, one of the federal actions that has initiated the NEPA process is the request 
by the Tribe for the NIGC to approve the management contract.     

P17-140  As discussed in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, the management company would be required 
to comply with the terms of IGRA and NIGC’s regulatory requirements relating to the 
operation of the Tribal gaming facility.  The Tribe would maintain the ultimate 
authority and responsibility for the development, operation, and management of the 
gaming facility pursuant to IGRA, NIGC regulations, a Tribal Gaming Ordinance, and 
a Tribal/State Compact. 

P17-141  Refer to Figure 1-3 (Aerial Parcel Map) in Section 1.0 and Figure 2-7 (Alternative A 
Phase II Site Plan) within Section 2.0 of the DEIS.  Several project components would 
potentially be located on Parcel #1 (including sprayfields, leachfields, the wastewater 
treatment plant, and the wastewater disposal line) and Parcel #2 (water supply well).  
No facilities would be located on Parcel #12 of the project site. 
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P17-142  The exact number and type of small retail shops has not been determined at this time.  
For the purposes of environmental review, the total square footage has been used to 
determine potential environmental impacts. 

P17-143  Information on the type of alcohol to be served is not required for the Lead Agency to 
analyze the potential environmental impacts associated with the gaming alternatives. 

P17-144  A responsible alcoholic beverage policy would be required, as discussed in Section
5.2.9 of the DEIS.  The policy does not need to be made at this time, as a decision has 
yet to be made as to which project alternative would be implemented. 

P17-145 An encroachment permit cannot be obtained at this time, as a decision has yet to be 
made as to which project alternative will be implemented.   

P17-146  There would not be off-site parking.  The parking lot was sized to ensure no need for off-site 
parking even during peak usage.  Refer to the response to Comment F1-20 regarding the 
determination of the number of parking spaces needed to serve the project alternatives.  

P17-147  Refer to the response to Comment P10-13 regarding the building standards that would 
be adopted by the Tribe.    

P17-148 Refer to the response to Comment L4-40 regarding designing project lighting to be 
consistent with the lighting provisions of the City’s 1997 Downtown Revitalization 
Strategy.  The Tribe does not have the jurisdiction to place lighting along SR 49 and 
there is no component of any of the project alternatives that includes lighting along SR 
49. 

P17-149 As discussed in Section 5.2.10 of the FEIS, earthen berms would be constructed for 
noise attenuation for sensitive receptors identified in Section 3.10 of the FEIS. 

P17-150   Refer to the response to Comment L3-01 regarding the impacts associated with the 
implementation of water supply Option 1. 

P17-151  The personal communication with Selby Beck of the City Public Works Department 
referenced in Section 2.0 of the DEIS was via a telephone conversation with the BIA’s 
third party EIS consultant.  The reference to Selby Beck refers to the description of the 
existing infrastructure of the City’s water distribution system feeding the Shenandoah 
Inn, and not to any commitment by the City. 
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P17-152  As discussed in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, a 10-inch diameter line with a capacity of 
2,000 gpm loops around Village Drive from SR-49, providing services to existing 
facilities along the roadway. 

P17-153  Refer to the response to Comment L3-01 regarding the Plymouth Pipeline project and 
impacts associated with the implementation of water supply Option 1. 

P17-154  As addressed in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, the Tribe is in receipt of a will-serve letter 
from Aeropure, which states its ability to provide a stable supply of water for 5 to 10 
years (Appendix D of the FEIS).  Although the source of Aeropure’s water is 
unknown, Aeropure is a licensed water hauler and the demands of the project 
alternatives would be required to fall within the water rights of Aeropure.  The 8% of 
potable water demand that would be supplied via truck would account for 
approximately 10,000 gallons per day (gpd), or the equivalent of five water truck trips 
per day.  Generally, water trucks carry approximately 2,000 gallons.   

P17-155  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 regarding the total long-term well yield of 
the project wells.   The long-term well yield of 81 gpm equates to 116,640 gpd.  The 
FEIS has been updated to clarify that the long-term well yield, as identified in 
Appendix C of the DEIS, is 81 gpm, not 83 gpm as described in Appendix B of the 
DEIS.

P17-156  Refer to the response to Comment L2-49 regarding the rotational pumping scheme of 
the project wells to meet the potable water demand of the project alternatives under the 
preferred water supply Option 2. 

P17-157 Table 2-6 in the FEIS provides a comparative summary of the components of the 
project alternatives.  The table does not include the loss from the water treatment plant 
attributable to brine production.  A discussion of the water requirements, after 
accounting for such loss, is provided in Section 2.0 of the FEIS under Water Supply 
Option 2 for each project alternative.   

P17-158  As addressed in Section 2.0 of the FEIS, water trucking would only be used to 
supplement groundwater pumping for full build-out of Alternative A.  It is expected 
that trucking would begin after construction is completed and prior to the first day the 
facility would be open to the public. 

P17-159 Section 2.0 of the FEIS has been updated to identify the water demand for each project 
alternative and the source of water to meet potable and non-potable water demands.   
For Alternative A, with the maximization of recycled water use, the long-term well 
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yield of the project wells can meet 100% of the anticipated potable water demands for 
Phase I.

P17-160  The commenter is correct, the May 20, 2004 will-serve letter from Aeropure 
(Appendix D of the FEIS) is the most recent version of the letter. 

P17-161  The water demand and water supply options relating to the project alternatives and the 
use of recycled water have been revised in Section 2.0 of the FEIS to clarify the 
maximization of recycled water use and preference towards development of water 
supply Option 2.  To determine the percentage of water demand that would be met with 
recycled water use, the long-term well yield of 116,640 gpd yield was divided by the 
potable water demand (demand after the maximization of recycled water use). 

P17-162  The information regarding the existing conditions with respect to the City’s well field 
was found in the Ketron report dated May 27, 2004 (Appendix C), as referenced in 
Section 3.3 of the DEIS.  The FEIS has been updated to clarify that there are four wells 
located in two separate areas and to portray the description of the City’s municipal 
system as described in the Ketron Report and the 2006 EIR/EA for the Plymouth 
Pipeline Project.  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the 
surrounding groundwater wells.   

P17-163  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the City’s groundwater 
supply system and existing overdraft condition of the City’s groundwater basin.  The 
description of the existing environment in Section 3.3 has been updated in the FEIS to 
provide an expanded of on the City’s water system.  

P17-164  The Ketron report dated May 27, 2004 is included as Appendix F of the Pumping 
Report, which is Appendix C of the FEIS. 

P17-165  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the groundwater impacts 
from the City’s wells. 

P17-166  Refer to Appendix C of the FEIS for a discussion of the wells in the project vicinity. 
Section 3.3 of the DEIS discusses the hydrogeology in the project vicinity.  Because 
information is limited regarding the hydraulic connectivity between on-site and off-site 
wells, the Tribe has committed to development of a monitoring program, including the 
development of thresholds to determine if the Tribe may be significantly impacting off-
site wells.  Refer to Mitigation Measure 5.2.3 (D) in Section 5.0 of the FEIS.   
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P17-167  The commenter requests information regarding how many seasons of above average 
rainfall would be required to make up for the identified groundwater deficit.  The exact 
number of seasons is unknown, as the amount of rainfall received cannot be 
determined.  The information was provided as a qualitative assessment of the overdraft 
condition of the City’s well field.  It is estimated that one season of above average 
rainfall would alleviate the groundwater deficit, although the exact number of seasons 
cannot be determined at this time. 

P17-168  Refer to Appendix C of the FEIS for a discussion of the wells in the project vicinity. 
As discussed in the Ketron report (Appendix C), groundwater pumping in the region 
has resulted in a groundwater deficit of 50 acre-feet per year during years of average 
rainfall.  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 regarding the overdraft condition of 
the City’s groundwater basin and anticipated imipacts associated with the project 
alternatives.

P17-169  The watershed is discussed in Section 3.3 of the DEIS.  The delineation of the 
watersheds identifies the drainage basins for surface waters and is not related to 
groundwater.  The City’s groundwater wells are located near the northeastern border 
between the two watersheds as identified in Figure 3.3-1 of the DEIS.  Based on the 
information provided in Appendix C, the City’s wells are located in Watershed 2. 

P17-170  Refer to the response to Comment P17-170 regarding the location of the City’s wells.  

P17-171  As discussed in Section 3.3 of the DEIS, all Department of Water Resources (DWR) 
Well Completion Reports (DWR Well Logs) for water wells within a two-mile radius 
of the project site were obtained, not just within Watershed 1.  A discussion of the 
results DWR Well Logs is found in Appendix C of the FEIS.  The FEIS has been 
updated with additional information presented in Appendix C to provide an expanded 
discussion of groundwater wells and the existing setting of the project region.  Refer to 
Section 3.3.3 of the FEIS for the updated discussion on groundwater resources. 

P17-172 Appendix C of the DEIS addresses the number of wells identified within Watersheds 1 
and 2, including those identified in Burke Ranch.   

P17-173  The information from the well logs is summarized and included within Appendix C of 
the FEIS.  The well reports are actually well completion reports required when wells 
are developed and reported to the permitting agency (Amador County Health 
Department).  While the depth and construction data would not change over time, as a 
new well completion report would be required for physical changes to the well, the 
production rates and water levels may change over time.   
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P17-174  As discussed in response to Comment P17-173, the discussion of surrounding wells 
and summary information of the well completion logs provided in Appendix C of the 
DEIS provide background information regarding the existing setting.   

P17-175  The Ketron report (Appendix F of the Pumping Report, which is included as Appendix
C of the FEIS) as well as the 2006 Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Plymouth Pipeline Project both report the City’s wells A and B as having a pumping 
capacity of 250 gpm. 

P17-176  According to the watershed map provided as Figure 3.3-1 of the DEIS, project site 
well M1 is located in Watershed 2 while project wells M3 and H1 are located in 
Watershed 1. 

P17-177  The discussion on page 3.3-9 of the DEIS is addressing the project site while the other 
statements presented by the commenter address the City’s well field.  The discussion in 
Section 3.3 of the FEIS has been updated to clarify that areas experiencing 
groundwater within fractured bedrock depend upon the connectivity of the fractures.  
The groundwater fractures under the City’s well field appear to represent a moderate 
basin in the area with high groundwater flows (up to 250 gpm as previously discussed).  
Based on the results of the pumping tests, there is no evidence that the project wells are 
hydraulically connected to the City’s groundwater basin.  

P17-178  Refer to the response to Comment L2-49 for a discussion of the rotational pumping 
strategy that would be implemented. 

P17-179 and P17-180 
  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion on the long-term yields of 

the City’s wells.   Although the wells are high producing wells, the California 
Department of Public Health has limited safe yields to 25% of the long-term pump test 
results due to the unreliability of groundwater in the area (City of Plymouth, 2006).  
Therefore, the total firm yield for pumping all four wells at once is 175 gpm.   

P17-181  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion on the long-term yields of 
the City’s wells.  In 1987, a moratorium was placed on all new development within the 
City.  The City is not allowed to permit any development that would require new water 
connections established, and although the City has an approximate capacity for 50 
permitable connections, because of an existing cease and desist order related to 
wastewater disposal, the City is currently not allowed to issue permits (Howell, pers 
Comm. 2008). The City has been under the moratorium for nearly 22 years. 
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P17-182  According to Amador County court documents the City purchased the Arroyo Ditch 
from Amador County in 1987.  The transfer of ownership was conditional in that the 
City was required to maintain the adequacy of the ditch to convey water.  A copy of 
this document is not considered necessary to provide the background information 
necessary to meet the requirements of NEPA, as the information is readily available to 
the public.   

P17-183  The information was obtained from the project description in Section 3.0 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment for the Plymouth Pipeline 
project (City of Plymouth, 2006). 

P17-184 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the City’s water supply 
system and the Plymouth Pipeline project.   

P17-185  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the impact that the 
Plymouth Pipeline project would have on the City’s wells and the ability of the City to 
provide a sufficient water supply through 2025.  

P17-186  The information obtained from water sales provides an overview of an entire year, 
which includes winter lows and summer peaks in demand.  The discussion of the 205 
gpm demand and the City’s ability to meet this demand is based on instantaneous 
ability to meet demands as they occur.  The difference between the two discussions is 
the consideration of the time scale.  Based on response to comments and the confusion 
between the two differing time scales, the discussion of water sales have been removed 
from Section 3.9 of the FEIS. 

P17-187  The 459 customers served by the City’s water system, as discussed in Section 3.9 of 
the DEIS, is the number of connections for which water service is provided. 

P17-188 Refer to the response to Comment P17-181 regarding the number of permits available 
for connection to the City’s water supply system.   

P17-189  Updating the data would not alter the conclusions or approval of a project alternative.  
As discussed above, implementation of the Plymouth Pipeline project would reduce 
City pumping to well below the firm yield, even during summer peaks, thereby 
reducing extraction over existing conditions.   

 Refer to the response Comment L2-02 regarding review and update of the existing 
setting and technical analysis within the FEIS, where applicable.
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P17-190  According to the project description of the EIR prepared for the Plymouth Pipeline 
Project, one 1.5-million gallon storage tank would be developed to serve the projected 
(2025) demands of the City.  According to the comment letter received from the AWA, 
the storage tank is no longer a component of the project. 

P17-191  As discussed in response to Comment F1-02, the Plymouth Pipeline is designed to 
meet the City’s existing and projected future water demand through the year 2025.   

P17-192  The supporting documentation for the statement that 50% of the wells within 
Watershed 1 produce greater than 50 gpm is found in Appendix C of the DEIS.  Refer 
to Section 2.1 of Appendix C for a summary of the well completion logs within a two-
mile radius of the project site.

P17-193  The information regarding wastewater treatment by the City is from 2004.  However, 
this data is not utilized to identify potential impacts of the project alternatives.  As 
discussed in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, the Tribe would construct an on-site wastewater 
treatment plant.  The impact analysis in Section 4.9 of the DEIS concludes that the 
project alternatives would have no impact on the City’s wastewater treatment plant.  
Refer to the discussion of updating data not integral to the impacts of the project 
alternatives as discussed in response to Comment P17-189.

P17-194 Section 4.3 of the DEIS does not state that the addition of a 250 hotel during Phase II 
of Alternatives A and B would not result in increased groundwater extraction.  An 
explanation of the water demands of the project alternatives and potable water supply is 
provided in Section 2.0 of the FEIS.   

P17-195  The text within the FEIS has been updated to clarify that the firm well yield for the 
three wells that would be utilized to meet potable water demand for the project 
alternatives is 81 gpm and not 83 gpm. 

P17-196  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 regarding the pumping scheme of the 
groundwater wells.   

P17-197  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 regarding the overdraft conditions at the site 
and the implementation of the Plymouth Pipeline project.  

P17-198  Refer to Section 3.6.3 of the DEIS for an archaeological overview of the project area.
A more detailed description of the prehistoric context of the general area can be found 
in the confidential Appendix K of the DEIS.  Refer to response to Comment L2-124
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regarding the exclusion of sensitive materials within the public draft version of the 
DEIS.

P17-199  Refer to Section 3.6.3 of the DEIS for an ethnographic overview of the project area.  A 
more detailed description of the ethnographic context of the general area can be found 
in the confidential Appendix K of the DEIS.  Refer to response to Comment L2-124
regarding the exclusion of sensitive materials within the public draft version of the 
DEIS.

P17-200  A more detailed discussion of the history of the village of Yuleyumne is outside the 
scope of the DEIS, as it is more appropriately addressed through other administrative 
procedures and is not related to the analysis of environmental impacts associated with 
the project alternatives. 

P17-201  The complete citation for Levy (1978) can be found both in Section 8.0 of the DEIS 
and the confidential Appendix K of the DEIS that was submitted to SHPO.  SHPO 
concurred with the BIA’s findings during the Section 106 process as was previously 
discussed.  Refer to Appendix K of the FEIS regarding SHPO concurrence. 

P17-202  Refer to the response to Comment P17-200 regarding historical context outside the 
scope of the DEIS. 

P17-203  Regarding the history of the Tribe’s territory, refer to response to Comment P17-200 
regarding issues outside the scope of the EIS. 

P17-204   Regarding specific history of the Tribe’s and the United States refer to response to 
Comment P17-200 regarding issues outside the scope of the EIS. 

P17-205  Regarding the specific history of the Tribe’s ancestors refer to response to Comment
P17-200 regarding issues outside the scope of the EIS. 

P17-206  Regarding the history of the Tribe’s territory and its relationship to contemporary 
county designations refer to response to Comment P17-200 regarding issues outside 
the scope of the EIS. 

P17-207  Regarding the specific history of the Tribe’s recognition refer to response to Comment
P17-200 regarding issues outside the scope of the EIS. 

P17-208  Regarding the specific history of land issues involving the Tribe refer to response to 
Comment P17-200 regarding issues outside the scope of the EIS. 
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P17-209  Regarding a more detailed discussion of the history of the Tribe in the historical context 
section of the DEIS refer to response to Comment P17-200 regarding issues outside 
the scope of the EIS. 

P17-210  A discussion of Native American consultation can be found in Section 3.6.6 of the 
DEIS.  As noted in that section, the NAHC indicated, in a letter dated August 25, 2003, 
that there are no known sacred sites within the project area.  At the same time, the 
NAHC provided a list of twelve Native American individuals and organizations to 
contact.  Letters were sent and follow-up phone calls were made to all of these 
individuals and groups in September 2003.  A complete record of Native American 
consultation can be found in the confidential Appendix K of the DEIS. Refer to 
response to Comment L2-124, above, regarding the confidentiality of Appendix K of 
the DEIS and SHPO concurrence. 

P17-211  A discussion of the records search request and results can be found in Section 3.6.6 of
the DEIS.  A more detailed summary of site locations within and within the immediate 
vicinity of the project site can be found in the confidential Appendix K of the DEIS. 

P17-212  Both a discussion of previous survey coverage, current survey methodology, and 
findings can be found in Section 3.6.6 of the DEIS and in Appendix K of the DEIS.
Refer to response to Comment L2-124, regarding the confidentiality of Appendix K
of the DEIS and SHPO concurrence. 

P17-213  Refer to Section 3.6.6 of the DEIS for a discussion of contemporary resources 
identified during the cultural resources study. 

P17-214  Regarding Native American consultation, refer to response to Comment P17-210
regarding the consultation process. 

P17-215  The commenter introduces specific comments on the Water and Wastewater Feasibility 
Study included as Appendix B of the DEIS.  Refer to the following responses to the 
comments on the executive summary.   

P17-216  General assumptions are used regarding the development of the project alternatives 
because the environmental review process precludes the development of final facility 
designs.  Using industry standard practice, the component wastewater generation rates 
are selected from published engineering sources.  The engineers who developed 
Appendix B utilized their profession judgment to select these rates.  The facility 
program for Alternative A is included as Table 2-1 of Appendix B of the DEIS.  
Tables 2-1 through 2-4 of Appendix B provide estimated wastewater flows for the four 
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proposed site layout alternatives.  Due to the size and complexity of the information 
used to generate the condensed results presented in Tables 2-1 through 2-4, refer to 
Appendix A of the Water and Wastewater Feasibility Study for a breakdown of the unit 
rates for the wastewater generation calculation.   

P17-217  Refer to the response to Comment L3-04 for a discussion on the sizing of the Proposed 
Project’s wastewater facility and the ability to accommodate the projected wastewater 
flows.  Due to the 24-hour operation schedule of a casino, wastewater generation rates 
vary from other commercial establishments.  Actual flows from other casinos were 
used to predict flows from the Proposed Project.   

 HVAC system cooling towers are a component of the project alternatives.  The final 
engineering plans for the project alternatives will not be finished until after an 
alternative is selected for development and the site has been taken into trust by the BIA.   

P17-218  Table 3-5 of Appendix B identifies the projected total water demands during operation 
of the project alternatives, including the losses associated with brine production under 
Water Supply option 2.   

P17-219 The calculation of water storage utilizes typical methodology to design a water supply 
system.  Table 3-6 of Appendix B of the DEIS provides a summary of the storage 
requirements anticipated for the project developments, which accounts for peaks by 
providing four-times the average day water demand for domestic water use.  

P17-220  As discussed in Section 2.3.2 of Appendix B of the DEIS, both the Thunder Valley 
Casino and Cache Creek Casino & Hotel have historically recycled approximately +/-  
40% of the wastewater flow for recycled water use.   

P17-221  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the preferred water supply 
option and the sources that would be utilized to meet the water demands of the project, 
as well as groundwater availability in the project vicinity.  

P17-222  As discussed in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, the biosolids and sludge produced by the 
wastewater treatment plant would be dewatered and trucked off-site for disposal at a 
licensed landfill.  The exact landfill has not been selected at this time.   

P17-223  Section 3.5.1 of Appendix B states that the East Bay Municipal Utility District accepts 
brine on a fee per weight basis.  The Tribe currently does not have an agreement with 
EBMUD for disposal of the brine.   
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P17-224  Refer to Table 3-6 of Appendix B of the DEIS for a preliminary assessment of storage 
required for fire suppression.  As previously discussed, the Tribe has committed to 
maximizing the use of recycled water throughout the project alternatives.   

P17-225 Refer to L4-204 for a discussion of membrane-bioreactor (MBR) systems, and  
Appendix C for a discussion of the effectiveness of the treatment system.  Other 
casinos utilizing MBR technology in the area include the Thunder Valley Casino, the 
Cache Creek Casino & Hotel, and the Rolling Hills Casino. All of these facilities meet 
federal standards for wastewater treatment and disposal.   

P17-226  Thunder Valley Casino is approximately 237,000 square feet and Cache Creek Casino 
Resort is approximately 414,000 square feet.   

P17-227 Cache Creek Casino Resort has a higher rate of wastewater because it is a larger 
facility.  Thunder Valley Casino’s rate of wastewater generation is less because 
Thunder Valley does not include a hotel.     

P17-228 The discrepancy in water demand is due to the inclusion of landscape irrigation in table 
6-1 of Appendix B of the DEIS, which as described in Table 2-9 is not included as part 
of the recycled water demand, because the 10,000 gpd allocated for irrigation does not 
contribute to the wastewater flow.  The FEIS has been updated to be consistent with 
Table 6-1 of the Water and Wastewater Feasibility Study. 

 HVAC system cooling towers are a component of the project alternatives.  The water 
loss from the cooling towers are included in water demands of the Casino and Hotel 
identified in figures 6-1 and 6-2 of Appendix B of the FEIS.

 The FEIS has been updated explaining that under the preferred water Option 2, 
additional water trucking would be only required to meet 8% of the potable water 
demand of Phase II of Alternative A.   

P17-229  Refer to the P17-154 regarding water trucking to meet potable water demands for full 
build-out of Alternative A.  

P17-230  Refer to the response to Appendix C of the FEIS for a discussion of the wells in the 
project vicinity.  Section 3.3 of the DEIS, discusses the hydrogeology in the project 
vicinity.  Refer to response to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the groundwater 
wells in the project vicinity and the pumping strategy for the project.  The FEIS has 
been updated with additional information presented in Appendix C to provide an 
expanded discussion of groundwater wells and the existing setting of the project region.   
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P17-231 Appendix C of the DEIS describes the project water well yields.  The methodology and 
testing methods were conducted according to accepted engineering practices.  Refer to 
the response to Comment F1-05 for information on the methodology used to determine 
long-term well yields.  It took the H1 well five seconds to produce five gallons.

P17-232  The higher rates were determined using two meters, which allowed measurements 
higher than 50 gpm. 

P17-233 Refer to the response to Comment F1-4 and Comment F1-5 for a discussion of the 
recharge of the aquifer and how the applied safety factors considered the limited 
recharge situation.  As stated, the estimations of long-term well yields were based on 
individual well performance and the appropriate factors were applied to account for the 
uncertainties inherent in natural systems, including the recharge characteristics of the 
water-bearing unit. 

 Refer to the response to Comment F1-02, for a discussion of the impact that the 
Plymouth Pipeline project would have on local groundwater supply, the water sources 
for the project, and the pumping strategies that would be implemented.  Refer to the 
response to Comment F1-05 regarding the long-term reliability of the proposed 
groundwater supply for the project alternatives.  

P17-234  refer to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the water sources for the project, the use of 
recycled water, trucked water and the pumping strategy that would be implemented to 
ensure a sustainable yield for the three project wells. Refer to Comment F1-05 for 
additional information on the methodology used to determine long-term well yields. 

P17-235 Refer to Comment F1-05 for information on the methodology used to determine long-
term well yields and refer to Comment F1-02 for a discussion of the ability of the three 
project wells to meet the water demands of the selected project alternative. 

P17-236  A follow-up hazardous materials site visit was performed with representatives from the 
BIA on October 22, 2008.  The updated site conditions do not result in new findings 
that would alter the conclusions of the DEIS.  Refer to the updated Phase I ESA 
included as Appendix O of the FEIS .   

P17-237  Refer to the response to Comment P17-76 regarding the exclusion of Parcels 2 and 12 
from the scoping period.  

P17-238  There are several buildings located off Highway 49, along the western border of the 
project site on the 1962 historic aerial.  Several trees obscure what could potentially be 
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barns and outbuildings.  Additionally, there appear to be several buildings along the 
northeast corner.  Evidence of a sawmill was not observed on the site.   

P17-239   Based on historical information including a review of historical aerial photographs, 
topographic maps, and interviews with individuals that are knowledgeable of historic 
activities at the project site, a sawmill operating on the project site was not identified.   

P17-240 Refer to the response to Comment S7-06 regarding sampling of the waste rock located 
adjacent to the mine site.  

P17-241 The data contained in the EDR report is derived from local, state, and federal databases 
and is not subject to editing by the EIS authors.   

P17-242 Sites may not be mapped within the database report for various reasons including 
incomplete addresses and reporting format that does not conform to the computer-
generated reports that are the source of the data.  The data presented in the Phase I ESA 
fully complies with the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standard 
Practice E 1527-05 and Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) guidelines (620 DM Chapter 2).   

P17-243  The EIA is based upon the market study and financial projections for the proposed 
casino complex. 

P17-244  The document presented in the fee-to-trust application is a market study, while 
Appendix R of the DEIS is the EIA prepared for the NEPA process.   

P17-245  Pre-construction surveys with respect to special status species will be conducted prior 
to construction and will be performed with respect to appropriate flora and faunas 
bloom, breeding, nesting, or migration season; as specified in Section 5.2.5 of the 
FEIS.  These guidelines shall successfully document the presence or absence of a 
specific species within the project site. 

P17-246  A formal development proposal for submission to the local planning department is not 
required as the Tribal development would occur after the land is taken into trust.  The 
“formal development proposal” for the casino project is the project description of the 
project alternatives as presented in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, as modified by information 
provided in this FEIS. 

P17-247  Refer to the response to Comment L2-02 regarding the age of data associated with the 
time lapse between the NOI and the release of a DEIS.   
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P17-248  Refer to the response to Comment P9-02 regarding suggestions for an urban site for 
the Proposed Project, and the lack of evidence that urban casinos result in fewer 
environmental impacts that rural casinos.  Issues regarding the Tribe’s origins are not a 
component of the environmental review process. 

P17-249  Responses to comments have been included in the FEIS.  Refer to the response to 
Comment P17-117 regarding the continuing environmental review process. 

P17-250  Substantive comments on the content and methodology of the DEIS are responded to 
within the FEIS, which is released for public review as described in response to 
Comment P17-117.

P17-251  The information requested is relevant to the fee-to-trust application and does not 
address the DEIS. 

P18 NO CASINO IN PLYMOUTH 

P18-01  The commenter provides a summary of their organization and provides general 
comments on the compatibility of a casino with the City.  No response is required. 

P18-02 Refer to the response to Comment S1-01 regarding the length of the comment period 
and the built-in extension to provide adequate time over the required 45-day comment 
period.  The scheduling of the public hearing was consistent with the requirement 
outlined in the BIA NEPA Handbook (59 IAM 3) that public hearings should be no 
sooner than 15 days after the NOA is published.   

 Refer to the response to Comment P15-03 regarding distribution of the DEIS in CD 
and hardcopy format and regarding the structure of the public hearing.   

P18-03 Refer to the responses to Comments L2-01 through L2-03 regarding general 
statements that the DEIS is flawed.   

P18-04 Refer to the response to Comment P15-02 regarding the information within the NOA 
regarding ownership of the project parcels.   

P18-05 Refer to the response to Comment P17-39 regarding the purpose of scoping.  When 
preparing an EIS, the project description is often altered to avoid impacts identified 
early on in the process.  The number of parcels differs from those discussed in the two 
scoping meetings; however, the number of parcels has not changed since the release of 
the scoping report in March 2004. 
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P18-06 Refer to the response to Comment L2-29 regarding level of detail included within the 
project description.  Refer to Figures 5-1 through 5-5  in Section 5.0 of the FEIS for 
the updated site plans of the project alternatives.  

P18-07 Refer to the response to Comment L2-04 regarding general comments that the content 
within the DEIS is inadequate.

P18-08 Refer to Section 1.3 of the FEIS for a summary of the environmental review process 
and the compliance with these provisions throughout the development of the EIS for 
the Proposed Action and Proposed Project.   

P18-09 Refer to the response to Comment L2-29 regarding the level of detail included within 
the project description, Section 2.0, of the DEIS.  As discussed in the response to 
Comment L2-01, response to comments includes correcting factual errors within a 
FEIS.  An updated Federal Register notice is not required, as the mistaken text 
concerning the Tribe’s ownership does not impact the environmental review process. 

P18-10 Relevant documents provided to the BIA become part of the administrative record, 
including comments on the DEIS.   

P18-11  This comment is nearly identical to those previously submitted as Comments P17-1
through P17-7.  Refer to the corresponding responses. 

P18-12 Section 8.0 of the DEIS lists citations of documents referenced during preparation of 
the DEIS. Section 8.0 has been revised to include addition citations of documents 
referenced during the preparation of the FEIS. 

P18-13 through P18-27 
These comments are nearly identical to those previously submitted as Comments P17-
9 through P17-24.  Refer to the corresponding responses.  

P18-28  Refer to the response to Comment P18-12 regarding references to documents used 
during the preparation of the DEIS and FEIS. 

P18-29 through P18-43 
These comments are nearly identical to those previously submitted as Comments P17-
25 through P17-61.  Refer to the corresponding responses.

P18-44 This comment is nearly identical to those previously submitted as Comments P17-62
through P17-64.  Refer to the corresponding responses.  With regard to the 
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determination of well yields and the conservative factors used to determine the safe 
yield of the project wells, refer to the response to Comment F1-02.

P18-45 These comments are nearly identical to those previously submitted as Comments P17-
65 through P17-66.  Refer to the corresponding responses. 

P18-46 The measures identified in Section 5.2.3 of the DEIS to reduce off-site groundwater 
impacts entail reducing the Tribe’s groundwater pumping rate and/or compensating 
well owners for and replacing potential lost water supplies.  The efficacy of these 
mitigation measures is readily apparent in that reduction of use or subsidization of 
losses would directly increase water supplies available to impacted well owners.   

P18-47 through P18-57 
These comments are nearly identical to those previously submitted as Comments P17-
67 through P17-90.  Refer to the corresponding responses.

P18-58 Section 2.0 of the DEIS describes the alternatives to the Proposed Project.  Refer to the 
response to Comment L2-28 regarding the supplemental text in Section 2.2.6 of the 
FEIS addressing the dismissal of the 40-acre site as a viable option for the Proposed 
Project.

P18-59 through P18-74 
These comments are nearly identical to those previously submitted as Comments P17-
91 through P17-122.  Refer to the corresponding responses.  

P18-75 Refer to the response to Comment L2-29 regarding the adequacy of the project 
description.  Besides the no action alternative, no alternatives outside the BIA’s 
jurisdiction were considered feasible, as only the BIA can take land into trust for the 
Tribe.  Gaming can only occur on trust lands or on lands otherwise determined to be 
eligible for gaming.  Gaming is considered the most feasible economic venture for the 
Tribe to obtain economic stability. 

P18-76 Comment noted.  Detailed responses are provided below as requested.   

P18-77 and P18-78 
 These comments are nearly identical to those previously submitted as Comment P17-

124.  Refer to the corresponding responses. 

P18-79 Comment noted.  Detailed responses are provided below as requested.   
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P18-80 through P18-111 
These comments are nearly identical to those previously submitted as Comments P17-
125 through P17-161.  Refer to the corresponding responses.  

P18-112 Refer to the response to Comment P9-02 regarding suggestions for an urban site for 
the Proposed Project, and the lack of evidence that urban casinos result in fewer 
environmental impacts than rural casinos.  

P18-113 With regard to the determination of well yields and the conservative factors used to 
determine the safe yield of the project wells, refer to the response to Comment F1-02.

P18-114 through P18-127 
These comments are nearly identical to those previously submitted as Comments P17-
162 through P17-178.  Refer to the corresponding responses.  

P18-128 The commenter did not provide examples of missing information and therefore a 
specific response cannot be given.  All identified missing information has been 
included in the FEIS.  Refer to the response to Comment Refer to the response to 
Comment S1-01 through S1-03 regarding the DEIS comment period.  Refer to the 
response to Comment P15-02 regarding the information contained within the NOA. 

P18-129  Refer to the response to Comment S4-13 and Section 3.0 of the revised TIA 
(Appendix M of the FIES) regarding the development of the trip generation rate for the 
project alternatives.

P18-130  The commenter estimates 880,000 kg of CO2 from project mobile sources; however, 
the vehicle count is unsubstantiated.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-91
regarding the adequacy of climate change analysis within the DEIS and revision within 
the FEIS based on newly published emissions factors. 

P18-131  Federal conformity levels have been used to determine significance because local air 
quality regulations do not apply to Federal Actions.  Section 4.4 of the DEIS provides a 
concise description of the General Conformity requirements of the Clean Air Act, 
including the comparison of project emissions with de minimis thresholds.  Refer to the 
response to Comment L2-79 regarding regional significance under the General 
Conformity requirements. 

P18-132 CO2 is not a criteria pollutant and currently there are no applicable Federal or State 
thresholds.  Therefore, no conformity determination is required.  Refer to the response 
to Comment P18-131 regarding General Conformity requirements.   
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P18-133  Comment noted.  AB 32 is discussed in Section 3.4.1 of the FEIS.  Climate change is 
further discussed in Section 3.4.3 of the FEIS. 

P18-134  Refer to the response to Comment L2-175 regarding motor vehicle contributions to 
poor air quality and the analysis within the DEIS and FEIS.  Refer to the response to 
Comment S4-13 and Section 3.0 of the revised TIA (Appendix M of the FEIS) 
regarding the development of the trip generation rate for the project alternatives.  

P18-135  The FEIS provides updated traffic counts and uses the most current air quality 
modeling (refer to Appendix Q of the FEIS).  The DEIS did not underestimate project 
traffic (refer to Appendix M).  Regional pollution transport is considered in the air 
quality modeling.  See the response to Comment P18-131 regarding climate change.   

P18-136 Air quality issues are addressed in greater detail in the responses to Comments P18-
128 through P18-135.   

P18-137 through P18-151 
These comments are nearly identical to those previously submitted as Comments P17-
198 through P17-214.  Refer to the corresponding responses.  

P18-152  The DEIS includes technical appendices upon which the analysis is based.  Section 8.0
of the DEIS lists documents referenced in the DEIS.  Section 3.0 of the DEIS and FEIS 
establish the existing setting, which serves as the basis for the evaluation of potential 
impacts in Section 4.0.  Refer to the response to Comment P18-03 regarding CEQ 
regulations with respect to response to comments. 

P18-153 through P18-196 
 These comments are nearly identical to those previously submitted as Comments P16-

3 through P16-61.  Please refer to the corresponding responses. 

P18-197 through P18-209 
 These comments are nearly identical to those previously submitted as Comments 17-

179 through P17-193.  Please refer to the corresponding responses.   

P18-210 Refer to the response to Comment L2-168 regarding impacts to the ACSO and 
corresponding mitigation. 
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P18-211  Refer to the response to Comment L2-02 for a discussion on the requirement to update 
data within the FEIS.  Refer to Section 5.1 of the FEIS for an updated discussion of 
regarding the voided MSA and enforcement of the recommended mitigation measures. 

P18-212 through P18-215 
 These comments are nearly identical to those previously submitted as Comments P17-

194 through P17-197.  Please refer to the corresponding responses.   

P18-216 This comment repeats a portion of Comment P18-152.  Refer to the corresponding 
response.

P18-217 through P18-264 
These comments are nearly identical to those previously submitted as Comments P16-
62 through P16-113.  Refer to the corresponding responses.  

P18-265 Refer to the response to Comment L3-01 for a discussion of the City’s future water 
supply and water supply Option 1.  Refer to the response to Comment F1-02 regarding 
the selection of water supply Option 2 as the preferred option to meet potable water 
demands.  The existing setting of the City’s water supply is described in Section 3.9 of 
the DEIS.

P18-266  Refer to Appendix S of the DEIS for the analysis of suitable sites for disposal of 
treated effluent via land application.  Permitting of treated effluent disposal Option 2, 
the preferred option, would occur through the USEPA, not the State.  The State does 
allow discharges of treated effluent to surface waters, with the appropriate NPDES 
discharge permit in place.  Two such discharges now occur in Amador County from the 
City of Jackson Wastewater Treatment Plant and Sierra Pacific Industries and four 
conditional discharges are currently permitted (CVRWQCB, 2008).  Refer to the 
response to Comment P18-46 regarding effectiveness of recommended mitigation 
measures.

P18-267  Refer to the responses to Comment L2-234 through L2-241 regarding the adequacy of 
the Tribal Fire Department and other incorporated fire safety provisions to reduce 
impacts to the AFPD.   

P18-268 through P18-280 
These comments are nearly identical to those previously submitted as Comments P10-
03 through P10-15.  Refer to the corresponding responses.

P18-281  The commenter provides a definition of cumulative impacts and the required NEPA 
analysis.  No response required. 
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P18-282  Refer to the response to Comment L2-79 regarding the regional significance of project 
emissions under the General Conformity regulation.  

P18-283  The analysis of the project alternatives does not rely on the SIP to reduce impacts.  As a 
federal project, the analysis is required to determine compliance with the SIP through a 
conformity determination.  Because the project alternatives would conform with the 
SIP, less-than-significant impacts would result to air quality. 

P18-284   Refer to the response to Comment L2-91 regarding the expanded Greenhouse Gas 
analysis presented in the FEIS.  Compliance with the Climate Action Team strategies 
and CARB early action measure are shown in Section 4.11 of the FEIS.  

P18-285 This comment is nearly identical to Comment P17-242.  Please refer to the 
corresponding response.   

P18-286 through P18-322 
These comments are nearly identical to those previously submitted as Comments P17-
215 through P17-235.  Refer to the corresponding responses.  

P18-323  This comment repeats a portion of Comment P18-152.  Refer to the corresponding 
response.

P18-324 through P18-363 
 These comments are nearly identical to those previously submitted as Comments P12-

2 through P12-45.  Please refer to the corresponding responses.   

P18-364 Refer to the response to Comment P12-08 regarding the use of driveway counts from 
existing local casinos to develop the trip generation rate for the gaming alternatives.  

P18-365 The commenter provides a study regarding Las Vegas casino trip generation rates.  
Refer to the response to Comment P12-03 regarding the differences between Las 
Vegas style casino trip generation rates and Tribal casino trip generation rates.    

P18-366 through P18-367 
 These comments are nearly identical to those previously submitted as Comment P17-

244.  Please refer to the corresponding response.   

P18-368  This comment is nearly identical to Comment P17-247.  Please refer to the 
corresponding response. 
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P19 NICOLAS VILLA JR., HISTORIC TRIBAL GOVERNMENT 

P19-01  The commenter provides a letter written to the BIA regarding the Fee-to-Trust 
application.  No comments regarding the DEIS nor the NEPA process are provided.  
No response is warranted. 

P19-02  The commenter provides a letter written to the Office of Indian Gaming Management 
regarding the Fee-to-Trust application.  No comments regarding the DEIS nor the 
NEPA process are provided.  No response is warranted. 

P19-03  The commenter provides a tribal history, but does not provide a comment on the DEIS.  
No response is warranted. 

P19-04  The commenter provides a document concerning Indian property rights.  The 
commenter does not provide a comment on the DEIS.  No response is warranted. 

P19-05  The commenter provides historical documents that do not pertain to the DEIS nor the 
NEPA process.  No response is warranted. 

P19-06  The commenter provides a document concerning jurisdictional boundaries.  The 
commenter does not provide a comment on the DEIS.  No response is warranted. 

P19-07  The commenter provides a document relating to territorial claims.  The commenter 
does not provide a comment on the DEIS.  No response is warranted. 

P19-08  The commenter provides information regarding the Lead Agency and restates the 
content of the DEIS executive summary.  No comment is given, subsequently no 
response is warranted. 

P19-09   The information presented by the commenter may be relevant to the Fee-to-Trust 
application, which is separate from the environmental review .  The DEIS is not 
required to address the validity of the claims of the Tribe or Tribal statistics and is 
solely intended to analyze the environmental impacts associated with the 
implementation of one of the proposed project alternatives. 

P19-10  The commenter disputes the identification of the Ione Band as a “landless tribe” by the 
Lead Agency.  No comment on the content of the DEIS or the NEPA process is given, 
subsequently no response is warranted. 



Private Entities/Organizations  

February 2009 P-71 Ione Band of Miwok Indians  
Response to Comments

P19-11  Refer to the response to Comment P19-09 regarding comments on the Fee-to-Trust 
application.

P20 CAROL FOERSTER 

P20-01  Comment acknowledged.  Water issues are addressed in Sections 3.3, 4.3, 3.9, and 4.9
of the DEIS.  

P21 ELAINE ZORBAS 

P21-01  Refer to the response to Comment L2-331 regarding the revision of the lighting 
discussion with the FEIS.  Refer to Attachment II of Appendix Y of the FEIS for the 
preliminary lighting plan for Alternative A.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
PUBLIC HEARING 

T1-01   Comment noted.   

T1-02   Section 1.0 of the DEIS accurately identifies that the Tribe is currently landless and is 
eligible to have the Department of the Interior (DOI) accept land into federal trust on 
behalf of the Tribe.  Tribal Resolution 2005-19 (passed on November 16, 2005) 
acknowledges that the approval of the fee-to-trust application would establish the Tribe’s 
initial reservation.  As such, the comment is incorrect in the assertion that the Tribe has 
an existing reservation and no further analysis is warranted.  Also, refer to response to 
Comment L2-09.   

T1-03   The language in Section 1.0 of the FEIS was revised to reflect that the Tribal Constitution 
was adopted by the General Council on August 10, 2002.   

T1-04   Pursuant to CEQ Regulations 40 C.F.R Section 1508.22, the BIA published a Notice of 
Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register on November 7, 2003, which initiated the 30-day 
public scoping period ending on December 8, 2003.  The scoping process is a public 
disclosure process that identifies the scope of topics and significant issues to be analyzed 
in the EIS (40 C.F.R. 1508.58).  The BIA held an initial public scoping meeting on the 
Draft EIS on November 19, 2003 at the Amador County Fairgrounds.  On January 20, 
2004 the BIA published a supplemental NOI in the Federal Register announcing a second 
public comment period from January 20, 2004 to February 20, 2004.  A second scoping 
hearing was held on February 4, 2004 also at the Amador County Fairgrounds.  All 
comments received during scoping were incorporated into the March 2004 Scoping 
Report and were considered in the analysis of alternatives included in the DEIS.  A 
description of the Proposed Project is provided in Section 2.0 of the DEIS. 

T1-05  As outlined in response to Comment L2-96, changes were made in Sections 3.5 and 4.5 
of the FEIS to clarify the nature of biological surveys conducted.  The language in 
Section 5.2.5 the FEIS has been revised to clarify the protocols to be utilized during pre-
construction surveys.  Pre-construction biological surveys will be conducted prior to the 
initiation of construction activities including ground disturbance or tree removal, and 
shall be performed with respect to flora and fauna blooming, breeding, nesting, or 
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migration seasons, as required by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and 
outlined in Section 5.2.5.

T1-06   Refer to  response to Comment T1-05. Section 4.5 of the DEIS identifies potential 
impacts to migratory bird and raptor species, and in Section 5.2.5 (O) of the DEIS
mitigation is provided to reduce these impacts.  The mitigation identified in the DEIS 
would reduce potential impacts to migratory bird species (including raptors) to a less than 
significant level.   

T1-07  The following agencies were consulted during the preparation of the EIS: 

� USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
� U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Region 9 
� U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Sacramento District 
� U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS), Region 1 
� U.S. Indian Health Service 
� Ione Band of Miwok Indians 
� Amador County 
� City of Plymouth 

Development of the project will not occur until the project site is taken into trust.  At that 
time, jurisdiction would be with the Tribe and federal agencies.  Contrary to the 
comment, Section 1.0 of the DEIS identifies the following State approvals that would be 
required upon approval of a Preferred Alternative: 

� Consultation with the California State Office of Historic Preservation, (i.e. State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)) under Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act.

� The Office of the Governor would approve the Tribal State Gaming Compact. 
� Caltrans approval of an Encroachment Permit to permit the construction of 

improvements along the property frontage with Highway 49. 

T1-08   Table 1-1 of the DEIS identifies federal and State permits and approvals that would be 
required upon approval of a Preferred Alternative.  Some permits and approvals cannot be 
obtained until a project is approved and final designs are completed.   

T1-09   Refer to the response to Comment T1-07 regarding Tribal sovereignty and the 
applicability of State and local policies and procedures to trust lands.  CEQ directs all 
federal agencies to include in an EIS the appropriate means to mitigate adverse 
environmental impacts (40 C.F.R 1502.16(h)).  Recommended mitigation measures are 
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included in Section 5.0 of the FEIS.  CEQ also requires that a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Enforcement Plan (MMEP) be adopted and summarized in the Record of Decision (ROD) 
(40 C.F.R. 1505.2(c)).   

T1-10   Refer to the response to Comment T1-04 for a discussion of the adequacy of the project 
description and Comment T1-08 regarding requests for additional will serve letters to be 
provided in the FEIS. 

T1-11   Cumulative environmental effects are discussed in detail in Section 4.11 of the DEIS.  
The timeframe of the cumulative effects analysis extends to 2025 and beyond.  The 
purpose of the cumulative effects analysis, as defined by the CEQ, is to ensure that 
federal decisions consider the full range of consequences.  To capture ongoing 
development projects in Amador County, the cumulative analysis provided in Section
4.11 of the DEIS addresses residential and commercial growth as identified in regional 
growth projections and local land use plans.  As discussed in Section 4.11 of the DEIS, 
Amador County identified parcels available for residential development near Martell, 
Jackson, Ione, Sutter Creek, Plymouth, Camanche Village, Pioneer, and Pine Grove 
(Amador County, 2005).  Much of this development would be infill in existing 
subdivisions and residential areas.  Nevertheless, the development of these parcels was 
accounted for in the cumulative environment for the analysis of traffic, air quality, and 
other relevant issue areas.  Refer to the response to Comment S4-03 regarding the 
cumulative environment discussed in the revised TIA. 

T1-12 Comment noted.  Socioeconomic impacts of the Proposed Project and project alternatives 
are identified in Section 4.7 of the DEIS.   

T1-13 Refer to response to Comment P12-3 and response to Comment P12-4 regarding trip 
generation rates identified in the DEIS.   

T1-14 Refer to response to Comments P12-4 and P12-5, regarding the methodology use in the 
Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) and the SANDAG methodology.   

T1-15 Refer to response to Comment P12-44.

T1-16 Refer to response to Comments P12-4 and P12-5 regarding the methodology use in the 
TIA and the SANDAG methodology.   

T1-17 Refer to Comments P12-18 and P12-23, regarding revisions made to the TIA.   
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T1-18 Growth rates are identified in Section 4.8 and Section 4.11 of the FEIS.  The comment 
references a 2.2 percent annual growth rate based on Caltrans historical data that was 
applied to turning movement counts to generate the 2006 EPAP turning movement 
volumes.  The revised TIA includes annual growth rates for Amador, Sacramento, San 
Joaquin, and El Dorado counties of 3 percent, 2.5 percent, 3.5 percent, and 1 percent, 
respectively.  These growth rates were applied to the Phase I ADT roadway volumes to 
determine Phase II and cumulative conditions.  The language in the FEIS was revised 
accordingly.   

T1-19 Refer to Comments P12-18 and P12-23 regarding revisions made to the TIA.  The DEIS 
CD was distributed as an alternative to the paper hard copy of the DEIS.  As stated in the 
Notice of Availability (NOA) of the DEIS, hardcopies were available at the Amador 
County Library, Jackson Main Library, and the City of Plymouth Clerk’s Office for 
review.  The document was also made available on the internet at www.ioneeis.com.  The 
County office would not have a CD copy to distribute, as it is the responsibility of the 
Lead Agency to distribute the document.  Refer to the responses to Comment Letter S1
regarding the DEIS comment period.   

T1-20 No response required.   

T1-21 No response required.   

T1-22 The project site parcels are currently owned by various entities under the control of the 
Tribe and/or its development partners.  Prior to trust acquisition, the Tribe will acquire 
the land in fee title.  The Tribe is aware that the Secretary will require the Tribe to furnish 
title evidence to determine any encumbrances on the land and the extent to which those 
encumbrances may or may not interfere with the Tribe’s planned use of the land.   

T1-23 No response required. 

T1-24 Refer to response to Comment T1-19.

T1-25 In keeping with BIA policy to ensure equal opportunity to speak, commenters were 
restricted to three minutes during the public hearing, but were allowed more time after all 
those who spoke were given a chance to comment.  As shown in the transcripts provided 
as Comment T1, the BIA facilitator asked if any further commenters wished to speak 
prior to closing the meeting.  Furthermore, pursuant to 40 CFR Section 1503.1, the public 
was given the opportunity to submit written comments on the DEIS for a 75-day 
comment period, which is 30-days longer than the 45-day comment period required by 
NEPA.
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T1-26 No response required.   

T1-27 No response required.   

T1-28 Refer to response to Comment T1-04.

T1-29 No response required.   

T1-30 No response required.   

T1-31 Section 3.6.4, page 3.3-6 of the DEIS provides an accurate and thorough discussion of 
the Tribe’s ancestral ties to the project area.   

T1-32 Refer to  response to Comment T1-22 regarding the ownership of the project site parcels.   

T1-33 The information requested is relevant to the Fee-to-Trust application, which is a related 
but separate process.  No response is required.  Refer to the responses to Comment 
Letter S1 regarding the DEIS 75-day comment period.   

T1-34 Comment noted.  All written comment received were responded to within the appropriate 
sections of the DEIS. 

T1-35 Refer to the responses to Comment Letter S1 regarding the length of the DEIS public 
comment period.   

T1-36 The NOAs that were mailed to interested parties in part, as determined by comments 
received during the scoping process.  The BIA is conscious of costs attributed to all 
parties involved in the development of the DEIS.  Refer to response to Comment T1-19.

T1-37 Refer to the response to Comment T1-36 and responses to Comment S1.  As noted, 
interested parties could contact the BIA to obtain a copy of the DEIS.  The DEIS was also 
made available on the Internet at www.ioneeis.com, which can be accessed 24-hours a 
day.   

T1-38 Refer to response to Comment T1-19 regarding the distribution of the DEIS.   

T1-39 Refer to the responses to Comment Letter S1 regarding the response to Congressman 
Lungren’s letter. 
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T1-40 Refer to the response to Comment T1-25 regarding the three-minute time limit utilized to 
ensure equal opportunity among those who wished to comment at the public hearing.   

T1-41 No response required.   

T1-42 Socioeconomic impacts are identified in Sections 4.7 and 4.11 and mitigation is 
recommended in Section 5.0 of the DEIS.  Comments concerning popular support for 
gaming do not have bearing on the NEPA process. 

T1-43 Refer to response to Comment T1-02 regarding the Tribe’s status as a landless tribe.   

T1-44 Refer to response to Comment L2-234.

T1-45  Refer to response to Comment L2-234 regarding the Tribe’s commitment to fire safety.   

T1-46 Refer to response to Comment L2-234 regarding the Tribe’s commitment to fire safety.   

T1-47 Refer to response to Comments T1-44 and T1-46 regarding the Tribe’s commitment to 
fire safety.

T1-48 No response required.   

T1-49 No response required.   

T1-50 No response required.   

T1-51 No response required.   

T1-52 Beneficial socioeconomic impacts of the Proposed Project are identified in Sections 4.7
and 4.11 of the DEIS.   

T1-53 Refer to response to Comment T1-01.  Project-related impacts to water resources are 
identified in Sections 4.3 and 4.11 of the FEIS.   

T1-54 As discussed in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, the Tribe will develop an on-site wastewater 
system.  Meeting the water demand of the project alternatives is discussed in Section 2.0,
while potential environmental consequences are discussed in Sections 4.3 and 4.9 of the 
FEIS.  The existing transportation network, traffic generated by the project alternatives, 
and potential impacts are addressed in Sections 3.8 and 4.8 of the FEIS.  Mitigation 
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recommended in Section 5.0 of the FEIS would reduce significant impacts to less than 
significant levels. 

T1-55 No response required.   

T1-56 No response required.   

T1-57 Refer to the responses to Comment Letter S1 regarding the BIA’s response to 
Congressman Lungren’s letter. 

T1-58 In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6(a)(2), lead agencies should utilize the 
recommendations of cooperating agencies with jurisdiction or special expertise to the 
maximum extent possible, consistent with their own responsibilities as lead agency.  All 
substantive comments submitted by cooperating agencies during preliminary review were 
considered during the preparation of the DEIS.  As appropriate, substantive comments 
were addressed though modifications to the text and analysis included within the DEIS.  
Consistent with its responsibility as lead agency, the BIA appropriately utilized the 
comments and recommendations submitted by cooperating agencies to the maximum 
extent possible.  However, not every comment received from cooperating agencies 
warranted further analysis or revisions in the DEIS.  Additionally, when subsequent 
analysis was conducted, the outcome did not always lead to the conclusions stated by 
commenters.  Regardless, every comment received during preliminary review of the 
DEIS was considered by the BIA prior to release of the DEIS.   

T1-59 As discussed in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, water demands include water for potable and 
non-potable uses.  Based on the commitment by the Tribe to maximize recycled water 
use, the FEIS has been clarified to address how each project alternative would meet 
potable and non-potable demands.  A Water and Wastewater Feasibility study was 
included as Appendix B of the DEIS which further explains the estimated water demand 
of the project alternatives.  Sections 4.9 and 4.11 of the FEIS identify impacts of the 
Proposed Project and project alternatives on water resources.  Mitigation is provided in 
Section 5.2.3 to reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels.   

T1-60  The production rate of the groundwater wells was determined through an engineering 
study which included testing of the wells (Appendix C of the FEIS).  As discussed in 
response to Comment F1-05, the pumping tests to determine long-term well yields were 
performed using established procedures and analysis by a California Registered Engineer.  
The pumping tests were performed in the test wells while groundwater was being 
extracted from the City of Plymouth’s wells.  Therefore, the response of the aquifer and 
results of the pumping tests reflect the effects of pumping from the City of Plymouth’s 
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wells, which would be reduced after completion of the Plymouth Pipeline Project.  These 
results were used to calculate the long-term yield values.   

T1-61 A site specific TIA dated July 2005 was prepared for the DEIS and was included as 
Appendix M of the DEIS.  An updated traffic study, dated October 2008, was prepared 
that includes updated traffic information and additional intersections and roadway 
segments.  This revised TIA is included as Appendix M of the FEIS.  The City’s traffic 
study has not been submitted to the BIA nor has it identified any errors in the TIA 
included in the DEIS.  As such, no further analysis is required.   

T1-62 It is unclear what the comment referred to regarding ‘Segment K’.  A complete version of 
the EIS including the TIA appendix is available upon request from the BIA as well as on 
the Internet at www.ioneeis.com.  Refer to the response to Comment L2-124 regarding 
the exclusion of sensitive information from the public version of the DEIS. 

T1-63 Comment noted.  Refer to the responses to Comment Letter S1 regarding the length of 
the DEIS public comment period.   

T1-64 Beneficial socioeconomic impacts of the Proposed Project are identified in Sections 4.7
and 4.11 of the DEIS.   

T1-65 Comment noted.   

T1-66 Comment noted.   

T1-67 Comment noted.  URBEMIS 9.2.4 was used to update the air quality emission estimates 
identified in Section 4.11 of the DEIS.  The URBEMIS 9.2.4 air quality model includes 
emission factors for CO2, and Section 4.11 of the FEIS provides CO2e emission 
estimates for the proposed project.   

T1-68 The environmental setting and environmental impacts of the Proposed Project on air 
quality are identified in Section 3.4 and Section 4.4 of the FEIS, respectively.  Mitigation 
to reduce project-related impacts to air quality is provided in Section 5.0 of the FEIS.   

T1-69 Comment noted.  Section 3.4 of the FEIS discusses impacts that the Sacramento Valley 
has on the local air quality in Amador County.  Refer to response to Comment T1-67
regarding the air quality impact analysis included in the FEIS.    

T1-70 Comment noted.  A revised TIA is provided as Appendix M of the FEIS and applicable 
language in Sections 4.4, 4.8, and 5.0 of the FEIS has been revised accordingly.  
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Mitigation measures are provided in Section 5.0 of the FEIS that would reduce or 
eliminate air quality and traffic impacts.    

T1-71 Beneficial socioeconomic impacts of the Proposed Project are identified in Sections 4.7
and 4.11 of the FEIS.   

T1-72 Mitigation is recommended in Section 5.0 of the FEIS.   

T1-73 No response required.   

T1-74   No response required.   

T1-75 No response required.   

T1-76 Section 4.7 of the FEIS identifies impacts to local schools.  Refer to response to 
Comment L2-154 regarding mitigation to be provided by the Tribe to the Amador 
County Unified School District to reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.   

T1-77 Refer to response to Comment T1-76 regarding impacts to local schools.   

T1-78 Refer to response to Comment T1-76 regarding impacts to local schools.   

T1-79 Refer to response to Comment T1-76 regarding impacts to local schools.   

T1-80 No response required.   

T1-81 No response required.   

T1-82 No response required.   

T1-83 No response required.   

T1-84   No response required.   

T1-85 Refer to response to Comment T1-25 regarding the procedures for giving oral comments 
at the DEIS public hearing.  Refer to response to Comment T1-19.

T1-86   Comment noted.  The DEIS used traffic counts completed in 2004 to develop a project 
specific trip generation rate (refer to Section 4.8 of the DEIS).  The SANDAG trip 
generation rate was used to identify traffic impacts created from the Proposed Project and 
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project alternative’s traffic interaction with traffic from the Buena Vista casino.  An 
underestimation of 5,800 vehicles per day is unsubstantiated.  An updated TIA is included 
as Appendix M of the FEIS.   

T1-87 No response required.   

T1-88 The EIS was prepared by the BIA with assistance of a third-party consultant consistent 
with CEQ regulations and the BIA’s NEPA Handbook (59IAM3).   
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ARCHITECTURAL VIEWSHEDS
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Figure 1
Architectural Rendering – Northbound SR-49
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Figure 2
Architectural Rendering – Close-Up View
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Figure 3
Architectural Rendering – Southbound SR-49



ATTACHMENT II
PROPOSED LIGHTING PLAN



SURFACE PARKING 720,000 SF 0.07 - W/SF (Average)
ROAD 244,000 SF 0.09 - W/SF (Average)
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Figure 4
Proposed Site Lighting A-II



ATTACHMENT III
UPDATED GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLANS – ALTERNATIVES A
THROUGH C
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Figure 7
Alternative C - Grading and Drainage Plan

SOURCE: Airphoto USA Aerial Photograph, 11/1/2002; American Aerial Mapping, 2003; Claybar Engineering, 2004; Thalden Boyd Emery Architects, 2008; AES, 2009
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Figure 6
Alternative B - Grading and Drainage Plan

SOURCE: Airphoto USA Aerial Photograph, 11/1/2002; American Aerial Mapping, 2003; Claybar Engineering, 2004; Thalden Boyd Emery Architects, 2008; AES, 2009
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Figure 5
Alternative A - Grading and Drainage Plan

SOURCE: Airphoto USA Aerial Photograph, 11/1/2002; American Aerial Mapping, 2003; Claybar Engineering, 2004; Thalden Boyd Emery Architects, 2008; AES, 2009
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