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August 19, 2004

Clay Gregory, Regional Direclor
Bureau of Indian Affairs

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

RE:  Enterprise Ranchetia Casine Environmental Assessment Comments and Request
for Preparation of an Environmental Imapact Statement

Dear Mr, Gregory:

. Twish to take this opportunity to thank you for allowing the County of Yuba additional

time to prepare comments on the Enterprise Rancheria Casino Envivonmental
Asscssiment.  The assessment and additional comments were considered by the Board of
Supervisors at our regular mseting of Augnst 17, 2004, The Board votsd to adopt
additional comments and consolidate them with the original comments. Our comments
are caclosed. Further, the Board requested an Bavironmental Impact Statement be
prepared to address the costs and responsibilities for the numerous mitigation issues
raised in our comments,

Several members of the public spoke to the Bnvironmental Assessment during our
hearing.  Those comments are provided for your information and consideration on the
enclosed audio CD.  Should you bave any questions or desire clarification of any of the

coruments, please feel fiee to contact me or our County Administrative Offioer, My
MoClain, at your conveoniznce,

Yuba County Bdard of Supervisors

Ce:  Amold Schwarzenegger, Govemor
Gale Norton, Secretary of the Interjor

Enclosures

SUPERVISORS

Dan Legue - District 1 + Bill Simmone - Distict 2 » Mary Jane Griago - Disirlct 3 » Don Sohrader - District 4 « Hal Stocker - Digtrict §
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In general, the document should discuss the regulatory distinction betwesn
the site development of the 40-acte complex (that area that is proposed for
trust status for the Tribe) and the offesite improvements necessary for
project implementation. For oxample, the construction required to expand
the wastewater treatment plant is not located oa the 40-scre complex,
therefore not in the ares that is proposed for trust status. This is particularly
important as it relates to the itapacts described und the mitigation approach.

Page 1.5, first full parapreph, second semtence. It would be helpful to
describe the Yuba County Entertainment entity. Due to the title of thig
“doveloper/manager” it may be confusing to the public or agencies that this
is & Yuba County povernmsntal agency, Theve is o relationship with a
County of Yuba governmental organization,

Page 1-7, last paragraph, sccoud sontence, The statement that no local
approvals are nesded except a dtiveway encroachment permit needs to be

cxpanded to include al! offsite traffic mitigation within the County and
Caltrans right of way.

Page 2-13, first paragraph, second sentence. The CEQA document that staff
prepared for the Wastewater Treatment facility was challenged in court.
The court decision was that the “project” was exerapt from CEQA.

Page 2-13, second bullet item. This sentence indicates that the sprayfield
water will be applied at a rate such that it does not run off. There is 1o
veference in the bullet itetu a3 to the expested rate that can be sustained
without ranning off. Nor is there en indication as to what “runmiug off”
weans, If this is frther described in an attached study, please provide this
referance. . :

Page 2-14, second buliet item, This sentence indicates that the spray drift or
disposal will not migrate out of the plant’s property boundaries. There is no
indication in the text or aftachments as to where this boundary is,

Page 2-14, last paragraph, first and second sentemce. This section should
disouss what the trigger is for the geotechnical report and how the
recommendations will be adbered to.

Page 2-14, fist paragraph under the “Grading and Drainage” section, last
two semences. It sppears from these semtences limit the teview to the
wastewster treatraent expansion. Further, the reference to UBC should be
replaced with California Building Code (CBQ).

Page 2-15, introduction to second set of bullet items. The purpose of
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10.

11.

12.

13,

4.

15,

16,

“Page 3-9,

N s

Chapter 10,10 “Coustruction of Buildings in Areas of F.ood Hazard” is to
protect siructures and people.  As indicated n section 10.£0.020 of the
Yuba County Ordinance Code: Jutems 7t is the inteny of the Board of
Supervisors to insure that in reviewing applications for building permits, the
Bullamg Official will deternine if the site and bpe of construction are such;

Page 2-16 (Figure 2-8). This Sgure shows the proposed left tum pockets for
the driveways. Based op the design speed of 53 MPH each of the fury
pockets peedto be lengthened 395 £ ¢t Lo accommmodate d eceleration, [y

There 5 no discussion or plan on how the tury movements will be
accommodated  during Amphitheater events, The curent traffio
management plan for the Amphitheater will need to be amended o
accoumodate the Casine.

Pages 2-28 and 2-29, There are no location maps of the alternatives that are
Lot considered. While this is not § perative to evaluating the options it
would be helpfu! for the public and other revi ewing agencies,

Jast paragraph. The FIRM Biap that is referenced is the eorrect
panel number, however, the date does got match the printed FIM mey that
the County references. The printed map that we have is dated May 17, 1982
and shows a portion of he site as Zone A. Pleage idetify tho basis of e
June §, 1998 date that i referenced.

Pago 3-10, first paragraph, secoud Senlence.  Our refercnces for the
Saoramento San Joaquin Drainage Inundation Basement gres does nol
carrvEpond to the FIRM Flood Zone A on the property. Please identify the

Page 3-10, Frst paragraph, last sentence. The statement that the wastewater
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17,

i8.

18,

20.

21,

22.

23.

24,

cooroachment into the Sactamento San Joaquin Drainage Inundation
Easement ares or the surface runofffimpacts to fiood zone resulting from the
site development of the 40-acre casino complex.

Page 3-10 third pavagraph. The reference to looking at potential setback
levoes should state they ars down stream of the 1997 Arboga broak.

Page 3-17, lust paragraph. Tha reference to Appendix N in the text mplics
that the biological studies ere attached to the EA. Thoy are not, The County
suggests either including the studies or referencing a location that the public
or othet agencies can review them.

Page 3-29, Forty Mile Road continues south into Sutter County, not Placer
County. Algodon Road is a two lane roadway that cwrrently beging ar
Phunas Arboga Road crosses over the UPRR and under SR-70 crosses River
Oaks Blvd and terminates at Feather River Bivd. Upon coustruction of the
Algodon Inferchange, Algodon Road will terminate ut the UPRR and not
connect to Plumas Arboga Road, SR.70 separates from SR-99 in Sufter
County not Placer County.

Page 3-30, Existing Truffic Volumes. Tho trefific counts utilized were out of
date and were taken in December (a traditionally low volume month in our
region). Please update the traffic study with new traffic counts.

Page 3-39, second to last paragraph. County suggests referencing Chapter
11.55 “CONSUMER DISCLOSURE--FARMING AND MINING
OPERATIONS” in this discussion.

Page 4-4, third paragraph. Qur references for the Sacramento San Joaquin
Drainage Inundation Fasement areg does not correspond to the FIRM Flood
Zone A on the property. Slease identify the sowrce material for (hig
conclugion.  Also, there needs to be discussion about obtaining approval
from the State Reclamation Board to change the elevation of the laad within
the innndation easement they control,

Page 4-5, top of page. The study referenced int Appendix F does not address
the Sacramanto San Joaquin Drainage Inundation Basement area. R is our
understanding that DWR regulates this easement are,

Page 4-3, top of page, lust sentence. It js not clear what parts of Section 2
are being referenced herv. This is underscored by the fact that such
“practices to avoid and/or reduce impacts™ are not found or referenced in
Chapter 5 — Mitigation Measures. & in staff suggestion that sl mitigation
measures appear in the Mitigation M easure chapter. W ithin thet ¢ hapter,
staff snggests referencing project design or o ther regulatory elementis that
have been previously discussed that essentially serve as mitigation, This is
important for implementation. Additionally, it is not always clear which
measures are required within the proposed trust area and which measures are
voluntary,

.05




Wednesday, August 25, 2004 10:34 AM 7418180 .
Rug 24 04 DS:34p Board of Supervisars-Yubs 530-74%-73
. - .
25. Page 4-5, first ful paragraph. The elements in the MOU do niof jntend to

26.

27.

28,

30.

ot TR A TE A0

mitigato flood impacts, The celoulation of the $697,120 was based upon the
public facility fee for trip geveration resulting froem the project as desoribed
in the MOU. That amount did not inoluds 2 drainage fec component,

Page 4-10, second paragraph under Swainson’s Hawk, What was (e
methodology that was used to determine that there are impacts to

impacts to Swainson’s Hawk habitat. To date, the County has conditioned
subdivision maps with the following messure: ¥ reguired by the
Communizy Deveiopment  Director prior to final map recordation,
replacement foruging b abitat Sor Swainson’s hawk shall be providedat g

Game (DFG) and the County of Yuba or as etherwise approved by the
Community Development Director. We suggest using a similar approach if
niecessary in this project,

Figure 4-4, Nearby Development Areas. Why was the Bast Linda Specific
Plan exciuded from this exhibit and related discussion?

Page 4-41, Curanigtive Iinpact Scction, County suggests that the buildout of
the planuing areas be included in the discussion. The numbers referenced
Were apparently based upon subdivigion aotivity not the potential buildout of
the plan arcas. Similar 10 the sbove comment, please explain why the East
Linda Specific Plan is-excluded from this discussion.

Page 4-44, section 4.47. The traffic analysis assumes the at-grade
intersection at Plumas Arboga Road/ SR-70 will remain open to left turns
after completion of Phase | of the Algodan Interchange. The iraffic aualysis
needs to be updated o reflect the lef turg movements being restricted wpon
completion of Phase 1 of the Interchange,

Page 4-45, Phase | Algodon Interchange will not include abandonment of
the Algodon Railroad crossing, but will include restricting left twn
movemaeals at the Plumas Arpoga’ SR-70 a-grede intersection. The
analysis for the timing of the mterchange weeds to be wmodified to start
construction in 2007 and campletion in 2009,

Page 5-2, last paragraph. This section identifies 2 provision in the MOU 1o
pay $697,120. This calculation was based upon the traffic public facility foo
ot the drainage fee. The amount was hised upon using teip estimates
prepared by staff at the time of the MOU, Additiorully, this section doeg
uot discuss the flood zone eud the Sacraments San Joaguin Drainege
Inundation Easement arez impscts or the relationship berween what is
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32.

33'

34,

38,

3s.

Ko o~

1oquired in the proposed trust area and outside the trust ares,

Page 5-4, first bullet item under Swainson's Hawk, This itexas indicates that
the subsequently listed mitigations are voluntary. It is not clear as to what
project component that the mitigations are voluntarily applicable. For

example, does the voluntary approach extend to the W astewater treatment
plant expangion? (see item #24 above)

Page 5-5, sccond bullet item, Fish sud Game's Teport contains a range of
ratios that replacement tand is consider mitigation. Refexring io the report
iteelf is not » definitive approach to mitigation in addition to the above item
regarding vohuntary compliauce. (see item #24 above)

Page 5-7, 5.7.1 Trausportation Networks, there are several items in the
propesed mitigation measures for roads that need to be corrocted, Under the
plus project condition it it stated that placing all-way stops at
McGowan/NB&SB SR-70 Ramps and Forty Mile/NB SR-65 Rumps would
provide a LOS C or better at those intersections, The proposal to place stop
signs at these intersections is in conflict with Yuba County Ordinance
9.10.370 which designates MeGowan and Forty Mile Road as “through
bighways" and doss not aliow stop signs be placed. The mitigation measure
should state the Tribe shall pay their fair share of the costs to signalize these
intersections. The existing af-grade jnterssction on SR-70 is st Plhunas
Arboga Rozd not Algodon Read. Under the cumulative conditions there are
several statements about mitigalion measures proposed in the Plumus Lake
Specific Plan, Mitigation measures on Forty Mile Road/ SR-6§ Ramps we
not mitigation measures for Plumas Lake and the Tribe should mitigate for
the cosis of these improvements without consideration from Plumas Lake.
The mitigetion measurs to signalize the ramps at the propesed Algodon
Road/ SR-70 Interchange assumes the Interchange will conncet 1o Plumas
Arboge R oad and thus provide access to the Casino. T his is not comrect.
The Plumas Lake mitigation only requires the Interchange not the
conuection to Plumas Arboga Road, The Casino mitigation must include
the fair share cost of the Interchunge a8 well as the comnection of the
Interchange to Plumas Arboga Road east of the Up Intercaptor Canal, The
last paragreph in this section describes s fos in the amount of $697,120 the
Tribe has agreed to pay pursuant to an MOU, It should be olearly stnted this
fec is in lieu of the Countywide Capital Facility Fee for Road hrapacts und is
not in Jien of the mitigation measures identified in this section. The fanding
for the mitigation measures needs to be cloarly identified.

Page 5-12, second paragraph. The $697,120 amount was colculatad on the
traffio public facility fee coraponent, It did not include other components of
the public facility fee.

The Sheriff's Department has provided additionsal input. They indicate that
the assessment contains some incorrect mundbers for the Department, There
are 67 swom personnel and 105 non-swom. The Depurtment reccives
approximatoly 200 calls per day. About 135 of those oalls, or 62%, require
the Sheriff’s Department to physically respund,




County of Yuba
915 8" Street Marysville, CA 95801

Phone: {530) 749-5430
Fax:  (830) 749-5434

TO: Board of Supervisors

FROM: Tim Snellings, Community Development Direc
Kevin Mallen, Public Works Directo%

DATE: August 13, 2004
SUBJECT: Enierprise Rancheria Environmental Assessment

RECOMMENDATION:

The Board of Supervisors review, revise (as needed) and submit the following comments to the
Burean of Indian Affairs, Pacific Region in response extended comment period (comments are
due to the BIA by August 20, 2004) for to the Environmental Assessment request for comments
on the Enterprise Rancheria project.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

Staff has prepared the comments below under the extension provided by the Bureau of Indian
Affairs as indicated in their letter dated August 6. This revised set of comments includes all of
the items in the original preliminary set with some additions. County staff has met with
representatives of the casino management and Analytical Environmental Services (AES) the
environmental consulting finm that prepared the document. AES staff considers the Jist of
preliminary comments to be constructive and are prepared to make a number of clarifications to
the document at the direction of the Bureau of Indian Affairs. At the meeting representatives of
the casino project stated they are willing to attend the August 17 Board meeting to describe
project details. They have indicated a desire to work with the County and share our concern of
having an environmental document that is accurate and informative.

The BLA is the “lead agency” for the National Bnvironmental Protection Act (NEPA) document
for this project. Because the BIA is the lead agency on the docwnent, they are responsible for
evaluating all of the comments received and directing the environmental consultant accordingly.
The environmental assessment (EA) is used by BIA to determine whether thete ate any
significant impacts that cannot be mitigated. If all of the impacts can be reduced to a level of
less than significant, then the BIA can determine that a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI) can be made. If there are impacts that cannot be reduced, then an Environmental
Impact Stateraent (EIS) would be required.

Staff considers that an environmental assessment addressing the County’s comments and other
“.omments by state and local agencies would contain sufficient mformation for consideration by
the BIA (lead agency) in their environmenta) determination. That is, their determination as to

whether a FONSI or PIS is required.
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The following is an outline of issues that staff has identified in the document that we recommend

-~ farther clarification or correction in the order that they appear in the document. Some of the
lerns relate to substantive environmental issues and other items suggest changes that would
make the document more infonnative.

1. In goneral, the document should discuss the regulatory distinction between
the gite development of the 40-acre complex (that arca that is proposed for
trust status for the Tribe) and the off-site improvements necessary for
project implementation. For example, the construction required to expand
the wastewater treatment plant is not located on the 40-acre complex,
therefore not in the area that is proposed for trust status. This is particularty
important as it relates to the impacts deseribed and the mitigation approach.

™~

Page 1-5, first full paragraph, second semtence. It would be helpful to
describe the Yuba County Entertainment entity. Due to the title of this
“developer/manager” it may be confusing to the public or agencies that this
is a Yuba County governmental agency. There is no relationship with a
County of Yuba governmental organization.

3. Page 1-7, last paragraph, sccond sentence. The statement that no local
approvals are needed except a driveway encroachment penmit needs 10 be
expanded to include all offsite traffic mitigation within the County and
Caltrans right of way.

4, Page 2-13, first paragraph, second sentence. The CEQA document that staff
prepared for the Wastewater Treatment facility was challenged in cowrt.
The court decision was that the “project” was exempt from CEQA.

A

Page 2-13, second bullet item. This sentence indicates that the sprayfield
water will be applied at a rate such that it does not run off. There is no
reference in the bullet item as to the expected rate that can be sustained
without running off. Nor is there an indication as to what “running off”
means. 1f thig is further described in an attached study, please provide this
reference.

Page 2-14, second bullet item. This sentence indicates that the spray dnft or
digposal will not migrate out of the plant’s property boundaries. There is no
indication in the text or attachments as to where this boundary is.

>

7. Page 2-14, last psragraph, first and second sentznce. This section should
discuss what the trigger is for the geotechnical report and how the
recommendations will be adhered to.

8. Page 2-14, first paragraph under the “Grading and Drainage” section, last
two sentences. 1t appsars from these sentences limit the yeview to the

wastewater ireatment expansion. Further, the reference fo UBC should be
replaced with California Building Code (CBC).

9. Page 2-15, intreduction o second. set of bullet items.  The purpose of

2




10.

11

14.

15

Chapter 10 10 “Construction of Buildings in Areas of Flood Hazard” is to
protect structures and people.  As indicated in section 10.10.020 of the
Yuba County Ordinance Code: [Intens It is the inteni of the Board of
Supervisors io insure that in reviewing applicarions for building permits, the
Building Official will deteymine if the site and fype of construction are such
that the proposed building and its occupants will be reasenably safe from
Nlood hazards, and in reviewing all subdivisior. applications, the Department
of Public Works of the County of Yuba will determine if such proposed
developments are consistent with the need to minimize flood damage. This
section is not a mechanism to reduce the impacts to the floodplain. For
example, mnothing in Chapter 10.10 requires equivalent offset for
development in the floodplain for the increase in ranoff. This bullet item
introduction  should also reference Chapter 10.30 “Flood Plain
Management” of the Yuba County Ordmance Code.

Page 2-16 (Figure 2-8). This figure shows the proposed left turn pockots for
the driveways. Based on the design speed of 55 MPH each of the tum
pockets n eed to he lengthened 3 95 feet to accommodate d eceleration. In
addifion we would recommend a minimum of 100 feet for storage (50 feet)
proposed. The driveways in their currently proposed locations are not
spread far enough apart {o allow for the required tum pocket length. We
would recommend reconfiguring the driveways to eitber provide proper
spacing and‘or only alJow left tums into one of the driveways.

There is no discussion or plan on how the tarn movements will be
accommodated during Awmphitheater events. The cuwrent traffic
management plan for the Amphitheater will need to be amended to
accommnodate the Casino.

Pages 2-28 and 2-29. There are no location maps of the alteratives that are
not considered. While this is not imperative to evaluating the options it
would be helpful for the public and other reviewing agencies.

Page 3-3 and 3-4. It would be helpful to also reference Section 2(A)4) of
Measure ‘R’ The site does not contain prime agricultural soils, and thus
provides economic benefits without reducing the amount of prime
agricultural soil in Yuba County.

Page 3-9, last paragraph. The FIRM map that is referenced is the comect
panel number, however, the date does not match the printed FIRM map that
the County references. The printed map that we have is dated May 17, 1982
and shows a porticn of the site as Zone A. Please identify the basis of the
June 8, 1998 date that is referenced.

Page 3-10, first paragraph, second sentence. Our references for the
Sacramento San Joaquin Drainage Inundation Easement area does not
correspond to the FIRM Flood Zone A on the property. Please identify the
source material for this conclusion.

Page 3-10, first paragraph, last sentence. The staternent that the wastewater




18.

9.

20.

21.

22.

23,

24,

holding ponds are sized for a 100-vear flood event does not address the
encroachment into the Sacramento San Joaguin Drainage Inundation
Easement area or the surface runoff/impacts to flood zone resulting from the
site development of the 40-acre casino complex.

Page 3-10 third paragraph. The reference to looking at potential setback
levees should state they are down stream of the 1997 Arboga break.

Page 3-17, last paragraph. The reference to Appendix N in the text implies
that the biological studies are attached to the EA. They are not. The County
suggests either including the studies or referencing a location that the public
or other agencies can review them.

Page 3-29, Forty Mile Road continues south into Sutter County, not Placer
County. Algodon Road is a two lane roadway that currently begins at
Phumas Arboga Road crosses over the UPRR and under SR-70 crosses River
QOaks Blvd and terminatcs at Feather River Blvd, Upon construction of the
Algodon Interchange, Algodon Road will ferminate at the UPRR and not
connect to Plumas Arboga Road. SR-70 separates from SR-99 n Sufter
Cotwnty not Placer County. ’

Page 3-30, Existing Traffic Volumes. The traffic counts utihzed wore out of
date and were taken in December (a raditionally low volume month in our
region). Please update the traffic study with new traffic counts.

Page 3-35, second to last paragraph. County suggests referencing Chapter
11.55 “CONSUMER DISCLOSURE--FARMING AND MINING
OPERATIONS™ in this discussion.

Page 4-4, third paragraph. Our references for the Sacramento San Joaquin
Drainage Inundation BEasement area does not correspond to the FIRM Flood
Zone A on the property. Please identify the source material for tlus
conclusion. Also, there needs to be discussion about obtaining approval
from the Stafe Reclamation Board to change the elevation of the land within
the inundation casement they control.

Page 4-5, top of page. The study referenced in Appendix ¥ does not address
the Sacramento San Joaquin Drainage Inundation Basement area. It is our
understanding that DWR regulates this easement atea.

Page 4-5, top of page, last sentence. It is not clear what parts of Section 2
are being referenced here. This is underscored by the fact that such
“practices to avoid and/or reduce impacts™ are not found or referenced in
Chapter 5 - Mitigation Measures. It 1s staff suggestion that all mitigation
measures appear in the Mitigation M easure chapler. W ithin that chapter,
staff s uggests r eferencing project design or other x egulatory elements that
nave been previougly discussed that essentially serve as mitigation. This is
important for implementation. Additionally, it is not always clear which
measures are required within the proposed trust area and which measures are
volunitary.




27.

28.

29

30.

o
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Page 4-5, first full paragraph. ‘The elements in the MOU do not intend to
mitigate flood iinpacts. The calculation of the $697,120 was based upon the
public facility fee for trip generation resulting from the project as described
in the MOU. That amount did not include a drainage fee component.

Page 4-10, second paragraph under Swainson’s Hawk, What was the
methodology that was used to detenmine that there are impacts to
Swainson’s Hawlk foraging habital? (Also, see comments under Chapter 3,
page 5-4 below.) The County is in the process of evaluating the potential of
impacts to Swainson’s Hawk babitat. To date, the County has conditioned
subdivision maps with the following measure: If required by the
Community Development Director pvior 10 final map recordation,
replacement foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk s hall be provided at a
ratio of 0.5 acres of land for each acre of wrban development authorized
under subdivision entitlements. Said land protected under this requirement
must be located within 10 miles of project site and may be protected through
Jee title acquisition or a conservation easement OR agricultural lands or
other suilable habitats acceptable to the California Department of Fish and
Game (DFG) and the County of Yuba or as otherwise approved by the
Community Development Director. We suggest using a similar approach if
necessary in thig project.

Figure 4-4, Nearby Development Areas. Why was the East Linda Specific
Plan excluded from this exhibit and related discussion?

Page 4-41, Cumulative fmpact Section. County suggests that the buildout of
the planning areas be included in the discnssion. The numbers referenced
were apparently based npon subdivision activity not the potential buildout of
the plan areas. Similar to the above comment, please cxplain why the East
Linda Specific Plan is-cxcluded from this disenssion.

Page 4-44, section 4.4.7. The traffic analysis asswmes the at-grade
intersection at Plumas Arboga Road/ SR-70 will remain open to left turns
after completion of Phase 1 of the Algodon Interchange. The traffic analysis
needs to be updated to reflect the Jeft turmn movements being restricted upon
completion of Phase 1 of the Interchange.

Page 4-45, Phase 1 Algodon Interchange will not include abandonment of
the Algodon Railroad crossing, but will include restricting left tumn
movements at the Plumas Arboga/ SR-70 at-grade intersection. The
analysis for the lming of the interchange needs to be modified to start
construction in 2007 and completion in 2009.

Page 5-2, last paragraph. This section identifies a provision in the M.QU' to
pay $697,120. This calculation was based upon the traffic public facility fee
not the drainage fee. The amount was based upon using trip gstimates
ptepared by stafl at the time of the MOU. Additionally, this section does
pot discuss the flood zone and the Sacramento San Joaquin Drainage
Inundation Easement area impacts or the relationship between what is
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34,

36.

required in the proposed frust area and outside the trust area.

Page 5-4, first bullet itemn under Swainson s Hawk. This items indicates that
the subsequently lisied mitigations are voluntary. It is mot clear as to what
project component that the mitigations are voluntarily applicable. For
example, does the ¢ oluntary approach extend to the wastewater treatment
plant expangion? (see itern #24 above)

Page 5-5, second bullet item. Fish and Game’s report contains a range of
ratios that replacement land is consider mitigation. Refermng to the report
itself is not a definitive approach to mitigation in addition to the above item
regarding voluntary compliance. (see item #24 above)

Page 5.7, 5.7.1 Transportation Networks, there are several items n the
proposed mitigation measures for roads that need to be corrected. Under the
plus project condition it is stated that placing all-way stops at
MeGowan/NB&SE SR-70 Ramps and Forty Mile/NB SR-65 Ramps would
provide a LOS C or better at these intersections. The proposal to place stop
signs at these intersections is in conflict with Yuba County Ordinance
$.10.370 which designates McGowan and Forty Mile Road as “through
highways" and does not allow stop signs be placed. The mitigation measure
should state the Tribe shall pay their fair share of the costs to signalize these
intersections. The existing st-grade intersection on SR-70 is at Plumas
Arboga Road not Algodon Road. Under the cumulative conditions there are
several statements about mitigation measures proposed in the Plumas Lake
Specific Plan. Mitigation measures on Forty Mile Road/ SR-65 Ramps are
not mitigation measures for Plumas Lake and the Tribe should mitigaie for
the costs of these improvements without consideration from Plumas Lake.
The mitigation measure to signalize the ramps at the proposed Algodon
Road/ SR-70 nterchange assumes the Interchange will connect to Plumas
Atboga Road and thus provide access to the Casino. T his is not correct.
The Plumas Lake mitigation only requires the Interchange not the
connection to Plumas Arboga Road. The Casino mitigation must include
the fair shate cost of the Interchange as well as the conmection of the
Titerchange fo Plumas Arboga Road east of the UP Interceptor Canal. The
last paragraph in this section describes a fee in the amount of $697,120 the
Tribe has agreed to pay pursuant to an MOU. It should be clearly stated this
fee i¢ in lien of the Countywide Capital Facility Fee for Road Impacte and is
not in lien of the mitigation measures identified in this section. The funding
for the mitigation measures needs to be clearly idzatified.

Page 5-12, second paragraph. The $697,120 amount was calcnlated on the
traffic public facility fee component. It did not include other components of
the public facility fee.

The Shetiff’s Department has provided additional input. They indicate that
fhe assessment contains some ncorrect numbers for the Department. There
are 67 swom personnel and 105 non-sworn. The Department recerves
approximately 200 calls per day. About 135 of those calls, or 62%, require
the Sheriff's Department to physically respond.




