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The County of Yuba

815 - 8" Streel, Ste. 109
tharyevilla, Califomia 95001

{530} 749-151)

OFFICE OF THE BOARD OF SUPEAVISORS FAX (830} 745-7363

July 28, 2004

Clay Gregory, Regional Director
Buresu of Indian Affairs

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

RE:  Enterprise Rancheria Casino Environmental Assessment Comments and
Request for Addirional Review Peniod

Dear Mr. Gregory:

* The County of Yuba Board of Supervisors and County staff has had limited time to
evaluate the above noted Environmentai Assessment. With the limited time, our staff
prepared conumerits for considevation by the Board of Supervisors at our regular meeting
of July 27, 2004. Our Board considers these comments to be preliminary and incomplete.
Nonetheless, we believe these preliminary comments are sufficient, in and of themselves,
to dequonstrate the documeit is incomplete and warrants substantive revisions prior to
another 30-day review, We respectfully request the current comment period be
extended 30 days in order to continue our evaluation of the document and preparation of
additional comments for your consideration.

Due to the substantive corrections and clarifications needed in the current document, we
further request you direct your consultant to prepare a revised draft BA and direct an
additional 30Q-day review period be set for the correoted documeni. We believe 2
determination, whether a FONSY or EIS, based upon the existing document would be
fatally flawed.

Respectfully,
Bill Simpfons, Chairman
Yuba County Board of Supervisors

Ce: Amold Schwarzenegger, Governor
GGale Norton, Secretary of the Intenior

Attachment

. SUPERVISORS

Dan Logue - District 1 « Bift immans - District 2 « Mary Jane Griage « District 3 = Don Sclvader - Gistrict 4 « Hal Stocker - District 5




ARug 04 04 04:i4p Board of Supervisors-Yuba S30~749-7353

Preliminary County Commants:

1. in general, the document should discuss the regulatory distinclion
betwesn the gite development of the 40-acre complax the area
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 I8 nof located on
the 40-acre complex, therefore it is not in the area proposed for trust
status, This is particidarly important as it relates o the impacts
described and the mitigation approach.

2, Section 1.5, first full paragraph, second sentence. it would be helpful
o describe the Yuba County Entertainment entity. Due to the title of
this “"developer/manager it may be confusing to the public or
agencles that ihis is a Yuba County governmental agency. There is
no relationship with a County of Yuba governmental organization.

3. Section 1.7, \ast paragraph, second sentence. The statement no
local approvais are naeded except a driveway encroachmient permit
necds ta be expanded to include all offsite traffic mitigation within tha
County and Caltrans right of way.

4, Section 2, page 13, first paragraph, second sentence. The CEQA
document staff prepared for the Wastewater Treatment Facility was
chalienged in coutt. The court decision was the “project” was exempt
from CEQA.

5, Section 2, page 13, second bullet lflam. This sentence indicates the
sprayfield water will be applied ai a rate such that it does not run off.
There Is no reference in the buliet item as to the expected rate that
can be sustained without running off, nor is there an indication as to
what “running off means. {f this is further described in an attached
study, please provide this refersnce,

6. Seciion 2, page 14, second bullet item. This sentence indicates the
spray drift or disposal will not migrate out of the planf's property
boundaries. There is no indication in the text or altachments as fo
the boundary iocation.

7. Section 2, page 14, last paragraph, first and second sentences. This
section should discuss what the trigger is for the geotechnical report
and how the recommendations will be adhered to.

8. Section 2, page 14, first paragraph under "Grading and Drainage”,
tast twa sentences. It appears from these sentences limit the review
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to the wastewater treatment expansion. Further, the reference to
UBC should be replaced with California Bullding Code (CBC).

Section 2, page 15, introduction fo second set of bullet items.  The
purpose of Chapter 10.13 “Construction of Buildings in Areas of
Fiood Hazard” is fo protect structures and people,  As indicated in
section 10.10.020 of the Yuba County Qrdinance Code: Infent if is
the intent of the Hoard of Supsrvisors o insure that in reviewing
appitcations for building permits, the Bullding Official will determine if
the sita and type of construction are such that the proposed building
and its occupante will be reasonably safe from flood hazards, snd in
reviewing all subdivision applications, the Department of Public
Works of the County of Yuba will determine if such proposed
developments are consistert with the need io minimize flood
damage. This section is not 3 machanism to reduce the impacts to
the floodplain, For example, nothing in Chapter 10.10 requires
aquivalent ofiset for development in the floodplain for the increase in
runoff.  This bullet item introduction shoufd also referance Ghapter
10.30 “Flood Plain Management” of the Yuba County Ordinance

~ Code.

Saction 2, page 16, (Figure 2-8), This figure shows the proposed left
tum pocksts for the driveways. Based on the design speed of 55
MPH sach of the turn pockets need to be lengthened 395 feet to
accommodate deceleration. In addition we would recommend a
minimum of 100 feet for storage (50 feet) propossd. The driveways
in their currently propesed locations ate not spraad far encugh apart
to allow for the raquired turn pocket langth. We would recommend
reconfiguring the driveways to either provide proper spacing andfor
only allow left turns into one of the driveways.

Section 2, pages 28 and 29. There are no location maps of the
altemalives thal are ponsidered.

Sectionn 3, pages 3 and 4. it would be helpful t also reference
Section 2(AN4) of Measure ‘R':  The site does not contain prime
sgricuthural scits, and thus provides economic benefits without
reducing the amount of prime agricultural soil in Yuba County.

Section 3, page 9, last paragraph. The FIRM map referenced is the
cotrect panel number, however, the date does not match the printed
FIRM map the County references. The printed map the County has
is dated May 17, 13882, and shows a porlion of the site as Zone A.
Fiease identify the basis of the June 8, 1998, date that is referenced.
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Section 3, page 10, first paragraph, second sentence. Qur
refoarences for the Sacramento San Joaquin Drainage Inundation
Easement area do not comrespond to the FIRM Flood Zone A on the
property. Please identify the source material for this conclusion,

Section 3, page 10, firsl paragraph, last sentence. The statement the
wastewater hoiding ponds are sized for a 100-year flood event does
not address the encroachment into the Sacramento San Joaquin
Drainage Inundation Easement area or the surface runoffimpacts fo
fiood zone resulling from the site development of the 40-acre casine
complex,

Section 3, page 10, thid paragraph. The reference to looking at
polential setback levees should state they are down stream of the
1997 Arboga break.

Bection 34, page 17, last paragraph. The reference to Appendix N
in the text implies that {he biological studies are attached to the EA,
They are not. The County suggests either including the studies or
referencing a location the public or other agencies can review them.

Section 3.7.1, page 29. Forty Mile Road continues south into Sutter
County, not Placer County. Algodon Road is a two lane roadway that
currently beging at Pluimas Arbogs Road, crossss over the UPRR
and under SR-7(, crosses River Oaks Blvd and ferminstes at
Feather River Boulevard. Upon construction of the Aigodon
interchange, Algodon Road will terminate at the UPRR and not
connect to Plumas Arboga Road. 5R-70 separates from SR-99 in
Sutter County not Placer County,

Section 3.7.3, page 39, first paragraph under “*County Consumer
Disciosure Ordinanca” suggests referencing Chapter 11.55
“CONSUMER DISCLOSURE--FARMING AND MINING
OPERATIONS” in this discussion.

Gection 4.1.2 page 4, third paragraph. Qur refersnces for the
Sacramento San Joaquin Drainage Inundation Easement araa do not
correspond to the FIRM Fiocod Zone A on the property. Please
identify the source material for this conclusion. There also nesds fo
be discussion about obtaining approval from the State Reclamation
Board to change the elevation of the fand within the inundation
gasement they controt,

Section 4.1.2, page §, top of page. The study referenced In
Appendix F does nol address the Sacramento San Joaguin Drainage
Inundation Easement area. it is our undarstanding that State of
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California, Department of Water Resources {DWR) regulates this
easement area,

Section 4.1.2, page 5, first paregraph, last sentence. It is not clear
what parts of Seclion 2 are being referenced hare. Thig is
underscored by the fact that such “practices to avoid andior reduce
impacts” are not found or referenced in Chapter 5 — Miligation
Measures. It is staff suggestion that all mitigation measures appear
in the Miligation Measure chapter. Within that chapter, staff suggests
referencing project design or other regulatory elements that have
been praviously discussed which essentially serve as mitigation.
This is important for implementation. Additionally, it is not always
clear which measures are requived and which measures are
voluntary within the proposed trust area.

Seetion 4.1.2, page 5, second paragraph. The elements in the
Mamorandum of Understanding (MOU) do not infend to mitigats fiood
impacis. The caiculation of the $667,120 was based upon the public
facility fee for trip generation resufiing from the project as described
in the MOU. That amount did not include a drainage fee component.

Section 4.1.4, page 10, second paragraph under "Swainson's Hawk”,
What was the methodaology used to determine there are impacls {0
Swainson's Hawk foraging habital? {(Also, see comments under
Section 5.4, page 4 below.)

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

Section 4.4, page 41, “Cumulative Impact Secfion”. County suggests
the buildout of the planning areas be ingiuded In the discussion, The
numbere referanced were apparently based upon subdivision activity,
nnt the potential buildout of the plan areas. Similar io the above
comment, please explain why the East Linda Specific Plan s
excludad from this discussion.

Saction 4.4.7, page 44. The iraffic analysis assumes the at-grade
infersection at Plumas Arboga Roadf SR-70 will remain opan o left
furns after completion of Phase 1 of the Algodon Interchange. The
traffic anatysis needs to be uptated to reflect the left tum movements
being restricted upon compietion of Phase 1 of the interchange.

Saction 4.4.7, page 45, fist bullet item. Phase 1 Algodon
Interchange wili not include abandonment of the Algodon Raliroad
crossing, but will include restricting left tumn movements at the
Piumas Arboga/ SR-70 at-grade intersection. The analysis for the
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timing of the interchange needs to be modified to start construction In
2007 and complation in 2009,

Section 5.2.3, page 2, iast paragraph. This section identifies a
provision in the MOU to pay $687,120. This calcuiation was based
upen the traffic public facllity fee not the drainage fee. Additionally,
this section dogs not discuss the flood zone and the Sacramento San
Joaquin Drainage lnundation Easement area impacts, or the
refationship between what is required in and outside of the proposed
trust area.

Sectlon 5.4, page 4, first bullet tem under “Swalnson’s Hawk”. items
indicate the subsequently fisted mitigations are voluntary. It is not
Clear as to what project component the mitigations are voluntarily
applicable. For example, does the voluntary approach extend to tha
wastewatsr ireatmaent plant expansion?

Saection 5.4, page 5, second bullet item. Califomla Department of
Fish and Game's report sontains a range of ratios that repiacement
land is considered mitigation. Referring to the report itself is not a
definifve approach o mitigation in addition to the above item
regarding voluntary compliance,

Section 5-7, 5.7.1 “Transportation Networks”. There are several
items in the proposed mitigation measures for roads that need to be
correctad. Under the plus project condition if is stated that placing
all-way stops at MeGowan/NB&SB SR-70 Ramps and Forty Mile/NB
SR-65 Ramps would provide a LOS C or better at these
intersections. The proposal {6 place stop signs at these infersections
is in contlict with Yuba County Ordinance Code Section 9.10.370
which designates McGowan and Forty Mile Road as “through
highways™ and does not allow atop signs be placed. The mitipation
maasure should stafte the Tribe shall pay their fair share of the costs
to signaiize these intersections. The existing al-grade intersection on
SR-T0 is at Plumas Arboga Road not Algodon Road, Under the
cumulative conditions there are sevaral 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 mitigate for the
costs of these improvemenis without consideration from Plumas
t.ake. The mitigation measure o signailze the ramps at the proposed
Algodon Road/ SR-70 interchange assumes the Interchange wit
connect to Pharias Arboga Road and thus provide access fo the
GCasino.  This is ot correct.  The Plumas Lake mitigation only
regquires the Inferchange not the connection to Plumas Arboga Road.
The Casino mifigation must include the fair share cost of the
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Interchange as well as the connection of the Interchange 1o Plumas
Arboga Road east of the UP interceptor Canal. The last paragraph in
this section descrihas a fee in the amount of $697,120 the Tribe has
agreed 10 pay pursuant to an MOU. | should be clearly stated this
fee is in lieu of the Countywide Capltal Facility Feé for Road impacts
and is not in lisy of the mitigation measures identified in this section.

Section 5.7.4, page 12, under “Law Enforcement’. The $697,120
amount was calculated on the traffic public tacliity fee component, R
did not include other components of the public facility fee.

The Sheriffs Department has provided additional input.  They
indicate the assessment contains some wrong numbers for the
Departmant, There are 67 sworn personnel and 105 non-sworn.
The Depariment receives approximately 200 calls per day.
Approximately 135 of those calls, or 62%, require the Sherifls
Department to physically respond.

(end of comments)
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