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APPENDIX B 
AIR EMISSIONS MODEL OUTPUT (REVISED) 



Santa Barbara County APCD Air District, Annual

Chumash Camp 4, Alt A

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Single Family Housing 143.00 Dwelling Unit 715.00 286,000.00 374

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Rural

4

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.9 37

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

2025Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

641.35 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Lot size is 5 acres.  2.61 persons per dwelling unit.  Square footage based on 2,000 square feet residential units.

Construction Phase - Construction will begin in 2023 and last for four years.

Off-road Equipment - Additional paving will be needed for Tribal Hall parking.

Trips and VMT - Trip lenth is estimated to be 15 miles. Grading trips are consistent with the noise analysis.

Grading - Conservative estimate of disturbed land based on lot size, includes infrustructure.

Vehicle Trips - Trip Rate consistent with TIA and trip percentage default consistent with the ITE Manual.

Woodstoves - Now woodfired combustion units will be installed.

Water And Wastewater - Based on 335 acre feet per year, Section 4.1.2.

Solid Waste - Per Public Service Section.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Clean paved roadways adjacent to soil haul route entrance twice a day.

Mobile Land Use Mitigation - 

Area Mitigation - 

Energy Mitigation - 

Water Mitigation - 

Waste Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 880.00 1,012.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 12,400.00 1,012.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 1,240.00 753.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 880.00 990.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 480.00 390.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 10/17/2030 12/31/2026

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 5/16/2028 12/1/2026

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 11/20/2029 1/31/2026

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 9/17/2030 12/1/2026

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 6/28/2024 6/30/2024
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tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 12/2/2026 2/15/2023

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 7/1/2024 1/15/2023

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 1/1/2027 3/15/2023

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 12/2/2026 2/15/2023

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 1,882.50 3,100.00

tblGrading MaterialImported 0.00 10,000.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 257,400.00 286,000.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 46.43 715.00

tblLandUse Population 389.00 374.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 5.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2025

tblProjectCharacteristics UrbanizationLevel Urban Rural

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 153.34 157.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 1,250.00 770.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 4.60 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 4.60 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 4.60 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 4.60 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 4.60 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 4.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 12.30 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 12.30 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 12.30 15.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2023 2.3994 11.3724 12.9088 0.0220 7.6316 0.5259 8.1575 3.4132 0.4863 3.8995 0.0000 1,876.319
0

1,876.319
0

0.5145 0.0000 1,887.122
4

2024 2.4291 9.9642 12.2802 0.0220 7.6370 0.4492 8.0862 3.4147 0.4156 3.8303 0.0000 1,878.012
7

1,878.012
7

0.5090 0.0000 1,888.702
2

2025 2.1396 7.1436 10.0780 0.0193 4.1003 0.3131 4.4134 1.4746 0.2900 1.7646 0.0000 1,638.054
1

1,638.054
1

0.4339 0.0000 1,647.166
0

2026 1.6921 3.5455 5.6660 0.0105 4.0557 0.1574 4.2131 1.4625 0.1467 1.6092 0.0000 875.6081 875.6081 0.2061 0.0000 879.9355

Total 8.6602 32.0257 40.9330 0.0738 23.4246 1.4456 24.8702 9.7650 1.3386 11.1036 0.0000 6,267.994
0

6,267.994
0

1.6634 0.0000 6,302.926
1

Unmitigated Construction

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 12.30 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 12.30 15.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 10.08 9.57

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 8.77 9.57

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 9,317,025.66 66,526,740.00

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 5,873,777.05 42,533,490.00
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2023 2.3980 11.3592 12.8945 0.0220 8.4018 0.5253 8.9271 3.6023 0.4857 4.0880 0.0000 1,874.327
9

1,874.327
9

0.5138 0.0000 1,885.118
6

2024 2.4279 9.9526 12.2667 0.0220 8.6081 0.4487 9.0568 3.6531 0.4151 4.0682 0.0000 1,876.030
8

1,876.030
8

0.5084 0.0000 1,886.707
7

2025 2.1387 7.1354 10.0670 0.0193 5.0677 0.3127 5.3805 1.7120 0.2897 2.0017 0.0000 1,636.345
2

1,636.345
2

0.4334 0.0000 1,645.446
3

2026 1.6916 3.5415 5.6599 0.0105 4.1338 0.1572 4.2910 1.4817 0.1465 1.6282 0.0000 874.7403 874.7403 0.2058 0.0000 879.0627

Total 8.6563 31.9887 40.8881 0.0737 26.2115 1.4439 27.6555 10.4491 1.3370 11.7861 0.0000 6,261.444
2

6,261.444
2

1.6615 0.0000 6,296.335
2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.05 0.12 0.11 0.11 -11.90 0.12 -11.20 -7.01 0.12 -6.15 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.12 0.00 0.10
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 1.5962 0.0122 1.0608 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7344 1.7344 1.6600e-
003

0.0000 1.7693

Energy 0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 563.4818 563.4818 0.0185 7.6900e-
003

566.2531

Mobile 1.8431 1.3007 6.5063 0.0191 1.4252 0.0209 1.4461 0.3817 0.0193 0.4010 0.0000 1,279.634
1

1,279.634
1

0.0439 0.0000 1,280.555
2

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 31.8696 0.0000 31.8696 1.8834 0.0000 71.4218

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 23.5373 148.0284 171.5657 0.0877 0.0526 189.7044

Total 3.4665 1.5454 7.6660 0.0207 1.4252 0.0456 1.4708 0.3817 0.0440 0.4257 55.4068 1,992.878
7

2,048.285
6

2.0351 0.0603 2,109.703
8

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 1.5962 0.0122 1.0608 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7344 1.7344 1.6600e-
003

0.0000 1.7693

Energy 0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 563.4818 563.4818 0.0185 7.6900e-
003

566.2531

Mobile 1.8431 1.3007 6.5063 0.0191 1.4252 0.0209 1.4461 0.3817 0.0193 0.4010 0.0000 1,279.634
1

1,279.634
1

0.0439 0.0000 1,280.555
2

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 31.8696 0.0000 31.8696 1.8834 0.0000 71.4218

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 23.5373 148.0284 171.5657 0.0873 0.0525 189.6669

Total 3.4665 1.5454 7.6660 0.0207 1.4252 0.0456 1.4708 0.3817 0.0440 0.4257 55.4068 1,992.878
7

2,048.285
6

2.0347 0.0602 2,109.666
3

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.15 0.00
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Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/1/2023 6/30/2024 5 390

2 Building Construction Building Construction 1/15/2023 12/1/2026 5 1012

3 Paving Paving 2/15/2023 12/1/2026 5 990

4 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 2/15/2023 12/31/2026 5 1012

5 Grading Grading 3/15/2023 1/31/2026 5 753

OffRoad Equipment

Residential Indoor: 579,150; Residential Outdoor: 193,050; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 3100

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 255 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 226 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 5 8.00 130 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 162 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 15.00 15.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 51.00 15.00 0.00 15.00 15.00 15.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 9 23.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 15.00 15.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 10.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 15.00 15.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 4.00 770.00 15.00 15.00 15.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.5229 0.0000 3.5229 1.9365 0.0000 1.9365 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3920 3.8915 3.7465 5.0900e-
003

0.1808 0.1808 0.1663 0.1663 0.0000 447.4362 447.4362 0.1447 0.0000 450.4751

Total 0.3920 3.8915 3.7465 5.0900e-
003

3.5229 0.1808 3.7037 1.9365 0.1663 2.1028 0.0000 447.4362 447.4362 0.1447 0.0000 450.4751

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0302 0.0107 0.0863 2.8000e-
004

0.0261 1.6000e-
004

0.0263 6.9300e-
003

1.5000e-
004

7.0800e-
003

0.0000 17.4706 17.4706 8.0000e-
004

0.0000 17.4874

Total 0.0302 0.0107 0.0863 2.8000e-
004

0.0261 1.6000e-
004

0.0263 6.9300e-
003

1.5000e-
004

7.0800e-
003

0.0000 17.4706 17.4706 8.0000e-
004

0.0000 17.4874

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.5229 0.0000 3.5229 1.9365 0.0000 1.9365 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3916 3.8868 3.7421 5.0800e-
003

0.1806 0.1806 0.1661 0.1661 0.0000 446.9039 446.9039 0.1445 0.0000 449.9392

Total 0.3916 3.8868 3.7421 5.0800e-
003

3.5229 0.1806 3.7035 1.9365 0.1661 2.1026 0.0000 446.9039 446.9039 0.1445 0.0000 449.9392

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0302 0.0107 0.0863 2.8000e-
004

0.0261 1.6000e-
004

0.0263 6.9300e-
003

1.5000e-
004

7.0800e-
003

0.0000 17.4706 17.4706 8.0000e-
004

0.0000 17.4874

Total 0.0302 0.0107 0.0863 2.8000e-
004

0.0261 1.6000e-
004

0.0263 6.9300e-
003

1.5000e-
004

7.0800e-
003

0.0000 17.4706 17.4706 8.0000e-
004

0.0000 17.4874

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.5229 0.0000 3.5229 1.9365 0.0000 1.9365 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1836 1.7904 1.7941 2.5500e-
003

0.0812 0.0812 0.0747 0.0747 0.0000 223.7394 223.7394 0.0724 0.0000 225.2590

Total 0.1836 1.7904 1.7941 2.5500e-
003

3.5229 0.0812 3.6042 1.9365 0.0747 2.0112 0.0000 223.7394 223.7394 0.0724 0.0000 225.2590

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0146 5.0300e-
003

0.0407 1.4000e-
004

0.0131 8.0000e-
005

0.0131 3.4700e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.5400e-
003

0.0000 8.6245 8.6245 3.9000e-
004

0.0000 8.6326

Total 0.0146 5.0300e-
003

0.0407 1.4000e-
004

0.0131 8.0000e-
005

0.0131 3.4700e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.5400e-
003

0.0000 8.6245 8.6245 3.9000e-
004

0.0000 8.6326

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.5229 0.0000 3.5229 1.9365 0.0000 1.9365 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1833 1.7883 1.7920 2.5400e-
003

0.0811 0.0811 0.0747 0.0747 0.0000 223.4732 223.4732 0.0723 0.0000 224.9910

Total 0.1833 1.7883 1.7920 2.5400e-
003

3.5229 0.0811 3.6041 1.9365 0.0747 2.0111 0.0000 223.4732 223.4732 0.0723 0.0000 224.9910

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0146 5.0300e-
003

0.0407 1.4000e-
004

0.0131 8.0000e-
005

0.0131 3.4700e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.5400e-
003

0.0000 8.6245 8.6245 3.9000e-
004

0.0000 8.6326

Total 0.0146 5.0300e-
003

0.0407 1.4000e-
004

0.0131 8.0000e-
005

0.0131 3.4700e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.5400e-
003

0.0000 8.6245 8.6245 3.9000e-
004

0.0000 8.6326

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1958 1.7891 2.0262 3.3500e-
003

0.0871 0.0871 0.0820 0.0820 0.0000 288.5558 288.5558 0.0685 0.0000 289.9951

Total 0.1958 1.7891 2.0262 3.3500e-
003

0.0871 0.0871 0.0820 0.0820 0.0000 288.5558 288.5558 0.0685 0.0000 289.9951

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0417 0.1261 0.2649 8.6000e-
004

0.0249 3.0100e-
003

0.0279 7.0900e-
003

2.7700e-
003

9.8500e-
003

0.0000 72.7065 72.7065 4.5000e-
004

0.0000 72.7160

Worker 0.0823 0.0291 0.2351 7.7000e-
004

0.0711 4.4000e-
004

0.0716 0.0189 4.1000e-
004

0.0193 0.0000 47.5962 47.5962 2.1800e-
003

0.0000 47.6420

Total 0.1240 0.1552 0.5000 1.6300e-
003

0.0960 3.4500e-
003

0.0994 0.0260 3.1800e-
003

0.0292 0.0000 120.3028 120.3028 2.6300e-
003

0.0000 120.3581

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1955 1.7870 2.0238 3.3500e-
003

0.0870 0.0870 0.0819 0.0819 0.0000 288.2125 288.2125 0.0685 0.0000 289.6501

Total 0.1955 1.7870 2.0238 3.3500e-
003

0.0870 0.0870 0.0819 0.0819 0.0000 288.2125 288.2125 0.0685 0.0000 289.6501

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0417 0.1261 0.2649 8.6000e-
004

0.0249 3.0100e-
003

0.0279 7.0900e-
003

2.7700e-
003

9.8500e-
003

0.0000 72.7065 72.7065 4.5000e-
004

0.0000 72.7160

Worker 0.0823 0.0291 0.2351 7.7000e-
004

0.0711 4.4000e-
004

0.0716 0.0189 4.1000e-
004

0.0193 0.0000 47.5962 47.5962 2.1800e-
003

0.0000 47.6420

Total 0.1240 0.1552 0.5000 1.6300e-
003

0.0960 3.4500e-
003

0.0994 0.0260 3.1800e-
003

0.0292 0.0000 120.3028 120.3028 2.6300e-
003

0.0000 120.3581

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1920 1.7524 2.1135 3.5200e-
003

0.0800 0.0800 0.0752 0.0752 0.0000 302.4646 302.4646 0.0714 0.0000 303.9643

Total 0.1920 1.7524 2.1135 3.5200e-
003

0.0800 0.0800 0.0752 0.0752 0.0000 302.4646 302.4646 0.0714 0.0000 303.9643

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0417 0.1306 0.2674 9.0000e-
004

0.0261 3.1700e-
003

0.0292 7.4300e-
003

2.9200e-
003

0.0104 0.0000 76.2432 76.2432 4.8000e-
004

0.0000 76.2533

Worker 0.0834 0.0287 0.2327 8.0000e-
004

0.0745 4.6000e-
004

0.0750 0.0198 4.3000e-
004

0.0202 0.0000 49.2482 49.2482 2.2000e-
003

0.0000 49.2944

Total 0.1252 0.1593 0.5000 1.7000e-
003

0.1006 3.6300e-
003

0.1042 0.0272 3.3500e-
003

0.0306 0.0000 125.4914 125.4914 2.6800e-
003

0.0000 125.5477

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1917 1.7504 2.1109 3.5100e-
003

0.0799 0.0799 0.0752 0.0752 0.0000 302.1048 302.1048 0.0713 0.0000 303.6027

Total 0.1917 1.7504 2.1109 3.5100e-
003

0.0799 0.0799 0.0752 0.0752 0.0000 302.1048 302.1048 0.0713 0.0000 303.6027

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0417 0.1306 0.2674 9.0000e-
004

0.0261 3.1700e-
003

0.0292 7.4300e-
003

2.9200e-
003

0.0104 0.0000 76.2432 76.2432 4.8000e-
004

0.0000 76.2533

Worker 0.0834 0.0287 0.2327 8.0000e-
004

0.0745 4.6000e-
004

0.0750 0.0198 4.3000e-
004

0.0202 0.0000 49.2482 49.2482 2.2000e-
003

0.0000 49.2944

Total 0.1252 0.1593 0.5000 1.7000e-
003

0.1006 3.6300e-
003

0.1042 0.0272 3.3500e-
003

0.0306 0.0000 125.4914 125.4914 2.6800e-
003

0.0000 125.5477

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2025

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1777 1.6195 2.0948 3.5000e-
003

0.0685 0.0685 0.0645 0.0645 0.0000 301.4019 301.4019 0.0707 0.0000 302.8874

Total 0.1777 1.6195 2.0948 3.5000e-
003

0.0685 0.0685 0.0645 0.0645 0.0000 301.4019 301.4019 0.0707 0.0000 302.8874

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0411 0.1288 0.2618 8.9000e-
004

0.0260 3.1800e-
003

0.0292 7.4000e-
003

2.9200e-
003

0.0103 0.0000 76.0184 76.0184 4.8000e-
004

0.0000 76.0285

Worker 0.0810 0.0272 0.2208 8.0000e-
004

0.0742 4.6000e-
004

0.0747 0.0197 4.3000e-
004

0.0202 0.0000 48.4952 48.4952 2.1200e-
003

0.0000 48.5398

Total 0.1220 0.1560 0.4826 1.6900e-
003

0.1002 3.6400e-
003

0.1039 0.0271 3.3500e-
003

0.0305 0.0000 124.5136 124.5136 2.6000e-
003

0.0000 124.5683

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2025

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1775 1.6175 2.0923 3.5000e-
003

0.0684 0.0684 0.0644 0.0644 0.0000 301.0433 301.0433 0.0707 0.0000 302.5271

Total 0.1775 1.6175 2.0923 3.5000e-
003

0.0684 0.0684 0.0644 0.0644 0.0000 301.0433 301.0433 0.0707 0.0000 302.5271

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0411 0.1288 0.2618 8.9000e-
004

0.0260 3.1800e-
003

0.0292 7.4000e-
003

2.9200e-
003

0.0103 0.0000 76.0184 76.0184 4.8000e-
004

0.0000 76.0285

Worker 0.0810 0.0272 0.2208 8.0000e-
004

0.0742 4.6000e-
004

0.0747 0.0197 4.3000e-
004

0.0202 0.0000 48.4952 48.4952 2.1200e-
003

0.0000 48.5398

Total 0.1220 0.1560 0.4826 1.6900e-
003

0.1002 3.6400e-
003

0.1039 0.0271 3.3500e-
003

0.0305 0.0000 124.5136 124.5136 2.6000e-
003

0.0000 124.5683

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2026

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1627 1.4830 1.9182 3.2100e-
003

0.0627 0.0627 0.0590 0.0590 0.0000 275.9964 275.9964 0.0648 0.0000 277.3567

Total 0.1627 1.4830 1.9182 3.2100e-
003

0.0627 0.0627 0.0590 0.0590 0.0000 275.9964 275.9964 0.0648 0.0000 277.3567

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0369 0.1162 0.2308 8.2000e-
004

0.0238 2.8900e-
003

0.0267 6.7800e-
003

2.6600e-
003

9.4500e-
003

0.0000 69.6515 69.6515 4.4000e-
004

0.0000 69.6606

Worker 0.0723 0.0237 0.1897 7.3000e-
004

0.0680 4.2000e-
004

0.0684 0.0181 3.9000e-
004

0.0185 0.0000 43.6526 43.6526 1.8500e-
003

0.0000 43.6914

Total 0.1093 0.1399 0.4205 1.5500e-
003

0.0918 3.3100e-
003

0.0951 0.0248 3.0500e-
003

0.0279 0.0000 113.3041 113.3041 2.2900e-
003

0.0000 113.3520

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2026

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1625 1.4812 1.9159 3.2000e-
003

0.0627 0.0627 0.0590 0.0590 0.0000 275.6680 275.6680 0.0647 0.0000 277.0267

Total 0.1625 1.4812 1.9159 3.2000e-
003

0.0627 0.0627 0.0590 0.0590 0.0000 275.6680 275.6680 0.0647 0.0000 277.0267

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0369 0.1162 0.2308 8.2000e-
004

0.0238 2.8900e-
003

0.0267 6.7800e-
003

2.6600e-
003

9.4500e-
003

0.0000 69.6515 69.6515 4.4000e-
004

0.0000 69.6606

Worker 0.0723 0.0237 0.1897 7.3000e-
004

0.0680 4.2000e-
004

0.0684 0.0181 3.9000e-
004

0.0185 0.0000 43.6526 43.6526 1.8500e-
003

0.0000 43.6914

Total 0.1093 0.1399 0.4205 1.5500e-
003

0.0918 3.3100e-
003

0.0951 0.0248 3.0500e-
003

0.0279 0.0000 113.3041 113.3041 2.2900e-
003

0.0000 113.3520

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1730 1.6797 2.4896 3.9200e-
003

0.0834 0.0834 0.0767 0.0767 0.0000 343.9806 343.9806 0.1113 0.0000 346.3168

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.1730 1.6797 2.4896 3.9200e-
003

0.0834 0.0834 0.0767 0.0767 0.0000 343.9806 343.9806 0.1113 0.0000 346.3168

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0338 0.0120 0.0967 3.2000e-
004

0.0293 1.8000e-
004

0.0294 7.7700e-
003

1.7000e-
004

7.9400e-
003

0.0000 19.5761 19.5761 9.0000e-
004

0.0000 19.5949

Total 0.0338 0.0120 0.0967 3.2000e-
004

0.0293 1.8000e-
004

0.0294 7.7700e-
003

1.7000e-
004

7.9400e-
003

0.0000 19.5761 19.5761 9.0000e-
004

0.0000 19.5949

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1728 1.6777 2.4867 3.9100e-
003

0.0833 0.0833 0.0766 0.0766 0.0000 343.5714 343.5714 0.1111 0.0000 345.9048

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.1728 1.6777 2.4867 3.9100e-
003

0.0833 0.0833 0.0766 0.0766 0.0000 343.5714 343.5714 0.1111 0.0000 345.9048

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0338 0.0120 0.0967 3.2000e-
004

0.0293 1.8000e-
004

0.0294 7.7700e-
003

1.7000e-
004

7.9400e-
003

0.0000 19.5761 19.5761 9.0000e-
004

0.0000 19.5949

Total 0.0338 0.0120 0.0967 3.2000e-
004

0.0293 1.8000e-
004

0.0294 7.7700e-
003

1.7000e-
004

7.9400e-
003

0.0000 19.5761 19.5761 9.0000e-
004

0.0000 19.5949

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1907 1.8033 2.8713 4.5000e-
003

0.0882 0.0882 0.0812 0.0812 0.0000 395.2716 395.2716 0.1278 0.0000 397.9562

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.1907 1.8033 2.8713 4.5000e-
003

0.0882 0.0882 0.0812 0.0812 0.0000 395.2716 395.2716 0.1278 0.0000 397.9562

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0376 0.0130 0.1049 3.6000e-
004

0.0336 2.1000e-
004

0.0338 8.9300e-
003

1.9000e-
004

9.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2100 22.2100 9.9000e-
004

0.0000 22.2308

Total 0.0376 0.0130 0.1049 3.6000e-
004

0.0336 2.1000e-
004

0.0338 8.9300e-
003

1.9000e-
004

9.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2100 22.2100 9.9000e-
004

0.0000 22.2308

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1905 1.8012 2.8679 4.5000e-
003

0.0881 0.0881 0.0811 0.0811 0.0000 394.8013 394.8013 0.1277 0.0000 397.4828

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.1905 1.8012 2.8679 4.5000e-
003

0.0881 0.0881 0.0811 0.0811 0.0000 394.8013 394.8013 0.1277 0.0000 397.4828

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0376 0.0130 0.1049 3.6000e-
004

0.0336 2.1000e-
004

0.0338 8.9300e-
003

1.9000e-
004

9.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2100 22.2100 9.9000e-
004

0.0000 22.2308

Total 0.0376 0.0130 0.1049 3.6000e-
004

0.0336 2.1000e-
004

0.0338 8.9300e-
003

1.9000e-
004

9.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2100 22.2100 9.9000e-
004

0.0000 22.2308

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2025

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1737 1.5866 2.8451 4.4800e-
003

0.0777 0.0777 0.0715 0.0715 0.0000 393.6181 393.6181 0.1273 0.0000 396.2915

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.1737 1.5866 2.8451 4.4800e-
003

0.0777 0.0777 0.0715 0.0715 0.0000 393.6181 393.6181 0.1273 0.0000 396.2915

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0365 0.0123 0.0996 3.6000e-
004

0.0335 2.1000e-
004

0.0337 8.8900e-
003

1.9000e-
004

9.0900e-
003

0.0000 21.8704 21.8704 9.6000e-
004

0.0000 21.8905

Total 0.0365 0.0123 0.0996 3.6000e-
004

0.0335 2.1000e-
004

0.0337 8.8900e-
003

1.9000e-
004

9.0900e-
003

0.0000 21.8704 21.8704 9.6000e-
004

0.0000 21.8905

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2025

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1735 1.5848 2.8418 4.4800e-
003

0.0777 0.0777 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 393.1499 393.1499 0.1272 0.0000 395.8201

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.1735 1.5848 2.8418 4.4800e-
003

0.0777 0.0777 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 393.1499 393.1499 0.1272 0.0000 395.8201

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0365 0.0123 0.0996 3.6000e-
004

0.0335 2.1000e-
004

0.0337 8.8900e-
003

1.9000e-
004

9.0900e-
003

0.0000 21.8704 21.8704 9.6000e-
004

0.0000 21.8905

Total 0.0365 0.0123 0.0996 3.6000e-
004

0.0335 2.1000e-
004

0.0337 8.8900e-
003

1.9000e-
004

9.0900e-
003

0.0000 21.8704 21.8704 9.6000e-
004

0.0000 21.8905

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2026

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1591 1.4529 2.6053 4.1000e-
003

0.0712 0.0712 0.0655 0.0655 0.0000 360.4396 360.4396 0.1166 0.0000 362.8876

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.1591 1.4529 2.6053 4.1000e-
003

0.0712 0.0712 0.0655 0.0655 0.0000 360.4396 360.4396 0.1166 0.0000 362.8876

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0326 0.0107 0.0856 3.3000e-
004

0.0307 1.9000e-
004

0.0309 8.1400e-
003

1.7000e-
004

8.3200e-
003

0.0000 19.6865 19.6865 8.3000e-
004

0.0000 19.7039

Total 0.0326 0.0107 0.0856 3.3000e-
004

0.0307 1.9000e-
004

0.0309 8.1400e-
003

1.7000e-
004

8.3200e-
003

0.0000 19.6865 19.6865 8.3000e-
004

0.0000 19.7039

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2026

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1589 1.4512 2.6022 4.1000e-
003

0.0711 0.0711 0.0654 0.0654 0.0000 360.0108 360.0108 0.1164 0.0000 362.4559

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.1589 1.4512 2.6022 4.1000e-
003

0.0711 0.0711 0.0654 0.0654 0.0000 360.0108 360.0108 0.1164 0.0000 362.4559

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0326 0.0107 0.0856 3.3000e-
004

0.0307 1.9000e-
004

0.0309 8.1400e-
003

1.7000e-
004

8.3200e-
003

0.0000 19.6865 19.6865 8.3000e-
004

0.0000 19.7039

Total 0.0326 0.0107 0.0856 3.3000e-
004

0.0307 1.9000e-
004

0.0309 8.1400e-
003

1.7000e-
004

8.3200e-
003

0.0000 19.6865 19.6865 8.3000e-
004

0.0000 19.7039

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 1.0080 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0219 0.1485 0.2065 3.4000e-
004

8.0700e-
003

8.0700e-
003

8.0700e-
003

8.0700e-
003

0.0000 29.1071 29.1071 1.7400e-
003

0.0000 29.1437

Total 1.0298 0.1485 0.2065 3.4000e-
004

8.0700e-
003

8.0700e-
003

8.0700e-
003

8.0700e-
003

0.0000 29.1071 29.1071 1.7400e-
003

0.0000 29.1437

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0147 5.2000e-
003

0.0420 1.4000e-
004

0.0127 8.0000e-
005

0.0128 3.3800e-
003

7.0000e-
005

3.4500e-
003

0.0000 8.5113 8.5113 3.9000e-
004

0.0000 8.5195

Total 0.0147 5.2000e-
003

0.0420 1.4000e-
004

0.0127 8.0000e-
005

0.0128 3.3800e-
003

7.0000e-
005

3.4500e-
003

0.0000 8.5113 8.5113 3.9000e-
004

0.0000 8.5195

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 1.0080 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0218 0.1484 0.2062 3.4000e-
004

8.0600e-
003

8.0600e-
003

8.0600e-
003

8.0600e-
003

0.0000 29.0725 29.0725 1.7400e-
003

0.0000 29.1090

Total 1.0298 0.1484 0.2062 3.4000e-
004

8.0600e-
003

8.0600e-
003

8.0600e-
003

8.0600e-
003

0.0000 29.0725 29.0725 1.7400e-
003

0.0000 29.1090

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0147 5.2000e-
003

0.0420 1.4000e-
004

0.0127 8.0000e-
005

0.0128 3.3800e-
003

7.0000e-
005

3.4500e-
003

0.0000 8.5113 8.5113 3.9000e-
004

0.0000 8.5195

Total 0.0147 5.2000e-
003

0.0420 1.4000e-
004

0.0127 8.0000e-
005

0.0128 3.3800e-
003

7.0000e-
005

3.4500e-
003

0.0000 8.5113 8.5113 3.9000e-
004

0.0000 8.5195

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 1.1583 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0237 0.1597 0.2371 3.9000e-
004

7.9800e-
003

7.9800e-
003

7.9800e-
003

7.9800e-
003

0.0000 33.4476 33.4476 1.8800e-
003

0.0000 33.4872

Total 1.1820 0.1597 0.2371 3.9000e-
004

7.9800e-
003

7.9800e-
003

7.9800e-
003

7.9800e-
003

0.0000 33.4476 33.4476 1.8800e-
003

0.0000 33.4872

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0164 5.6400e-
003

0.0456 1.6000e-
004

0.0146 9.0000e-
005

0.0147 3.8800e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.9700e-
003

0.0000 9.6565 9.6565 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 9.6656

Total 0.0164 5.6400e-
003

0.0456 1.6000e-
004

0.0146 9.0000e-
005

0.0147 3.8800e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.9700e-
003

0.0000 9.6565 9.6565 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 9.6656

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 1.1583 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0237 0.1595 0.2368 3.9000e-
004

7.9700e-
003

7.9700e-
003

7.9700e-
003

7.9700e-
003

0.0000 33.4078 33.4078 1.8800e-
003

0.0000 33.4473

Total 1.1819 0.1595 0.2368 3.9000e-
004

7.9700e-
003

7.9700e-
003

7.9700e-
003

7.9700e-
003

0.0000 33.4078 33.4078 1.8800e-
003

0.0000 33.4473

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0164 5.6400e-
003

0.0456 1.6000e-
004

0.0146 9.0000e-
005

0.0147 3.8800e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.9700e-
003

0.0000 9.6565 9.6565 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 9.6656

Total 0.0164 5.6400e-
003

0.0456 1.6000e-
004

0.0146 9.0000e-
005

0.0147 3.8800e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.9700e-
003

0.0000 9.6565 9.6565 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 9.6656

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2025

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 1.1539 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0223 0.1495 0.2361 3.9000e-
004

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

0.0000 33.3200 33.3200 1.8200e-
003

0.0000 33.3581

Total 1.1762 0.1495 0.2361 3.9000e-
004

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

0.0000 33.3200 33.3200 1.8200e-
003

0.0000 33.3581

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0159 5.3300e-
003

0.0433 1.6000e-
004

0.0146 9.0000e-
005

0.0147 3.8700e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.9500e-
003

0.0000 9.5089 9.5089 4.2000e-
004

0.0000 9.5176

Total 0.0159 5.3300e-
003

0.0433 1.6000e-
004

0.0146 9.0000e-
005

0.0147 3.8700e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.9500e-
003

0.0000 9.5089 9.5089 4.2000e-
004

0.0000 9.5176

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2025

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 1.1539 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0223 0.1493 0.2358 3.9000e-
004

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

0.0000 33.2803 33.2803 1.8200e-
003

0.0000 33.3185

Total 1.1761 0.1493 0.2358 3.9000e-
004

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

0.0000 33.2803 33.2803 1.8200e-
003

0.0000 33.3185

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0159 5.3300e-
003

0.0433 1.6000e-
004

0.0146 9.0000e-
005

0.0147 3.8700e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.9500e-
003

0.0000 9.5089 9.5089 4.2000e-
004

0.0000 9.5176

Total 0.0159 5.3300e-
003

0.0433 1.6000e-
004

0.0146 9.0000e-
005

0.0147 3.8700e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.9500e-
003

0.0000 9.5089 9.5089 4.2000e-
004

0.0000 9.5176

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2026

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 1.1539 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0223 0.1495 0.2361 3.9000e-
004

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

0.0000 33.3200 33.3200 1.8200e-
003

0.0000 33.3581

Total 1.1762 0.1495 0.2361 3.9000e-
004

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

0.0000 33.3200 33.3200 1.8200e-
003

0.0000 33.3581

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0155 5.0700e-
003

0.0406 1.6000e-
004

0.0146 9.0000e-
005

0.0147 3.8700e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.9500e-
003

0.0000 9.3472 9.3472 4.0000e-
004

0.0000 9.3555

Total 0.0155 5.0700e-
003

0.0406 1.6000e-
004

0.0146 9.0000e-
005

0.0147 3.8700e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.9500e-
003

0.0000 9.3472 9.3472 4.0000e-
004

0.0000 9.3555

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2026

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 1.1539 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0223 0.1493 0.2358 3.9000e-
004

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

0.0000 33.2803 33.2803 1.8200e-
003

0.0000 33.3185

Total 1.1761 0.1493 0.2358 3.9000e-
004

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

0.0000 33.2803 33.2803 1.8200e-
003

0.0000 33.3185

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0155 5.0700e-
003

0.0406 1.6000e-
004

0.0146 9.0000e-
005

0.0147 3.8700e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.9500e-
003

0.0000 9.3472 9.3472 4.0000e-
004

0.0000 9.3555

Total 0.0155 5.0700e-
003

0.0406 1.6000e-
004

0.0146 9.0000e-
005

0.0147 3.8700e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.9500e-
003

0.0000 9.3472 9.3472 4.0000e-
004

0.0000 9.3555

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Grading - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.9119 0.0000 3.9119 1.4239 0.0000 1.4239 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3673 3.6335 3.5556 6.4300e-
003

0.1617 0.1617 0.1487 0.1487 0.0000 564.7092 564.7092 0.1826 0.0000 568.5446

Total 0.3673 3.6335 3.5556 6.4300e-
003

3.9119 0.1617 4.0736 1.4239 0.1487 1.5726 0.0000 564.7092 564.7092 0.1826 0.0000 568.5446

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 2.7100e-
003

9.6900e-
003

0.0239 6.0000e-
005

4.0500e-
003

2.3000e-
004

4.2800e-
003

1.0300e-
003

2.1000e-
004

1.2400e-
003

0.0000 5.0089 5.0089 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0096

Vendor 9.2500e-
003

0.0280 0.0588 1.9000e-
004

5.5200e-
003

6.7000e-
004

6.1800e-
003

1.5700e-
003

6.1000e-
004

2.1900e-
003

0.0000 16.1312 16.1312 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 16.1333

Worker 0.0269 9.4900e-
003

0.0767 2.5000e-
004

0.0232 1.4000e-
004

0.0234 6.1600e-
003

1.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
003

0.0000 15.5294 15.5294 7.1000e-
004

0.0000 15.5444

Total 0.0388 0.0472 0.1594 5.0000e-
004

0.0328 1.0400e-
003

0.0338 8.7600e-
003

9.5000e-
004

9.7300e-
003

0.0000 36.6695 36.6695 8.5000e-
004

0.0000 36.6873

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Grading - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.9119 0.0000 3.9119 1.4239 0.0000 1.4239 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3668 3.6292 3.5514 6.4200e-
003

0.1615 0.1615 0.1485 0.1485 0.0000 564.0374 564.0374 0.1824 0.0000 567.8683

Total 0.3668 3.6292 3.5514 6.4200e-
003

3.9119 0.1615 4.0734 1.4239 0.1485 1.5725 0.0000 564.0374 564.0374 0.1824 0.0000 567.8683

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 2.7100e-
003

9.6900e-
003

0.0239 6.0000e-
005

0.7743 2.3000e-
004

0.7745 0.1901 2.1000e-
004

0.1903 0.0000 5.0089 5.0089 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0096

Vendor 9.2500e-
003

0.0280 0.0588 1.9000e-
004

5.5200e-
003

6.7000e-
004

6.1800e-
003

1.5700e-
003

6.1000e-
004

2.1900e-
003

0.0000 16.1312 16.1312 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 16.1333

Worker 0.0269 9.4900e-
003

0.0767 2.5000e-
004

0.0232 1.4000e-
004

0.0234 6.1600e-
003

1.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
003

0.0000 15.5294 15.5294 7.1000e-
004

0.0000 15.5444

Total 0.0388 0.0472 0.1594 5.0000e-
004

0.8030 1.0400e-
003

0.8040 0.1978 9.5000e-
004

0.1988 0.0000 36.6695 36.6695 8.5000e-
004

0.0000 36.6873

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Grading - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.9119 0.0000 3.9119 1.4239 0.0000 1.4239 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.4402 4.2173 4.3812 8.1000e-
003

0.1865 0.1865 0.1716 0.1716 0.0000 711.1487 711.1487 0.2300 0.0000 715.9787

Total 0.4402 4.2173 4.3812 8.1000e-
003

3.9119 0.1865 4.0984 1.4239 0.1716 1.5955 0.0000 711.1487 711.1487 0.2300 0.0000 715.9787

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 3.2400e-
003

0.0121 0.0293 7.0000e-
005

4.1300e-
003

2.9000e-
004

4.4200e-
003

1.0600e-
003

2.7000e-
004

1.3300e-
003

0.0000 6.3139 6.3139 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.3149

Vendor 0.0111 0.0348 0.0713 2.4000e-
004

6.9500e-
003

8.5000e-
004

7.8000e-
003

1.9800e-
003

7.8000e-
004

2.7600e-
003

0.0000 20.3315 20.3315 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 20.3342

Worker 0.0327 0.0113 0.0912 3.1000e-
004

0.0292 1.8000e-
004

0.0294 7.7600e-
003

1.7000e-
004

7.9300e-
003

0.0000 19.3130 19.3130 8.6000e-
004

0.0000 19.3311

Total 0.0471 0.0582 0.1918 6.2000e-
004

0.0403 1.3200e-
003

0.0416 0.0108 1.2200e-
003

0.0120 0.0000 45.9585 45.9585 1.0400e-
003

0.0000 45.9802

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Grading - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.9119 0.0000 3.9119 1.4239 0.0000 1.4239 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.4396 4.2122 4.3760 8.0900e-
003

0.1863 0.1863 0.1714 0.1714 0.0000 710.3028 710.3028 0.2297 0.0000 715.1270

Total 0.4396 4.2122 4.3760 8.0900e-
003

3.9119 0.1863 4.0982 1.4239 0.1714 1.5953 0.0000 710.3028 710.3028 0.2297 0.0000 715.1270

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 3.2400e-
003

0.0121 0.0293 7.0000e-
005

0.9753 2.9000e-
004

0.9756 0.2394 2.7000e-
004

0.2397 0.0000 6.3139 6.3139 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.3149

Vendor 0.0111 0.0348 0.0713 2.4000e-
004

6.9500e-
003

8.5000e-
004

7.8000e-
003

1.9800e-
003

7.8000e-
004

2.7600e-
003

0.0000 20.3315 20.3315 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 20.3342

Worker 0.0327 0.0113 0.0912 3.1000e-
004

0.0292 1.8000e-
004

0.0294 7.7600e-
003

1.7000e-
004

7.9300e-
003

0.0000 19.3130 19.3130 8.6000e-
004

0.0000 19.3311

Total 0.0471 0.0582 0.1918 6.2000e-
004

1.0115 1.3200e-
003

1.0128 0.2492 1.2200e-
003

0.2504 0.0000 45.9585 45.9585 1.0400e-
003

0.0000 45.9802

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Grading - 2025

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.9119 0.0000 3.9119 1.4239 0.0000 1.4239 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3918 3.5575 4.0914 8.0600e-
003

0.1549 0.1549 0.1425 0.1425 0.0000 708.2364 708.2364 0.2291 0.0000 713.0466

Total 0.3918 3.5575 4.0914 8.0600e-
003

3.9119 0.1549 4.0668 1.4239 0.1425 1.5664 0.0000 708.2364 708.2364 0.2291 0.0000 713.0466

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 3.1800e-
003

0.0119 0.0289 7.0000e-
005

4.1300e-
003

2.9000e-
004

4.4200e-
003

1.0600e-
003

2.7000e-
004

1.3300e-
003

0.0000 6.2955 6.2955 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.2965

Vendor 0.0110 0.0344 0.0698 2.4000e-
004

6.9300e-
003

8.5000e-
004

7.7700e-
003

1.9700e-
003

7.8000e-
004

2.7500e-
003

0.0000 20.2716 20.2716 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 20.2743

Worker 0.0318 0.0107 0.0866 3.1000e-
004

0.0291 1.8000e-
004

0.0293 7.7300e-
003

1.7000e-
004

7.9000e-
003

0.0000 19.0177 19.0177 8.3000e-
004

0.0000 19.0352

Total 0.0459 0.0569 0.1853 6.2000e-
004

0.0402 1.3200e-
003

0.0415 0.0108 1.2200e-
003

0.0120 0.0000 45.5849 45.5849 1.0100e-
003

0.0000 45.6060

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Grading - 2025

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.9119 0.0000 3.9119 1.4239 0.0000 1.4239 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3913 3.5533 4.0865 8.0500e-
003

0.1547 0.1547 0.1423 0.1423 0.0000 707.3939 707.3939 0.2288 0.0000 712.1984

Total 0.3913 3.5533 4.0865 8.0500e-
003

3.9119 0.1547 4.0666 1.4239 0.1423 1.5662 0.0000 707.3939 707.3939 0.2288 0.0000 712.1984

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 3.1800e-
003

0.0119 0.0289 7.0000e-
005

0.9716 2.9000e-
004

0.9718 0.2385 2.7000e-
004

0.2388 0.0000 6.2955 6.2955 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.2965

Vendor 0.0110 0.0344 0.0698 2.4000e-
004

6.9300e-
003

8.5000e-
004

7.7700e-
003

1.9700e-
003

7.8000e-
004

2.7500e-
003

0.0000 20.2716 20.2716 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 20.2743

Worker 0.0318 0.0107 0.0866 3.1000e-
004

0.0291 1.8000e-
004

0.0293 7.7300e-
003

1.7000e-
004

7.9000e-
003

0.0000 19.0177 19.0177 8.3000e-
004

0.0000 19.0352

Total 0.0459 0.0569 0.1853 6.2000e-
004

1.0076 1.3200e-
003

1.0089 0.2482 1.2200e-
003

0.2494 0.0000 45.5849 45.5849 1.0100e-
003

0.0000 45.6060

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Grading - 2026

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.9119 0.0000 3.9119 1.4239 0.0000 1.4239 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0330 0.2999 0.3449 6.8000e-
004

0.0131 0.0131 0.0120 0.0120 0.0000 59.6981 59.6981 0.0193 0.0000 60.1036

Total 0.0330 0.2999 0.3449 6.8000e-
004

3.9119 0.0131 3.9250 1.4239 0.0120 1.4359 0.0000 59.6981 59.6981 0.0193 0.0000 60.1036

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 2.6000e-
004

9.8000e-
004

2.3500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

3.7600e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.7800e-
003

9.3000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

9.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.5309 0.5309 0.0000 0.0000 0.5309

Vendor 9.1000e-
004

2.8500e-
003

5.6600e-
003

2.0000e-
005

5.8000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

6.6000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

2.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.7097 1.7097 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.7099

Worker 2.6100e-
003

8.5000e-
004

6.8500e-
003

3.0000e-
005

2.4500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.4700e-
003

6.5000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

6.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.5758 1.5758 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.5772

Total 3.7800e-
003

4.6800e-
003

0.0149 6.0000e-
005

6.7900e-
003

1.1000e-
004

6.9100e-
003

1.7500e-
003

1.0000e-
004

1.8500e-
003

0.0000 3.8164 3.8164 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.8181

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.6 Grading - 2026

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.9119 0.0000 3.9119 1.4239 0.0000 1.4239 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0330 0.2995 0.3445 6.8000e-
004

0.0130 0.0130 0.0120 0.0120 0.0000 59.6271 59.6271 0.0193 0.0000 60.0321

Total 0.0330 0.2995 0.3445 6.8000e-
004

3.9119 0.0130 3.9249 1.4239 0.0120 1.4359 0.0000 59.6271 59.6271 0.0193 0.0000 60.0321

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 2.6000e-
004

9.8000e-
004

2.3500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0819 2.0000e-
005

0.0819 0.0201 2.0000e-
005

0.0201 0.0000 0.5309 0.5309 0.0000 0.0000 0.5309

Vendor 9.1000e-
004

2.8500e-
003

5.6600e-
003

2.0000e-
005

5.8000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

6.6000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

2.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.7097 1.7097 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.7099

Worker 2.6100e-
003

8.5000e-
004

6.8500e-
003

3.0000e-
005

2.4500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.4700e-
003

6.5000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

6.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.5758 1.5758 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.5772

Total 3.7800e-
003

4.6800e-
003

0.0149 6.0000e-
005

0.0849 1.1000e-
004

0.0851 0.0209 1.0000e-
004

0.0210 0.0000 3.8164 3.8164 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.8181

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 1.8431 1.3007 6.5063 0.0191 1.4252 0.0209 1.4461 0.3817 0.0193 0.4010 0.0000 1,279.634
1

1,279.634
1

0.0439 0.0000 1,280.555
2

Unmitigated 1.8431 1.3007 6.5063 0.0191 1.4252 0.0209 1.4461 0.3817 0.0193 0.4010 0.0000 1,279.634
1

1,279.634
1

0.0439 0.0000 1,280.555
2

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Single Family Housing 1,368.51 1,368.51 1368.51 3,775,899 3,775,899

Total 1,368.51 1,368.51 1,368.51 3,775,899 3,775,899

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Single Family Housing 12.30 5.90 6.40 37.50 15.00 47.50 86 11 3

5.0 Energy Detail4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.489821 0.036204 0.210874 0.153026 0.049322 0.007389 0.020723 0.015503 0.002015 0.002209 0.008256 0.001515 0.003143

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 294.2367 294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 294.2367 294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

5.04546e
+006

0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

Total 0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Historical Energy Use: N
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

5.04546e
+006

0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

Total 0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

1.01143e
+006

294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

Total 294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 1.5962 0.0122 1.0608 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7344 1.7344 1.6600e-
003

0.0000 1.7693

Unmitigated 1.5962 0.0122 1.0608 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7344 1.7344 1.6600e-
003

0.0000 1.7693

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

1.01143e
+006

294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

Total 294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

Mitigated

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 4/21/2014 10:27 AMPage 49 of 54



6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.4474 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

1.1170 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0319 0.0122 1.0608 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7344 1.7344 1.6600e-
003

0.0000 1.7693

Total 1.5962 0.0122 1.0608 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7344 1.7344 1.6600e-
003

0.0000 1.7693

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 171.5657 0.0873 0.0525 189.6669

Unmitigated 171.5657 0.0877 0.0526 189.7044

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.4474 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

1.1170 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0319 0.0122 1.0608 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7344 1.7344 1.6600e-
003

0.0000 1.7693

Total 1.5962 0.0122 1.0608 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7344 1.7344 1.6600e-
003

0.0000 1.7693

Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

66.5267 / 
42.5335

171.5657 0.0877 0.0526 189.7044

Total 171.5657 0.0877 0.0526 189.7044

Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

66.5267 / 
42.5335

171.5657 0.0873 0.0525 189.6669

Total 171.5657 0.0873 0.0525 189.6669

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 31.8696 1.8834 0.0000 71.4218

 Unmitigated 31.8696 1.8834 0.0000 71.4218

Category/Year

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

157 31.8696 1.8834 0.0000 71.4218

Total 31.8696 1.8834 0.0000 71.4218

Unmitigated
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10.0 Vegetation

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

157 31.8696 1.8834 0.0000 71.4218

Total 31.8696 1.8834 0.0000 71.4218

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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Santa Barbara County APCD Air District, Annual

Chumash Camp 4, Alt B

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Recreational 12.04 User Defined Unit 1.00 12,042.00 276

Single Family Housing 143.00 Dwelling Unit 715.00 286,000.00 374

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Rural

4

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.9 37

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

2025Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

641.35 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Lot size is 5 acres.  2.61 persons per dwelling unit.  Square footage based on 2,000 square feet residential units.

Construction Phase - Construction will begin in 2023 and last for four years.

Off-road Equipment - Additional paving will be needed for Tribal Hall parking.

Trips and VMT - Trip lenth is estimated to be 15 miles. Grading trips are consistent with the noise analysis.

Grading - Conservative estimate of disturbed land based on lot size, includes infrustructure.

Vehicle Trips - Trip Rate consistent with TIA and trip percentage default consistent with the ITE Manual.

Woodstoves - Now woodfired combustion units will be installed.

Water And Wastewater - Based on 335 acre feet per year, Section 4.1.2.  Alternative B would reduce outdoor water consumption due to reduced lot size.

Solid Waste - Per Public Service Section.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Clean paved roadways adjacent to soil haul route entrance twice a day.

Mobile Land Use Mitigation - 

Area Mitigation - 

Energy Mitigation - 

Water Mitigation - 

Waste Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 880.00 1,012.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 12,400.00 1,012.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 1,240.00 753.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 880.00 990.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 480.00 390.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 10/17/2030 12/31/2026

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 5/16/2028 12/1/2026

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 11/20/2029 1/31/2026

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 9/17/2030 12/1/2026

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 6/28/2024 6/30/2024
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tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 12/2/2026 2/15/2023

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 7/1/2024 1/15/2023

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 1/1/2027 3/15/2023

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 12/2/2026 2/15/2023

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 1,882.50 3,100.00

tblGrading MaterialImported 0.00 10,000.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 0.00 12,042.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 257,400.00 286,000.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.00 1.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 46.43 715.00

tblLandUse Population 0.00 276.00

tblLandUse Population 389.00 374.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 5.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2025

tblProjectCharacteristics UrbanizationLevel Urban Rural

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 153.34 157.00

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 0.00 30.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 1,250.00 770.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 4.60 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 4.60 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 4.60 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 4.60 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 4.60 15.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 4.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 12.30 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 12.30 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 12.30 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 12.30 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 12.30 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 20.00 45.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TTP 0.00 95.00

tblVehicleTrips CW_TTP 0.00 5.00

tblVehicleTrips DV_TP 0.00 11.00

tblVehicleTrips PB_TP 0.00 3.00

tblVehicleTrips PR_TP 0.00 86.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 10.08 9.57

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 0.00 22.88

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 8.77 9.57

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.00 22.88

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 0.00 22.88

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 9,317,025.66 66,526,740.00

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 5,873,777.05 2,533,490.00
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2023 2.4811 11.4051 13.0719 0.0225 7.6736 0.5265 8.2001 3.4244 0.4869 3.9113 0.0000 1,911.875
7

1,911.875
7

0.5157 0.0000 1,922.705
2

2024 2.5232 9.9996 12.4619 0.0227 7.6872 0.4500 8.1372 3.4281 0.4163 3.8444 0.0000 1,919.079
3

1,919.079
3

0.5105 0.0000 1,929.799
1

2025 2.2319 7.1778 10.2515 0.0199 4.1504 0.3138 4.4642 1.4879 0.2907 1.7786 0.0000 1,678.618
3

1,678.618
3

0.4353 0.0000 1,687.759
5

2026 1.7463 3.5654 5.7317 0.0107 4.0714 0.1579 4.2292 1.4667 0.1471 1.6138 0.0000 892.9350 892.9350 0.2065 0.0000 897.2708

Total 8.9825 32.1479 41.5169 0.0758 23.5825 1.4482 25.0307 9.8072 1.3409 11.1481 0.0000 6,402.508
3

6,402.508
3

1.6679 0.0000 6,437.534
6

Unmitigated Construction
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2023 2.4797 11.3918 13.0575 0.0225 8.4438 0.5259 8.9697 3.6135 0.4863 4.0998 0.0000 1,909.884
6

1,909.884
6

0.5151 0.0000 1,920.701
4

2024 2.5220 9.9880 12.4483 0.0226 8.6584 0.4494 9.1078 3.6665 0.4158 4.0823 0.0000 1,917.097
3

1,917.097
3

0.5099 0.0000 1,927.804
6

2025 2.2310 7.1696 10.2404 0.0199 5.1178 0.3135 5.4312 1.7254 0.2903 2.0157 0.0000 1,676.909
4

1,676.909
4

0.4348 0.0000 1,686.039
8

2026 1.7459 3.5613 5.7256 0.0107 4.1495 0.1577 4.3072 1.4859 0.1469 1.6328 0.0000 892.0673 892.0673 0.2062 0.0000 896.3979

Total 8.9785 32.1108 41.4719 0.0757 26.3694 1.4465 27.8159 10.4913 1.3394 11.8306 0.0000 6,395.958
5

6,395.958
5

1.6660 0.0000 6,430.943
7

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.04 0.12 0.11 0.09 -11.82 0.12 -11.13 -6.98 0.12 -6.12 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.12 0.00 0.10
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 1.6572 0.0122 1.0609 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7346 1.7346 1.6600e-
003

0.0000 1.7695

Energy 0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 563.4818 563.4818 0.0185 7.6900e-
003

566.2531

Mobile 2.0714 1.4698 7.4212 0.0214 1.5869 0.0235 1.6104 0.4250 0.0217 0.4467 0.0000 1,428.405
7

1,428.405
7

0.0492 0.0000 1,429.439
4

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 37.9593 0.0000 37.9593 2.2433 0.0000 85.0693

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 23.5373 107.3008 130.8380 0.0859 0.0522 148.8200

Total 3.7558 1.7145 8.5810 0.0229 1.5869 0.0482 1.6351 0.4250 0.0464 0.4714 61.4966 2,100.922
9

2,162.419
5

2.3986 0.0599 2,231.351
4

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 1.6572 0.0122 1.0609 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7346 1.7346 1.6600e-
003

0.0000 1.7695

Energy 0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 563.4818 563.4818 0.0185 7.6900e-
003

566.2531

Mobile 2.0714 1.4698 7.4212 0.0214 1.5869 0.0235 1.6104 0.4250 0.0217 0.4467 0.0000 1,428.405
7

1,428.405
7

0.0492 0.0000 1,429.439
4

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 37.9593 0.0000 37.9593 2.2433 0.0000 85.0693

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 23.5373 107.3008 130.8380 0.0854 0.0521 148.7825

Total 3.7558 1.7145 8.5810 0.0229 1.5869 0.0482 1.6351 0.4250 0.0464 0.4714 61.4966 2,100.922
9

2,162.419
5

2.3981 0.0598 2,231.313
8

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.15 0.00
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Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/1/2023 6/30/2024 5 390

2 Building Construction Building Construction 1/15/2023 12/1/2026 5 1012

3 Paving Paving 2/15/2023 12/1/2026 5 990

4 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 2/15/2023 12/31/2026 5 1012

5 Grading Grading 3/15/2023 1/31/2026 5 753

OffRoad Equipment

Residential Indoor: 579,150; Residential Outdoor: 193,050; Non-Residential Indoor: 18,063; Non-Residential Outdoor: 6,021

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 3100

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 255 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 226 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 5 8.00 130 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 162 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 15.00 15.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 57.00 17.00 0.00 15.00 15.00 15.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 9 23.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 15.00 15.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 11.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 15.00 15.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 8 45.00 4.00 770.00 15.00 15.00 15.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.5229 0.0000 3.5229 1.9365 0.0000 1.9365 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3920 3.8915 3.7465 5.0900e-
003

0.1808 0.1808 0.1663 0.1663 0.0000 447.4362 447.4362 0.1447 0.0000 450.4751

Total 0.3920 3.8915 3.7465 5.0900e-
003

3.5229 0.1808 3.7037 1.9365 0.1663 2.1028 0.0000 447.4362 447.4362 0.1447 0.0000 450.4751

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0302 0.0107 0.0863 2.8000e-
004

0.0261 1.6000e-
004

0.0263 6.9300e-
003

1.5000e-
004

7.0800e-
003

0.0000 17.4706 17.4706 8.0000e-
004

0.0000 17.4874

Total 0.0302 0.0107 0.0863 2.8000e-
004

0.0261 1.6000e-
004

0.0263 6.9300e-
003

1.5000e-
004

7.0800e-
003

0.0000 17.4706 17.4706 8.0000e-
004

0.0000 17.4874

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.5229 0.0000 3.5229 1.9365 0.0000 1.9365 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3916 3.8868 3.7421 5.0800e-
003

0.1806 0.1806 0.1661 0.1661 0.0000 446.9039 446.9039 0.1445 0.0000 449.9392

Total 0.3916 3.8868 3.7421 5.0800e-
003

3.5229 0.1806 3.7035 1.9365 0.1661 2.1026 0.0000 446.9039 446.9039 0.1445 0.0000 449.9392

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0302 0.0107 0.0863 2.8000e-
004

0.0261 1.6000e-
004

0.0263 6.9300e-
003

1.5000e-
004

7.0800e-
003

0.0000 17.4706 17.4706 8.0000e-
004

0.0000 17.4874

Total 0.0302 0.0107 0.0863 2.8000e-
004

0.0261 1.6000e-
004

0.0263 6.9300e-
003

1.5000e-
004

7.0800e-
003

0.0000 17.4706 17.4706 8.0000e-
004

0.0000 17.4874

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.5229 0.0000 3.5229 1.9365 0.0000 1.9365 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1836 1.7904 1.7941 2.5500e-
003

0.0812 0.0812 0.0747 0.0747 0.0000 223.7394 223.7394 0.0724 0.0000 225.2590

Total 0.1836 1.7904 1.7941 2.5500e-
003

3.5229 0.0812 3.6042 1.9365 0.0747 2.0112 0.0000 223.7394 223.7394 0.0724 0.0000 225.2590

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0146 5.0300e-
003

0.0407 1.4000e-
004

0.0131 8.0000e-
005

0.0131 3.4700e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.5400e-
003

0.0000 8.6245 8.6245 3.9000e-
004

0.0000 8.6326

Total 0.0146 5.0300e-
003

0.0407 1.4000e-
004

0.0131 8.0000e-
005

0.0131 3.4700e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.5400e-
003

0.0000 8.6245 8.6245 3.9000e-
004

0.0000 8.6326

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.5229 0.0000 3.5229 1.9365 0.0000 1.9365 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1833 1.7883 1.7920 2.5400e-
003

0.0811 0.0811 0.0747 0.0747 0.0000 223.4732 223.4732 0.0723 0.0000 224.9910

Total 0.1833 1.7883 1.7920 2.5400e-
003

3.5229 0.0811 3.6041 1.9365 0.0747 2.0111 0.0000 223.4732 223.4732 0.0723 0.0000 224.9910

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0146 5.0300e-
003

0.0407 1.4000e-
004

0.0131 8.0000e-
005

0.0131 3.4700e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.5400e-
003

0.0000 8.6245 8.6245 3.9000e-
004

0.0000 8.6326

Total 0.0146 5.0300e-
003

0.0407 1.4000e-
004

0.0131 8.0000e-
005

0.0131 3.4700e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.5400e-
003

0.0000 8.6245 8.6245 3.9000e-
004

0.0000 8.6326

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1958 1.7891 2.0262 3.3500e-
003

0.0871 0.0871 0.0820 0.0820 0.0000 288.5558 288.5558 0.0685 0.0000 289.9951

Total 0.1958 1.7891 2.0262 3.3500e-
003

0.0871 0.0871 0.0820 0.0820 0.0000 288.5558 288.5558 0.0685 0.0000 289.9951

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0473 0.1429 0.3002 9.7000e-
004

0.0282 3.4100e-
003

0.0316 8.0300e-
003

3.1400e-
003

0.0112 0.0000 82.4007 82.4007 5.1000e-
004

0.0000 82.4115

Worker 0.0920 0.0325 0.2628 8.6000e-
004

0.0795 5.0000e-
004

0.0800 0.0211 4.6000e-
004

0.0216 0.0000 53.1958 53.1958 2.4400e-
003

0.0000 53.2470

Total 0.1392 0.1754 0.5630 1.8300e-
003

0.1077 3.9100e-
003

0.1116 0.0291 3.6000e-
003

0.0327 0.0000 135.5965 135.5965 2.9500e-
003

0.0000 135.6585

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1955 1.7870 2.0238 3.3500e-
003

0.0870 0.0870 0.0819 0.0819 0.0000 288.2125 288.2125 0.0685 0.0000 289.6501

Total 0.1955 1.7870 2.0238 3.3500e-
003

0.0870 0.0870 0.0819 0.0819 0.0000 288.2125 288.2125 0.0685 0.0000 289.6501

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0473 0.1429 0.3002 9.7000e-
004

0.0282 3.4100e-
003

0.0316 8.0300e-
003

3.1400e-
003

0.0112 0.0000 82.4007 82.4007 5.1000e-
004

0.0000 82.4115

Worker 0.0920 0.0325 0.2628 8.6000e-
004

0.0795 5.0000e-
004

0.0800 0.0211 4.6000e-
004

0.0216 0.0000 53.1958 53.1958 2.4400e-
003

0.0000 53.2470

Total 0.1392 0.1754 0.5630 1.8300e-
003

0.1077 3.9100e-
003

0.1116 0.0291 3.6000e-
003

0.0327 0.0000 135.5965 135.5965 2.9500e-
003

0.0000 135.6585

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1920 1.7524 2.1135 3.5200e-
003

0.0800 0.0800 0.0752 0.0752 0.0000 302.4646 302.4646 0.0714 0.0000 303.9643

Total 0.1920 1.7524 2.1135 3.5200e-
003

0.0800 0.0800 0.0752 0.0752 0.0000 302.4646 302.4646 0.0714 0.0000 303.9643

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0473 0.1480 0.3030 1.0200e-
003

0.0295 3.5900e-
003

0.0331 8.4200e-
003

3.3100e-
003

0.0117 0.0000 86.4090 86.4090 5.4000e-
004

0.0000 86.4204

Worker 0.0932 0.0321 0.2600 9.0000e-
004

0.0833 5.2000e-
004

0.0838 0.0221 4.8000e-
004

0.0226 0.0000 55.0421 55.0421 2.4600e-
003

0.0000 55.0938

Total 0.1405 0.1801 0.5630 1.9200e-
003

0.1128 4.1100e-
003

0.1169 0.0306 3.7900e-
003

0.0343 0.0000 141.4511 141.4511 3.0000e-
003

0.0000 141.5141

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1917 1.7504 2.1109 3.5100e-
003

0.0799 0.0799 0.0752 0.0752 0.0000 302.1048 302.1048 0.0713 0.0000 303.6027

Total 0.1917 1.7504 2.1109 3.5100e-
003

0.0799 0.0799 0.0752 0.0752 0.0000 302.1048 302.1048 0.0713 0.0000 303.6027

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0473 0.1480 0.3030 1.0200e-
003

0.0295 3.5900e-
003

0.0331 8.4200e-
003

3.3100e-
003

0.0117 0.0000 86.4090 86.4090 5.4000e-
004

0.0000 86.4204

Worker 0.0932 0.0321 0.2600 9.0000e-
004

0.0833 5.2000e-
004

0.0838 0.0221 4.8000e-
004

0.0226 0.0000 55.0421 55.0421 2.4600e-
003

0.0000 55.0938

Total 0.1405 0.1801 0.5630 1.9200e-
003

0.1128 4.1100e-
003

0.1169 0.0306 3.7900e-
003

0.0343 0.0000 141.4511 141.4511 3.0000e-
003

0.0000 141.5141

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2025

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1777 1.6195 2.0948 3.5000e-
003

0.0685 0.0685 0.0645 0.0645 0.0000 301.4019 301.4019 0.0707 0.0000 302.8874

Total 0.1777 1.6195 2.0948 3.5000e-
003

0.0685 0.0685 0.0645 0.0645 0.0000 301.4019 301.4019 0.0707 0.0000 302.8874

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0465 0.1460 0.2967 1.0100e-
003

0.0294 3.6000e-
003

0.0330 8.3900e-
003

3.3100e-
003

0.0117 0.0000 86.1542 86.1542 5.4000e-
004

0.0000 86.1656

Worker 0.0905 0.0304 0.2467 8.9000e-
004

0.0830 5.2000e-
004

0.0835 0.0220 4.8000e-
004

0.0225 0.0000 54.2005 54.2005 2.3700e-
003

0.0000 54.2504

Total 0.1370 0.1764 0.5435 1.9000e-
003

0.1124 4.1200e-
003

0.1165 0.0304 3.7900e-
003

0.0342 0.0000 140.3548 140.3548 2.9100e-
003

0.0000 140.4160

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2025

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1775 1.6175 2.0923 3.5000e-
003

0.0684 0.0684 0.0644 0.0644 0.0000 301.0433 301.0433 0.0707 0.0000 302.5271

Total 0.1775 1.6175 2.0923 3.5000e-
003

0.0684 0.0684 0.0644 0.0644 0.0000 301.0433 301.0433 0.0707 0.0000 302.5271

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0465 0.1460 0.2967 1.0100e-
003

0.0294 3.6000e-
003

0.0330 8.3900e-
003

3.3100e-
003

0.0117 0.0000 86.1542 86.1542 5.4000e-
004

0.0000 86.1656

Worker 0.0905 0.0304 0.2467 8.9000e-
004

0.0830 5.2000e-
004

0.0835 0.0220 4.8000e-
004

0.0225 0.0000 54.2005 54.2005 2.3700e-
003

0.0000 54.2504

Total 0.1370 0.1764 0.5435 1.9000e-
003

0.1124 4.1200e-
003

0.1165 0.0304 3.7900e-
003

0.0342 0.0000 140.3548 140.3548 2.9100e-
003

0.0000 140.4160

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2026

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1627 1.4830 1.9182 3.2100e-
003

0.0627 0.0627 0.0590 0.0590 0.0000 275.9964 275.9964 0.0648 0.0000 277.3567

Total 0.1627 1.4830 1.9182 3.2100e-
003

0.0627 0.0627 0.0590 0.0590 0.0000 275.9964 275.9964 0.0648 0.0000 277.3567

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0419 0.1317 0.2615 9.3000e-
004

0.0270 3.2800e-
003

0.0302 7.6900e-
003

3.0200e-
003

0.0107 0.0000 78.9383 78.9383 4.9000e-
004

0.0000 78.9487

Worker 0.0808 0.0265 0.2120 8.1000e-
004

0.0760 4.7000e-
004

0.0764 0.0202 4.3000e-
004

0.0206 0.0000 48.7882 48.7882 2.0600e-
003

0.0000 48.8315

Total 0.1227 0.1581 0.4736 1.7400e-
003

0.1029 3.7500e-
003

0.1067 0.0279 3.4500e-
003

0.0313 0.0000 127.7265 127.7265 2.5500e-
003

0.0000 127.7802

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2026

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1625 1.4812 1.9159 3.2000e-
003

0.0627 0.0627 0.0590 0.0590 0.0000 275.6680 275.6680 0.0647 0.0000 277.0267

Total 0.1625 1.4812 1.9159 3.2000e-
003

0.0627 0.0627 0.0590 0.0590 0.0000 275.6680 275.6680 0.0647 0.0000 277.0267

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0419 0.1317 0.2615 9.3000e-
004

0.0270 3.2800e-
003

0.0302 7.6900e-
003

3.0200e-
003

0.0107 0.0000 78.9383 78.9383 4.9000e-
004

0.0000 78.9487

Worker 0.0808 0.0265 0.2120 8.1000e-
004

0.0760 4.7000e-
004

0.0764 0.0202 4.3000e-
004

0.0206 0.0000 48.7882 48.7882 2.0600e-
003

0.0000 48.8315

Total 0.1227 0.1581 0.4736 1.7400e-
003

0.1029 3.7500e-
003

0.1067 0.0279 3.4500e-
003

0.0313 0.0000 127.7265 127.7265 2.5500e-
003

0.0000 127.7802

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1730 1.6797 2.4896 3.9200e-
003

0.0834 0.0834 0.0767 0.0767 0.0000 343.9806 343.9806 0.1113 0.0000 346.3168

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.1730 1.6797 2.4896 3.9200e-
003

0.0834 0.0834 0.0767 0.0767 0.0000 343.9806 343.9806 0.1113 0.0000 346.3168

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0338 0.0120 0.0967 3.2000e-
004

0.0293 1.8000e-
004

0.0294 7.7700e-
003

1.7000e-
004

7.9400e-
003

0.0000 19.5761 19.5761 9.0000e-
004

0.0000 19.5949

Total 0.0338 0.0120 0.0967 3.2000e-
004

0.0293 1.8000e-
004

0.0294 7.7700e-
003

1.7000e-
004

7.9400e-
003

0.0000 19.5761 19.5761 9.0000e-
004

0.0000 19.5949

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1728 1.6777 2.4867 3.9100e-
003

0.0833 0.0833 0.0766 0.0766 0.0000 343.5714 343.5714 0.1111 0.0000 345.9048

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.1728 1.6777 2.4867 3.9100e-
003

0.0833 0.0833 0.0766 0.0766 0.0000 343.5714 343.5714 0.1111 0.0000 345.9048

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0338 0.0120 0.0967 3.2000e-
004

0.0293 1.8000e-
004

0.0294 7.7700e-
003

1.7000e-
004

7.9400e-
003

0.0000 19.5761 19.5761 9.0000e-
004

0.0000 19.5949

Total 0.0338 0.0120 0.0967 3.2000e-
004

0.0293 1.8000e-
004

0.0294 7.7700e-
003

1.7000e-
004

7.9400e-
003

0.0000 19.5761 19.5761 9.0000e-
004

0.0000 19.5949

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1907 1.8033 2.8713 4.5000e-
003

0.0882 0.0882 0.0812 0.0812 0.0000 395.2716 395.2716 0.1278 0.0000 397.9562

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.1907 1.8033 2.8713 4.5000e-
003

0.0882 0.0882 0.0812 0.0812 0.0000 395.2716 395.2716 0.1278 0.0000 397.9562

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0376 0.0130 0.1049 3.6000e-
004

0.0336 2.1000e-
004

0.0338 8.9300e-
003

1.9000e-
004

9.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2100 22.2100 9.9000e-
004

0.0000 22.2308

Total 0.0376 0.0130 0.1049 3.6000e-
004

0.0336 2.1000e-
004

0.0338 8.9300e-
003

1.9000e-
004

9.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2100 22.2100 9.9000e-
004

0.0000 22.2308

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1905 1.8012 2.8679 4.5000e-
003

0.0881 0.0881 0.0811 0.0811 0.0000 394.8013 394.8013 0.1277 0.0000 397.4828

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.1905 1.8012 2.8679 4.5000e-
003

0.0881 0.0881 0.0811 0.0811 0.0000 394.8013 394.8013 0.1277 0.0000 397.4828

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0376 0.0130 0.1049 3.6000e-
004

0.0336 2.1000e-
004

0.0338 8.9300e-
003

1.9000e-
004

9.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2100 22.2100 9.9000e-
004

0.0000 22.2308

Total 0.0376 0.0130 0.1049 3.6000e-
004

0.0336 2.1000e-
004

0.0338 8.9300e-
003

1.9000e-
004

9.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2100 22.2100 9.9000e-
004

0.0000 22.2308

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2025

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1737 1.5866 2.8451 4.4800e-
003

0.0777 0.0777 0.0715 0.0715 0.0000 393.6181 393.6181 0.1273 0.0000 396.2915

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.1737 1.5866 2.8451 4.4800e-
003

0.0777 0.0777 0.0715 0.0715 0.0000 393.6181 393.6181 0.1273 0.0000 396.2915

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0365 0.0123 0.0996 3.6000e-
004

0.0335 2.1000e-
004

0.0337 8.8900e-
003

1.9000e-
004

9.0900e-
003

0.0000 21.8704 21.8704 9.6000e-
004

0.0000 21.8905

Total 0.0365 0.0123 0.0996 3.6000e-
004

0.0335 2.1000e-
004

0.0337 8.8900e-
003

1.9000e-
004

9.0900e-
003

0.0000 21.8704 21.8704 9.6000e-
004

0.0000 21.8905

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2025

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1735 1.5848 2.8418 4.4800e-
003

0.0777 0.0777 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 393.1499 393.1499 0.1272 0.0000 395.8201

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.1735 1.5848 2.8418 4.4800e-
003

0.0777 0.0777 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 393.1499 393.1499 0.1272 0.0000 395.8201

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0365 0.0123 0.0996 3.6000e-
004

0.0335 2.1000e-
004

0.0337 8.8900e-
003

1.9000e-
004

9.0900e-
003

0.0000 21.8704 21.8704 9.6000e-
004

0.0000 21.8905

Total 0.0365 0.0123 0.0996 3.6000e-
004

0.0335 2.1000e-
004

0.0337 8.8900e-
003

1.9000e-
004

9.0900e-
003

0.0000 21.8704 21.8704 9.6000e-
004

0.0000 21.8905

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2026

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1591 1.4529 2.6053 4.1000e-
003

0.0712 0.0712 0.0655 0.0655 0.0000 360.4396 360.4396 0.1166 0.0000 362.8876

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.1591 1.4529 2.6053 4.1000e-
003

0.0712 0.0712 0.0655 0.0655 0.0000 360.4396 360.4396 0.1166 0.0000 362.8876

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0326 0.0107 0.0856 3.3000e-
004

0.0307 1.9000e-
004

0.0309 8.1400e-
003

1.7000e-
004

8.3200e-
003

0.0000 19.6865 19.6865 8.3000e-
004

0.0000 19.7039

Total 0.0326 0.0107 0.0856 3.3000e-
004

0.0307 1.9000e-
004

0.0309 8.1400e-
003

1.7000e-
004

8.3200e-
003

0.0000 19.6865 19.6865 8.3000e-
004

0.0000 19.7039

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2026

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1589 1.4512 2.6022 4.1000e-
003

0.0711 0.0711 0.0654 0.0654 0.0000 360.0108 360.0108 0.1164 0.0000 362.4559

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.1589 1.4512 2.6022 4.1000e-
003

0.0711 0.0711 0.0654 0.0654 0.0000 360.0108 360.0108 0.1164 0.0000 362.4559

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0326 0.0107 0.0856 3.3000e-
004

0.0307 1.9000e-
004

0.0309 8.1400e-
003

1.7000e-
004

8.3200e-
003

0.0000 19.6865 19.6865 8.3000e-
004

0.0000 19.7039

Total 0.0326 0.0107 0.0856 3.3000e-
004

0.0307 1.9000e-
004

0.0309 8.1400e-
003

1.7000e-
004

8.3200e-
003

0.0000 19.6865 19.6865 8.3000e-
004

0.0000 19.7039

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 1.0394 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0219 0.1485 0.2065 3.4000e-
004

8.0700e-
003

8.0700e-
003

8.0700e-
003

8.0700e-
003

0.0000 29.1071 29.1071 1.7400e-
003

0.0000 29.1437

Total 1.0613 0.1485 0.2065 3.4000e-
004

8.0700e-
003

8.0700e-
003

8.0700e-
003

8.0700e-
003

0.0000 29.1071 29.1071 1.7400e-
003

0.0000 29.1437

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0162 5.7200e-
003

0.0463 1.5000e-
004

0.0140 9.0000e-
005

0.0141 3.7200e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.8000e-
003

0.0000 9.3625 9.3625 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 9.3715

Total 0.0162 5.7200e-
003

0.0463 1.5000e-
004

0.0140 9.0000e-
005

0.0141 3.7200e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.8000e-
003

0.0000 9.3625 9.3625 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 9.3715

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 1.0394 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0218 0.1484 0.2062 3.4000e-
004

8.0600e-
003

8.0600e-
003

8.0600e-
003

8.0600e-
003

0.0000 29.0725 29.0725 1.7400e-
003

0.0000 29.1090

Total 1.0612 0.1484 0.2062 3.4000e-
004

8.0600e-
003

8.0600e-
003

8.0600e-
003

8.0600e-
003

0.0000 29.0725 29.0725 1.7400e-
003

0.0000 29.1090

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0162 5.7200e-
003

0.0463 1.5000e-
004

0.0140 9.0000e-
005

0.0141 3.7200e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.8000e-
003

0.0000 9.3625 9.3625 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 9.3715

Total 0.0162 5.7200e-
003

0.0463 1.5000e-
004

0.0140 9.0000e-
005

0.0141 3.7200e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.8000e-
003

0.0000 9.3625 9.3625 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 9.3715

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 1.1944 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0237 0.1597 0.2371 3.9000e-
004

7.9800e-
003

7.9800e-
003

7.9800e-
003

7.9800e-
003

0.0000 33.4476 33.4476 1.8800e-
003

0.0000 33.4872

Total 1.2181 0.1597 0.2371 3.9000e-
004

7.9800e-
003

7.9800e-
003

7.9800e-
003

7.9800e-
003

0.0000 33.4476 33.4476 1.8800e-
003

0.0000 33.4872

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0180 6.2000e-
003

0.0502 1.7000e-
004

0.0161 1.0000e-
004

0.0162 4.2700e-
003

9.0000e-
005

4.3600e-
003

0.0000 10.6222 10.6222 4.7000e-
004

0.0000 10.6321

Total 0.0180 6.2000e-
003

0.0502 1.7000e-
004

0.0161 1.0000e-
004

0.0162 4.2700e-
003

9.0000e-
005

4.3600e-
003

0.0000 10.6222 10.6222 4.7000e-
004

0.0000 10.6321

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 1.1944 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0237 0.1595 0.2368 3.9000e-
004

7.9700e-
003

7.9700e-
003

7.9700e-
003

7.9700e-
003

0.0000 33.4078 33.4078 1.8800e-
003

0.0000 33.4473

Total 1.2181 0.1595 0.2368 3.9000e-
004

7.9700e-
003

7.9700e-
003

7.9700e-
003

7.9700e-
003

0.0000 33.4078 33.4078 1.8800e-
003

0.0000 33.4473

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0180 6.2000e-
003

0.0502 1.7000e-
004

0.0161 1.0000e-
004

0.0162 4.2700e-
003

9.0000e-
005

4.3600e-
003

0.0000 10.6222 10.6222 4.7000e-
004

0.0000 10.6321

Total 0.0180 6.2000e-
003

0.0502 1.7000e-
004

0.0161 1.0000e-
004

0.0162 4.2700e-
003

9.0000e-
005

4.3600e-
003

0.0000 10.6222 10.6222 4.7000e-
004

0.0000 10.6321

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2025

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 1.1898 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0223 0.1495 0.2361 3.9000e-
004

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

0.0000 33.3200 33.3200 1.8200e-
003

0.0000 33.3581

Total 1.2121 0.1495 0.2361 3.9000e-
004

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

0.0000 33.3200 33.3200 1.8200e-
003

0.0000 33.3581

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0175 5.8600e-
003

0.0476 1.7000e-
004

0.0160 1.0000e-
004

0.0161 4.2500e-
003

9.0000e-
005

4.3500e-
003

0.0000 10.4598 10.4598 4.6000e-
004

0.0000 10.4694

Total 0.0175 5.8600e-
003

0.0476 1.7000e-
004

0.0160 1.0000e-
004

0.0161 4.2500e-
003

9.0000e-
005

4.3500e-
003

0.0000 10.4598 10.4598 4.6000e-
004

0.0000 10.4694

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2025

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 1.1898 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0223 0.1493 0.2358 3.9000e-
004

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

0.0000 33.2803 33.2803 1.8200e-
003

0.0000 33.3185

Total 1.2121 0.1493 0.2358 3.9000e-
004

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

0.0000 33.2803 33.2803 1.8200e-
003

0.0000 33.3185

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0175 5.8600e-
003

0.0476 1.7000e-
004

0.0160 1.0000e-
004

0.0161 4.2500e-
003

9.0000e-
005

4.3500e-
003

0.0000 10.4598 10.4598 4.6000e-
004

0.0000 10.4694

Total 0.0175 5.8600e-
003

0.0476 1.7000e-
004

0.0160 1.0000e-
004

0.0161 4.2500e-
003

9.0000e-
005

4.3500e-
003

0.0000 10.4598 10.4598 4.6000e-
004

0.0000 10.4694

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2026

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 1.1898 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0223 0.1495 0.2361 3.9000e-
004

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

0.0000 33.3200 33.3200 1.8200e-
003

0.0000 33.3581

Total 1.2121 0.1495 0.2361 3.9000e-
004

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

6.7200e-
003

0.0000 33.3200 33.3200 1.8200e-
003

0.0000 33.3581

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0170 5.5800e-
003

0.0447 1.7000e-
004

0.0160 1.0000e-
004

0.0161 4.2500e-
003

9.0000e-
005

4.3400e-
003

0.0000 10.2819 10.2819 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 10.2911

Total 0.0170 5.5800e-
003

0.0447 1.7000e-
004

0.0160 1.0000e-
004

0.0161 4.2500e-
003

9.0000e-
005

4.3400e-
003

0.0000 10.2819 10.2819 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 10.2911

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2026

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 1.1898 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0223 0.1493 0.2358 3.9000e-
004

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

0.0000 33.2803 33.2803 1.8200e-
003

0.0000 33.3185

Total 1.2121 0.1493 0.2358 3.9000e-
004

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

0.0000 33.2803 33.2803 1.8200e-
003

0.0000 33.3185

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0170 5.5800e-
003

0.0447 1.7000e-
004

0.0160 1.0000e-
004

0.0161 4.2500e-
003

9.0000e-
005

4.3400e-
003

0.0000 10.2819 10.2819 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 10.2911

Total 0.0170 5.5800e-
003

0.0447 1.7000e-
004

0.0160 1.0000e-
004

0.0161 4.2500e-
003

9.0000e-
005

4.3400e-
003

0.0000 10.2819 10.2819 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 10.2911

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 4/21/2014 2:36 PMPage 38 of 55



3.6 Grading - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.9119 0.0000 3.9119 1.4239 0.0000 1.4239 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3673 3.6335 3.5556 6.4300e-
003

0.1617 0.1617 0.1487 0.1487 0.0000 564.7092 564.7092 0.1826 0.0000 568.5446

Total 0.3673 3.6335 3.5556 6.4300e-
003

3.9119 0.1617 4.0736 1.4239 0.1487 1.5726 0.0000 564.7092 564.7092 0.1826 0.0000 568.5446

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 2.7100e-
003

9.6900e-
003

0.0239 6.0000e-
005

4.0500e-
003

2.3000e-
004

4.2800e-
003

1.0300e-
003

2.1000e-
004

1.2400e-
003

0.0000 5.0089 5.0089 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0096

Vendor 9.2500e-
003

0.0280 0.0588 1.9000e-
004

5.5200e-
003

6.7000e-
004

6.1800e-
003

1.5700e-
003

6.1000e-
004

2.1900e-
003

0.0000 16.1312 16.1312 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 16.1333

Worker 0.0604 0.0214 0.1726 5.6000e-
004

0.0522 3.3000e-
004

0.0525 0.0139 3.0000e-
004

0.0142 0.0000 34.9412 34.9412 1.6000e-
003

0.0000 34.9748

Total 0.0724 0.0590 0.2552 8.1000e-
004

0.0618 1.2300e-
003

0.0630 0.0165 1.1200e-
003

0.0176 0.0000 56.0813 56.0813 1.7400e-
003

0.0000 56.1177

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Grading - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.9119 0.0000 3.9119 1.4239 0.0000 1.4239 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3668 3.6292 3.5514 6.4200e-
003

0.1615 0.1615 0.1485 0.1485 0.0000 564.0374 564.0374 0.1824 0.0000 567.8683

Total 0.3668 3.6292 3.5514 6.4200e-
003

3.9119 0.1615 4.0734 1.4239 0.1485 1.5725 0.0000 564.0374 564.0374 0.1824 0.0000 567.8683

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 2.7100e-
003

9.6900e-
003

0.0239 6.0000e-
005

0.7743 2.3000e-
004

0.7745 0.1901 2.1000e-
004

0.1903 0.0000 5.0089 5.0089 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0096

Vendor 9.2500e-
003

0.0280 0.0588 1.9000e-
004

5.5200e-
003

6.7000e-
004

6.1800e-
003

1.5700e-
003

6.1000e-
004

2.1900e-
003

0.0000 16.1312 16.1312 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 16.1333

Worker 0.0604 0.0214 0.1726 5.6000e-
004

0.0522 3.3000e-
004

0.0525 0.0139 3.0000e-
004

0.0142 0.0000 34.9412 34.9412 1.6000e-
003

0.0000 34.9748

Total 0.0724 0.0590 0.2552 8.1000e-
004

0.8320 1.2300e-
003

0.8332 0.2055 1.1200e-
003

0.2067 0.0000 56.0813 56.0813 1.7400e-
003

0.0000 56.1177

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Grading - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.9119 0.0000 3.9119 1.4239 0.0000 1.4239 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.4402 4.2173 4.3812 8.1000e-
003

0.1865 0.1865 0.1716 0.1716 0.0000 711.1487 711.1487 0.2300 0.0000 715.9787

Total 0.4402 4.2173 4.3812 8.1000e-
003

3.9119 0.1865 4.0984 1.4239 0.1716 1.5955 0.0000 711.1487 711.1487 0.2300 0.0000 715.9787

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 3.2400e-
003

0.0121 0.0293 7.0000e-
005

4.1300e-
003

2.9000e-
004

4.4200e-
003

1.0600e-
003

2.7000e-
004

1.3300e-
003

0.0000 6.3139 6.3139 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.3149

Vendor 0.0111 0.0348 0.0713 2.4000e-
004

6.9500e-
003

8.5000e-
004

7.8000e-
003

1.9800e-
003

7.8000e-
004

2.7600e-
003

0.0000 20.3315 20.3315 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 20.3342

Worker 0.0736 0.0254 0.2053 7.1000e-
004

0.0658 4.1000e-
004

0.0662 0.0175 3.8000e-
004

0.0179 0.0000 43.4543 43.4543 1.9400e-
003

0.0000 43.4951

Total 0.0880 0.0722 0.3058 1.0200e-
003

0.0768 1.5500e-
003

0.0784 0.0205 1.4300e-
003

0.0219 0.0000 70.0997 70.0997 2.1200e-
003

0.0000 70.1441

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Grading - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.9119 0.0000 3.9119 1.4239 0.0000 1.4239 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.4396 4.2122 4.3760 8.0900e-
003

0.1863 0.1863 0.1714 0.1714 0.0000 710.3028 710.3028 0.2297 0.0000 715.1270

Total 0.4396 4.2122 4.3760 8.0900e-
003

3.9119 0.1863 4.0982 1.4239 0.1714 1.5953 0.0000 710.3028 710.3028 0.2297 0.0000 715.1270

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 3.2400e-
003

0.0121 0.0293 7.0000e-
005

0.9753 2.9000e-
004

0.9756 0.2394 2.7000e-
004

0.2397 0.0000 6.3139 6.3139 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.3149

Vendor 0.0111 0.0348 0.0713 2.4000e-
004

6.9500e-
003

8.5000e-
004

7.8000e-
003

1.9800e-
003

7.8000e-
004

2.7600e-
003

0.0000 20.3315 20.3315 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 20.3342

Worker 0.0736 0.0254 0.2053 7.1000e-
004

0.0658 4.1000e-
004

0.0662 0.0175 3.8000e-
004

0.0179 0.0000 43.4543 43.4543 1.9400e-
003

0.0000 43.4951

Total 0.0880 0.0722 0.3058 1.0200e-
003

1.0480 1.5500e-
003

1.0495 0.2589 1.4300e-
003

0.2603 0.0000 70.0997 70.0997 2.1200e-
003

0.0000 70.1441

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Grading - 2025

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.9119 0.0000 3.9119 1.4239 0.0000 1.4239 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3918 3.5575 4.0914 8.0600e-
003

0.1549 0.1549 0.1425 0.1425 0.0000 708.2364 708.2364 0.2291 0.0000 713.0466

Total 0.3918 3.5575 4.0914 8.0600e-
003

3.9119 0.1549 4.0668 1.4239 0.1425 1.5664 0.0000 708.2364 708.2364 0.2291 0.0000 713.0466

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 3.1800e-
003

0.0119 0.0289 7.0000e-
005

4.1300e-
003

2.9000e-
004

4.4200e-
003

1.0600e-
003

2.7000e-
004

1.3300e-
003

0.0000 6.2955 6.2955 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.2965

Vendor 0.0110 0.0344 0.0698 2.4000e-
004

6.9300e-
003

8.5000e-
004

7.7700e-
003

1.9700e-
003

7.8000e-
004

2.7500e-
003

0.0000 20.2716 20.2716 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 20.2743

Worker 0.0714 0.0240 0.1948 7.1000e-
004

0.0655 4.1000e-
004

0.0659 0.0174 3.8000e-
004

0.0178 0.0000 42.7899 42.7899 1.8700e-
003

0.0000 42.8292

Total 0.0856 0.0702 0.2935 1.0200e-
003

0.0766 1.5500e-
003

0.0781 0.0204 1.4300e-
003

0.0219 0.0000 69.3570 69.3570 2.0500e-
003

0.0000 69.4000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Grading - 2025

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.9119 0.0000 3.9119 1.4239 0.0000 1.4239 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3913 3.5533 4.0865 8.0500e-
003

0.1547 0.1547 0.1423 0.1423 0.0000 707.3939 707.3939 0.2288 0.0000 712.1984

Total 0.3913 3.5533 4.0865 8.0500e-
003

3.9119 0.1547 4.0666 1.4239 0.1423 1.5662 0.0000 707.3939 707.3939 0.2288 0.0000 712.1984

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 3.1800e-
003

0.0119 0.0289 7.0000e-
005

0.9716 2.9000e-
004

0.9718 0.2385 2.7000e-
004

0.2388 0.0000 6.2955 6.2955 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.2965

Vendor 0.0110 0.0344 0.0698 2.4000e-
004

6.9300e-
003

8.5000e-
004

7.7700e-
003

1.9700e-
003

7.8000e-
004

2.7500e-
003

0.0000 20.2716 20.2716 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 20.2743

Worker 0.0714 0.0240 0.1948 7.1000e-
004

0.0655 4.1000e-
004

0.0659 0.0174 3.8000e-
004

0.0178 0.0000 42.7899 42.7899 1.8700e-
003

0.0000 42.8292

Total 0.0856 0.0702 0.2935 1.0200e-
003

1.0440 1.5500e-
003

1.0455 0.2579 1.4300e-
003

0.2593 0.0000 69.3570 69.3570 2.0500e-
003

0.0000 69.4000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Grading - 2026

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.9119 0.0000 3.9119 1.4239 0.0000 1.4239 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0330 0.2999 0.3449 6.8000e-
004

0.0131 0.0131 0.0120 0.0120 0.0000 59.6981 59.6981 0.0193 0.0000 60.1036

Total 0.0330 0.2999 0.3449 6.8000e-
004

3.9119 0.0131 3.9250 1.4239 0.0120 1.4359 0.0000 59.6981 59.6981 0.0193 0.0000 60.1036

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 2.6000e-
004

9.8000e-
004

2.3500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

3.7600e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.7800e-
003

9.3000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

9.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.5309 0.5309 0.0000 0.0000 0.5309

Vendor 9.1000e-
004

2.8500e-
003

5.6600e-
003

2.0000e-
005

5.8000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

6.6000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

2.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.7097 1.7097 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.7099

Worker 5.8700e-
003

1.9200e-
003

0.0154 6.0000e-
005

5.5200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

5.5600e-
003

1.4700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.5000e-
003

0.0000 3.5455 3.5455 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 3.5487

Total 7.0400e-
003

5.7500e-
003

0.0234 9.0000e-
005

9.8600e-
003

1.2000e-
004

1.0000e-
002

2.5700e-
003

1.2000e-
004

2.6800e-
003

0.0000 5.7861 5.7861 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 5.7895

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.6 Grading - 2026

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 3.9119 0.0000 3.9119 1.4239 0.0000 1.4239 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0330 0.2995 0.3445 6.8000e-
004

0.0130 0.0130 0.0120 0.0120 0.0000 59.6271 59.6271 0.0193 0.0000 60.0321

Total 0.0330 0.2995 0.3445 6.8000e-
004

3.9119 0.0130 3.9249 1.4239 0.0120 1.4359 0.0000 59.6271 59.6271 0.0193 0.0000 60.0321

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 2.6000e-
004

9.8000e-
004

2.3500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0819 2.0000e-
005

0.0819 0.0201 2.0000e-
005

0.0201 0.0000 0.5309 0.5309 0.0000 0.0000 0.5309

Vendor 9.1000e-
004

2.8500e-
003

5.6600e-
003

2.0000e-
005

5.8000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

6.6000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

2.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.7097 1.7097 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.7099

Worker 5.8700e-
003

1.9200e-
003

0.0154 6.0000e-
005

5.5200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

5.5600e-
003

1.4700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.5000e-
003

0.0000 3.5455 3.5455 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 3.5487

Total 7.0400e-
003

5.7500e-
003

0.0234 9.0000e-
005

0.0880 1.2000e-
004

0.0881 0.0218 1.2000e-
004

0.0219 0.0000 5.7861 5.7861 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 5.7895

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 2.0714 1.4698 7.4212 0.0214 1.5869 0.0235 1.6104 0.4250 0.0217 0.4467 0.0000 1,428.405
7

1,428.405
7

0.0492 0.0000 1,429.439
4

Unmitigated 2.0714 1.4698 7.4212 0.0214 1.5869 0.0235 1.6104 0.4250 0.0217 0.4467 0.0000 1,428.405
7

1,428.405
7

0.0492 0.0000 1,429.439
4

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Single Family Housing 1,368.51 1,368.51 1368.51 3,775,899 3,775,899

User Defined Recreational 275.48 275.48 275.48 428,354 428,354

Total 1,643.99 1,643.99 1,643.99 4,204,252 4,204,252

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Single Family Housing 12.30 5.90 6.40 37.50 15.00 47.50 86 11 3

User Defined Recreational 8.80 4.60 4.60 5.00 0.00 95.00 86 11 3

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.489821 0.036204 0.210874 0.153026 0.049322 0.007389 0.020723 0.015503 0.002015 0.002209 0.008256 0.001515 0.003143
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5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 294.2367 294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 294.2367 294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

Historical Energy Use: N
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Recreational

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Single Family 
Housing

5.04546e
+006

0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

Total 0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

5.04546e
+006

0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

User Defined 
Recreational

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

Mitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

1.01143e
+006

294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

User Defined 
Recreational

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

1.01143e
+006

294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

User Defined 
Recreational

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 1.6572 0.0122 1.0609 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7346 1.7346 1.6600e-
003

0.0000 1.7695

Unmitigated 1.6572 0.0122 1.0609 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7346 1.7346 1.6600e-
003

0.0000 1.7695

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.4614 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

1.1640 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0319 0.0122 1.0609 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7346 1.7346 1.6600e-
003

0.0000 1.7695

Total 1.6572 0.0122 1.0609 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7346 1.7346 1.6600e-
003

0.0000 1.7695

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 130.8380 0.0854 0.0521 148.7825

Unmitigated 130.8380 0.0859 0.0522 148.8200

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.4614 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

1.1640 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0319 0.0122 1.0609 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7346 1.7346 1.6600e-
003

0.0000 1.7695

Total 1.6572 0.0122 1.0609 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7346 1.7346 1.6600e-
003

0.0000 1.7695

Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

66.5267 / 
2.53349

130.8380 0.0859 0.0522 148.8200

User Defined 
Recreational

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 130.8380 0.0859 0.0522 148.8200

Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

66.5267 / 
2.53349

130.8380 0.0854 0.0521 148.7825

User Defined 
Recreational

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 130.8380 0.0854 0.0521 148.7825

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 37.9593 2.2433 0.0000 85.0693

 Unmitigated 37.9593 2.2433 0.0000 85.0693

Category/Year

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

157 31.8696 1.8834 0.0000 71.4218

User Defined 
Recreational

30 6.0897 0.3599 0.0000 13.6475

Total 37.9593 2.2433 0.0000 85.0693

Unmitigated

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 4/21/2014 2:36 PMPage 54 of 55



10.0 Vegetation

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

157 31.8696 1.8834 0.0000 71.4218

User Defined 
Recreational

30 6.0897 0.3599 0.0000 13.6475

Total 37.9593 2.2433 0.0000 85.0693

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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Santa Barbara County APCD Air District, Annual

Chumash Camp 4, Alt A

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Single Family Housing 143.00 Dwelling Unit 715.00 286,000.00 374

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Rural

4

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.9 37

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

2030Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

641.35 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Lot size is 5 acres.  2.61 persons per dwelling unit.  Square footage based on 2,000 square feet residential units.

Construction Phase - Construction will begin in 2023 and last for four years.

Off-road Equipment - Additional paving will be needed for Tribal Hall parking.

Trips and VMT - Trip lenth is estimated to be 15 miles. Grading trips are consistent with the noise analysis.

Grading - Conservative estimate of disturbed land based on lot size, includes infrustructure.

Vehicle Trips - Trip Rate consistent with TIA and trip percentage default consistent with the ITE Manual.

Woodstoves - Now woodfired combustion units will be installed.

Water And Wastewater - Based on 335 acre feet per year, Section 4.1.2.

Solid Waste - Per Public Service Section.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Clean paved roadways adjacent to soil haul route entrance twice a day.

Mobile Land Use Mitigation - 

Area Mitigation - 

Energy Mitigation - 

Water Mitigation - 

Waste Mitigation - 
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2.0 Emissions Summary

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 480.00 1.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 257,400.00 286,000.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 46.43 715.00

tblLandUse Population 389.00 374.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2030

tblProjectCharacteristics UrbanizationLevel Urban Rural

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 153.34 157.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 4.60 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 12.30 15.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 10.08 9.57

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 8.77 9.57

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 9,317,025.66 66,526,740.00

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 5,873,777.05 2,533,490.00
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2015 2.8400e-
003

0.0285 0.0221 2.0000e-
005

9.1300e-
003

1.5400e-
003

0.0107 4.9900e-
003

1.4200e-
003

6.4100e-
003

0.0000 1.9501 1.9501 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.9619

Total 2.8400e-
003

0.0285 0.0221 2.0000e-
005

9.1300e-
003

1.5400e-
003

0.0107 4.9900e-
003

1.4200e-
003

6.4100e-
003

0.0000 1.9501 1.9501 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.9619

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2015 2.8300e-
003

0.0285 0.0221 2.0000e-
005

9.1300e-
003

1.5400e-
003

0.0107 4.9900e-
003

1.4200e-
003

6.4100e-
003

0.0000 1.9479 1.9479 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.9597

Total 2.8300e-
003

0.0285 0.0221 2.0000e-
005

9.1300e-
003

1.5400e-
003

0.0107 4.9900e-
003

1.4200e-
003

6.4100e-
003

0.0000 1.9479 1.9479 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.9597

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.35 0.11 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.11
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 1.5960 0.0122 1.0590 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7344 1.7344 1.6500e-
003

0.0000 1.7691

Energy 0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 563.4818 563.4818 0.0185 7.6900e-
003

566.2531

Mobile 1.7020 1.1141 5.5949 0.0191 1.4255 0.0209 1.4464 0.3818 0.0193 0.4011 0.0000 1,246.317
1

1,246.317
1

0.0373 0.0000 1,247.100
3

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 31.8696 0.0000 31.8696 1.8834 0.0000 71.4218

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 23.5373 107.3008 130.8380 0.0859 0.0522 148.8200

Total 3.3252 1.3588 6.7528 0.0206 1.4255 0.0456 1.4710 0.3818 0.0440 0.4258 55.4068 1,918.834
1

1,974.240
9

2.0267 0.0599 2,035.364
4

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 1.5960 0.0122 1.0590 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7344 1.7344 1.6500e-
003

0.0000 1.7691

Energy 0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 563.4818 563.4818 0.0185 7.6900e-
003

566.2531

Mobile 1.7020 1.1141 5.5949 0.0191 1.4255 0.0209 1.4464 0.3818 0.0193 0.4011 0.0000 1,246.317
1

1,246.317
1

0.0373 0.0000 1,247.100
3

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 31.8696 0.0000 31.8696 1.8834 0.0000 71.4218

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 23.5373 107.3008 130.8380 0.0854 0.0521 148.7825

Total 3.3252 1.3588 6.7528 0.0206 1.4255 0.0456 1.4710 0.3818 0.0440 0.4258 55.4068 1,918.834
1

1,974.240
9

2.0263 0.0598 2,035.326
8

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/1/2015 1/1/2015 5 1

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.15 0.00

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 9.0300e-
003

0.0000 9.0300e-
003

4.9700e-
003

0.0000 4.9700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.6300e-
003

0.0284 0.0213 2.0000e-
005

1.5400e-
003

1.5400e-
003

1.4200e-
003

1.4200e-
003

0.0000 1.8651 1.8651 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.8768

Total 2.6300e-
003

0.0284 0.0213 2.0000e-
005

9.0300e-
003

1.5400e-
003

0.0106 4.9700e-
003

1.4200e-
003

6.3900e-
003

0.0000 1.8651 1.8651 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.8768

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 255 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 15.00 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

7.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0851 0.0851 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0852

Total 2.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

7.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0851 0.0851 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0852

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 9.0300e-
003

0.0000 9.0300e-
003

4.9700e-
003

0.0000 4.9700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.6300e-
003

0.0284 0.0213 2.0000e-
005

1.5400e-
003

1.5400e-
003

1.4200e-
003

1.4200e-
003

0.0000 1.8628 1.8628 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.8745

Total 2.6300e-
003

0.0284 0.0213 2.0000e-
005

9.0300e-
003

1.5400e-
003

0.0106 4.9700e-
003

1.4200e-
003

6.3900e-
003

0.0000 1.8628 1.8628 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.8745

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 1.7020 1.1141 5.5949 0.0191 1.4255 0.0209 1.4464 0.3818 0.0193 0.4011 0.0000 1,246.317
1

1,246.317
1

0.0373 0.0000 1,247.100
3

Unmitigated 1.7020 1.1141 5.5949 0.0191 1.4255 0.0209 1.4464 0.3818 0.0193 0.4011 0.0000 1,246.317
1

1,246.317
1

0.0373 0.0000 1,247.100
3

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.2 Site Preparation - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

7.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0851 0.0851 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0852

Total 2.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

7.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0851 0.0851 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0852

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Single Family Housing 1,368.51 1,368.51 1368.51 3,775,899 3,775,899

Total 1,368.51 1,368.51 1,368.51 3,775,899 3,775,899

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Single Family Housing 12.30 5.90 6.40 37.50 15.00 47.50 86 11 3

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.491343 0.035803 0.209975 0.151446 0.049404 0.007294 0.021229 0.016420 0.002108 0.002167 0.008276 0.001461 0.003075

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 294.2367 294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 294.2367 294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

5.04546e
+006

0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

Total 0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

5.04546e
+006

0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

Total 0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

1.01143e
+006

294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

Total 294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 1.5960 0.0122 1.0590 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7344 1.7344 1.6500e-
003

0.0000 1.7691

Unmitigated 1.5960 0.0122 1.0590 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7344 1.7344 1.6500e-
003

0.0000 1.7691

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

1.01143e
+006

294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

Total 294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

Mitigated
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.4474 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

1.1170 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0317 0.0122 1.0590 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7344 1.7344 1.6500e-
003

0.0000 1.7691

Total 1.5960 0.0122 1.0590 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7344 1.7344 1.6500e-
003

0.0000 1.7691

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 130.8380 0.0854 0.0521 148.7825

Unmitigated 130.8380 0.0859 0.0522 148.8200

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.4474 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

1.1170 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0317 0.0122 1.0590 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7344 1.7344 1.6500e-
003

0.0000 1.7691

Total 1.5960 0.0122 1.0590 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7344 1.7344 1.6500e-
003

0.0000 1.7691

Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

66.5267 / 
2.53349

130.8380 0.0859 0.0522 148.8200

Total 130.8380 0.0859 0.0522 148.8200

Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

66.5267 / 
2.53349

130.8380 0.0854 0.0521 148.7825

Total 130.8380 0.0854 0.0521 148.7825

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 31.8696 1.8834 0.0000 71.4218

 Unmitigated 31.8696 1.8834 0.0000 71.4218

Category/Year

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

157 31.8696 1.8834 0.0000 71.4218

Total 31.8696 1.8834 0.0000 71.4218

Unmitigated
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10.0 Vegetation

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

157 31.8696 1.8834 0.0000 71.4218

Total 31.8696 1.8834 0.0000 71.4218

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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Santa Barbara County APCD Air District, Annual

Chumash Camp 4, Alt B

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Recreational 12.04 User Defined Unit 1.00 12,042.00 276

Single Family Housing 143.00 Dwelling Unit 715.00 286,000.00 374

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Rural

4

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.9 37

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

2030Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

641.35 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Lot size is 5 acres.  2.61 persons per dwelling unit.  Square footage based on 2,000 square feet residential units.

Construction Phase - Construction will begin in 2023 and last for four years.

Off-road Equipment - Additional paving will be needed for Tribal Hall parking.

Trips and VMT - Trip lenth is estimated to be 15 miles. Grading trips are consistent with the noise analysis.

Grading - Conservative estimate of disturbed land based on lot size, includes infrustructure.

Vehicle Trips - Trip Rate consistent with TIA and trip percentage default consistent with the ITE Manual.

Woodstoves - Now woodfired combustion units will be installed.

Water And Wastewater - Based on 335 acre feet per year, Section 4.1.2.  Alternative B would reduce outdoor water consumption due to reduced lot size.

Solid Waste - Per Public Service Section.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Clean paved roadways adjacent to soil haul route entrance twice a day.

Mobile Land Use Mitigation - 

Area Mitigation - 

Energy Mitigation - 

Water Mitigation - 

Waste Mitigation - 
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2.0 Emissions Summary

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 480.00 1.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 0.00 12,042.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 257,400.00 286,000.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.00 1.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 46.43 715.00

tblLandUse Population 0.00 276.00

tblLandUse Population 389.00 374.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2030

tblProjectCharacteristics UrbanizationLevel Urban Rural

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 153.34 157.00

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 0.00 30.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 4.60 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 12.30 15.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TTP 0.00 95.00

tblVehicleTrips CW_TTP 0.00 5.00

tblVehicleTrips DV_TP 0.00 11.00

tblVehicleTrips PB_TP 0.00 3.00

tblVehicleTrips PR_TP 0.00 86.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 10.08 9.57

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 0.00 22.88

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 8.77 9.57

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.00 22.88

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 0.00 22.88

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 9,317,025.66 66,526,740.00

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 5,873,777.05 2,533,490.00
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2015 2.8400e-
003

0.0285 0.0221 2.0000e-
005

9.1300e-
003

1.5400e-
003

0.0107 4.9900e-
003

1.4200e-
003

6.4100e-
003

0.0000 1.9501 1.9501 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.9619

Total 2.8400e-
003

0.0285 0.0221 2.0000e-
005

9.1300e-
003

1.5400e-
003

0.0107 4.9900e-
003

1.4200e-
003

6.4100e-
003

0.0000 1.9501 1.9501 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.9619

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2015 2.8300e-
003

0.0285 0.0221 2.0000e-
005

9.1300e-
003

1.5400e-
003

0.0107 4.9900e-
003

1.4200e-
003

6.4100e-
003

0.0000 1.9479 1.9479 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.9597

Total 2.8300e-
003

0.0285 0.0221 2.0000e-
005

9.1300e-
003

1.5400e-
003

0.0107 4.9900e-
003

1.4200e-
003

6.4100e-
003

0.0000 1.9479 1.9479 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.9597

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.35 0.11 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.11
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 1.6570 0.0122 1.0591 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7346 1.7346 1.6500e-
003

0.0000 1.7694

Energy 0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 563.4818 563.4818 0.0185 7.6900e-
003

566.2531

Mobile 1.9118 1.2602 6.3838 0.0213 1.5872 0.0235 1.6107 0.4251 0.0217 0.4468 0.0000 1,391.241
3

1,391.241
3

0.0418 0.0000 1,392.119
9

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 37.9593 0.0000 37.9593 2.2433 0.0000 85.0693

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 23.5373 107.3008 130.8380 0.0859 0.0522 148.8200

Total 3.5961 1.5049 7.5419 0.0228 1.5872 0.0482 1.6354 0.4251 0.0464 0.4715 61.4966 2,063.758
6

2,125.255
1

2.3912 0.0599 2,194.031
7

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 1.6570 0.0122 1.0591 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7346 1.7346 1.6500e-
003

0.0000 1.7694

Energy 0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 563.4818 563.4818 0.0185 7.6900e-
003

566.2531

Mobile 1.9118 1.2602 6.3838 0.0213 1.5872 0.0235 1.6107 0.4251 0.0217 0.4468 0.0000 1,391.241
3

1,391.241
3

0.0418 0.0000 1,392.119
9

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 37.9593 0.0000 37.9593 2.2433 0.0000 85.0693

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 23.5373 107.3008 130.8380 0.0854 0.0521 148.7825

Total 3.5961 1.5049 7.5419 0.0228 1.5872 0.0482 1.6354 0.4251 0.0464 0.4715 61.4966 2,063.758
6

2,125.255
1

2.3907 0.0598 2,193.994
1

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/1/2015 1/1/2015 5 1

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.15 0.00

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 9.0300e-
003

0.0000 9.0300e-
003

4.9700e-
003

0.0000 4.9700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.6300e-
003

0.0284 0.0213 2.0000e-
005

1.5400e-
003

1.5400e-
003

1.4200e-
003

1.4200e-
003

0.0000 1.8651 1.8651 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.8768

Total 2.6300e-
003

0.0284 0.0213 2.0000e-
005

9.0300e-
003

1.5400e-
003

0.0106 4.9700e-
003

1.4200e-
003

6.3900e-
003

0.0000 1.8651 1.8651 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.8768

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 255 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 15.00 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

7.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0851 0.0851 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0852

Total 2.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

7.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0851 0.0851 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0852

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 9.0300e-
003

0.0000 9.0300e-
003

4.9700e-
003

0.0000 4.9700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.6300e-
003

0.0284 0.0213 2.0000e-
005

1.5400e-
003

1.5400e-
003

1.4200e-
003

1.4200e-
003

0.0000 1.8628 1.8628 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.8745

Total 2.6300e-
003

0.0284 0.0213 2.0000e-
005

9.0300e-
003

1.5400e-
003

0.0106 4.9700e-
003

1.4200e-
003

6.3900e-
003

0.0000 1.8628 1.8628 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.8745

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 1.9118 1.2602 6.3838 0.0213 1.5872 0.0235 1.6107 0.4251 0.0217 0.4468 0.0000 1,391.241
3

1,391.241
3

0.0418 0.0000 1,392.119
9

Unmitigated 1.9118 1.2602 6.3838 0.0213 1.5872 0.0235 1.6107 0.4251 0.0217 0.4468 0.0000 1,391.241
3

1,391.241
3

0.0418 0.0000 1,392.119
9

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.2 Site Preparation - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

7.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0851 0.0851 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0852

Total 2.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

7.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0851 0.0851 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0852

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Single Family Housing 1,368.51 1,368.51 1368.51 3,775,899 3,775,899

User Defined Recreational 275.48 275.48 275.48 428,354 428,354

Total 1,643.99 1,643.99 1,643.99 4,204,252 4,204,252

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Single Family Housing 12.30 5.90 6.40 37.50 15.00 47.50 86 11 3

User Defined Recreational 8.80 4.60 4.60 5.00 0.00 95.00 86 11 3

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.491343 0.035803 0.209975 0.151446 0.049404 0.007294 0.021229 0.016420 0.002108 0.002167 0.008276 0.001461 0.003075

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 294.2367 294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 294.2367 294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Recreational

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Single Family 
Housing

5.04546e
+006

0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

Total 0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

Unmitigated

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 4/21/2014 11:21 AMPage 11 of 18



5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Recreational

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Single Family 
Housing

5.04546e
+006

0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

Total 0.0272 0.2325 0.0989 1.4800e-
003

0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 269.2451 269.2451 5.1600e-
003

4.9400e-
003

270.8837

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

1.01143e
+006

294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

User Defined 
Recreational

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 1.6570 0.0122 1.0591 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7346 1.7346 1.6500e-
003

0.0000 1.7694

Unmitigated 1.6570 0.0122 1.0591 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7346 1.7346 1.6500e-
003

0.0000 1.7694

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

1.01143e
+006

294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

User Defined 
Recreational

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 294.2367 0.0133 2.7500e-
003

295.3694

Mitigated
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.4614 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

1.1640 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0317 0.0122 1.0591 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7346 1.7346 1.6500e-
003

0.0000 1.7694

Total 1.6570 0.0122 1.0591 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7346 1.7346 1.6500e-
003

0.0000 1.7694

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 130.8380 0.0854 0.0521 148.7825

Unmitigated 130.8380 0.0859 0.0522 148.8200

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.4614 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

1.1640 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0317 0.0122 1.0591 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7346 1.7346 1.6500e-
003

0.0000 1.7694

Total 1.6570 0.0122 1.0591 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

5.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.7346 1.7346 1.6500e-
003

0.0000 1.7694

Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

66.5267 / 
2.53349

130.8380 0.0859 0.0522 148.8200

User Defined 
Recreational

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 130.8380 0.0859 0.0522 148.8200

Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

66.5267 / 
2.53349

130.8380 0.0854 0.0521 148.7825

User Defined 
Recreational

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 130.8380 0.0854 0.0521 148.7825

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Unmitigated 37.9593 2.2433 0.0000 85.0693

 Mitigated 37.9593 2.2433 0.0000 85.0693

Category/Year

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

157 31.8696 1.8834 0.0000 71.4218

User Defined 
Recreational

30 6.0897 0.3599 0.0000 13.6475

Total 37.9593 2.2433 0.0000 85.0693

Unmitigated
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10.0 Vegetation

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

157 31.8696 1.8834 0.0000 71.4218

User Defined 
Recreational

30 6.0897 0.3599 0.0000 13.6475

Total 37.9593 2.2433 0.0000 85.0693

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians (Tribe) proposes a project to develop approximately 
1,433 acres of land as part of a trust land acquisition.  This water and wastewater technical 
feasibility study is in support of the Environmental Assessment (EA) prepared in support of the 
Tribe’s application for the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) to take the 1,433-acre Project into 
Trust.  by the Tribe to reduce potential adverse impacts to environmental resources.  The EA is 
being prepared by Analytical Environmental Services (AES), Sacramento, California.  The 
project alternatives evaluated in this EA consist of: 

 

Alternative A (Proposed Project) – 1,433± acre trust land acquisition and 
development of 143 five-acre residential lots for Tribal members.  The remaining 
land uses would entail 206 acres of vineyards (reducing the existing 256 acres of 
vineyards by 50 acres), 256 acres of open space/recreational , 131 acres of 
riparian corridor and oak woodland conservation, and 3 acres of Special Purpose 
Zone- Utilities; 

 

Alternative B (Reduced Development Intensity Alternative) – Identical trust land 
acquisition and development of 143 one-acre residential lots for Tribal members.  
The remaining land uses would entail 825 acres of open space/recreational, 30 
acres of Tribal Government/Development (including 12,042 square feet of Tribal 
facilities), and the same acreages of vineyard, riparian corridor and oak 
woodland conservation, and utilities land uses as proposed under Alternative A; 
and 

 

Alternative C (No Action Alternative) – No federal action or proposed 
development. The “No Action” alternative is not discussed further in this report, 
as no technical evaluation is warranted for this alternative.  While there will be no 
development of structures under the “No Action Alternative” the Tribe can and 
will be increasing the size of the vineyard by 44 acres which will increase water 
use by 44 AFY. 

A summary of project components under the two development alternatives (A and B) is provided 
in Table 1-1.  Full details of the Project Descriptions and alternatives can be found in the EA 
prepared by AES for this Project.   

ALTERNATIVE A – PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternative A consists of two main components: (1) the placement of 5 parcels totaling 
approximately 1,433± acres into Federal trust status for the Tribe; and (2) the development of 
143 five-acre residential plots with the remaining acreage dedicated to agriculture, open 
space/recreational, conservation of riparian corridors and oak woodland, and development of 
utilities.  Development of the site would include domestic water connections, a wastewater 
treatment plant (WWTP), and supporting roads and infrastructure.  Alternative A is described in 
more detail in the following sections. 
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TABLE 1-1 

 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVESa 

 

Project Components 
Alternative 

A B 

Land Taken into Trust 1,433± acres 1,433± acres 

Residential Development 143 five-acre lots 143 one-acre lots 

Designated Tribal Land 
Uses 

206  acres of Agriculture 
(existing),  

256  acres of Open 
Space/Recreational – 
General/Trails,  

98  acres of Resource 
Management Zone – 
Riparian Corridors,  

33  acres of Resource 
Management Zone – Oak 
Woodland, and  

3  acres of Special Purpose 
Zone- Utilities 

206  acres of Agriculture (existing),  

825  acres of Open 
Space/Recreational – 
General/Trails, and 

30  acres of Special Purpose Zone 
-Tribal 
Government/Development  

98  acres of Resource 
Management Zone – Riparian 
Corridors,  

33  acres of Resource 
Management Zone – Oak 
Woodland, and  

3  acres of Special Purpose 
Zone- Utilities 

Water Source Groundwater Groundwater 

Wastewater Treatment Onsite WWTP Onsite WWTP 
 aSource:  AES, 2012 

 

 
Proposed Residential Development.   

Under Alternative A, the Tribe would develop residential plots on Parcels 2, 3 and 4 of 
the project site.  The proposed housing would consist of up to 143 five-acre residential 
plots with construction of single-family detached houses of varying sizes ranging from 
3,000 to 5,000 square feet.  Development on each five-acre plot would include 
approximately 0.65 acres of disturbance for building pad development, driveway 
construction, utility installations, and landscaping.  Additionally, new domestic water 
connections, improved access roads, driveways, a new wastewater treatment plant, and 
utilities would also be constructed to support the residences.  A site plan identifying the 
proposed residential plots is shown in Figure 1-1. 

Designated Tribal Land Uses 

In addition to the proposed residential development, the Tribe would designate the 
following land uses on the subject property: 
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Agricultural  

The Tribe would continue operating an existing 256-acre vineyard located on Parcel 1 
and a portion of Parcel 2 (refer to Figure 1-1); however, for Alternatives A and B, the 
vineyard size will be reduced by 50 acres resulting in a vineyard area of 206 acres.  The 
256-acre vineyard is currently in operation and includes a storage reservoir, existing 
access roadways, and a processing/shipping area.  No winemaking facilities are 
currently located on the project site, and there are no plans to develop a winery on the 
project site.  Various structures are located within the agricultural lands including an old 
abandoned house and operational horse stables.   

 Open Space/Recreational – General/Trails 

Approximately 256 acres of the project site would be designated as open space and 
recreation.  Passive trails would be designated for pedestrian use and equestrian trails 
would be developed to provide recreation for residents and guests in coordination with 
the horse stables located on the existing agricultural lands.  The open space/recreational 
area adjacent to State Route (SR) 154 would be utilized as a viewshed protection zone.  
No residential development is planned within the zone adjacent to SR-154 to protect the 
viewshed of the scenic highway.  

Special Purpose Zone- Utilities (WWTP) 

To support the development of residential plots, a central tertiary WWTP would be 
developed on three acres of the agricultural lands.  The tertiary WWTP is described in 
more detail below. 

 

Water Supply 

The Tribe would develop an on-site water supply system using groundwater to meet potable 
water demands.  Groundwater wells would be located in reasonable proximity to the proposed 
residential developments.  The Tribe would install an onsite domestic water storage tank as well 
as the appropriate water distribution pipelines to the proposed Tribal residences.  Water quality 
would be no less stringent than Federal water quality and Federal Safe Drinking Water Act 
standards.  Inspections of the water supply system and water quality by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) would ensure compliance with applicable safe drinking water 
standards.  Tertiary treated wastewater would be utilized to meet the irrigation water demands 
of the vineyard operation, common area landscaping, and other irrigated uses as feasible.  The 
existing agriculture storage reservoir would be used to meet the recycled water storage 
requirements.  Water runoff will be retained and recharged at a minimum, in an amount to 
compensate for new impervious surfaces for roads, parking and building pads.  Proposed water 
facilities are discussed in more detail in Chapter 2 of this Report.   

 
Wastewater Treatment and Disposal 

A new tertiary WWTP would be constructed on Parcel 1 (Figure 1-1) adjacent to the existing 
reservoir within the vineyards.  The WWTP would be sized to accommodate the proposed 
wastewater generation rates of the Proposed Project.  The tertiary treated wastewater would be 
recycled for use as agricultural irrigation for the existing agricultural operations, common area 
landscaping, and other irrigated uses as feasible on the project site.  Drainage control would be 
installed along the perimeter of recycled water irrigation areas to prevent comingling with 



 

Water and WW Feasibility Study April 28,2014 
Chumash Camp 4  Page 1-4 

stormwater runoff.  Stormwater retention will also be designed to enhance capture and 
percolation/recharge of stormwater runoff to the underlying groundwater table.  Recycled water 
runoff would be collected and disposed of via discharge to the WWTP. 

The proposed WWTP and related facilities are discussed in more detail in Chapter 3 of this 
Report.  In general terms, wastewater facilities would include a tertiary WWTP, sewer lift 
stations, conveyance systems, emergency storage, runoff/spill control, and a recycled water 
reservoir.  The sewer lift stations would be developed within the residential areas as needed.  
The existing water reservoir located on Parcel 1 would be re-purposed to store recycled water 
from the WWTP, and enlarged if necessary.  The reservoir would be equipped with provisions 
for potable water “make-up” water (with air-gap separation to protect the potable water supply) 
to supplement recycled water during high demand times.  The existing water reservoir is 
currently lined and prior to use as a recycled water reservoir, the lining would be inspected for 
tears or other imperfections that may result in leakage.  The proposed wastewater treatment 
system would be operated pursuant to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
regulations. 
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ALTERNATIVE B – REDUCED DEVELOPMENT INTENSITY 

Alternative B would involve placing the 1,433-acre Camp 4 site into federal trust status for the 
benefit of the Tribe; however, under Alternative B, the residential parcel lot sizes would be 
reduced from 5 acres to 1 acre, decreasing the residential acreage from approximately 793± 
acres to approximately 194± acres.  Development on each one-acre plot would include 
approximately 0.25 acres of disturbance for building pad development, driveway construction, 
utility installations, and landscaping.  Additionally, new domestic water connections, improved 
access roads, driveways, a new WWTP, and utilities would also be constructed to support the 
residences.  A site plan identifying the proposed 
residential plots is shown in Figure 1-2. In 
addition, approximately 30 acres of the project 
site would be reserved for approximately 12,000 
square feet of Tribal administrative facilities for 
administrative functions, limited meetings and 
small social functions.  A breakdown of the 
components of the proposed Tribal facilities is 
displayed in Table 1-2.  It is anticipated that the 
Tribal development would include office space 
for up to 40 Tribal employees and result in up to 
100 events per year (maximum 300 to 400 
guests) being held at the facilities.  
Approximately 250 parking spaces would be 
provided for the facilities. 

The remaining land uses and project 
components under Alternative B are identical to 
that proposed under Alternative A including: the 
construction of 143 residences ranging from 
3,000 to 5,000 square feet, domestic water 
connections, and a WWTP.  Public services, water supply, wastewater treatment and disposal, 
and roadway improvements would all be provided for Alternative B as described for Alternative 
A.   

 

Table 1-2.  Tribal Community Development 
– Onsite Facilities 

 
 

Usage 

Square 
Footage (sf) 

Tribal Office Complex 12,042 

Circulation (Misc. at 
30%) 

3,613 

Total Development 15,655 
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Protective Measures and Best Management Practices 

Protective measures and best management practices (BMPs) pertinent to this water and 
wastewater feasibility study have been incorporated into the project design to eliminate or 
substantially reduce environmental impacts from the Proposed Project.   

These measures and BMPs are discussed below. 

Land Resources 

All structures would meet the Tribe’s building ordinance, which meets or exceeds 
Uniform Building Code (UBC) requirements.   

Water Resources 

 High water-demand plants would be minimized in landscaping plans.  Native and 
drought-tolerant plant species (trees, shrubs, and ground cover) would be 
emphasized. 

 Turf grass/lawns will be eliminated during times of declared drought conditions in 
Santa Barbara County, as was recently proclaimed by the County on January 21, 
2014. Residents will be allowed to re-plant lawns when drought conditions are lifted. 

 Water-efficient fixtures and appliances would be installed in residences. 

 Stormwater runoff will be retained on site and allowed to percolate/recharge the 
underlying groundwater to the extent practical, striving to compensate at a minimum, 
for the new impervious surfaces proposed for roads, parking areas and building 
pads.  A minimum of 14 AF of runoff will be retained on site and percolated to the 
underlying groundwater. 

Public Services 

 Structural fire protection would be provided through compliance with Tribal 
ordinances no less stringent than applicable Uniform Fire Code requirements.  The 
Tribe would ensure that appropriate water supply and pressure is available for 
emergency fire flows.   
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CHAPTER 2 
 

WATER SYSTEM 
 
This chapter describes the projected water demands, water supply and distribution system 
requirements for the Chumash Camp 4 Project (Project) for Alternatives A and B.  The water 
demand forecasts form the basis for assessing water supply requirements and identifying 
distribution system requirements.  Recycled water demands are discussed in detail in Chapter 
3.   

PROJECTED POTABLE WATER DEMAND 

Potable water demands projected for the Project will form the basis for recommendations for 
needed water supply, and for laying out conceptual water system components including potable 
water distribution and fire suppression system, water storage and pumping requirements. 
Detailed hydraulic analyses of the conceptual water system are beyond the scope of this study; 
however, general water system infrastructure is described in this Chapter.  Water demands for 
Alternatives A and B are based on the program descriptions presented in Chapter 1 of this 
Report.   

Key factors, assumptions and details used to formulate water demands for both Alternatives A 
and B include the following: 

 Residential Units, 3.5 persons per dwelling unit, or ~500 permanent population 

 Domestic indoor water demand, 65 gallons per capita per day (gpcd) 

 All homes furnished with low-flow fixtures 

Hydraulic Demand Parameters  

Water system demands are important characteristics of water systems, as these parameters are 
used to size pumping, storage, and distribution system facilities.  Demands calculated for this 
Project will be used to evaluate water distribution system requirements.  Since this is a planned 
future Project, existing operations data is not available to be used as part of the water demand 
analysis.  Therefore, trends from other communities will be used to estimate demand factors 
herein.   

Hydraulic demand parameters are defined as follows: 

 Average Day Demand (ADD).  The ADD is the average water demand calculated 
over the year.  This demand is generally determined by production records, however, 
since the Project is a new development, the ADD must be estimated based on 
industry standards.   

 Night Time Demand (NTD).  The NTD is the production of water during low flow 
periods, typically seen in the middle of the night.  These flows are critical for properly 
sizing pumps to meet these low demands.  The NTD peaking factor for communities 
can vary considerably.   

 Maximum Day Demand (MDD).  The MDD is the maximum daily production of water 
needed to meet the peak day demand of the year.  This is generally during the 
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summer as a result of increased residential irrigation demand.  The MDD peaking 
factor for communities of similar size can range from 1.6 to 2.0.  To be conservative, 
for this analysis, a peaking factor of 2.0  (2.0 times the ADD) will be used. 

 Peak Hour Demand (PHD).  The PHD of the system is critical in sizing water mains 
and pumping facilities.  During peak hour demand, customers will generally 
experience low service pressures in areas with undersized mains and/or lack of 
looped distribution pipelines.  The PHD is generally determined by calculating the 
specific demand within the day, by monitoring tank levels and pumping records.  A 
PHD factor of 3.5 (3.5 times the ADD) was assigned to the entire system, based on 
engineering judgment and data from other similar municipalities. It is also noted, 
however, that the fire flow will be the highest water demand in the system. 

It is noted that irrigation of the existing vineyards, open space/recreational land use 
designations, and Tribal Office Complex irrigation demands (Alternative B), will be met using 
recycled water from the wastewater treatment plant, and make-up groundwater from on-site 
irrigation wells.  Refer to Chapter 3 for more information on recycled water uses and demands.  
It is further noted that frost protection for the vineyards will be accomplished with windmills/fans, 
not high rate irrigation sprinklers.   

Landscape irrigation demands were developed in part, by referring to local weather data 
available on the California Irrigation Management Information System (CIMIS) web site for local 
Santa Ynez weather stations, and consideration of the type of landscaping to be irrigated.  For 
all residential lots, turf area was estimated, in part by comparing sample properties surrounding 
the Project area to determine landscaped areas, turf/lawn areas, and buffer areas with no 
landscaping.   

Potable Water Demand – Alternative A 

Potable water demands for Alternative A are summarized in Table 2-1.  Key factors, 
assumptions and details used to formulate water demands for Alternative A include the 
following: 

 Total disturbance area, 0.65 acres. 

 5-acre Lot size, 0.5 acres of low water demand landscaping per lot, water demand 
1.0 acre feet per year (AFY)/acre. 

 Assumes 0.15 acres of irrigated turf/lawn area per lot, allowed only during years that 
Santa Barbara County drought declaration is lifted. 

 Lawn/Turf irrigation demand, 3.0 AFY/acre (Zero demand during declared drought 
years). 

Potable Water Demand – Alternative B 

Potable water demands for Alternative A are summarized in Table 2-2.  Specific water demands 
for the Tribal Government Center are summarized in Table 2-3.  Key factors, assumptions and 
details used to formulate water demands for Alternative A include the following: 

 1-acre Lot size, 0.1 acres of low water demand landscaping per lot, 1.0 AFY/acre 

 Pad disturbance, 0.25 acres 
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 Assumes 0.075 acres of irrigated turf/lawn area per lot, 3.0 AFY/acre irrigation 
demand, allowed only during years that Santa Barbara County drought declaration is 
lifted. 

Table 2-1.  Summary of Potable Water Demands – Alternative A 

User  Unit 
Type 
of Unit 

Peak Hour 
Demand per 
Unit, gpmb 

Annual Demand, AFY 
 

Non‐Drought  Drought 

Residential ‐ 
indoor  143  SFRa  0.22  36.4 

 
36.4 

Residential ‐ 
landscape 
drought 

tolerant LS  0.5  acres  0.93  71.5 

 
 
 
 

71.5 

Residential ‐ 
Lawn  0.15  acres  0.84  64.4 

 
0 

TOTAL  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  284  326.8  262.4 
aSingle-family residence 

bGallons per minute 

 

Table 2-2.  Summary of Potable Water Demands – Alternative B 

User  Unit 
Type of 
Unit 

Peak Hour 
Demand per 
Unit, gpm 

Annual Demand, AFY 

Non‐Drought  Drought 

Residential ‐ 
indoor  143  SFR  0.22  36.4 

 
36.4 

Residential ‐ 
landscape 

drought tolerant 
LS  0.1  acres  0.19  14.3 

 
 

 
 

14.3 

Residential ‐ 
Lawn  0.075  acres  0.42  32.2 

 
0 

TOTAL  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  217  82.9  50.7 
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Table 2-3.  Summary of Potable Water Demands – Tribal Office Complex 

Building 
Use Unit Quantity Demand Unit 

Demand, 
gpm 

Demand, 
AFY1 

Tribal 
Office 
 

Event 100/yr 10 
gpd/person@400 

persons/event 27.8 1.2 

Employee 40 ea 20 gpd/employee 7.1 0.90 
Included in 
employees 

above 
Included in 

events 
above 

TOTAL 34.9 2.1 
1Tribal Office Complex irrigation demands met using recycled water and non-potable irrigation water. 

 

WATER SUPPLY 

This section discusses the existing site hydrogeology, existing water wells and expected water 
quality, the existing storage reservoir, and water supply needs.   

Net Potable Water Demand – Alternative A 

Net potable water demands for Alternative A are summarized in Table 2-4. The net project 
demand considers new potable water demands only, therefore does not include the existing 
water demand for the vineyard (which will be irrigated with recycled water and irrigation water 
from on-site irrigation wells).  Key factors, assumptions and details used to formulate potable 
water demands for Alternative A were discussed earlier in this Chapter 2.   
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Table 2-4.  Net Potable Water Demand for Alternative A (5-Acre Parcels) 
 

User Unit 
Type 

of Unit 

Annual 
Demand 

(AFY) 
Residential - indoor use 143 SFR 36 

Residential - landscape irrigation (drought tolerant) 0.5 acres 72 

Residential – lawn irrigation 0.15 acres 01 - 64 
Treated wastewater for irrigation (90% of indoor 
use) 

-- -- <30> 

Vineyard Credit/Reduction (less 50 acres irrigation)   <50> 

NET PROJECT POTABLE WATER DEMAND2 -- -- 281 - 92 
   SFR – single family residence 
1No turf irrigation demand during years of Santa Barbara County drought declaration. 
2Note, there will be no net GW recharge loss due to percolative losses from impervious surfaces.  A calculated 14 
AFY runoff (same for Alternatives A and B) will be captured, retained on site and percolated to the underlying 
groundwater table below the Project site. 
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Net Potable Water Demand – Alternative B 
Net potable water demands for Alternative B are summarized in Table 2-5. As in Alternative A, 
the net potable water project demand considers new water demands only, therefore does not 
include the existing water demand for the vineyard (to be irrigated with recycled water and 
irrigation water from on-site irrigation wells).  Specific potable water demands for the Tribal 
Office Complex are summarized in Table 2-3.  Key factors, assumptions and details used to 
formulate water demands for Alternative B were presented earlier in Chapter 2. As can be seen 
from Table 2-5, during low water years/drought conditions, the proposed Alternative B Project is 
essentially water-neutral (net potable water demand of zero. 

 
Table 2-5.  Net Potable Water Demand for Alternative B (1-Acre Parcels) 

 

User Unit 
Type 

of Unit 
Annual 

Demand (AFY)
Residential – indoor use 143 SFR 36 

Residential – landscape irrigation (drought 
tolerant) 

0.4 acres 14 

Residential – lawn irrigation 0.1 acres 01 – 32 

Tribal Office Complex (indoor) -- -- 2 

Vineyard Credit/Reduction (less 50 acres 
irrigation) 

  <50> 

Treated wastewater for irrigation (90% of indoor 
use) 

-- -- <35> 

NET PROJECT DEMAND2 -- -- 01 - 21 

   SFR – single family residence 
1No turf irrigation demand during years of Santa Barbara County drought declaration. 
2Note, there will be no net GW recharge loss due to percolative losses from impervious surfaces.  A calculated 14 
AFY runoff (same for Alternatives A and B) will be captured, retained on site and percolated to the underlying 
groundwater table below the Project site. 
 
 
Site Hydrogeology 

Existing water supply at the site is entirely from groundwater resources within the Santa Ynez 
Uplands Groundwater Basin. The basin comprises the eastern portion of the groundwater 
basins of the Santa Ynez River watershed.  These basins lie between the San Rafael Mountains 
to the north and east, the Purisima Hills to the northwest and the Santa Ynez Mountains to the 
south.  The Santa Ynez Upland Groundwater Basin is located north of the Santa Ynez River 
between Buellton and the east end of Lake Cachuma.  It underlies 130 square miles and is 
widest in the west and narrows to the east. 

The shape of the basin is controlled by east-west trending folding and faulting of sedimentary 
beds and has also been influenced by historical stages and flow of the Santa Ynez River.  It is 
bounded by a topographical groundwater divide from the San Antonio Basin to the northwest, 
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faults and impermeable rocks of the San Rafael Mountains to the north and east, and by 
nonwater-bearing Tertiary age formations to the south that separate it from the Santa Ynez 
River alluvial basin.  Average rainfall within the basin varies from a maximum of about 24 inches 
per year in the higher elevations to a minimum of about 15 inches per year in the southern and 
central areas.  Rainfall and stream seepage are the primary sources of recharge to the basin. 

 (DWR, 1980, SB County Groundwater Report, 2008). 

 
Loosely consolidated sand and gravel aquifers of the Plio-Pleistocene age Paso Robles 
Formation are the major source of groundwater in the basin.  The formation consists of deposits 
of sand and gravel interbedded with clay and silt in discontinuous, lenticular beds.  The 
Pliocene-age Careaga Formation lies underneath the Paso Robles Formation as 
unconsolidated fine to medium grained marine sand and lesser silt.  Although it is water bearing 
within the basin, it is generally tapped by wells only in the southern margins of the basin where it 
has been uplifted to relatively shallow depths. 

The Paso Robles and Careaga Formations have been folded into a north-dipping monocline 
north of the axis of the San Lucas Anticline which brings consolidated nonwater-bearing rocks of 
the Sisquoc and Monterey Formations to or near the ground surface south of the Chumash 
Camp 4 Project southern boundary.  The water bearing zones of the Paso Robles Formation 
become increasingly thick and both the Paso Robles and the Careaga Formations become 
increasingly deep from south to north across the project area to the roughly east-west trending 
Baseline fault that crosses the northern half of the project property.  The Baseline fault is a 
reverse fault, vertically offsetting fluvial terraces in the project area (Guptill, 1981), and 
effectively lowering the underlying Paso Robles and Careaga Formations north of the fault.  The 
beds continue to dip to the north to the axis of a syncline crossing the northeast corner of the 
project area.  North of the syncline, the beds become shallower. 

Supply wells drilled between the Baseline fault and the syncline axis would encounter the 
greatest thickness of the Paso Robles Formation within and in the vicinity of the project 
boundaries.  The fault may restrict groundwater flow across the fault plane, resulting in non- 
correlative groundwater levels in wells on opposite sides of the fault.  A regional geologic map 
from the U.S. Geological Survey (1951) is included as Figure 2-1, showing the two fold axes 
with the Baseline fault added by CHG.  The geologic maps by Dibblee (1988, 1993) were not 
used because of conflicting information on the two adjacent quadrangles.  

Existing Water Well Production 

Current water supply at the site is provided by two irrigation wells, serving irrigation 
requirements for the 256 acre vineyard, and by one ranch/domestic well that provides water for 
the ranch house and for stock watering.  Well locations are shown on Figure 2-1.  The two 
irrigation wells are located along Baseline Avenue situated within the down-dropped geologic 
structure between the Baseline fault and the synclinal axis north of the property, and the ranch/ 
domestic well is located near the trace of the fault. 
 



Base map: Geologic Map & Sections of the 
Central Part of the Santa Ynez River Basin 
U.S.G.S. Water-Supply Paper 1107 Plate 2, 
Upson & Thomasson, 1951 

0 4,000 8,000 

Scale: 1 inch = 4,000 feet 
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Tpr Paso Robles Formation 
Tc Careaga Formation 
Tu Consolidated Tertiary rocks 
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Figure 2-1 
Regional Geology Map 
Chumash Camp 4 
Cleath-Harris Geologists 
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The irrigation well #3 in the northwest corner of the property, was completed in 1984 to a total 
depth of 795 feet with perforations from 248 to 785 feet depth.  The well was completed with 16-
inch steel casing.  According to the ranch manager, the well produces between 900 and 1,200 
gallons per minute (gpm).  During a four-hour pump test in November 1984, the static water 
level was 137 feet depth.  Four pumping steps were performed beginning at 1,200 gpm and 
ending at 2,700 gpm with a final pumping level of 230 feet depth.  A 60-minute pumping test 
was performed in August 1999 at rates of 1,960, 1,830 and 1,680 gpm with a maximum 
pumping level of 185 feet depth.  The testing contractor recommended operational flow rates 
between 1,100 and 1,400 gpm for best operating efficiencies. An attempt was made in February 
2014 to test this well, but this could not be accomplished as there was no way to measure depth 
to water in this well.   
The irrigation well #2 is approximately one half mile east of well #3, and was completed in 1999 
to a total depth of 740 feet.  Perforation depth intervals are from 290 to 520 feet, 550 to 620 
feet, and 660 to 730 feet.  Casing is 16-inch diameter steel.  According to the ranch manager, 
the well produces 1,700 gpm.  During an eight-hour pumping test in December 1999, the static 
water level was measured at 178 feet depth.  Pumping was performed in three steps at 1,500, 
2,000 and 2,500 gpm with a maximum pumping level of 233 feet depth.  The well is equipped 
with a 250 horse-power pump motor.          

Both irrigation wells are equipped with an air line for measuring water levels and a flow meter.  
Water is pumped from the wells to a ½-acre lined reservoir for vineyard irrigation, that holds 
approximately 2-1/2 acre-feet.     

A recent pumping test was conducted on Well #2 on February 13, 2014.  Based on airline 
measurements, the static water level was calculated to be 164 feet depth. The exact length of 
the airline is not known, but by back calculating from historic water levels it is about 175 feet 
deep, three feet shallower than in December 1999.  Flow measurements for Well #2 were 
calculated by measuring the change in volume of the water reservoir during the pumping test.  
Based on careful measurements, the discharge was calculated to be 1,900 gallons per minute.  
After the four-hour pumping test, water levels reached a maximum drawdown of 65 feet which 
produced a specific capacity of 29 gpm/ft.   

The Ranch House Well (RHW) was completed with eight-inch diameter steel casing and serves 
the cattle ranching area and the ranch house.  The total depth of the well is 505 feet.  A new, 
three horse-power pump was installed in 2005, and is capable of pumping 25 gpm.  Static water 
level in July 2005 was 105 feet depth.  

A four-hour pumping test was conducted on the RHW on January 21, 2014. The static water 
level was 128.8 feet depth (about 24 feet deeper than in 2005) and the flow rate for the test was 
26 gallons per minute. The pumping water level stabilized at around 132 feet depth after 10 
minutes of pumping (3.2 feet of drawdown) and a specific capacity of 8.1 gpm/ft.    

There is an eight-inch diameter steel-cased well with a windmill rod and column in the north-
central portion of parcel 4.  The well was dry to a total depth of 74 feet during a site visit by CHG 
in March 2012. 

During the March 2012 CHG site visit, an active irrigation well was observed off the property on 
the adjacent parcel approximately three tenths of a mile west of the ranch house.  The well is 
equipped with a submersible pump.   
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Several wells are present along the north side of Baseline Avenue that serve domestic supply 
and small irrigation demands including stock watering.  Two wells serve the Santa Ynez Rancho 
Estates Mutual Water Company east of the project site.  According to the ranch manager, an 
irrigation well also to the east of the project property serves a 50-acre vineyard.  There are 
presumed to be several domestic wells serving the tract northeast of the project property.  No 
wells were observed south of Armour Ranch Road during the March 2012 site visit by CHG.  
Offsite wells for which water level data are available through the California Department of Water 
Resources (DWR) internet site are shown in Figure 2-2. 

The irrigation demand for the existing vineyard located in the northern portion of the site is met 
by groundwater supply from the two Baseline Avenue wells by way of the ½-acre reservoir.  
Based on typical water use in Santa Ynez Valley vineyards, duty factors vary from 0.8 to 1.2 
acre-feet per acre per year.  For this assessment, one acre-foot per acre per year is estimated 
for the onsite vineyard water demand.  Under the existing conditions at the site, the annual 
water demand for the 256 acre vineyard is estimated at 256 acre-feet per year (AFY). 

Existing Water Well Quality 

Water quality samples were obtained at the Baseline Avenue Well #2 on December 22, 1999 
following the well completion and pump testing.  This well was recently sampled February 13, 
2014.  The samples from Well #2 were analyzed for general minerals, general physical, and 
inorganic chemicals.  No analytes were present in concentrations above the State of California 
maximum contaminant levels for drinking water.  The total dissolved solids concentration was 
480 milligrams per liter (mg/l) and total hardness concentration was 386 mg/l (1999); total 
dissolved solids concentration was 440 milligrams per liter (mg/l) and total hardness suitable for 
irrigation water.  Water quality testing to meet US EPA maximum contaminant levels established 
under the Safe Drinking Water Act is required from water supply wells prior to providing the 
domestic supply for the proposed project.  Table 2-6A provides a summary of the analytical 
results from 1999, and Table 2-6B presents the recent February 2014 analytical data (analyzed 
by FGL Environmental)..  

 

A water sample taken from the Ranch House Well during the pumping test was analyzed by 
FGL Environmental for water quality.  The results of this analysis are presented in Table 2-7.  
None of the constituents analyzed exceeded the maximum contaminant level for drinking water. 
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 Project Potable Water Supply Needs – Alternative A 

Potable water demand calculations were prepared for this Alternative, and include residential 
demands for 143 five-acre lots including residential landscaping.  It is estimated that 40 to 104 
AFY of net water demand is needed to serve the new project under Alternative A, the lower 
value being realized during drought years when turf grasses will not be irrigated.  The existing 
vineyard and open space/recreation demands will be served by blending groundwater from 
existing on-site irrigation wells and tertiary treated recycled water from the wastewater treatment 
facility.  Peak hour demand for the potable water system is calculated as 284 gpm.  Two new 
wells, rated at 500 gpm each, will be adequate to supply the Project potable water, and for 
potable water supply redundancy.   

Project Potable Water Supply Needs – Alternative B 

Potable water demand calculations were prepared for this Alternative, and include residential 
demands for 143 one-acre lots including residential landscaping, and the Tribal Government 
Center.  It is estimated that 1 to 33 AFY of water demand is needed to serve the new project 
under Alternative B.  Although the Tribal Government Center increases water demand 
compared to Alternative A, this Alternative B also reduces residential irrigation demand 
considerably with the smaller lot size.  As with Alternative A, the vineyard and open 
space/recreation demands, and Tribal Government Center landscape irrigation, will be served 
by groundwater supply wells and by tertiary treated recycled water from the wastewater 
treatment facility.  Peak hour demand for the potable water system is calculated as 252 gpm 
(including Tribal Office Complex).  The estimated peak hour demand is slightly lower than 
Alternative A, due to reduced residential irrigation demand.  Two new wells, rated at 500 gpm 
each, should be provided to supply the Project potable water, and for potable water supply 
redundancy.  
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Table 2-6A.  Water Quality Results – Baseline Well #2 (December 1999) 
 

Analyte Units Results MCL 

Total Hardness (as CaCO3) mg/L 386 -- 
Calcium mg/L 31 -- 
Magnesium mg/L 75 -- 
Potassium mg/L 2 -- 
Sodium mg/L 26 -- 
Bicarbonate mg/L 440 -- 
Sulfate mg/L 22 250 
Chloride mg/L 35 250 
Nitrate (NO3) mg/L 5.8 45 
Fluoride mg/L 0.2 2 
pH pH units 7.8 -- 
Electrical Conductivity umhos/cm 827 1600 
Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 480 1000 
Color units ND 15 
Odor TON ND 3 
Turbidity NTU ND 5 
MBAS mg/L ND 0.5 
Aluminum ug/L ND 1000 
Antimony ug/L ND 6 
Arsenic ug/L 2 10 
Barium ug/L 269 1000 
Beryllium ug/L ND 4 
Cadmium ug/L ND 5 
Chromium ug/L 27 50 
Copper ug/L ND 1000 
Iron ug/L ND 300 
Lead ug/L ND 15 
Manganese ug/L ND 50 
Mercury ug/L ND 2 
Nickel ug/L ND 100 
Selenium ug/L ND 50 
Silver ug/L ND 100 
Thallium ug/L ND 2 
Zinc ug/L ND 5000 
mg/L = milligrams per liter 
ug/L = micrograms per liter 
umhos/cm = micromhos per centimeter 
TON = Threshold Odor Number 
NTU = Nephelometric Turbidity Units 
MCL = Maximum Contaminant Level 
ND = Not detected above laboratory detection limit 
NOTE:  Samples obtained December 22, 1999  
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Table 2-6B.  Water Quality Results – Baseline Well #2 (February 2014) 
 

Analyte Units Results MCL 

Total Hardness (as CaCO3) mg/L 426 -- 
Calcium mg/L 34 -- 
Magnesium mg/L 83 -- 
Potassium mg/L 2 -- 
Sodium mg/L 28 -- 
Bicarbonate mg/L 440 -- 
Sulfate mg/L 24 250 
Chloride mg/L 39 250 
Nitrate (NO3) mg/L 9.6 45 
Fluoride mg/L 0.1 2 
pH pH units 8.0 -- 
Electrical Conductivity umhos/cm 820 1600 
Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 440 1000 
Color units ND 15 
Odor TON ND 3 
Turbidity NTU 0.3 5 
MBAS mg/L Negative 0.5 
Aluminum ug/L ND 1000 
Antimony ug/L ND 6 
Arsenic ug/L 2 10 
Barium ug/L 290 1000 
Beryllium ug/L ND 4 
Cadmium ug/L ND 5 
Chromium ug/L 32 50 
Copper ug/L ND 1000 
Iron ug/L 100 300 
Lead ug/L ND 15 
Manganese ug/L ND 50 
Mercury ug/L ND 2 
Nickel ug/L ND 100 
Selenium ug/L 2 50 
Silver ug/L ND 100 
Thallium ug/L ND 2 
Zinc ug/L ND 5000 
mg/L = milligrams per liter 
ug/L = micrograms per liter 
umhos/cm = micromhos per centimeter 
TON = Threshold Odor Number 
NTU = Nephelometric Turbidity Units 
MCL = Maximum Contaminant Level 
ND = Not detected above laboratory detection limit 
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Table 2-7.  Water Quality Results – Ranch House Well (January 2014) 
 

Analyte Units Results MCL 

Total Hardness (as CaCO3) mg/L 383 -- 
Calcium mg/L 33 -- 
Magnesium mg/L 73 -- 
Potassium mg/L 2 -- 
Sodium mg/L 31 -- 
Bicarbonate mg/L 420 -- 
Sulfate mg/L 28 250 
Chloride mg/L 42 250 
Nitrate (NO3) mg/L 12.2 45 
Fluoride mg/L ND 2 
pH pH units 7.9 -- 
Electrical Conductivity umhos/cm 845 1600 
Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 420 1000 
Color units ND 15 
Odor TON ND 3 
Turbidity NTU ND 5 
MBAS mg/L negative 0.5 
Aluminum ug/L ND 1000 
Antimony ug/L ND 6 
Arsenic ug/L 3 10 
Barium ug/L 390 1000 
Beryllium ug/L ND 4 
Cadmium ug/L ND 5 
Chromium ug/L 32 50 
Copper ug/L ND 1000 
Iron ug/L ND 300 
Lead ug/L ND 15 
Manganese ug/L ND 50 
Mercury ug/L ND 2 
Nickel ug/L ND 100 
Selenium ug/L 3 50 
Silver ug/L ND 100 
Thallium ug/L ND 2 
Zinc ug/L ND 5000 
mg/L = milligrams per liter 
ug/L = micrograms per liter 
umhos/cm = micromhos per centimeter 
TON = Threshold Odor Number 
NTU = Nephelometric Turbidity Units 
MCL = Maximum Contaminant Level 
ND = Not detected above laboratory detection limit 
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PROPOSED POTABLE WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM 
 
The two existing wells on site have provided irrigation water supply for the vineyard and are 
considered reliable for future irrigation use based on their well design, their location within the 
deepest part of the Santa Ynez Uplands groundwater basin, and the observed trend in rising 
water levels in the area.  The basin is likely in a state of surplus, following changes in pumping 
patterns and the importation of State Water in the 1980s and 1990s, which altered the amount 
of water extracted from the basin (SBCWA, 2011 page 52; Santa Barbara County Office of Long 
Range Planning, October 2009 page 128; Santa Barbara County Office of Long Range 
Planning, September 2007 Table 3.6-1). These changes in water use and the rising water level 
trends in the project area suggest that existing production rates of the two project irrigation wells 
can be relied upon to meet future irrigation demands. 
 
To meet the proposed project potable water demands, however, two new potable water supply 
wells would be required to provide a groundwater supply redundancy, and also provide for 
flexibility in pumping schedules.  While new wells located in the northeastern portion of the 
project area would likely provide the best onsite production, the nearby offsite wells northeast of 
the project area could experience significant water-level impacts from new project wells in that 
location (Figures 2-1 and 2-2).  A new well located north of the Baseline fault but away from the 
northeast corner of the property could be expected to provide a reliable and adequate water 
supply and be less likely to cause significant offsite impacts than new wells located near the 
northeasterly project boundary.  A new well placed south of, but near the Baseline fault would 
likely produce a reliable and adequate water supply for the project, and could be expected to 
cause minimal or no offsite water-level impacts.  There are fewer offsite wells east of the 
southern project area than northeast of the site, and a well south of the fault could be located 
several thousand feet from the nearest offsite wells.  Impacts across the fault from a new well 
would be minimized because of the expected restrictions to groundwater flow along the fault 
plane.  Also, a well drilled south of the fault could tap permeable sands of the relatively 
unexploited Careaga Formation as it becomes shallower to the south away from the fault.               
 
WASTEWATER 
 
Wastewater treatment for both project Alternatives A and B is proposed to include onsite tertiary 
treatment for recycling and reuse in vineyard and landscape irrigation.  The wastewater flow is 
assumed in this study to be equivalent to 90 percent of residential and Tribal Office Complex 
indoor water use.  The treated effluent will be pumped to the irrigation reservoir where it could 
be blended with groundwater produced from onsite wells and be available for vineyard and 
landscape irrigation.  Because of probable increased storage requirements to accommodate 
effluent volumes, an additional treated effluent storage reservoir may be necessary (refer to 
Chapter 3 for further discussion).   
   
The project may require up to two sites to be used for treated effluent storage ponds.  The pond 
locations and design will be dependent on the treatment plant site selection and on site 
conditions.  The options for percolation pond designs that could be used for wastewater 
disposal are very limited at the site because of the character of underlying soils.  However, 
based on the water balance presented in Chapter 3, it is not anticipated that percolation 
disposal will be required.  The Santa Ynez area has been identified as an area where existing 
septic system use is causing problems (Questa, 2003).  According to the Septic System 
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Sanitary Survey for Santa Barbara County report (Questa, 2003), one of the sources of the 
wastewater related problems was the “highly restrictive soil-site conditions for a large portion of 
the area…”  Because of the soil conditions, many disposal systems in the vicinity of the project 
area are based on drywell designs (Santa Barbara County, Office of Long Range Planning, 
September 2009). 
 
The soil types found at the site are shown on Figure 2-3 and are based on soil surveys by the 
Natural Resources Conservation Service.  The capacity of the soils to transmit water is 
considered very low to moderately low in soils underlying 73 percent of the project site and 
moderately low to moderately high in soils underlying 21 percent of the site.  The Botella loam 
(BoA) has the highest saturated hydraulic conductivity, but it is located within the vineyard in the 
northern portion of the site.  The Chamise shaly loam (ChF) extends across a large area and 
may provide minimal percolation rates; however, it is a thin soil underlain by less permeable 
material and underlies moderately steep slopes.  Based on the soil types and conductivities 
listed in the soil survey, percolation rates underlying the site are generally inferred to be very 
slow.  Soil characteristics for each soil type are summarized in Table 2-8 below:      
 

Table 2-8.  Soil Properties on Project Site 
 

Soil 
Type 

Percent 
of 

Property 

Percent 
Slopes 

Depth to restrictive 
feature (inches) 

Drainage Class 
Capacity of the 

most limiting layer 
to transmit water 

BoA 5.4 
0-2 80 

well drained 
mod high (0.2 to 0.57 

in/hr) 

CeC 0 
5-9 34-46 

well drained 
mod low to mod high 
(0.06 to 0.20 in/hr) 

ChF 21.2 
15-45 22-40 

well drained 
mod low to mod high 
(0.06 to 0.20 in/hr) 

ChG2 0.1 
30-75 10-20 

well drained 
mod low to mod high 
(0.06 to 0.20 in/hr) 

PtC 30.7 
2-9 20-26 

well drained 
very low to mod low 
(0.00 to 0.06 in/hr) 

PtD 13.3 
9-15 12-20 

well drained 
very low to mod low 
(0.00 to 0.06 in/hr) 

PtE 15.7 
15-30 6-26 

well drained 
very low to mod low 
(0.00 to 0.06 in/hr) 

SnC 7.9 
2-9 20-30 

mod well drained 
very low to mod low 
(0.00 to 0.06 in/hr) 

SnD 5.7 
9-15 20-29 

mod well drained 
very low to mod low 
(0.00 to 0.06 in/hr) 
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IMPACTS 
 
The Santa Barbara County Groundwater Report for 2011 states that the Santa Ynez Uplands 
Groundwater Basin was historically in overdraft by about 2,000 AFY based on 1992 estimates.  
However, a study commissioned in 2002 by the SBCWA determined that subsequent changes 
in basin demand and increases in imported water resulted in a basin that was balanced or in a 
state of slight surplus.  The SBCWA 2011 report (page 53) also states that groundwater 
pumpage by the City of Solvang is interpreted to be from a perched aquifer that is not within the 
Santa Ynez Uplands basin, which had been included in prior basin pumpage estimates.   
Available storage within the basin is estimated to be about 900,000 AF (La Freniere and French, 
1968).  Safe yield of this basin is estimated to be 11,500 AFY (for gross pumpage) and 
estimated pumpage of the basin is 11,000 AFY (Ahlroth, 2001).  The basin is considered in a 
state of surplus by the Santa Barbara County Office of Long Range Planning (September 2007, 
Table 3.6-1). 
 
Implementation of the proposed project results in a net increase in water production of 92 AFY 
for Alternative A, and 21 AFY for Alternative B.  Groundwater levels in U.S. Geological Survey 
monitored wells to the north, east and west of the site have risen since the mid 1990s.  Because 
of the increased importation of water that offsets pumping in the basin, these stabilizing water 
levels  support a surplus condition in the project area.   
 
Hydrographs for the U.S. Geological Survey monitored wells are shown in Figures 2-4 and 2-5. 
A map showing locations for other offsite wells for which water level data are available with the 
DWR is shown on Figure 2-2.  Increased well production above existing conditions at the site 
may adversely impact neighboring wells depending on where the onsite wells are located and 
the amount of pumping that occurs. The recommendations in the following paragraph are 
provided to reduce/prevent these potential impacts. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO REDUCE IMPACTS 
 
Potential impacts to offsite wells may be reduced through various options that would reduce 
groundwater production and/or use imported water to meet demand.  Water conservation 
methods may be appropriate for residential indoor use, Tribal Government Center use, 
residential landscape use and in the existing vineyard irrigation. There are many resources and 
water conservation programs/techniques available.  For example, the County of Santa Barbara 
Public Works Department has information on water conservation measures on their website 
(http://www.sbwater.org/), some of which have been incorporated into this report.  These 
conservation measures are consistent with best management practices to reduce water 
demands.  In addition to use of low flow fixtures and drought tolerant landscaping (see Chapter 
1), the following recommendations can be considered: 

 Drip irrigation, drought-tolerant planting, and dry-farming techniques are recommended 
where appropriate. 

  A reduction in the amount of space set aside for residential landscape areas should be 
(and already has been) considered.   

 Residential lawns have the highest water demand of the various land uses.  Reduction 
of lawn size below the 0.15 acres per residence for Alternative A and the 0.075 acres 
for Alternative B would significantly reduce this demand.  
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 During years when Santa Barbara County declares local drought conditions, there will be 
no turf grass allowed, reducing residential lawn demand to zero.  

 Irrigation controllers/timers should be used to control duration and timing of irrigation to 
minimize losses. 

 Stormwater runoff capture for recharge, where possible. 
 
Siting proposed water wells as far as possible from existing offsite wells would result in lower 
water-level declines at neighboring wells.  In addition, siting at least one of the new wells south 
of the Baseline fault (Figure 2-1) would reduce impacts to adjacent wells.  The capacity of 
proposed wells to meet the project demand and water quality cannot be properly assessed 
without actually constructing and testing each well.   
 
PROPOSED WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 
 

This section describes the proposed water distribution, storage and pumping system required to 
serve Project Alternatives A and B.  The potable water and fire suppression demands are 
anticipated to be served by a single water distribution system.  An overview of the water system, 
including storage reservoirs and pumping station, and water distribution system, are shown on 
Figures 2-6 and 2-7, respectively, for Alternatives A and B.  It is noted that the locations of the 
two new domestic water supply wells are not shown on these figures, as the actual locations will 
need to be determined as part of detailed design. 

Distribution System 

The following subsection describes water distribution system requirements for Alternatives A 
and B.  The distribution system should be designed to ensure 40 psi pressure is delivered to 
each home during average demand conditions, and no less than 30 psi during peak hour flows.  
The distribution system should also be designed to ensure that during fire flows, a minimum 
residual pressure of 20 psi is achieved.   If fire sprinklers are provided through the Project, 
higher residual pressures may be required.  Again, this would be determined as part of detailed 
design. 

Alternative A.  Interior roads and residential lots will have an elevation ranging from 695 feet to 
850 feet above mean sea level (MSL).  With this range in elevations, the water distribution 
system should include at least two separate pressure zones, to avoid unusually high and low 
static pressures in the distribution system.  Even with two pressure zones, it is likely that several 
of the residences may require individual pressure reducing valves at their residential water 
connection to the water main.  A minimum pipe diameter of 8-inches is recommended 
throughout the water system.  However, consideration to provide a 12-inch diameter main “loop” 
should be given, to reduce the potential for undesirable surge pressures (by reducing line 
velocities).  A detailed hydraulic analysis of the water system is beyond the scope of this study; 
however, given the nature of the layout of the roads, high and low points, the need for several 
dead-end mains, and the required fire flows, hydraulic design considerations will be important in 
the overall design of the water system. 
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 It is envisioned that there will be two pressure zones for this Alternative A, to best serve 
all of the residences, avoid excessive water line pressures, and to meet minimum service 
pressures.  Refer to Figure 2-8 for a hydraulic profile graphically depicting the envisioned water 
pressure zones, in relationship to residences, water storage and pumping facilities, and water 
supply wells.   

 Alternative B.  Similar to Alternative A, interior roads and residential lots will have an 
elevation ranging from 695 feet to 850 feet above mean sea level (MSL).  Hydraulically, the 
water system will be very similar to Alternative A, with a reduced pressure zone for the southern 
“loop”.  It is likely that the Government Center will be part of the main zone (higher pressure and 
hydraulic grade line).  The pressure reducing station would be immediately downstream of the 
Government Center.  The Government Center would have a water service lateral feeding off of 
the main line from the street, possibly with its own on-site water loop for water service and fire 
suppression, depending on layout of the Government Center facilities.  This water system layout 
has no dead end mains like Alternative A; however, water main sizing should follow the same 
recommendations described for Alternative A.  Details of the hydraulics would be determined 
during detailed design of the Project. The water system hydraulics are shown, similar to 
Alternative A, in Figure 2-8.   
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Water Storage and Pumping 

This section describes the proposed water storage and pumping facilities needed to serve the 
Project, Alternatives A and B.  Storage requirements are summarized in Table 2-9.   

 Storage Requirements.  Storage requirements for community systems are generally 
comprised of three components: 

 Emergency Storage 

 Fire Storage 

 Operational Storage 

 Emergency Storage 

Emergency storage is intended to provide for conditions such as extended power 
outages, pump failures, and similar problems.  Most water planners accept that during 
emergencies, supply per capita may be reduced to minimum levels.  Typically, on that 
basis, an emergency storage volume of 50 gpcd for three days is accepted as a 
reasonable value.  Emergency storage for this Project is thus based on 500 permanent 
residents, for both Alternatives A and B.    

Fire Storage 

Fire storage is the volume of water needed to control an anticipated fire in a building or 
group of buildings.  The determination of this storage is based upon a recommended 
flow rate, its duration, and a minimum residual pressure as established by the agency of 
interest.  Based on experience in working with the County of Santa Barbara Fire 
Department, it is anticipated that with sprinklered buildings, the recommended fire flow 
will be 1,500 gpm for a duration of 2 hours.   

Operational Storage 

Operational storage is the amount of water needed to equalize the daily supply and 
demand.  Without this storage, water production facilities large enough to meet the 
instantaneous peak demands of the system would be required.  With adequate 
operational storage, well pumps can operate at the daily average rate, while storage 
facilities meet the hourly peaks.  This operating method also prevents the unnecessary 
use of additional well pumps at times when electrical rates are the highest.  Based on 
the typical daily water use patterns of most communities, it is recommended that the 
required operational storage be approximately 25 percent of the total water use for any 
given day.  For Alternative A, maximum day demand equals 0.308 mgd; for Alternative 
B, maximum day demand equals 0.148 mgd.  The American Waterworks Association 
(AWWA) Manual of Practice M-32 recommends operational storage of 20 to 25 percent 
of build-out average day demand for the given zone, or up to 15 percent of the ultimate 
maximum day demand.  Storage recommendations for Alternatives A and B are based 
on storage for 25% of maximum day demand.   
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Table 2-9.  Summary of Storage Requirements – Alternatives A and B 
 

Alternative Storage Component (rounded numbers) 

Emergency Fire Operational Total (rounded) 

A 75,000 180,000 77,000 330,000 

B 75,000 180,000 37,000 300,000 

 
 

It is noted that detailed siting of water storage tanks is beyond the scope of this study.  
However, based on site topography, and location of proposed residential lots, both Alternatives 
will require some degree of pumping from storage reservoirs.  Full gravity flow and pressure 
from storage reservoirs cannot be accommodated due to the higher elevations of the lots.  For 
both Alternatives, water storage was envisioned to be at approximately elevation 725.  The 
tanks should be located where relatively accessible for maintenance, while protecting the 
existing view sheds.   

The water storage reservoirs are envisioned to be welded steel tanks (at-grade), meeting 
current standards for tank design and seismic requirements.  Alternatively, should it be desired 
to further screen or hide the tanks from view, the tanks could be pre-stressed concrete tanks 
that can be partially or fully buried.   

Booster Station – Alternative A.  The water system will require a booster station, rated at 
2,250 to 2,500 gpm to achieve fire flow demand of 1,500 gpm plus domestic demands.  Given 
site and storage reservoir elevations, the pumps will need to be rated for approximately 250 feet 
total dynamic head (TDH).  Consideration could be given to locating the storage reservoirs at a 
higher elevation and thus reduce the pumping head requirements of the booster station.  This 
would increase the head requirements for pumping from the wells to the storage reservoirs, 
however.  The pump station should be designed to also operate efficiently at low flows, thus 
provision for a small “jockey” pump to handle night-time flows should be considered.   The 
booster station should be equipped with emergency standby power provisions (generator) to 
ensure uninterrupted service in the event of power outages.  

 Booster Station – Alternative B.  Booster Station recommendations for this Alternative  
would be very similar to that described for Alternative A, except that the total pumping capacity 
could be reduced slightly to 2,000 gpm.    
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CHAPTER 3 
 

WASTEWATER SYSTEM 
 
The wastewater system includes collection, treatment and reuse/disposal of all products of the 
treatment processes including: 

 Effluent water 

 Bio-solids 

 Screenings 

The intent is to provide a high quality system so that the treatment meets the water quality for 
unrestricted reuse on the property, that bio-solids can be disposed economically, and 
screenings can be disposed in a conventional (publicly-owned and operated) landfill.  

WASTEWATER FLOWS 

Based on Tables 2-1, 2-2 and 2-3 showing domestic water demands (and Tribal Government 
Center water demands for Alternative B), wastewater flows were calculated based on: 

 90% of domestic water demand generates wastewater flow 

 Permanent population of 500 (3.5 persons per household) 

 40 employees at Tribal Government Center 

 100 Tribal Office Complex events per year, drawing up to 400 people per event, 
including food preparation for these events.  (as noted earlier, this demand offsets the 
same water demand that would otherwise be seen at the Tribal Hall, North Reservation, 
water served by ID1). 

Based on the above assumptions and factors, wastewater flows to the wastewater treatment 
plant (WWTP) are summarized as follows: 

 Alternative A – 30,000 gpd average dry weather flow (ADWF) 

 Alternative B – 31,000 gpd ADWF 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM 

The collection system will provide capacity to convey the ultimate wastewater flow at peak 
hydraulic conditions. These conditions include the potential for a diurnal maximum flow when all 
development is complete and the flows may include an allowance for nominal pipeline infiltration 
as considered feasible according to maximum EPA limitation (200 gallons per inch diameter per 
mile per day).  

The collection system will also include a number of gravity sewer manholes, 48” diameter, and 
spaced at intervals for ease of access for maintenance.  Typically, manhole spacing for the size 



 

Water and WW Feasibility Study April 28,2014 
Chumash Camp 4  Page 3-2 

pipelines considered will be on the order of 300 feet, and also where significant grade breaks 
and bends occur in the gravity sewer system.   

Gravity Sewer System 

The gravity sewer system will be comprised of four-inch diameter laterals between buildings and 
street mains, eight-inch diameter street mains, and interceptor pipelines ranging in diameter 
from 8-inches to 15-inches.  

The minimum diameter for street mains and interceptors is eight inches for ease of 
maintenance. The actual design will be based on two criteria: 

 Capacity is required for peak hydraulic flow and this determines the combination of 
diameter and slope 

 Because slope is also a result of the topography, the pipe diameter may be controlled as 
a function of slope and the ability to meet a minimum velocity which would be defined as 
meeting a velocity of 1.3 feet per second at a depth of flow ratio to pipe diameter of 0.2. 
(Steeply sloping topography makes this issue disappear. When the topography is 
relatively flat, to maintain an adequate slope may require inclining pipeline profiles 
deeply below grade in order to satisfy the minimum velocity requirement 

Sewage Lift Stations 

Sewage lift stations will be constructed as submersible pumping unit stations utilizing circular 
precast concrete vaults, lined for corrosion protection, equipped with duplex pumping units for 
redundancy and backup, and level controls for starting, stopping pumping units and signaling 
alarms for failure conditions.     

If the depth of pipelines becomes excessive (more than 20 feet below grade), then 
consideration is given to the benefit of raising the pipeline profile to a shallower level by the 
installation, and use of a lift station. Where individual homes may require a solitary pumping unit 
to pump residential wastewater into the collection system, a sub-grade sump with an 
automatically- controlled grinder pump will be installed on the owner’s property where the home 
waste plumbing will directly discharge into the sump and the sump discharge will go into a street 
main.  

The collection system is envisioned to be a combination of eight-inch diameter PVC gravity 
pipelines, four-inch diameter PVC force mains, and small pumping stations and individual home 
grinder pump sump installations. Details of pipeline diameter and material selection would be 
confirmed during detailed design.   

Collection System – Alternative Layout A.  The composition of this system is based on 
the Program definition described in Chapter 1 of this report, and Figure 1-1.  The recommended 
sewer collection system layout for Alternative A is presented in Figure 3-1.  
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The pipelines are summarized in Table 3-1. For Alternative A, the topography, if not modified, 
would lead to the installation of as many as 10 pumping stations and short force mains or 
inverted siphons to cross beneath washes. However, for planning purposes, it will be assumed 
that these wash crossings will be graded for the dual objectives of providing a manageable 
roadway profile for ease of transportation and to allow a continuous profile of gravity sewer 
pipelines.     

 
Table 3-1.  Summary of Sewer Pipelines – Alternative A 

 

Line 
Number 

Description 
Length, 

feet 

1 
8" gravity sewer, Road 2 connecting  with Road A, south of Baseline Ave. to 
intersection with Sewer Pipeline 14 2,500

2 8" gravity sewer, Road A loop along a loop, connecting to Road 2 3,500

3 8" gravity sewer, Road 4 to Sewer Pipeline 14 1,900

4 8" gravity sewer, Road C connecting to Road 2 1,300

5 
8" gravity sewer, Road 2 to Road 1 loop, extending from Road C to Road 1, to 
Sewer Pipeline 15 12,500

6 8" gravity sewer, eastern portion of Road 3 1,600

7 8" gravity sewer, Road F 1,000

8 8" gravity sewer, Road E 1,200

9 
8" gravity sewer, western portion of Road 3 connecting through property to 
Road 1 1,200

10 8" gravity sewer, Road 3 west of Road 1 500

11 8" gravity sewer, western portion of Road 3 1,500

12 8" gravity sewer, aligned west and north of Road 3 properties, west of Road 1 1,300

13 8" gravity sewer, Road B 1,750

14 
8" gravity sewer, connecting Road 2 to Road 1 paralleling large east-west 
drainage wash 3,600

15 12" to 15" gravity interceptor line to WWTP from Road 1 1,500
TOTAL   36,850
  

See Figure 3-2 for layout of sewer collection system. 
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 Collection System – Alternative Layout B.  The composition of this system is based on 
the Program definition described in Chapter 1 of this report, and Figure 1-2.  The recommended 
sewer collection system layout for Alternative A is presented in Figure 3-2.  The pipelines and a 
single pumping station are summarized in Table 3-2 for Alternative B. Just as in Alternative A, 
the assumption is made that numerous washes will be graded to facilitate both ease of roadway 
driving and to allow a continuous gravity sewer pipeline through the washes. There will be one 
unavoidable exception in Alternative B where a pumping station will be required.  

WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM 

The wastewater treatment system will be designed to receive a high strength domestic waste 
based on experience of this type of customer base including residential, some office, and Tribal 
Office Complex wastewater.  It is envisioned that the Office Complex will include food 
preparation facilities, and thus a higher strength wastewater is anticipated.  For planning, the 
strength of wastewater will be assumed to be as presented in Table 3-3. The table also presents 
the required effluent quality for the purpose of recycling as an unrestricted (meeting same 
requirements as California Code, Title 22) reuse. 

Wastewater Process Selection 

The objective is to produce a reusable effluent that does not create a restrictive constraint on 
the area of beneficial use. This means that in the issue of health and safety, the industry defined 
quality is known as a “tertiary - 2.2 coliform” effluent. It means the effluent is the highest level of 
treatment currently practiced and offers the widest possible array of reuse options. From a 
practical standpoint, it means that the effluent can be spray irrigated in agricultural areas without 
restriction of humans and animals in the area of application.  

In order to process the expected wastewater, based on volume, strength, and the variations of 
flow, the number of options for treatment has been narrowed to three that are deemed both 
feasible and cost-effective: 

1. Sequencing batch reactor with tertiary filtration, ultraviolet  (UV) disinfection, and sludge 
holding (and probably with dewatering) 

2. Multiple Stage Activated Biological Process (MSABP), with tertiary filtration, and UV 
disinfection 

3. Modified Ludzack-Ettinger (mLE) process reactor with tertiary filtration, UV disinfection, 
and sludge holding (and probably with dewatering) 
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Table 3-2.  Summary of Sewer Pipelines – Alternative B 
 

Line 
Number 

Description 
Length, 

feet 

1 8" gravity sewer, Road 3 south of Baseline Avenue 1,800

2 8" gravity sewer, Road 5  (flowing southerly) to Sewer Pipeline 4 1,800

3 8" gravity sewer, Road 5  (flowing northerly) to Sewer Pipeline 4 600

4 8" gravity sewer from Road 5 to Pumping Station 500

5 Pumping Station   

6 4" force main from Pumping Station to Road 4  1,300

7 8" gravity sewer, Road 4 to tie-in with force main 4,000

8 8" gravity sewer, Road 4 from force main to Road 2 2,300

9 8" gravity sewer, eastern loop of Road 2 to Sewer Pipeline 10 5,200

10 8" gravity sewer, northwestern loop of Road to north/south leg of Road 2 1,300

11 8" gravity sewer, Road 2 between Sewer Pipeline 10 and Road 3 2,500

12 8" gravity sewer, western leg of Road 3 1,700

13 8" gravity sewer, Road 2 between Road 3 and Road 4 1,500

14 12" to 15" interceptor sewer, Road 4 to WWTP 1,500

TOTAL   26,000
 
See Figure 3-2 for layout of sewer collection system. 
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Table 3-3.  Influent and Effluent Wastewater Characteristics 

 

           

   Constituent  Units  Value 

Influent:          

(BOD)  Biochemical Oxygen Demand  mg/l  600 

(TSS)  Total Suspended Solids  mg/l  350 

(TKN)  Total Kjeldahl Demand  mg/l  75 

(TP)  Total Phosphorus  mg/l  20 

           

Effluent:          

(BOD)  Biochemical Oxygen Demand  mg/l  10 

(TSS)  Total Suspended Solids  mg/l  10 

NH3  Ammonia  mg/l  1 

T.I.N.  Total inorganic nitrogen  mg/l  8 

T.N.  Total nitrogen  mg/l  8 

T.P.  Total phosphorus  mg/l  3 

Coliform  Total coliform  mpn/100 ml  2.2 

   Turbidity  NTU  2 

 
 
Each of these combinations is capable of meeting the project needs; each has some specific 
advantages which will be summarily presented in this chapter. For purposes of the 
recommendations in the wastewater system, only one of these three will be presented in detail.  

 Wastewater Treatment Plant Capacity – Alternative A.  Based on the development plans 
proposed for Alternative A, as summarized in Table 1-1, the capacity required in the treatment 
plant at build out will be 31,000 gallons per day of average dry weather flow. The distinctions of 
Alternative A that separate it from Alternative B are: 

 143 Five acre lots 

 206 acres of open space/recreational use and trails 

For the normal design practice, a peaking factor must be estimated to apply to the average dry 
weather flow. Small systems require high peaking factors. For this system, a peaking factor of 
3.0 will be assumed.  

Wastewater Treatment Plant Capacity – Alternative B.  Based on the development plans 
proposed for Alternative B, as summarized in Table 1-1, the capacity required in the treatment 
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plant at build out will be 31,000 gallons per day of average dry weather flow. The distinctions of 
Alternative B that separate it from Alternative A are: 

 143 One- acre lots 

 755 acres of open space/recreational use and trails 

 Addition of Tribal Office Complex 

For the normal design practice, a peaking factor must be estimated to apply to the average dry 
weather flow. Small systems require high peaking factors. For this system, a peaking factor of 
3.0 will be assumed. 

Wastewater Treatment Plant Description 

The wastewater treatment plant will be capable of processing the influent wastewater and 
producing the effluent by means of the plant process units outlined below in Table 3-4. 

 
Table 3-4.  Description of Wastewater Treatment Process Units 

 

Item 
No. 

Process Unit 
Number of 

Units 
Type Criteria 

  Headworks:       

1   Screens 2 Auto 1 mm 

2 Grit cyclone * 2   PWWF 

3 Grit classifier * 1   PWWF 

  Biological Treatment:       

4 Treatment Basins 12 A  ADWF 

5 Effluent Equalization Basin 1 A or B PWWF 

  Final Effluent:       

6 Filtration 2 Cloth ADWF 

7 Disinfection 2 UV ADWF 

Equipment:   

8 Influent Pumping Units 3 Submersible PWWF 

9 Internal Recyle Pumping  4 Centr. ADWF 

10 Effluent Pumping 2 Centr. ADWF 

11 Aeration Blowers 3 Pos Displ. Max Mo. 
 
A=Concrete 
B=Steel 
* - Optional - assessment of grit potential during design 
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 Influent Pumping and Transfer Pumping.  There will be two categories of pumping units; 
submersible type pumping units for influent pumping, and end suction dry pit units for transfer 
puming. The submersible units are installed with an easily removable connection with cable for 
ease of pulling pumps for maintenance.   

Headworks (Screening and De-gritting).  Screening is a highly variable choice of 
equipment. The size of treatment plant, the nature of waste material, and objective for removal 
of material are equally important factors in choosing the right screen. Maintenance requirements 
are dependent on the choice made. For the plant proposed, there are at least three possible 
choices that would be appropriate. The three most logical types for the proposed plant are: 

 A cylindrical metal (stainless steel) screen with small (1 mm) opening size 

 A continuous belt type unit with medium opening size range ( 6 to 8 mm) 

 A step screen also with medium opening size range ( 6 to 8 mm) 

Detailed selection of such equipment is beyond the scope of this study.   

Biological Treatment.  The three types of biological treatment processes described 
above (SBR, MSABP, and mLE) will be described in detail below: Each of these processes will 
produce a secondary effluent of a quality so that a conventional tertiary filtration process, 
followed by disinfection, will produce a final effluent meeting the requirements of effluent for 
unrestricted reuse.  

1. Sequencing batch reactor – this process has certain unique characteristics as presented 
in the Table 3-5. 

 
Table 3-5.  Characteristics of Sequencing Batch Reactor 

 

Factor Unique Characteristics of the Overall Process Train 

Tanks Tanks are large - based on 24-hour detention time     

Energy Not energy efficient due to variable water level     

Flexibility Very flexible - capable of high turndown ratio     

Operation Simple operation - controlled by single PLC     

Screenings Normal amount based on 6-8 mm opening size     

Effluent  Excellent quality         

Bio-solids Large quantity         

Concept Alternate tanks fill and process in batches based on 5 cycles per 24 hrs 
 
 

 
2. Multi-stage activated biological reactor – this process’ characteristics are presented in 

Table 3- 6.  
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Table 3-6.  Characteristics of Multi-Stage Biological Reactor 

 

Factor Unique Characteristics of the Overall Process Train 

Tanks Tanks are large - based on 40-hour detention time     

Energy Energy efficient due to constant water surface     

Flexibility Moderately flexible        

Operation Simple operation - controlled by single pLC     

Screening   Large amount based on 1 mm screen size     

Effluent  Superior quality - clarifier is just a backup     

Bio-solids Minimal quantity - mostly reduced in secondary process   

Concept 12 stages of bioreactor - multiple stages of oxic and anoxic biology 
 
 

3. Modified Ludzack Ettinger - this process’ characteristics are presented in Table 3-7. 

 

 
Table 3-7.  Characteristics of Modified Ludzack Reactor 

 

Factor Unique Characteristics of the Overall Process Train 

Tanks Tanks are small - based on 12 hour detention time     

Energy Energy efficient due to constant water surface     

Flexibility Moderately flexible        

Operation Requires daily interaction by operator       

Screenings Normal amount based on 6-8 mm opening size     

Effluent  Excellent quality        

Bio-solids Large quantity        

Concept 
High rate with multiple recycle streams in 2-stage 
reactor   

 
 

Flow Equalization.  Effluent equalization is valuable ahead of the tertiary and disinfection 
processes because it eliminates the hydraulic flow variability, and thus minimizes size/capacity 
requirements of downstream process units. The design capacity then gets reduced to the 
maximum month flow at the build out stage of development, as opposed to peak hourly flow. 
The equalization basin is usually sized for a fraction (20 to 40 percent) of the daily flow at the 
rated average capacity of the plant. In this case, the volume would be between 8,000 and 
16,000 gallons. Because the plant is small (only 40,000 gallons per day) the more conservative 
volume of 16,000 gallons is recommended.  
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The basin should be designed for the supply side to be provided by gravity and the discharge 
side by pumping if the site topography and geology restricts the ability to allow a continuous 
gravity system to the final effluent discharge point.  

Tertiary Treatment.  The most cost effective type of system for this plant would be a 
cloth disk filter unit. The units are constructed to have a basin enclosure that contains the 
secondary effluent submerging a number of cloth covered disks that rotate and allow the water 
to penetrate the cloth, leaving behind the filter reject materials, primarily particulate material that 
represents suspended solids, and turbidity. The cloth disks are periodically sprayed with a clean 
water stream to remove accumulated particulates from the individual disks. Also, a periodic 
backwash cycle pumps water fro the basin as the cumulated reject material increases within the 
basin. However, a steady supply of secondary effluent enters the basin allowing the disk filters 
to continuously filter uninterrupted.  

Disinfection.  Two methods of disinfection are practical for the 40,000 to 50,000 gpd size 
plant. The easiest to operate is the ultraviolet (UV) type. For such a small size, the low pressure, 
low intensity type is the most cost-effective. Several manufacturers make this type of UV 
system. They are available in both open channel and closed conduit configuration. The 
advantage of open channel is ease of access and the advantage of closed conduit is 
compactness. 

Generally speaking, a UV system is more expensive to operate than a sodium or calcium 
hypochlorite disinfection system because the cost of electrical power used is more expensive 
than the cost of chemicals. However, on a small system, the cost of maintenance becomes a 
more significant factor. Maintaining a chemical feed system such as hypochlorite requires more 
diligence and attention to equipment condition than does a UV system. Also, hypochlorite 
systems are intricate in the feed and control systems and generally require periodic surveillance 
to make sure all parts are functioning properly.  

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE PROCESS TRAINS 

The complete process trains for three alternatives are compared in Table 3-8.  A process 
schematic of the entire recommended process train is presented in Figure 3-3. This schematic 
illustrates the sequence of the primary liquid stream though each step of the treatment process. 
It illustrates the disposition of the end products of the treatment (effluent for reuse, bio-solids, 
and screenings). It does not illustrate the numerous internal process loops or the various 
additive process inputs such as the aeration or mixing air, the chemical feed systems, or 
instrumentation and controls. During design, individuals process and instrumentation drawings 
will present that level of detail.  
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Table 3-8.  Comparison of Treatment Process Schemes 
 

Factor MSABP SBR MLE 

Screenings 
Volume 

Very high due to small 
screen opening size (1 

mm) 

Moderate due to size of 
screen opening ( 6-8 mm) 

Moderate due to size of 
screen opening ( 6-8 mm) 

Power 
Usage 

 Moderate usage overall; 
MSABP high; sludge zero 

High due to varible depth 
and low transfer efficiency 

Moderate; low on mLE but 
also needed for sludge 

Tank Volume High Moderate  Low 

Sludge 
Volume 

Low Moderate Moderate 

Effluent 
Quality 

High High High 

Ease of 
Operation 

Dictated by tertiary and 
disinfection 

Dictated by tertiary and 
disinfection 

Dictated by tertiary and 
disinfection 

Maintenance Moderate Moderate Moderate 

Process 
Flexibility 

Highly flexible (turndown 
ratio is high) 

Highly flexible (turndown 
ratio is high) 

Moderately flexible 
(turndown ratio is 

moderate) 
 
 
A layout for the process units and ancillary facilities is presented in Figure 3-4. In this figure, the 
approximate sizes and locations of the process units and the ancillary buildings are shown.  The 
plant will have a fenced area of approximately one acre, allowing for a 50-foot buffer around all 
buildings, and providing access for all building and process areas that will require ingress for 
maintenance. This site would be secured by an 8-foot high fence and accessed through one of 
two 20-foot gated openings. The site would be partially asphalt paved and partially landscaped 
with low maintenance cover such as gravel and shrubbery. 
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RECYCLED WATER DISTRIBUTION AND STORAGE 

The purpose of recycling is twofold; to supplement the use of groundwater in irrigation, thus 
conserving the potable water supply (and reduce groundwater pumping demand), and secondly 
to beneficially reuse the effluent in a manner that avoids creating a point discharge to a known 
waterway.  

In order to manage the entire annual effluent, a comprehensive plan for reuse, storage, and 
distribution becomes necessary. In the southwestern United States, the most critical element of 
a comprehensive plan is formulating a sound storage system that addresses daily, monthly and 
seasonal storage requirements.  

The first decision is to make the storage a joint use process; a storage facility that can allow 
water to be withdrawn without upsetting the biology and secondly a facility that can maintain a 
stable, balanced biological system of clean water, microorganisms for sustaining an aquatic 
food chain, and a water chemistry that does not accumulate inorganic salts.  

From a practical perspective, this means the storage must be deep (more than 20 feet deep), 
cold (allow a high dissolved oxygen concentration), and conducive to plant growth (a soil-based 
bottom). Inevitably, some change will occur over time and this means that some maintenance 
will become necessary. However, that maintenance level of effort is minimized when the water 
is allowed to develop a balanced biological system of plants and aquatic animals.  

Determining the size of the storage is based on two principals; a pre-determined depth for 
successful operation and a volume that allows the required seasonal storage in addition to a 
permanent volume for sustainability of the pond itself.  The seasonal storage requirement is a 
mathematically-determined volume that represents the volume that would be accumulated 
during the colder months of the year when demand is diminished and the effluent continues to 
supply the pond on a regular basis.  

Recycled Water Irrigation System 

The design of a recycled water irrigation system shall provide adequate distribution to apply the 
water based on a combination of water duty factor (acre-feet per acre per year, or simply feet 
per year) and when using recycled water, an agronomic application must be considered based 
on specific vegetation assimilation rates. For example, duty factors can vary from less than one 
foot per year up to seven feet per year for certain tree grown nut crops (i.e. pecans). It is 
understood that the project site will use recycled water for both an existing vineyard and for 
more common grass and shrubbery type landscaping. These types of irrigation requirements 
can vary from less than one foot per year to approximately three feet per year, depending on the 
system efficiency. A summary of the expected irrigation supply of recycled water is presented in 
Table 3-9. 
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Table 3-9.  Monthly Water Balance 

 
 
A - Based on the plant capacity and 10 percent loss in process and in internal consumption       
B - Monthly averages from 1931 through 2003         
C - Data from C.I.M.I.S.; based on the evaporative losses from storage pond        

 
 WWTP Pond   Pond Vineyard NET 

Potable 
Supple- 

ment 

Storage 
Volume Vol. - 

Yr. 
N+1 

Vol. - 
Yr. 
N+2 

Month 
Effluent, 

Af-a 
Rainfall, 
inches -b 

Rainfall
, AF  

Supply, 
AF 

Evap, 
Inches 

- c 

Evap., 
AF 

Irrigatio
n, AF 

Surplus, 
AF 

January 4.28 3.78 0.32 4.60 1.68 0.14 0 4.46 0.00 4.46 16.98 16.98

February 3.87 4.18 0.35 4.22 2.21 0.18 0 4.03 0.00 8.49 21.02 21.01

March 4.28 3.07 0.26 4.54 3.52 0.29 20 -15.75 7.26 0.00 5.26 5.26

April 4.14 1.28 0.11 4.25 5.01 0.42 30 -26.17 26.17 0.00 0.00 0.00

May 4.28 0.30 0.03 4.31 5.78 0.48 30 -26.17 26.18 0.00 0.00 0.00

June 4.14 0.09 0.01 4.15 6.18 0.52 40 -36.36 36.36 0.00 0.00 0.00

July 4.28 0.03 0.00 4.29 6.40 0.53 40 -36.25 36.25 0.00 0.00 0.00

August 4.28 0.06 0.01 4.29 6.01 0.50 40 -36.21 36.21 0.00 0.00 0.00

September 4.14 0.25 0.02 4.17 4.46 0.37 25 -21.21 21.21 0.00 0.00 0.00

October 4.28 0.50 0.04 4.32 3.57 0.30 0 4.03 0.00 4.03 4.03 4.03

November 4.14 1.76 0.15 4.29 2.19 0.18 0 4.11 0.00 8.14 8.14 8.14

December 4.28 2.91 0.24 4.53 1.67 0.14 0 4.39 0.00 12.53 12.52 12.52

 Total 50.42 18.21 1.52 51.94 48.68 4.06 225.00 -177.11 189.64 --- --- --- 
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Daily Storage Requirements.  Daily storage is not a factor for the system. The seasonal 

storage volume will far exceed the need for daily volume. Daily/diurnal storage volume will be 
accounted for in the 20,000 gallon equalization storage tank within the plant process train. 

Water Balance and Seasonal Storage Requirements. Seasonal storage is required to 
account for the annual variations between effluent supply, potable use for irrigation, irrigation 
demand, evaporation, and evapo-transpiration. The scenarios can be summarized as follows: 

 In the summer, demand exceeds supply. The water from the plant will be supplied 
directly to a storage pond on-site where the water level will vary.  

 In the winter, demand will infrequently exceed supply however, most of the time supply 
will exceed demand.  

 Quantitatively, a month by month assessment of the supply and demand, accounting for 
vineyard crop irrigation, other landscape irrigation, and the effects of average rainfall and 
evaporation from the storage pond. 

 For an analysis of storage requirements and to prepare a mass balance of treatment 
plant effluent, rainfall (on the vineyard area), evaporation from the storage pond surface, 
and irrigation for the vineyard, these assumptions were used: 

 The required total duty factor for the vineyard, in addition to rainfall, is 0.75 feet per year 
which results  in 225 AF/year on a 300-acre vineyard 

 The monthly allocation of the presumed 225 AF/year will be distributed from March 
through September with the emphasis on the summer months 

 The rainfall will be only accounted for in the mass balance in the amount of rainfall that 
contributes directly to the storage pond 

 Evaporation from the storage pond will also be accounted for the in the mass balance 

 The supply of available non-potable water will be the sum of effluent plus rainfall (pond 
only) minus evaporation (pond only) 

The data presentation in Table 3-9 illustrates several key results of the analysis: 

 The net annual balance is a deficit (the total irrigation for the vineyard, at 225 AF/year 
exceeds the production of effluent and the net loss of evaporation from rainfall incident 
to the storage pond) 

 The precise net balance will vary slightly depending on how large the surface are for the 
pond is chosen to be 

 The duty factor of 0.75 Feet per year for irrigation was chosen neglecting the rainfall that 
occurs during the winter months and is directly applicable to the vineyard; if this 
assumption is altered and the rainfall is accounted for, and then the effluent could be 
available for irrigation of other areas. For this to occur, rainfall harvesting and capture 
would be required 

 Storage volume would merely be 5 AF 
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 Each month the vineyard requires irrigation, most of the water would come from sources 
other than effluent 

RECYCLED WATER QUALITY 

The chemical make-up of water used for irrigation purposes is very important in ensuring 
maintenance of the quality of the landscaping and crops being irrigated.  Key water quality 
parameters from an agronomic aspect are described in this section. 

Sodium, Sodium Adsorption Ratio (SAR), and Adjusted SAR (aSAR) 

Sodium is not an essential plant nutrient, yet it is always present in the irrigation waters and it 
can become the most important single constituent in the water if it exceeds tolerable 
concentrations. Acceptable levels of sodium are judged in proportion to divalent cations, 
principally calcium and magnesium in the water.  The criteria commonly used to determine the 
potential effect of this critical element are sodium adsorption ratio (SAR) and adjusted SAR.  
Adjusted SAR accounts for the presence of carbonates and bicarbonates in the irrigation water, 
because of their tendency to precipitate calcium from the solution, aggravating the effect of 
sodium. The most widely accepted method of adjusting the SAR is the so-called Cax method, 
wherein the ratio of bicarbonate to calcium is used to determine the adjustment factor.  Long-
term use of irrigation water with high SAR can result in gradual elevation of soil solution SAR 
and deleterious effects on soil structure, leading to progressively reduced soil permeability, 
water-logging, and anaerobic (oxygen deficient) conditions in the root zone. 

Calcium 

Calcium is essential for all plant life.  It is almost always available in abundance in the soil, as 
far as plant nutrition requirements are concerned.  However, calcium also plays another 
important role in the soil solution.  It can balance the adverse impacts of sodium on soil physical 
structure and the soil’s ability to transport water.  Native soils in California are generally rich in 
calcium compounds.   

Chloride 

Chloride is also essential to plant life, but sufficient in extremely low concentrations.  This 
element is almost never deficient in the environment.  Excessive concentrations of chloride 
(beyond 140 mg/L) can be harmful due to toxicity to the plant tissues.   

Dissolved Solids, Specific Conductance 

Total dissolved solids (TDS) is a direct measure of salinity in the irrigation water.  An indirect 
index of salinity is the electrical conductance (EC, inverse of electrical resistance) of the water 
sample. Elevated TDS concentrations of irrigation water can cause deleterious effects to plant 
growth and to soil conditions and characteristics. 

Boron 

Boron is an essential nutrient for plant germination and growth.  However, beyond a narrow 
band of concentrations (0.1 to 5 mg/L), it becomes toxic to plant life. Boron is not highly mobile 
and cannot be easily flushed out of the root zone; however, boron can be taken up by the plant 
roots to the leaf tips.  Thus, for turf grasses, where frequent mowing generally occurs, removal 
of boron can be effective  
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Chumash Camp 4 Project Recycled Water Quality 

Projected irrigation water quality for the Chumash Camp 4 Project cannot be provided, since 
there is not an existing WWTP from which to take samples.  In addition, Boron was not analyzed 
as part of the water quality results presented in Table 2-6.  However, based on the total 
dissolved solids (TDS) concentration of the local water wells, mineral quality of the recycled 
water is anticipated to be 700 to 800 mg/L.  Table 3-10 provides a general summary of the 
various water quality parameters relative to their degree of restriction on use for irrigation.   

 
Table 3-10. Guidelines for Irrigation Water Quality Impacts 

 

 
 

Parameter 

Degree of Restriction on Use 

 
None 

Slight to 
Moderate 

 
Severe 

Boron, mg/L <0.7 0.7-1.0 >3.0 

Chloride, mg/L <140 140-350 >350 

TDS, mg/L <450 450-2,000 >2,000 

EC, mmhos/cm <0.7 0.7-3.0 >3.0 

SAR = 0-3, and EC (mmhos) = >0.7 0.7-0.2 >0.2 

SAR = 3-6, and EC (mmhos) = >1.2 1.2-0.3 <0.3 

SAR = 6-12, and EC (mmhos) = >1.9 1.9-0.5 <0.5 

SAR = 12-20, and EC (mmhos) = >2.9 2.9-1.3 <1.3 

SAR = 20-40, and EC (mmhos) = >5.0 5.0-2.9 <2.9 

 
 

Based on the anticipated water quality of the Chumash Camp 4 recycled water, the recycled 
water is generally suitable for landscape and irrigation uses for the Project.  Based on the water 
balance, during the warmer season, potable water will also be supplementing the recycled 
water.  The anticipated blend of potable water and recycled water for irrigation use should 
maintain the mineral quality at a desirable value, in the range of 600 to 700 mg/L.  Irrigation with 
this recycled water is expected to yield good results.   

WASTEWATER COLLECTION, TREATMENT, AND DISPOSAL SUMMARY 

There are two alternative possible collection systems, depending on whether the decision is 
made to create 143 five-acre residential lots or to create 143 one-acre residential lots. The 
result of that decision will affect the layout and dimensions of the collection system. The 
collection system, regardless of which of these two choices is made, will be greatly affected by 
the dendritic topography. The topography will cause the landforms to be partially re-shaped in 
order to control the costs of both roadways and of sewer collection pipelines. There will be 
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pumping stations regardless of the choice made. The number of pumping stations will be 
determined both by the choice of the two alternatives discussed in this section and in final 
grading plans which are not part of this section’s discussion.  

The treatment system will occupy a 
relatively small footprint (less than 
an acre) allowing for the treatment 
process units and a small building 
to house both some mechanical 
equipment, an electrical and 
control room, and an operators 
station for conducting routine 
administrative duties and some 
laboratory testing. The photograph 
at right shows an example of a 
small MSABP treatment process 
module.  

The example module illustrates the 
position of an influent screening 
unit (to the right and above the 
module) and the blowers (to the left 
and on grade). The process can be 
either above grade, as shown, or below grade. Not shown in this picture are the other process 
units such as the clarifier, sludge holding, and any tertiary of disinfection.  

The effluent storage proposed is a deeply excavated basin that would allow the water to draw 
and fill without ever completely evacuating the basin. The concept is to fill the basin during 
cooler, winter months when the vineyard lies dormant and un-irrigated. The spring growth in the 
vineyard would signal the start of irrigation and would use the stored effluent from the pond as 
needed and as available. The 50,000 gpd treatment plant does not generate enough effluent 
and thus the pond is not adequate to meet the needs of a 300-acre vineyard. Potable water will 
be an important source of supply once the irrigation begins.  Thus, it is proposed that a potable 
water make-up pipeline with air-gap separation, be provided to fill and supplement the storage 
reservoir when irrigation demand exceeds supply and stored irrigation water supply.  During the 
summer months, it is important for the pond to retain at least five feet of depth for the water to 
sustain a biological balance in aquatic plant and animal life. If the pond is NOT sustained 
biologically, it will eventually become more of a nuisance than a benefit.   

The water would be pumped from the pond, through a filtered drip system that operates on a 
schedule controlled by the vineyard operator using the knowledge and understanding required 
of a viticulturist. An important fact to remember about recycling water is that as soon as the 
effluent is produced and stored in a downstream system, the effects of nature begin to modify its 
chemistry and biology – and that means the effort to control the water’s quality does not end 
until it has been applied to the final use.  
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Wastewater Operator Considerations 

A tertiary wastewater facility of this size and complexity will require a Grade III operator, similar 
to that of the wastewater facility currently serving the Chumash Reservation in Santa Ynez.  It is 
envisioned that a new WWTP for this Project would be operated under the same arrangements 
as the Chumash Reservation WWTP, being operated under contract by a qualified public 
agency operator (Santa Ynez CSD) or equivalent.   
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INTRODUCTION 

The following report presents the results of the traffic impact study prepared by Associated 
Transportation Engineers (ATE) for the Chumash Camp 4 Residential Fee-To-Trust Project (the 
"Project"). The report provides information regarding existing and future traffic conditions 
within the project study-area and recommends improvements where necessary. The report 
also contains an analysis of the access and circulation plan proposed for the Project. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Project is proposing a fee-to-trust land acquisition for the proposed ± 1 ,433-acre site to 
allow for development of residential housing for Chumash tribe members. The site is located 
northeast of the SR 154/SR 246 intersection in the Santa Ynez area of Santa Barbara County 
(see Figure 1 - Project Site Location). Two alternatives have been developed for the site, both 
of which are analyzed in this traffic study. Alternative A includes 143 five-acres lots for single 
family dwelling units (see Figure 2- Alternative A Site Plan). Alternative B includes 143 one­
acres lots for single family dwelling units plus a 12,042 square-foot tribal hall facility (see 
Figure 3 -Alternative B Site Plan). The tribal hall facility would include a meeting hall and 
office space for use by the Chumash tribe. No gaming would occur on the subject property. 
Access for the Project (both alternatives) is proposed via 2 connections to Baseline Avenue 
and 1 connection to Armour Ranch Road (see Figures 2 and 3). 

SCOPE OF WORK AND STUDY METHODOLOGY 

Scoping Process. Teleconference calls were held between AES/ATE/Caltrans and 
AES/ATE/Santa Barbara County to discuss the Project and the traffic study requirements. The 
scope of work for the traffic study was then developed by ATE. The scope of work is outlined 
below. 

Traffic Scenarios. Traffic operations are analyzed for the following scenarios: 

1) Existing Conditions (2012) 
2) Near-Term Conditions (2014 without the Project) 
3) Near-Term + Project Conditions (2014 with the Project) 
4) Cumulative Conditions (2030 without the Project) 
5) Cumulative + Project Conditions (2030 with the Project) 
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Study-Area Facilities. The key roadways and intersections included in the traffic study were 
identified based on the level of traffic that would be generated by the Project and the 
location of the Project's access connections to the surrounding roadway network. Both local 
and regional facilities are analyzed in the study since traffic generated by the Project would 
use both County roads and State Highways. The roadways and intersections included in the 
study are listed in Table 1. 

Table 1 
Study-Area Roadways and Intersections 

County Roadway Segments State Highway Segments State High ''!~· 1 ~I 
Baseline Ave east of Edison St SR 154 north of Edison St SR 154/U.S. 101 SB 

Armour Ranch Rd east of SR 154 SR 154 south of SR 246 SR 154/U.S. 101 NB 

SR 246 west of SR 154 SR 154/Grand Ave 

SR 154/Roblar Ave 

SR 154/Edison St 

SR 246/Aiisal Rd 

SR 246/Aiamo Pintado Rd 

SR 246/Refugio Rd 

SR 246/Edison St 

SR 246/SR 154 

Existing Traffic Volumes. Counts were collected in March 2012 for the key roadway 
segments and intersections where existing data is no longer representative of Existing 
conditions (traffic counts collected for this study are contained in the Technical Appendix for 
reference). "Average Daily Traffic" volumes represent traffic that travels on a specific roadway 
segment over an average 24-hour period. Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes were 
collected on the key roadway segments using machine traffic counters. Because traffic flow 
on a roadway network is most constrained at intersections, detailed traffic analyses also 
examine the operations at key intersections during peak travel periods. Turning movements 
were counted at the study-area intersections from 7:00 to 9:00 A.M. and from 4:00 to 6:00 
P.M. The one-hour period containing the highest volume of traffic is considered the 
peak hour. 

Future Traffic Forecasts. Near-Term traffic conditions (2014 without the Project) were forecast 
using a list of approved and pending projects located within the Santa Ynez Valley planning 
area. Cumulative traffic conditions (2030 without the Project) were taken from the traffic 
study prepared for the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan EIR. 1 The 20-Year Buildout 

Traffic and Circulation Study for the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan, Associated Transportation 
Engineers, April 2008. 

Chumash Camp 4 Residential Fee-To-Trust Project 

Revised Traffic Impact Study - 5-

Associated Transportation Engineers 

April 3, 2014 



forecasts contained in the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan were used for the analysis. The 
20-Year forecasts are based on 20-year buildout land uses provided by the County for the 
Santa Ynez Valley area, growth within the adjacent cities of Buellton and Solvang, plus 
cumulative growth from outside of the Santa Ynez Valley. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS 

The following level of service standards have been adopted for the street network that serves 
the Project. For reference, "Levels of Service" (LOS) A through F are used to rate traffic 
operations. Generally, LOS A indicates free flow operations with no delays; LOS B indicates 
stable flow with very little delay; LOS C indicates stable flow with low to moderate delays; 
LOS D indicates flows approaching unstable conditions with moderate to heavy delays; 
LOS E indicates unstable flow with significant delays; and LOS F indicates forced flow 
conditions resulting from volumes that are well above capacity. 

Santa Barbara County Level of Service Standards 

Armour Ranch Road and Baseline Avenue fall under the jurisdiction of Santa Barbara County. 
Through adoption of the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan, the County adopted LOS B as 
the minimum standard for traffic operations for Armour Ranch Road and Baseline Avenue. 

Caltrans Level of Service Standards 

SR 154 and SR 246 fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans. Caltrans District 5 established level 
of service goals for State Route 154 and State Route 246 in their Transportation Concept 
Reports. 2 The Transportation Concept Reports show LOS D as the minimum operating 
standard for both SR 154 and SR 246. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Street Network 

The principal components of the roadway network within the vicinity of the Project site are 
illustrated in Figure 1 and discussed below. 

2 Transportation Concept Report State Route 154, California Department of Transportation District 5, February 2007. 

Transportation Concept Report State Route 246, California Department of Transportation District 5, May 2004. 
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U.S. Highway 101 is a four-lane freeway that serves as the major north-south link through 
Santa Barbara County and is the principal inter-city route along the Pacific Coast. The 
highway provides the principal connection between the Santa Ynez Valley and Santa Maria 
and San Luis Obispo to the north; and the Santa Barbara-Goleta area to the south. 

SR 154 is a two-lane California state highway that provides regional access to the Santa Ynez 
Valley. SR 154 extends from U.S. Highway 101 north of the Los Olivos Township through 
the Santa Ynez Valley to the Santa Barbara-Goleta area to the south. SR 154 is divided by a 
double yellow centerline with passing lanes provided intermittently. 

SR 246 is a two-lane California state highway that also provides regional access to the Santa 
Ynez Valley. SR 154 extends in an east-west direction within the Santa Ynez Valley area 
between SR 154 on the east and U.S. Highway 101 on the west. SR 246 is the major east­
west route within the Santa Ynez Valley and is used by a significant number of local drivers 
as an intra-community route within the valley. 

Edison Street is a two-lane County roadway that extends in a north-south direction on the east 
and west sides of SR 154. 

Baseline Avenue is a two-lane County roadway that extends in an east-west direction on the 
east and west sides of SR 154. Baseline Avenue is classified as an S-3 roadway by 
the County. 

Armour Ranch Road is a two-lane County roadway that extends east of SR 154. Armour 
Ranch Road is classified as an S-3 roadway by the County. 

County Roadway Operations 

Traffic operations were analyzed for the County roads (Baseline Avenue and Armour Ranch 
Road) by comparing the Existing traffic volumes to the ''Acceptable Capacity 11 ratings adopted 
by the County. Table 2 shows the Existing traffic volumes and Acceptable Capacity ratings for 
the County roads. As shown, the County roadway segments carry volumes within their 
Acceptable Capacity ratings - indicating that they operate at LOS B or better- which meets 
the Count/s standards. 

Table 2 
Existing Operations- County Roadways 

Roadway Ace .I. I 

Roadway Classification Geometry Existing ADT Capacity(a) 

Baseline Avenue e/o Edison Street County S-3 2 Lanes 1,600 5,530 

Armour Ranch Road e/o SR 154 County S-3 2 Lanes 700 5,530 

(a) Acceptable Capacity rating equates to County's LOS B standard adopted for the Santa Ynez area. 
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State Highway Operations 

Operations for SR 154 and SR 246 were analyzed using the operations procedures outlined 
in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM).3 More specifically, operations for SR 154 were 
assessed using the HCM procedures for 2-lane highways since SR 154 is an uninterrupted 
flow highway. This method focuses on average travel speeds and the ability to pass for each 
direction of travel during the peak hour period. Operations for SR 246 between SR 154 and 
Solvang were assessed using the HCM procedures for signalized intersections since the flow 
of traffic is controlled by traffic signals on this segment of highway. This method focuses on 
average delays at each intersection during peak hour periods. 

Figures 4 and 5 shows the Existing A.M. and P.M. peak hour traffic volumes used in the level 
of service analyses. Table 3 shows the Existing levels of service for the SR 154 segments 
north and south of the project site. Table 4 shows the Existing levels of service for the 
intersections along the SR 154 and SR 246 highway segments. 

As shown in Table 3, both SR 154 and SR 246 operate at LOS D (or better) during the peak 
hour periods. As shown in Table 4, the intersections along SR 154 and SR 246 currently 
operate at LOS C or better during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. The Existing conditions 
analysis shows that traffic operations along both SR 154 and SR 246 are within Caltrans' LOS 
D standard. 

Table 3 
Existing Operations - State Highway Segments 

Highway Segment Classification Peak Hour lOS 

SR 154 n/o Edison Street(a) State Highway LOS D/LOS C 

SR 154 s/o SR 246-Armour Ranch Road(a) State Highway LOS D/LOS D 

SR 246 from SR 154 to Solvang(b) State Highway LOS B-C 

(a)Northbound/Southbound LOS based on travel speeds and ability to pass using P.M. peak hour flows. 
(b)Signalized segment- LOS based on delays at intersections (See Table 4). 

3 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2010. 

Chumash Camp 4 Residential Fee-To-Trust Project 

Revised Traffic Impact Study - 8-

Associated Transportation Engineers 

April 3, 2014 



i§ln 
< :J"" 
-· c 
~ ~ c..., 
-j:T 
iil n 
=R"' ;:;· 3 
-"C 
3 .j>. 

"Bi§l 
i=1.V> 
Y:a~ a. a 
--<~ ., 

"' "' "-.; 

~ 
§. 
::\' 
~-

I.D 

>+ 

~ 
~ 
n ;;;· 
[ 
:;I 

"' ~ 
"C 
0 

g 
)> c;· 

"C ::l 
:::!.m 

~~ 
"N =r 
s~ 
.j>.V> 

w 

~ LEGEND 
N 

NOT TO SCALE Lxx- A.M. Peak Hour Volume 

AssOCIATED 

TRANSPORTATION 

ENGINEERS 

1l 
~ ~ 

OQ a· 
;;l:l 
0 
SlJ 
0. 

~ 
(1) 

~ 

.j>. 
0 

"'"' I Ll r67 

Roblar Avenue 

Baseline Avenue 

* 

2 

L192 
-66 

40~~hJr 
"' 

fYroie<:t Site 1 

Armour Ranch Rd. 

61 7 8 r ..., ~ .._. L19 ;:;; <:;; L156 ;:;; ..., o L52 ;::; "'"' L19 
'-""'"' -453 .l>o'-1~ -459 ~""' -318 °~"' -137 

J 1 L 1 120 J 1 L 1 a J 1 L 1 2a J 1 L 1 52 

12_j 230_j 140_j 121_j 
592- -:!J .r 591- 1l r 423- 1l r 213- 1l.r 
30, "' "'Cl 15j 47j "'"'" 14j "'"' 

EXISTING A.M. PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

lJ 
NN L32 

.l>o<.nW -209 
JIL r9 

15_j llr 358- WNN 
49j '-""'"' 

r±:r..., L4a 
"'"'.j>. 

-40 "'0'-" 

JIL r7 -
llr 67_j 

33-
~"'"' 23j ~~ 

0 

IL~ I 
L23 

"'"'~ 0"'"' -71 
JIL 1 13 

107_j llr 67-
~~"' 29j ON 

" 
- --

FIGURE 



"' <!>Oo:> 
~"t~ 

Jjl 
11 _j 
28-

Ml13' 

N 

304_j 
1-

L23 
"'"""' -20 """'~ 

r47 Jjl 

llr 32_j 

"'"~ 291-
<!}II) 

~28, N 

Chumash Camp 4 Residential Fee-To-Trust Project 
Revised Traffic Impact Study 

L11 
""' 

L19 
-402 N "- li'l -261 
r16 Jjl r25 

1ir 11 _j 1ir 211-
'<tC>"lN 

-;;:;-] 98, 
No:> 
~ 

Q) 

Q) ::J 

::J c 
c Q) 

Q) ~ 
~ Q) ,_ .5 cu Q) ::0 Vl 
0 cu 
0:: co 

® 

10 

;g 
..c 
u 
c 
cu 

0:: 

·I 
Edison Street 

Refugio Road 

"' 
Lo 

"- LI'lO -207 
Jjl r34B 

7_j 1lr 186-

~39, 
N~N 

N 

o:> Ln 
NO~ 

" "'" -56 
Jjl r37 

42_j llr 58- "tCJ">CJ"> 

Q;l190 I "'"~ ~~ 

52 _j l I r 
13- "'"'"" 

159, !::;~N 
o:> 

0 
z 
UJ 
lJ 
UJ _, 

Q) 

E 
::J 

~ ,_ 
::J 
0 
I 
..0.: 
cu 
Q) 

0... 

~ 
c..: 

>< >< 
_) 

~ 
(f) 

---'--Z~ 

b z 

Cl 
w 
t;: 
0 
0 
Vl 
Vl 

<( 

U) 
w 
~ 
::J 
...J 

0 
> 
u 
u.. 
u.. 

~ 
t­
~ 
::J 
0 
I 
~ 
<( 
w· 
0.. 

~ 
0..: 
lJ 
z 
t­
U) 

>< w 

z 
0 
i= ;:: 
"' 0 
ll. 
Vl z 
~ 

1-

ffi 
~ 
i3 z 

L.U 

Associated Transportation Engineers 
April 3, 2014 



Table 4 
Existing Operations- State Highway Intersections 

Delay /LOS 

Intersection Control A.M. Peak P.M. Peak 

SR 154/U.S. 101 SB STOP Sign 11.2 Sec/LOS B 10.1 Sec/LOS B 

SR 154/U.S. 101 NB STOP Sign 11.7 Sec/LOS B 10.3 Sec/LOS B 

SR 154/Grand Avenue STOP Sign 14.6 Sec/LOS B 16.2 Sec/LOS C 

SR 154/Roblar Avenue STOP Sign 15.0 Sec/LOS B 17.6 Sec/LOS C 

SR 154/Edison Street STOP Sign 11.1 Sec/LOS B 13.2 Sec/LOS B 

SR 246/ Ali sal Road Signal 22.1 Sec/LOS C 21.6 Sec/LOS C 

SR 246/ Alamo Pintado Road Signal 19.4 Sec/LOS B 22.8 Sec/LOS C 

SR 246/Refugio Road Signal 17.3 Sec/LOS B 26.8 Sec/LOS C 

SR 246/Edison Street Signal 16.7 Sec/LOS B 21.4 Sec/LOS C 

SR 246/SR 154 STOP Sign 10.8 Sec/LOS B 14.7 Sec/LOS C 

PROJECT-GENERATED TRAFFIC 

Project Trip Generation 

Trip generation estimates were developed for the Project using rates contained in the Institute 
of Transportation Engineers' (ITE) trip generation report.4 The ITE rates for Single Family 
Detached Housing (ITE Land Use Code #21 0) was selected to develop the trip generation 
estimates for Alternative A. The ITE rates for Single Family Detached Housing (ITE Land Use 
Code #21 0) and Community Center (ITE Land Use Code #495) were selected to develop the 
trip generation estimates for Alternative B. Table 3 presents the trip generation estimates for 
Alternative A and Alternative B (the trip generation calculation worksheet is included in the 
Technical Appendix for reference). 

As shown in Table 5, Alternative A is forecast to generate a 1,369 average daily trips, with 
107 trips occurring during the A.M. peak hour and 144 trips occurring during the P.M. peak 
hour. Alternative B is forecast to generate a 1,645 average daily trips, with 127 trips 
occurring during the A.M. peak hour and 161 trips occurring during the P.M. peak hour. 

4 Trip Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 81
h Edition, 2008. 
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Table 5 
Project Trip Generation 

ADT A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

Alternative & Land Uses Size Rate Trips Rate Trips Rate Trips 

Alternative A 
Single Family Residential 143 Units 9.57 1,369 0.75 107 1.01 144 

Alternative B 
Single Family Residential 143 Units 9.57 1,369 0.75 107 1.01 144 
Tribal Hall 12,042 SF 22.88 276 1.62 20 1.45 17 -- - -

Total 1,645 127 161 

Trip rates per unit for Single Family Residential and per 1,000 SF for Tribal Hall. 

Project Trip Distribution & Assignment 

Traffic generated by Alternative A and Alternative B was distributed to the study-area street 
network based on the trip distribution pattern shown in Table 6. The trip distribution pattern 
was developed by considering area population, surrounding land uses, existing traffic 
patterns and probable orientation of project trip types. Once distributed, the trips generated 
by the project were assigned to the key roadways and intersections within the study area. 
Figures 6 and 7 show the assignment of project-generated traffic for Alternative A and 
Alternative B. 

Table 6 
Project Trip Distribution 

Origin/Destination Direction Distribution % 

Residential Tribal Hall 

U.S. 101 north of Los Olivos North 10% 5% 

SR 154 south of Santa Ynez South 10% 5% 

SR 246 west of Solvang West 10% 5% 

Santa Y nez Valley West 70% 60% 

Internal( a) NA 0% 25% 

I Total 100% I 
(a) 25% of Community Center traffic is anticipated to be local trips within the Project site. 
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NEAR-TERM CONDITIONS 

Near-Term traffic conditions were forecast using a list of approved and pending projects 
located within the Santa Ynez planning area (the list of approved/pending projects is 
contained in the Technical Appendix for reference). ITE trip rates were used to estimate traffic 
generation for the approved/pending projects (a worksheet shown the trip generation 
calculations is contained in the Technical Appendix for reference). Figures 8 and 9 shows the 
Near-Term traffic volume forecasts. Levels of service for Near-Term Conditions are compared 
to Near-Term + Project Conditions in the following section. 

NEAR-TERM + PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Alternative A 

Traffic that would be generated by Alternative A was added to the Near-Term traffic volume 
forecasts in order to assess potential impacts. Figures 10 and 11 show the Near-Term + 
Alternative A traffic forecasts. 

County Roadway Impacts. Near-Term Conditions and Near-Term + Alternative A forecasts 
for the County roadways adjacent to the Project site are shown in Table 7. As shown, the 
County roadway segments are forecast to carry volumes within their Acceptable Capacity 
ratings under Near-Term + Alternative A Conditions - indicating that they would operate at 
LOS B or better- which meets County's adopted standard. Thus, Alternative A would not 
significantly impact the County roadways adjacent to the Project site. 

Table 7 
Near-Term + Alternative A- County Roadway Operations 

ADTVolume 

Near-Term+ Acceptable 

Roadway Near-Term Project Added Project Capacity(a) 

Baseline Avenue e/o Edison Street 1,640 205 1,845 5,530 

Armour Ranch Road e/o SR 154 700 1,164 1,864 5,530 

(a) Acceptable Capacity rating equates to County's LOS B standard adopted for the Santa Ynez area. 

State Highway Impacts. Near-Term and Near-Term + Alternative A level of service forecasts 
for SR 154 and SR 246 are shown in Tables 8 and 9. As shown in Table 8, the SR 154 
highway segments are forecast to operate at LOS C-D under Near-Term and Near-Term + 
Alternative A conditions - which meets the Caltrans LOS D standard. Most of the key 
intersections along SR 246 are forecast to operate at LOS B or LOS C under Near-Term and 
Near-Term + Alternative A conditions (see Table 9). 
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As shown in Table 9, the SR 246/SR 154 intersection is forecast to degrade to LOS F during 
the P.M. peak hour period with the traffic that would added by Alternative A. The level of 
service analysis shows that there would not be a sufficient number of gaps in the SR 154 
traffic stream for Alternative A traffic to cross SR 154 when traveling to/from the Project site. 
Improvements required to accommodate the Near-Term + Alternative A traffic forecasts are 
presented in the Mitigation Measures section of the report. 

Table 8 
Near-Term + Alternative A- State Highway Segment Operations 

Peak Hour lOS 

Near-Term 

Highway Segment Near-Term + Project 

SR 154 n/o Edison Street(a) LOS D/LOS C LOS D/LOS C 

SR 154 s/o SR 246-Armour Ranch Road(a) LOS D/LOS C LOS D/LOS D 

SR 246 from SR 154 to Solvang(b) LOS B-C LOS B-C 

(a) Northbound/Southbound LOS based on travel speeds and ability to pass using P.M. peak hour flows. 
(b) Signalized segment- LOS based on delays at intersections (See Table 9). 

Table 9 
Near-Term + Alternative A- State Highway Intersection Operations 

Delay I LOS 

Near-Term Near-Term + Project 

Intersection A.M. Peak 

SR 154/U.S. 101 SB 11.8 Sec/LOS B 

SR 154/U.S. 101 NB 12.0 Sec/LOS B 

SR 154/Grand Ave 15.5 Sec/LOS C 

SR 154/Roblar Ave 16.1 Sec/LOS C 

SR 154/Edison Street 11.9 Sec/LOS B 

SR 246/Aiisal Rd 19.5 Sec/LOS B 

SR 246/Aiamo Pintado Rd 20.0 Sec/LOS C 

SR 246/Refugio Rd 17.2 Sec/LOS B 

SR 246/Edison St 17.2 Sec/LOS B 

SR 246/SR 154 11 .2 Sec/LOS B 

Bolded values exceed Caltrans LOS D standard. 

Chumash Camp 4 Residential Fee-To-Trust Project 

Revised Traffic Impact Study 

P.M. Peak 

10.5 Sec/LOS B 

10.6 Sec/LOS B 

18.5 Sec/LOS C 

20.4 Sec/LOS C 

15.4 Sec/LOS C 

22.9 Sec/LOS C 

26.9 Sec/LOS C 

28.6 Sec/LOS C 

23.8·Sec/LOS C 

19.5 Sec/LOS C 

-20-

A.M. Peak P.M. Peak 

11.8 Sec/LOS B 10.6 Sec/LOS B 

12.0 Sec/LOS B 1 0.7 Sec/LOS B 

15.6 Sec/LOS C 18.8 Sec/LOS C 

16.5 Sec/LOS C 20.9 Sec/LOS C 

11.9 Sec/LOS B 15.6 Sec/LOS C 

21.1 Sec/LOS C 23.6 Sec/LOS C 

20.3 Sec/LOS C 27.4 Sec/LOS C 

17.7 Sec/LOS B 27.7 Sec/LOS C 

18.4 Sec/LOS B 23.2 Sec/LOS C 

12.9 Sec/LOS B > 50.0 Sec/LOS F 
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Alternative B 

Traffic that would be generated by Alternative B was added to the Near-Term traffic volume 
forecasts in order to assess potential impacts. Figures 12 and 13 show the Near-Term + 
Alternative B traffic forecasts. 

County Roadway Impacts. Near-Term Conditions and Near-Term + Alternative B forecasts 
for the County roadways adjacent to the Project site are shown in Table 10. As shown, the 
County roadway segments are forecast to carry volumes within their Acceptable Capacity 
ratings under Near-Term + Alternative B Conditions- indicating that they would operate at 
LOS B or better - which meets County's adopted standard. Thus, Alternative B would not 
significantly impact the County roadways adjacent to the Project site. 

Table 10 
Near-Term + Alternative B - County Roadway Operations 

ADTVolume 

Near-Term+ Acceptable 

Roadway Near-Term Project Added Project Capacity( a) 

Baseline A venue e/o Edison Street 1,640 219 1,859 5,530 

Armour Ranch Road e/o SR 154 700 1,357 2,057 5,530 

(a) Acceptable Capacity rating equates to County's LOS B standard adopted for the Santa Ynez area. 

State Highway Impacts. Near-Term and Near-Term + Alternative B level of service forecasts 
for SR 154 and SR 246 are shown in Tables 11 and 12. As shown in Table 11, the SR 154 
highway segments are forecast to operate at LOS C-D under Near-Term and Near-Term + 
Alternative B conditions - which meets the Caltrans LOS D standard. Most of the key 
intersections along SR 246 are forecast to operate at LOS B or LOS C under Near-Term and 
Near-Term + Alternative B conditions (see Table 12). 

As shown in Table 12, the SR 246/SR 154 intersection is forecast to degrade to LOS F during 
the P.M. peak hour period with traffic that would added by Alternative B. The level of service 
analysis shows that there would not be a sufficient number of gaps in the SR 154 traffic 
stream for Alternative B traffic to cross SR 154 when traveling to/from the Project site. 
Improvements required to accommodate the Near-Term + Alternative B traffic forecasts are 
presented in the Mitigation Measures section of the report. 
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Table 11 
Near-Term + Alternative B- State Highway Segment Operations 

Peak Hour LOS 

Near-Term + 
Highway Segment Near-Term Project 

SR 154 n/o Edison Street(a) LOS D/LOS C LOS D/LOS C 

SR 154 s/o SR 246-Armour Ranch Road(a) LOS D/LOS C LOS D/LOS D 

SR 246 from SR 154 to Solvang(b) LOS B-C LOS B-C 

(a) Northbound/Southbound LOS based on travel speeds and ability to pass using P.M. peak hour flows. 
(b) Signalized segment- LOS based on delays at intersections (See Table 12). 

Table 12 
Near-Term + Alternative B- State Highway Intersection Operations 

Delay I LOS 

Near-Term Near-Term + Project 

Intersection A.M. Peak P.M. Peak A.M. Peak P.M. Peak 

SR 154/U.S. 101 SB 11 .8 Sec/LOS B 1 0.5 Sec/LOS B 11 .8 Sec/LOS B 1 0.6 Sec/LOS B 

SR 154/U.S. 101 NB 12.0 Sec/LOS B 1 0.6 Sec/LOS B 12.1 Sec/LOS B 1 0.7 Sec/LOS B 

SR 154/Grand Ave 15.5 Sec/LOS C 18.5 Sec/LOS C 15.7 Sec/LOS C 18.9 Sec/LOS C 

SR 154/Roblar Ave 16.1 Sec/LOS C 20.4 Sec/LOS C 16.5 Sec/LOS C 20.9 Sec/LOS C 

SR 154/Edison St 11.9 Sec/LOS B 15.4 Sec/LOS C 12.0 Sec/LOS B 15.7 Sec/LOS C 

SR 246/Aiisal Rd 19.5 Sec/LOS B 22.9 Sec/LOS C 21.3 Sec/LOS C 23.7 Sec/LOS C 

SR 246/Aiamo Pintado Rd 20.0 Sec/LOS C 26.9 Sec/LOS C 20.4 Sec/LOS C 27.5 Sec/LOS C 

SR 246/Refugio Rd 1 7.2 Sec/LOS B 28.6 Sec/LOS C 17.8 Sec/LOS B 28.3 Sec/LOS C 

SR 246/Edison St 17.2 Sec/LOS B 23.8 Sec/LOS C 18.5 Sec/LOS B 22.8 Sec/LOS C 

SR 24&/SR 154 11.2 Sec/LOS B 19.5 Sec/LOS C 13.1 Sec/LOS B > 50.0 Sec/LOS F 

Bolded values exceed Caltrans LOS D standard. 

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 

Cumulative traffic forecasts were derived from the traffic study prepared for the Santa Ynez 
Valley Community Plan. The 20-Year Buildout forecasts were used for the analysis. Figures 
14 and 15 shows the Cumulative traffic volume forecasts. Levels of service for Cumulative 
Conditions are compared to Cumulative + Project Conditions in the following section. 
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CUMULATIVE + PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Alternative A 

Alternative A traffic was added to the Cumulative traffic forecasts in order to assess potential 
impacts. Figures 16 and 17 show the Cumulative + Alternative A traffic forecasts. 

County Roadway Impacts. Cumulative and Cumulative + Alternative A forecasts for the 
County roadways adjacent to the Project site are shown in Table 13. As shown, the County 
roadway segments are forecast to carry volumes within their Acceptable Capacity ratings 
under Cumulative + Alternative A Conditions- indicating that they would operate at LOS B 
or better - which meets County's adopted standard. Thus, Alternative A would not 
significantly impact the County roadways adjacent to the Project site. 

Table 13 
Cumulative + Alternative A - County Roadway Operations 

ADTVolume 

Cumulative + Acceptable 

Roadway Cumulative Project Added Project Capacity( a) 

Baseline Avenue e/o Edison Street 1,800 205 2,005 5,530 

Armour Ranch Road e/o SR 154 900 1,164 2,064 5,530 

(a) Acceptable Capacity rating equates to County's LOS B standard adopted for the Santa Ynez area. 

State Highway Impacts. Cumulative and Cumulative + Alternative A level of service 
forecasts for SR 154 and SR 246 are shown in Tables 14 and 15. As shown in Table 14, 
operations on SR 154 are forecast to degrade to LOSE in the northbound direction during the 
peak hour period, which exceeds the Caltrans LOS D standard. Furthermore, as shown in 
Table 15, several of the key intersections along SR 154 and SR 246 are forecast to degrade to 
LOS E or LOS F, also exceeding the Caltrans LOS D standard. Improvements required to 
accommodate the Cumulative + Alternative A traffic forecasts are presented in the Mitigation 
Measures section of the report. 
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Table 14 
Cumulative + Alternative A- State Highway Segment Operations 

Peak Hour lOS 

Cumulative + 
Highway Segment Cumulative Project 

SR 154 n/o Edison Street(a) lOS E!LOS D lOS EILOS D 

SR 154 s/o SR 246-Armour Ranch Road(a) lOS EILOS C lOS EILOS C 

SR 246 from SR 154 to Solvang(b) LOS B-lOS F LOS B-lOS F 

Bolded values exceed Caltrans LOS D standard. 
(a) Northbound/Southbound LOS based on travel speeds and ability to pass using P.M. peak hourflows. 
(b) Signalized segment- LOS based on delays at intersections (See Table 15). 

Table 15 
Cumulative + Alternative A- State Highway Intersection Operations 

Delay I lOS 

Cumulative Cumulative + Project 

Intersection A.M. Peak P.M. Peak A.M. Peak P.M. Peak 

SR 154/U.S. 101 SB 14.1 Sec/LOS B 11 .4 Sec/LOS B 14.1 Sec/LOS B 11 .6 Sec/LOS B 

SR 154/U.S. 101 NB 13.5 Sec/LOS B 11 .6 Sec/LOS B 13.6 Sec/LOS B 11.7 Sec/LOS B 

SR 154/Grand Ave 23.9 Sec/LOS C > 50.0 Sec/lOS F 24.3 Sec/LOS C > 50.0 Sec/lOS F 

SR 154/Roblar Ave > 50.0 Sec/lOS F > 50.0 Sec/lOS F > 50.0 Sec/lOS F > 50.0 Sec/lOS F 

SR 154/Edison St 44.6 Sec/lOS E > 50.0 Sec/lOS F 46.9 Sec/lOSE > 50.0 Sec/lOS F 

SR 246/Aiisal Rd 31.9 Sec/LOS C 51.1 Sec/LOS D 33.3 Sec/LOS C 54.1 Sec/LOS D 

SR 246/Aiamo Pintado Rd 50.4 Sec/LOS D 65.4 Sec/lOS E 52.7 Sec/LOS D 67.7 Sec/lOS E 

SR 246/Refugio Rd 33.0 Sec/LOS C 68.1 Sec/lOS E 35.0 Sec/LOS C 73.7 Sec/lOSE 

SR 246/Edison St 18.5 Sec/LOS B 22.1 Sec/LOS C 17.3 Sec/LOS B 23.7 Sec/LOS C 

SR 246/SR 154 30.8 Sec/LOS D > 50.0 Sec/lOS F > 50.0 Sec/lOS F > 50.0 Sec/lOS F 

Bolded values exceed Caltrans LOS D standard. 

Alternative B 

Alternative B traffic was added to the Cumulative traffic forecasts in order to assess potential 
impacts. Figures 18 and 19 show the Cumulative + Alternative B traffic forecasts. 
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County Roadway Impacts. Cumulative and Cumulative + Alternative B forecasts for the 
County roadways adjacent to the Project site are shown in Table 16. As shown, the County 
roadway segments are forecast to carry volumes within their Acceptable Capacity ratings 
under Cumulative + Alternative B Conditions- indicating that they would operate at LOS B 
or better - which meets County's adopted standard. Thus, Alternative B would not 
significantly impact the County roadways adjacent to the Project site. 

Table 16 
Cumulative + Alternative B - County Roadway Operations 

ADTVolume 

Cumulative + Acceptable 

Roadway Cumulative Project Added Project Capacity(a) 

Baseline Avenue e/o Edison Street 1,800 219 2,019 5,530 

Armour Ranch Road e/o SR 154 900 1,357 2,257 5,530 

(a) Acceptable Capacity rating equates to County's LOS B standard adopted for the Santa Ynez area. 

State Highway Impacts. Cumulative and Cumulative + Alternative B level of service forecasts 
for SR 154 and SR 246 are shown in Tables 17 and 18. Operations on SR 154 are forecast to 
degrade to LOS E in the northbound direction during the peak hour period, which exceeds 
the Caltrans LOS D standard (see Table 17). Additionally, several of the key intersections 
along SR 154 and SR 246 are forecast to degrade to LOS E or LOS F, also exceeding the 
Caltrans LOS D standard (see Table 18). 

Table 17 
Cumulative + Alternative B- State Highway Segment Operations 

Peak Hour LOS 

Cumulative + 
Highway Segment Cumulative Project 

SR 154 n/o Edison Street(a) LOS EILOS D LOS EILOS D 

SR 154 s/o SR 246-Armour Ranch Road(a) LOS EILOS C LOS EILOS C 

SR 246 from SR 154 to Solvang(b) LOS B-LOS F LOS B-LOS F 

Bolded values exceed Caltrans LOS D standard. 
(a) Northbound/Southbound LOS based on travel speeds and ability to pass using P.M. peak hour flows. 
(b) Signalized segment- LOS based on delays at intersections (See Table 15). 
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Table 18 
Cumulative + Alternative B- State Highway Intersection Operations 

Delay I LOS 

Cumulative Cumulative + Project 

Intersection A.M. Peak P.M. Peak A.M. Peak P.M. Peak 

SR 154/U.S. 101 SB 14.1 Sec/LOS B 11 .4 Sec/LOS B 14.2 Sec/LOS B 11.6 Sec/LOS B 

SR 154/U.S.101 NB 13.5 Sec/LOS B 11 .6 Sec/LOS B 13.6 Sec/LOS B 11.7 Sec/LOS B 

SR 154/Grand Ave 23.9 Sec/LOS C > 50.0 Sec/LOS F 24.3 Sec/LOS C > 50.0 Sec/LOS F 

SR 154/Roblar Ave > 50.0 Sec/LOS F > 50.0 Sec/LOS F > 50.0 Sec/LOS F > 50.0 Sec/LOS F 

SR 154/Edison St 44.6 Sec/LOS E > 50.0 Sec/LOS F 46.8 Sec/LOS E > 50.0 Sec/LOS F 

SR 246/Aiisal Rd 31.9 Sec/LOS C 51.1 Sec/LOS D 33.6 Sec/LOS C 54.4 Sec/LOS D 

SR 246/Aiamo Pintado Rd 50.4 Sec/LOS D 65.4 Sec/LOS E 53.1 Sec/LOS D 68.0 Sec/LOS E 

SR 246/Refugio Rd 33.0 Sec/LOS C 68.1 Sec/LOS E 35.2 Sec/LOS D 76.3 Sec/LOS E 

SR 246/Edison St 18.5 Sec/LOS B 22.1 Sec/LOS C 1 7.5 Sec/LOS B 23.6 Sec/LOS C 

SR 246/SR 154 30.8 Sec/LOS D > 50.0 Sec/LOS F > 50.0 Sec/LOS F > 50.0 Sec/LOS F 

Bolded values exceed Caltrans LOS D standard. 

MITIGA liON MEASURES 

Near Term Measures 

SR 246/SR 154. The SR 246/SR 154 intersection is forecast to degrade to LOS F during the 
P.M. peak hour under Near-Term + Project conditions (both alternatives). Caltrans has begun 
construction of a safety improvement project for the intersection. The improvement project 
will convert the roadway geometry to a modern roundabout. The roundabout project is now 
under construction and scheduled for completion in October 2014. According to Caltrans' 
operational analyses, the roundabout will provide LOS A operations during A.M. and P.M. 
peak hour periods assuming Opening Day and Year 2035 traffic. Thus, the improvement will 
mitigate the impact generated by the Chumash Camp 4 Residential Fee-to-Trust Project in the 
Near Term and Cumulative scenarios. 

Cumulative Measures 

The Cumulative analysis found that traffic operations along SR 154 and SR 246 are forecast to 
degrade to LOS E or LOS F, as listed below. It is important to note that these locations would 
operate at LOS E/LOS F with and without the Project. 
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Cumulative Impacts 
SR 154 north of Edison Street (LOS E) 
SR 154 south of SR 246-Armour Ranch Road (LOS E) 
SR 154/Grand Avenue (P.M. Peak Hour = LOS F) 
SR 154/Roblar Avenue (A.M. & P.M. Peak Hour = LOS F) 
SR 154/Edison Street (A.M. Peak Hour = LOS E I P.M. Peak Hour = LOS F) 
SR 246/Aiamo Pintado Road (P.M. Peak Hour= LOS E) 
SR 246/Refugio Road (P.M. Peak Hour = LOS E) 
SR 246/SR 154 (A.M. & P.M. Peak Hour = LOS F) 

The following mitigations are consistent with what is being planned by the County for the 
Santa Ynez area since they were derived from the adopted Santa Ynez Community Plan. The 
Project's contribution to the mitigation measures are listed in Table 19 at the end of 
this section. 

SR 154 Corridor 

Roundabout Intersections. The first option for the SR 154 corridor is the installation of 
modern roundabouts at the major cross street intersections. Evenly spaced single-lane 
roundabouts would provide acceptable levels of service along the corridor. Based on future 
traffic volume forecasts, intersection spacing, and forecasted levels of service, single-lane 
roundabouts would be provided at the following four locations: 

SR 154/Grand Avenue 
SR 154/Roblar Avenue 
SR 154/Edison Street 
SR 154/SR 246-Armour Ranch Road 

The operational analyses found that the single-lane roundabouts will operate at LOS A during 
the P.M. peak hour period with the 20-Year Buildout traffic forecast, thus meeting the 
Caltrans LOS D standard. The roundabouts would provide relatively free-flow operations 
along SR 154 with minor delays for traffic entering or crossing SR 154 at the collector road 
connections. 

Signalized Intersections. The second option for the SR 154 corridor is installing signals at 
evenly spaced intersections. Based on future traffic volumes, intersection spacing, forecasted 
levels of service, and signal warrants, signalized intersections would be provided at: 

SR 154/Grand Avenue 
SR 154/Roblar Avenue 
SR 154/Edison Street 
SR 154/SR 246-Armour Ranch Road 
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The operational analysis found that the SR 154 corridor will operate at LOS B under 20-Year 
Buildout conditions during the P.M. peak hour period with the signalized option, thus 
meeting the Caltrans LOS D standard. The signalized corridor would provide relatively free­
flow operations along SR 154 with minor delays for traffic entering or crossing SR 154 at the 
signalized collector road connections. 

SR 246 Corridor 

Roundabout Intersections. The first option for the SR 246 corridor is the installation of evenly 
spaced roundabouts. Based on future traffic volume forecasts, intersection spacing, and 
forecasted levels of service, two-lane roundabouts should be provided at the following 
locations: 

SR 246/Aiamo Pintado Road 
SR 246/Edison Street 
SR 246/Refugio Road 
SR 246-Armour Ranch Road/SR 154 

It is noted that the SR 246/Aiamo Pintado Road intersection lies within the City of Solvang. 
The City prepared a Project Study Report to address the future deficiency. The project is now 
in the PNED phase and preferred alternative is to convert the intersections into a modern 
roundabout. The project is anticipated to be constructed in Year 2015. 

The operational analyses found that the two-lane roundabouts will operate at LOS A during 
the P.M. peak hour period with the 20-Year Buildout traffic forecast, thus meeting the 
Caltrans LOS D standard. The roundabouts would provide relatively free-flow operations 
along SR 154 with minor delays for traffic entering or crossing SR 246 at the roundabouts. 

Signalized Intersections. This mitigation option found that SR 246 would need to be widened 
to provide 2 eastbound and 2 westbound lanes on the signalized approaches at the following 
intersections in order to accommodate the 20-Year Buildout peak hour flows. 

SR 246/Aiamo Pintado Road 
SR 246/Edison Street 
SR 246/Refugio Road 
SR 246-Armour Ranch Road/SR 154 

The operational analyses found that the signalized option would provide LOS B, thus 
meeting the Caltrans LOS D standard. Evenly spaced signals along the SR 246 corridor would 
also provide gaps in the SR 246 traffic stream and thereby also reduce delays for traffic to 
enter or cross SR 246 at the local road connections between the signalized intersections. 
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Project Contributions 

Table 19 shows the Project's contribution to the cumulative mitigations. The Project's 
contribution to the mitigations were calculated using the Caltrans formula derived from the 
Caltrans traffic study guidelines. 5 

Table 19 
Proportionate Share Percentages 

Proportionate Share % (A.M./P.M.) 

Intersection Alternative A Alternative B 

SR 1541Grand Ave 2.9% I 2.0% 3.2% I 2.2% 

SR 1541Roblar Ave 1.8% I 2.4% 2.0% I 2.6% 

SR 1541Edison St 2.5% I 3.0% 2.8% I 3.2% 

SR 154ISR 246 15.4% I 22.5% 20.9% I 23.2% 

SR 2461Aiamo Pintado Rd 3.5% I 5.3% 4.1%15.9% 

SR 2461Edison St 19.8% I 29.4% 22.6% I 31.50% 

SR 2461Refugio Rd 4.3% I 6.6% 5.1%17.2% 

Proportionate Share Percentage = Project Trips I (Cumulative+ Project Volume- Existing Volume). 

SITE ACCESS AND CIRCULATION 

Alternative A 

Access for Alternative A is proposed via 2 connections to Baseline Avenue and 1 connection 
to Armour Ranch Road (see Figure 2). Traffic signals would not be warranted at access 
connections. Instead, Stop signs should be provided on the northbound roadway connections 
to Baseline Avenue and on the southbound roadway connection to Armour Ranch Road. 
Review of the on-site circulation system found that traffic signals would not be warranted. 
The interior roads system would provide adequate access to the residential lots. 

5 Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, Caltrans, December 2002. 
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Alternative B 

Access for Alternative B would be provided via 2 connections to Baseline Avenue and 1 
connection to Armour Ranch Road (see Figure 3). Traffic signals would not be warranted at 
access connections. Instead, Stop signs should be provided on the northbound roadway 
connections to Baseline Avenue and on the southbound roadway connection to Armour 
Ranch Road. Review of the on-site circulation system found that traffic signals would not be 
warranted. The interior roads system would provide adequate access to the residential lots 
and Tribal Hall facility. · 
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PROJECT TRIP GENERATION CALCULATIONS 

CUMULATIVE PROJECT LIST- TRIP GENERATION WORKSHEET 

TWO-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE CALCULATION WORKSHEETS 
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SR 246/Aiisal Road 
SR 246/Alamo Pintado Road 
SR 246/Refugio Road 
SR 246/Edison Street 
SR 246/SR 154 

TRAFFIC COUNT DATA 

Chumash Camp 4 Residential Fee-To-Trust Project 

Revised Traffic Impact Study -40-

Associated Transportation Engineers 

April 3, 2014 



LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS 

The ability of a roadway system to carry traffic is most often expressed in terms of "Levels 
of Service" (LOS). LOS A through F are used, with LOS A indicating very good operations 
and LOS F indicating poor operations. More complete level of service definitions for 
intersections are listed Table A. The delay ranges for signalized and unsignalized 
intersections are shown in Table B. 

Table A 
Level of Service Definitions 

LOS Definition 

A 
Conditions of free unobstructed flow, no delays and all signal phases sufficient in 
duration to clear all approaching vehicles. 

B 
Conditions of stable flow, very little delay, a few phases are unable to handle all 
approaching vehicles. 

c Conditions of stable flow, delays are low to moderate, full use of peak direction signal 
phases is experienced. 

D 
Conditions approaching unstable flow, delays are moderate to heavy, significant signal 
time deficiencies are experienced for short durations during the peak traffic period. 

E 
Conditions of unstable flow, delays are significant, signal phase timing is generally 
insufficient, congestion exists for extended duration throughout the peak period. 

Conditions of forced flow, travel speeds are low and volumes are well above capacity. 
F This condition is often caused when vehicles released by an upstream signal are unable 

to proceed because of back-ups from a downstream signal. 

Table B 
Levels of Service Delay Ranges 

LOS 
Unsignalized Signalized 

Delay VIC Ratio 

A < 10.0 < 10.0 

B 10.1-15.0 10.1-20.0 

c 15.1-25.0 20.1-35.0 

D 25.1-35.0 35.1-55.0 

E 35.1-50.0 55.1-80.0 

F > 50.0 > 80.0 

' 



PROJECT TRIP GENERATION CALCULATIONS 



Associated Transportation Engineers 

Trip Generation Worksheet With In/Out Splits 

ALTERNATIVE A 

LAND-USE 

SINGLE FAMILY HOUSING (a) 
PROJECT TOTAL. 

ALTERNATIVE B 

LAND-USE 

SINGLE FAMILY HOUSING (a) 
COMMUNITY CENTER/TRIBAL RETREAT (b) 

PROJECT TOTAL: 

Size 

143 
12,042 

(a) ITE 8TH EDITION RATES FOR SINGLE FAMILY HOMES (LAND USE#210) 

1,369 

ADT 

RATE I TRIPS 

9.57 I 1,369 
zz.88 I 276 

1,645 

(b) ITE 8TH EDITION RATES FOR RECREATIONAL COMMUNITY CENTER (LAND USE #495) 

'-.}.._) 

CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT (#12018) 

107 27 80 

A.M. PEAK HOUR 

RATE I TRIPS I IN% I TRIPS I OUT% I TRIPS 

0.750 I 107 I 25% I 27 I 75% I 80 
1.6zo I zo I 61% I 12 I 39% I 8 

127 39 88 

144 92 52 

P.M. PEAK HOUR 

RATE I TRIPS I IN% I TRIPS I OUT% I TRIPS 
1.01 I 144 I 64% I 92 I 36% I 52 
1.45 I 17 I 37% I 6 I 63% I 11 

161 98 63 
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Associated Transportation Engineers 
Trip Generation Worksheet- With In/Out Splits 

Land Use 

Thomson Parcel 
Marcelino Springs 
Kalsow Lot Spin 
Valley Sand & Soil 
Stull Lot Spin 
Coffey Lot Split 
Ricci Lot Spl~ 
McCombs Lot Split 
Higgins/Martlno Lot Split 
Lorenzen Lot Spl~ 
Meyer Lot Spl~ 
Lash Commercial 
Gran~e Mining (ATE #10016) 
Skyit Family Lot Spl~ 
Hanson Parcel (SFD) 
Estelle Vineyard Estates 
Haas Tract 
Edison St. Service Ctr/Car Wash 
Turnbull Tract 
Gavlak Lot Spi~ 
SY Valley Airport 
SY Valley SR. Housing 
Bar z Lot Spin 
Valley Compost Facil~y 

Matters Tavern (ATE #07084) 
Cottages (To Be Removed) 
Duplex/Triplex (to Be Removed) 

Vincent Winery 
De Ward Winery 
TIT Winery 
Lamer Winery 
Claxton Wnery 
El Camino Real Winery 
Brldlewood Winery 

Project Total: 

S/0 SR246 
I Thomson Parcel 
SUB-TOTAL: 

SANTA YNEZ AREA 
Coffey Lot Split 
Ricci Lot Spl~ 
McCombs Lot Spl~ 
Edison St. Service Ctr/Car Wash 
SY Valley Airport 
SY Valley SR. Housing 
Chumash Hotel Expansion 
Claxton Wnerv 

SUB· TOTAL. 

ROBLAR AVE E/0 SR154 
Estelle Vineyard Estates 
Vincent Winery 
TIT Winery 
Bridlewood Winery 
Turnbull Tract 

SUB· TOTAL. 

LOS OLIVOS AREA 
Valley Sand & Soil 
Lash Commercial 
De Ward Winery 
El Camino Real Winery 
Matters Tavern 

SUB-TOTAL: 

I Size j Multi·Tripj 

3 
3 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

5,645 

3 
2 

11 
8 

10 
3 
1 
8 

22 
2 

10 

64 
-3 
-5 

3 

1 
1 
1 

10 
8 

22 
215 

1 
2 

11 

3 

1 
1 
2 

5,645 
9,856 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.38 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

1.00 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.38 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

1.00 
1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

1.00 
1.00 

CUMULATIVE PROJECT TRIP GENERATION- WEEKDAY 

ADT 
Rate Trios Rate 
9.57 29 0.750 
9.57 29 0.750 
9.57 10 0.750 

20 
9.57 10 0.750 
9.57 10 0.750 
9.57 10 0.750 
9.57 10 0.750 
9.57 10 0.750 
9.57 10 0.750 
9.57 10 0.750 

46.55 263 1.400 
70 

9.57 29 0.750 
9.57 19 0.750 
9.57 105 0.750 
9.57 77 0.750 

152.84 561 11.930 
9.57 29 0.750 
9.57 10 0.750 
1.97 16 0.000 
3.48 77 0.130 
9.57 19 0.750 
2.00 20 0.000 

8.17 1 0.560 
9.57 -29 0.750 
6.65 -33 0.510 

24 
25 
16 
35 
41 
40 
14 

1,607 

9.57 29 0.750 
29 

9.57 10 0.750 
9.57 10 0.750 
9.57 10 0.750 

152.84 561 11.930 
1.97 16 0.000 
3.48 77 0.130 
5.70 1,226 0.310 

9.57 
9.57 

9.57 

9.57 

9.57 
9.57 
9.57 

46.55 

41 
1971 

10 0.750 
19 0.750 
29 

105 0.750 
24 
16 
26 
29 0.750 

200 

10 0.750 
10 0.750 
19 0.750 
39 

20 
263 1.400 
25 
40 

461 
809 

A.M. 
Trios In% Trips Out% 

2 25% 1 75% 
2 25% 1 75% 
1 25% 0 75% 

1 25% 0 75% 
1 25% 0 75% 
1 25% 0 75% 
1 25% 0 75% 
1 25% 0 75% 
1 25% 0 75% 
1 25% 0 75% 
8 61% 5 39% 
7 3 
2 25% 1 75% 
2 25% 1 75% 
8 25% 2 75% 
6 25% 2 75% 

45 51% 23 49% 
2 25% 1 75% 
1 25% 0 75% 
0 25% 0 75% 
3 38% 1 62% 
2 25% 1 75% 
0 25% 0 75% 

36 51% 18 49% 
-2 25% -1 75% 
-3 25% -1 75% 

129 58 

2 25% 75% 
2 

1 25% 0 75% 
1 25% 0 75% 
1 25% 0 75% 

45 51% 23 49% 
0 25% 0 75% 
3 38% 1 62% 

67 72% 48 28% 

118 72 

1 25% 0 75% 
2 25% 1 75% 
3 

8 25% 2 75% 

2 25% 1 75% 
10 3 

1 25% 0 75% 
1 25% 0 75% 
2 25% 1 75% 
4 1 

8 61% 5 39% 

36 18 
44 23 

Trips! 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
4 
1 
1 
6 
4 

22 
1 
1 
0 
2 
1 
0 

18 
-1 
-2 

71 

1 
1 
1 

22 
0 
2 

19 

46 

2 

6 

1 
7 

1 
1 
1 
3 

3 

18 
21 

Rate 
1.01 
1.01 
1.01 

1.01 
1.01 
1.01 
1.01 
1.01 
1.01 
1.01 
4.55 

1.01 
1.01 
1.01 
1.01 

13.94 
1.01 
1.01 
0.00 
0.16 
1.01 
0.00 

0.59 
1.01 
0.62 

1.01 

1.01 
1.01 
1.01 

13.94 
0.00 
0.16 
0.42 

1.01 
1.01 

1.01 

1.01 

1.01 
1.01 
1.01 

4.55 

P.M. 
Trips In% 

3 63% 
3 63% 
1 63% 

1 63% 
1 63% 
1 63% 
1 63% 
1 63% 
1 63% 
1 63% 

26 44% 
0 
3 63% 
2 63% 

11 63% 
8 63% 

53 51% 
3 63% 
1 63% 
0 63% 
4 63% 
2 63% 
0 63% 

38 53% 
-3 63% 
-3 63% 

4 25% 
7 25% 
3 25% 
9 25% 
9 25% 
9 25% 
1 25% 

201 

3 63% 
3 

1 63% 
1 63% 
1 63% 

53 51% 
0 63% 
4 63% 

90 43% 
9 25% 

159 

1 63% 
2 63% 
3 

11 63% 
4 25% 
3 25% 
3 25% 
3 63% 

24 

1 63% 
1 63% 
2 63% 
4 

26 44% 
7 25% 
9 25% 

32 
74 

Trips Out% 
2 37% 
2 37% 
1 37% 

1 37% 
1 37% 
1 37% 
1 37% 
1 37% 
1 37% 
1 37% 

11 56% 

2 37% 
1 37% 
7 37% 
5 37% 

27 49% 
2 37% 
1 37% 
0 37% 
3 37% 
1 37% 
0 37% 

20 47% 
-2 37% 
-2 37% 

1 75% 
2 75% 
1 75% 
2 75% 
2 75% 
2 75% 
0 75% 

98 

2 37% 
2 

1 37% 
1 37% 
1 37% 

27 49% 
0 37% 
3 37% 

39 57% 
2 75% 

74 

1 37% 
1 37% 
2 

7 37% 
1 75% 
1 75% 
1 75% 
2 37% 

12 

1 37% 
1 37% 
1 37% 
3 

11 56% 
2 75% 
2 75% 

16 
31 

Trips 
1 
1 
0 

.0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

15 

1 
1 
4 
3 

26 
1 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 

18 
-1 
-1 

3 
5 
2 
7 
7 
7 
1 

103 

0 
0 
0 

26 
0 
1 

51 
7 

85 

0 
1 

4 
3 
2 
2 
1 

12 

0 
0 
1 
1 

15 
5 
7 

16 
43 



DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 
~~~ ~~~ 

OLD Highway I Direction ofTravel SR 154 NORTHBOUND 
ATE Fromffo N/0 BASELINE 
1129114 urisdiction CALTRANS 
P.M. PEAK Year EXISTING 

t---- --- ------ ----- ---------
Shoulder width It - Lane width It 

,___.... Lane width - - It 

--- --- -- shouider width It 
---------~---~~~-~--

Segment length. l 1 ml 

412veh/h 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv,Ars=1/ (1+ Pr(Er·1)+PR (ER-1)) 

Grade adjustment factor1, 

EB 
~ Class I highway 

0 Class Ill highway 

Terrain ~ Level 
Grade Length mi 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
No-passing zone 

0 Class II highway 

0 Rolling 
Up/down 

0.88 
90% 

Shovrllorth llrtow %Trucks and Buses, PT 4% 

%Recreational vehicles, PR 2% 
Access points mi 1/mi 

1.2 1.3 

1.0 1.0 

0.992 0.988 

1.00 1.00 

472 368 

free-flow speed4 , BFFS 60.0 milh 

Mean speed of sample3, SFM 

demand flow rate, both directions, v 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV,ATS) 

for no-passing zones, fnp,ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 

Passenger -car equivalents for trucks, Er(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv=1/ (1+ Pr<Er-1 ) ) 

adjustment factor1, 

Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSFd(%)=100(1-eavdb) 

Adj. for no-passing zone, (Exhibit 15-21) 

3.4 milh 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSFd(%)=BPTSFd +f np,PTSF *(vd,PTSF I vd,PTSF + 

Adj. for lane and shoulder width,4 fL5(Exhibit 15-7) 0.0 milh 

Adj. for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 0.3 milh 

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fLs-fA) 59.8 milh 

Average travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + V
0

,ATs) 
49.8 milh 

1.0 1.1 

1.0 1.0 

1.000 0.996 

1.00 1.00 

468 365 

47.6 

41.7 

71.0 

1680 

1693 



83.4 

Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, v0 L (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 468.2 

4.79 

the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific 
frfn•>A~nrm>ril"' segments are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfvi(vd or V
0

) >=1,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 
3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-1 0. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks at crawl 
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OLD 
ATE 
1129/14 
P.M. PEAK 

------ -----
.....; ______________ 

Shoulder width . It - Lane width tt --
,____ Lane width tt -

----------- __ SJ_1o~i~r_wi~tl:!__ ---=-=----=-~ 

Segment length, l 1 

320Vehlh 

412vehlh 

ml 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 

I (1+ Pr(Er·1)+PR (ER -1)) 

Grade adjustment factor1, 

Demand flow rate2, v1(pc/h) vi= Vi I (PHF* fg,ATS • 

Mean speed ofsample3, SFM 

Total demand flow rate, both directions, v 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV,ATS ) 

for no-passing zones, fnp,ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Grade adjustment factor1, 

Directional flow rate2, v
1
{pc/h) 

Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSFd(%)=100(1-eavdb) 

for no-passing zone, F (Exhibit 15-21) 

2.8 milh 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSF i%)=BPTSF d +f np,PTSF *(v d,PTSF I v d,PTSF + 

Capacity, cd,ATS (Equation 15-12) pc/h 

Capacity, cd,PTSF (Equation 15-13) pc/h 

SR 154 SOUTHBOUND 
N/0 BASELINE 
CAL TRANS 
EXISTING 

~ Class I highway 0 Class II highway 

·EB·· 
show rlorth !trtow 

0 Class Ill highway 

Terrain ~ Level 
Grade Length mi 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
No-passing zone 

%Trucks and Buses , Pr 

0 Rolling 
Up/down 

0.88 
90% 

4% 

%Recreational vehicles, PR 2% 

Access points mi 11mi 

1.3 1.2 

1.0 1.0 

0.988 0.992 

1.00 1.00 

368 472 

free-flow speed4, BFFS 

. for lane and shoulder width,4 fLs(Exhibit 15-7) 

. for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fLs-fA) 

Average travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + vo,Arsl 

1. 1 1.0 

1.0 1.0 

0.996 1.000 

1.00 1.00 

365 468 

41.8 

41.7 

60.1 

60.0 

0.0 

0.3 

59.8 

50.4 

milh 

milh 

milh 

milh 

milh 



Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSd(Equation 15-11 -Class Ill only) 

Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, v0 L (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 363.6 

4.79 

1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific 
downgrade segments are treated as level terrain. 

2. If v1(vd or v
0

) >=1,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 
3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 

Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks at crawl rade. 
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OLD 
ATE 
1129114 
P.M. PEAK 

1---- --- ------ ---------- ----
Shoulder width It - Lane width h 

~ Lane width It 

r---- --- -- _____ SJ.lo~l~r_wf~tl.!_ ---=-=--=--=-~ 

Segment length, L1 ml 

460Veh/h 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 

Passenger -car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 

Mean speed of sample3 , SFM 

Total demand flow rate, both directions, v 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV.ATS) 

for no-passing zones, fnp.ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv=1/ (1 + )) 

Grade adjustment factor 1, F (Exhibit 15-16 or Ex 15-17) 

Directional flow rate2, v,{pdh) v1=V;f(PHF*fHv PTSF • 

Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSFd(%)=100(1-eav/) 

Adj. for no-passing zone, (Exhibit 15-21) 

3.1 milh 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSFd(%)=BPTSFd +f np,PTSF *(vd,PTSF I vd,PTSF + 

SR 154 NORTHBOUND 
N/0 BASELINE 
CAL TRANS 
2014 

~ Class I highway D Class II highway 

EB 
Slow llorth !lriDW 

D Class Ill highway 

Terrain ~ Level 
Grade Length mi 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
No-passing zone 

%Trucks and Buses , Pr 

D Rolling 
Up/down 

0.88 
90% 

4% 

%Recreational vehicles, PR 2% 

Access points mi 1/mi 

1.2 

1.0 

0.992 

1.00 

527 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 

Adj. for lane and shoulder width,4 fLs(Exhibit 15-7) 

Adj. for access points4~ fA (Exhibit 15-8) 

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fLs-fA) 

1.3 

1.0 

0.988 

1.00 

423 

travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + Vo,ATS) 

1.0 1.0 

1.0 1.0 

1.000 1.000 

1.00 1.00 

523 418 

51.3 

39.2 

73.1 

1680 

1700 

60.0 milh 

0.0 milh 

0.3 milh 

59.8 milh 

49.3 milh 

(o 



82.4 

1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific 
downgrade segments are treated as level terrain. 

2. If v1(vd or v
0

) >=1 ,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 
3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 

Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks at crawl 
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DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 

t---- ----- --- - - Slwulde~vrdth - - - ----
It - Lane width It --

,-------------- Lane width It -
t---- --- ----- __ S_!!o~l~r_w~tl~ --=·-=----=-! 

Segment length, L1 ml 

36Bvehlh 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 

Passenger -car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 

Mean speed of sample3 , SFM 

demand flow rate, both directions, v 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV,ATS) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Passenger -car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Grade adjustment factor 1, PTSF (Exhibit 15-16 or Ex 15-17) 

Directional flow rate2 , V;(pc/h) vi=V/(PHF*fHV,PTSF * 

Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSFd(%)=100(1-eavl) 

for no-passing zone, PTSF (Exhibit 15-21) 

2.4 milh 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSFd(o/o)=BPTSFd +f np,PTSF *(vd,PTSF I vd,PTSF + 

Capacity, cd,PTSF (Equation 15-13) pc/h 

Highway I Direction of Travel 
From/To 

SR 154 SOUTHBOUND 
N/0 BASELINE 
CAL TRANS 
2014 

~ Class I highway 

0 Class Ill highway 

0 Class II highway 

EB Terrain ~ Level 
Grade Length mi 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
No-passing zone 

0 Rolling 
Up/down 

0.88 
90% 

!:hurl llorth Ariow %Trucks and Buses , Pr 4 % 

% Recreational vehicles, P R 2% 
Access points mi 1/mi 

1.3 

1.0 

0.988 

1.00 

423 

Base free-flow speed4 , BFFS 

Adj. for lane and shoulder width,4 fL8(Exhibit 15-7) 

Adj. for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fL8 -fA) 

1.2 

1.0 

0.992 

1.00 

527 

travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + vo,ATS) 

1.0 1.0 

1.0 1.0 

1.000 1.000 

1.00 1.00 

418 523 

46.4 

39.2 

63.8 

1686 

1700 

60.0 milh 

0.0 milh 

0.3 milh 

59.8 milh 

49.9 milh 

% 



Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSd(Equation 15-11 -Class Ill only) 83.6 

418.2 

4.79 

1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific 
downgrade segments are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfvi(vd or v
0

) >=1,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 
3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks at crawl 
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1---- ----- --- --------------
Shoulder width It - Lane width tt - Lane width It -
Shouider width It 

1---- --- -- -------------~~~--

Segment length, L1 

Analysis direction vol., Vd 

Opposing direction vol., V
0 

Shoulder width ft 
Lane Width ft 

465veh/h 

llli 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv,Ars=1/ (1 + P T (Er -1 )+P R (ER -1) ) 

Grade adjustment factor1, 

Mean speed of sample3, SFM 

demand flow rate, both directions, v 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV.ATS) 

3.0 milh 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Grade adjustment factor1, 

Directional flow rate2 , v;(pclh) 

Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSFd(%)=100(1-eavdb) 

for no-passing zone, PTSF (Exhibit 15-21) 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSFd(%)=BPTSFd +f np,PTSF *(vd,PTSF I vd,PTSF + 

Capacity, cd,ATS (Equation 15-12) pclh 

Capacity, (Equation 15-13) pclh 

~ Class I highway D Class II highway 

EB 
. ~wti tlorth!trruw 

D Class Ill highway 

Terrain ~ Level 
Grade Length mi 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
No-passing zone 

%Trucks and Buses , Pr 

D Rolling 
Up/down 

0.88 
90% 

4% 

% Recreational vehicles, P R 2% 
Access points mi 1/mi 

1.2 1.3 

1.0 1.0 

0.992 0.988 

1.00 1.00 

533 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 

for lane and shoulder width,4 fL5(Exhibit 15-7) 

for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 

speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fLs-fA) 

434 

IAV1Arac1etravel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + vo,ATS) 

1.0 1.0 

1.0 1.0 

1.000 1.000 

1.00 1.00 

528 428 

52.7 

39.0 

74.2 

1680 

1700 

60.0 milh 

0.0 milh 

0.3 milh 

59.8 milh 

49.2 milh 

~u 
! ~ 
( \ 



Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSd(Equation 15-11 - Class Ill only) 82.3 

Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, v0 L (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 528.4 

4.79 

1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific 
downgrade segments are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfvi(vd or V
0

) >=1 ,700 pdh, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 
3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 

For the analysis direction only 
Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks at crawl 
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DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 

OLD 
ATE 
1129114 
P.M. PEAK 

--- --- -- --- --- --- ----- ---
Shoulder width It --- Lane width - tt -- Lane width tt - ··-· 

t---- --- -- --- __ S_!w~l~r_wi~tl.:!_. --~=---~~ _ 

Segment length, L1 

377veh/h 

465vehlh 

ml 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 

Mean speed of sample3 , SFM 

otal demand flow rate, both directions, v 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV,ATS ) 

Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp,ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSFd(%)=100(1-eav/) 

for no-passing zone, PTSF (Exhibit 15-21) 

2.4 mllh 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSFd(%)=BPTSFd +f np,PTSF *(vd,PTSF I vd,PTSF + 

Highway I Direction of Travel 
From/To 

SR 154 SOUTHBOUND 
N/0 BASELINE 

Jurisdiction CAL TRANS 
Year 2014 +PROJECT 

[{] Class I highway 

D Class Ill highway 

D Class II highway 

EB Terrain [{] Level 
Grade Length mi 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
No-passing zone 

D Rolling 
Up/down 

0.88 
90% 

Shuvdlorlh !lrtow %Trucks and Buses , Pr 4% 

% Recreational vehicles, P R 2% 

Access points mi 1/mi 

1.3 1.2 

1.0 1.0 

0.988 0.992 

1.00 1.00 

434 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 

for lane and shoulder width,4 fLs(Exhibit 15-7) 

for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 

speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fL8-fA) 

533 

travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + vo,ATS) 

1.0 1.0 

1.0 1.0 

1.000 1.000 

1.00 1.00 

428 528 

46.9 

39.0 

64.4 

1686 

60.0 

0.0 

0.3 

59.8 

49.9 

83.4 

milh 

milh 

milh 

milh 

milh 

% 

rC_a_p_a_ci_~_._Cd~,_PT_S_F_(_Eq_u_a_ti_on __ 15_-_13_)_p_d_h __________________________ +-----------------------1-70_0 ____________________ ~. { ~ 



Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSd(Equation 15-11 -Class Ill only) 

Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, v0 L (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 428.4 

Effective width, Wv (Eq. 15-29) ft 24.00 

Effective speed factor, S1 (Eq. 15-30) 4.79 

Bicycle level of service score, BLOS (Eq. 15-31) 2.95 

c 

1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific 
downgrade segments are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfvi(vd or V
0

) >=1 ,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 
3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks operate at crawl speeds on a specific downgrade. 
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DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 
,Gefieraiil1iormatioil .• .·. ·• .·. ··•• < .·· ..... · .. ·•·•· <• < • ; ·. ' . ' . ; site)niofrriaticin ··•··.•· . ...... 

········ 
..· 

Analyst OLD Highway I Direction of Travel SR 154 NORTHBOUND 
Agency or Company ATE From/To N/0 BASELINE 
Date Performed 3/31/14 Jurisdiction CAL TRANS 
Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK Analysis Year 2014 + PROJECT (AL T 2) 

Project Description: 

l'lllPU.fl.IBla .:__.;;,~ ' .' _'~ _• ): L. •<• ;' !.~\ ~~- ~.~ '· < ' : · •• •.·• ·?' . : ; .. · ... · .. ,•· . .·. ,• •• >. 0:< ,:< . .. ::c .••. .. ·.· .• 
. 

r--------------------------
Shoulder width It - Lane width It 0 Class I highway D Class II highway D Class Ill -- Lane width tt highway 

Shoulder width tt E8 Terrain ~Level D Rolling ----------------------~~--
Grade Length mi Up/down 

Segment length, ~ mi Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 
No-passing zone 90% 

Analysis direction vol., Vd 466veh/h Show llorlh Arrow %Trucks and Buses , PT 4% 

Opposing direction vol., V
0 

377veh/h %Recreational vehicles, PR 2% 

Shoulder width ft 6.0 Access points mi 1/mi 
Lane Width ft 12.0 
Segment Length mi 1.0 

~."~!<>l:l•{'f•· ;~~Ci• 2 {, ,,,; ~ .. ;······;· • .•••..•• ·.~··. ~~·.c "; •. ·i ' ····•••· ~= .~··>·' :;•;•?·.:.·,·····~··.,,.<~,~ ; ~.···•··.• .. z .•...••. ;r~.. .... • .? :x::··' 
Analysis Direction (d) Opposing Direction (o) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 1.2 1.3 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 1.0 1.0 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHV,ATs=1/ (1 + P T(ET-1)+P R (ER -1)) 0.992 0.988 

Grade adjustment factor1, fg,ATS (Exhibit 15-9) 1.00 1.00 

Demand flow rate 2
, vi (pc/h) v1=V1 I (PHF* fg,ATS * fHV,ATS) 534 434 

Free-Flow Speed from Field Measurement Estimated Free-Flow Speed 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 60.0 milh 

Mean speed of sample3 , SFM Adj. for lane and shoulder width,4 fL8(Exhibit 15-7) 0.0 mi!h 

Total demand flow rate, both directions, v Adj. for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 0.3 mi!h 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV,ATS) 
Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fL8-fA) 59.8 milh 

Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp,ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 3.0 milh 
Average travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + vo,ATS)- fnp,ATS 49.2 milh 

Percent free flow speed, PFFS 82.3 % 
lift; ... ~,, .... ,, .• ,. •. .... ~.·; ··.·~'·':1C:";~·,~·~:?i/i~' .. i ..••.•.••• ·.·.•·••···· .·: ; ,> •• ;·Y:t'Yc' • ·~··~:.r.. .•.... ····•·•···•· ·~· · ·.· .;.'·' .... • ;. ~ :F ;,'', ;' ,~•;.,• •. ·• ...,,. 

Analysis Direction (d) Opposing Direction (o) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 1.0 1.0 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 1.0 1.0 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv=1/ (1+ PT(ET-1)+PR(ER-1)) 1.000 1.000 

Grade adjustment factor1, fg,PTSF (Exhibit 15-16 or Ex 15-17) 1.00 1.00 

Directional flow rate2
, V/pc/h) v1=V/(PHF*fHV,PTSF* fg,PTSF) 530 428 

b 
Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSF d(%)=1 00(1-e8 vd ) 52.8 

Adj. for no-passing zone, fnp,PTSF (Exhibit 15-21) 38.9 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSF d(%)=BPTSF d +f np,PTSF *(vd,PTSF I Vd,PTSF + 
74.3 

vo,PTSF) 

· ;:,~ry.l!;fl,f!TJ.CIH.lll:e,r.,, "". \;' .':' ••·· .... ··.•·····: ,, ; .c .. 2' ;;·.:··,. ,<••••· > .•. / . ;; <; .; .. ;z;;,l;. • • <'• ' ,:; '<.·,<X,'. ··. 

Level of service, LOS (Exhibit 15-3) D 

Volume to capacity ratio, vic 0.31 

Capacity, Cd,ATS (Equation 15-12) pc/h 1680 

Capacity, cd,PTSF (Equation 15-13) pc/h 1700 

Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSd(Equation 15-11 -Class Ill only) 82.3 

!l:JICVj .ll.eveo>r ••• ·:;·~ L?:~c? ~;. ·"~;.;~·•'..··•:.··:"·•·'····:•·:··•·••·• .>.•:.,;:'!'it•···•· i ... , .... ' ........... ; ····. ...... ... ·. • .. ·:;.·. : . 
! : •••·•• 

, •. F. 
I 

/8 



Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, v0 L (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 529.5 

Effective width, Wv (Eq. 15-29) ft 24.00 

Effective speed factor, S1 (Eq. 15-30) 4.79 

Bicycle level of service score, BLOS (Eq. 15-31) 3.06 

Bicycle level of service (Exhibit 15-4) c 

!§f!s, .,. " .··· .· •· ..... ···.·······•···· ·.· ... • ... ···.·•·•·· , . . {. ·...•• • .,_2_ • < . .•• ..•• ;. • ,. •. ; . . . . .. ·.. . : .. . . . ·. . : .. ·~ . . 
1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific downgrade segments 
are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfvi(vd or v
0

) >=1 ,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 

3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks operate at crawl speeds on a specific downgrade. 
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DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 
. ~Gimeratlniormation .: ' .·:. 

-·· 
. -<~-; •• • ••• ·· .... ••• • siielntorm;Jtion -- · . ·. . ·- . . ... · .. -· 

Analyst OLD Highway I Direction of Travel SR 154 SOUTHBOUND 
Agency or Company ATE Fromrro N/0 BASELINE 
Date Performed 3/31114 Jurisdiction CAL TRANS 
Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK Analysis Year 2014 + PROJECT (AL T 2) 

Project Description: 

ITHiJI.itbata~ , • . -- ... ,, '··. / ·•••· .-~~-c; . . .;>>-· ·.·· .· . •. i···. ~ / . ;.-----.·-- ·•:•: ••.. J ; ···-· .·.- :·> •• ·. ': ; . ·,·:· . ·. . . 
r-------------------------

Shoulder width tt - Lane width tt 0 Class I highway D Class II highway D Class Ill - Lane width It highway 

Shoulder width tt 

ffi Terrain 0 Level D Rolling 
r--------------------~~--

Grade Length mi Up/down 
Segment length, L1 mi Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 

No-passing zone 90% 

Analysis direction vol., Vd 377veh/h Shovrllorlh Arrow %Trucks and Buses , PT 4% 

Opposing direction vol., V 
0 

466veh/h %Recreational vehicles, PR 2% 

Shoulder width ft 6.0 Access points mi 1/mi 
Lane Width ft 12.0 
Segment Length mi 1.0 
;it r:soeea···:·.-•·:··~.<:•,;.··s.·:).s••.-.. •·-·- ).· .• •·-···--'}': 5:):•n·-;,· S>{ .·-.·· r~~~-E-~~s.· ..... G:5 ·'S ~:-: :, ·•>:''; .:· •.• ••····\.;:~s··-•· ~"'''i'l:l"'-' 

Analysis Direction (d) Opposing Direction (o) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 1.3 1.2 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 1.0 1.0 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHV,ATs=1/ (1+ PT(ET-1 )+P R (ER -1) ) 0.988 0.992 

Grade adjustment factor 1, fg,ATS (Exhibit 15-9) 1.00 1.00 

Demand flow rate2, Vi (pc/h) v1=V1 I (PHF* fg,ATS * fHV,ATS) 434 534 

Free-Flow Speed from Field Measurement Estimated Free-Flow Speed 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 60.0 milh 

Mean speed of sample3 , SFM Adj. for lane and shoulderwidth,4 fL8 (Exhibit 15-7) 0.0 milh 

Total demand flow rate, both directions, v Adj. for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 0.3 milh 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV,ATS) 
Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fLs-fA) 59.8 milh 

Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp,ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 2.4 milh 
Average travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + vo,ATS)- fnp,ATS 49.9 milh 

Percent free flow speed, PFFS 83.4 % 

-t~.''f'-'-···-- ·····--:/ •. ;;: .• ·,, .. ·•· ··;f~~···-·,···••···--·~····•···;;.··c<~.l·c· ·<•••.·~··.;·F;~{·Ji•··,~;-.--~ •. ~. ~r .• -;,.••-- ; .. •'• .. ·.·-·••·•• :·;; ''--Z•••·-···1•·• •• • 
Analysis Direction (d) Opposing Direction (o) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 1.0 1.0 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 1.0 1.0 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv=1/ (1+ PT(ET-1)+PR(ER-1)) 1.000 1.000 

Grade adjustment factor\ fg,PTSF (Exhibit 15-16 or Ex 15-17) 1.00 1.00 

Directional flow rate2, v/pclh) v1=V;f(PHF*fHV,PTSF* fg,PTSF) 428 530 

b 
Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSFd(%)=100(1-e8 vd ) 46.9 

Adj. for no-passing zone, fnp,PTSF (Exhibit 15-21) 38.9 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSF d(%)=BPTSF d +f np,PTSF *(vd,PTSF I Vd,PTSF + 
64.3 

vo,PTSF) 
'/..'iiiie! r:.: ;.;: ;.:-c; • ('fll. 

.... 
... ~..,~ :"·'~ ·~ .. '?·•·.•····· . . •••·.•••-·-•·-··.-•··-··•·•·· ·•··-···-•• ·-··~; ~2•,·-··•·----·--· j' -;······ :·F>•····· ;, < •.• ----:>r •;;·.··-· · • ···· ·'§ •,<II '"'"! ••-"vi"i'!"' 

Level of service, LOS (Exhibit 15-3) c 
Volume to capacity ratio, vic 0.26 

Capacity, Cd,ATS (Equation 15-12) pc/h 1686 

Capacity, cd,PTSF (Equation 15-13) pc/h 1700 

Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSd(Equation 15-11- Class Ill only) 83.4 

I l'ii,;;;;,;.iiil v• ••,:).t···>·--.. -- ~·~;;·:c•; •.• :~';F·<--.? ··;.:i .J·.·~::.·.-.···>-·' : ... ___, •• ; • • ... ·.-•·--··-· • ; . ; : < . 
.... 

I .----· 



Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, v0 L (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 428.4 

Effective width, Wv (Eq. 15-29) ft 24.00 

Effective speed factor, S1 (Eq. 15-30) 4.79 

Bicycle level of service score, BLOS (Eq. 15-31) 2.95 

Bicycle level of service (Exhibit 15c4) c 
iii:iies; , - .... , • ... . .. ·••••·•• _.__c_· t. <_;~ ,-- ! 2: r;-cc-; .;., .i 

. .•.... · ..... •. .. •••···.·•·. . ... __.__--- .. ;c- .. _f;;• ; • ;__ . / • . ··. . • 
1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific downgrade segments 
are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfvi(vd or v
0

) >=1 ,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 

3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks operate at crawl speeds on a specific downgrade. 
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OLD 
ATE 
1/29/14 
P.M. PEAK 

---- ----- --- --------------
Shoulder width It - Lane width - It - Lane width --- -- It 
siwuider width tt ---- --- -- --- - - - - - - - - ---=-=---~- -

Segment length, L1 

Analysis direction vol., Vd 

Opposing direction vol., V
0 

Shoulder width ft 
Lane Width ft 
<:::'"'m"nt Length mi 

680Veh/h 

51Bvehlh 
6.0 

12.0 
1.0 

mi 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 

Mean speed of sample3, SFM 

demand flow rate, both directions, v 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV,ATS) 

. for no-passing zones, fnp,ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Grade adjustment factor 1, PTSF (Exhibit 15-16 or Ex 15-17) 

Directional flow rate2, v,{pc/h) vi=Vi/(PHF*fHv 

Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSF d(%)=1 00(1-eav db) 

Adj. for no-passing zone, PTSF (Exhibit 15-21) 

2.0 milh 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSFd(%)=BPTSFd +f np,PTSF *(vd,PTSF I vd,PTSF + 

GZJ Class I highway 

0 Class Ill highway 

0 Class II highway 

C9 Terrain GZJ Level 
Grade Length mi 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
No-passing zone 

0 Rolling 
Up/down 

0.88 
90% 

Slow·florlh!lrtow %Trucks and Buses , PT 4 % 

% Recreational vehicles, P R 2% 
Access points mi 1/mi 

1.1 

1.0 

0.996 

1.00 

776 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 

for lane and shoulder width,4 fLs(Exhibit 15-7) 

for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 

speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fLs-fA) 

1.1 

1.0 

0.996 

1.00 

591 

travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd.ATS + Vo,ATS) 

1.0 1.0 

1.0 1.0 

1.000 1.000 

1.00 1.00 

773 589 

65.5 

28.2 

81.5 

60.0 milh 

0.0 milh 

0.3 milh 

59.8 milh 

47.1 milh 

78.9 % 

~~~,~-~~" __ v.C~d~,P~TS~F_(_E_q_ua_ti_on __ 15_-_13_)_p_cJ_h __________ , ______________ ~ _____________________ 1_7_o_o __________________ ~~OL 



Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSiEquation 15-11 -Class Ill only) 78.9 

Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, v0 L (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 772.7 

Effective width, Wv (Eq. 15-29) ft 24.00 

Effective speed factor, S1 (Eq. 15-30) 4.79 

Bicycle level of service score, BLOS (Eq. 15-31) 3.25 

c 

1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific 
downgrade segments are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfv;(vd or V
0

) >=1,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 
3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-1 0. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks operate at crawl speeds on a specific downgrade. 
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DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 

---- --------- ---------- ---
Shoulder width It -- Lane width It ------- Lane width It -

--- --- -- --- __ SJ!o~l~r_!-•~tl.:!_ --~-=----=-1! _ 

Segment length, L1 

Analysis direction val., Vd 

Opposing direction val., V
0 

Shoulder width ft 
Lane Width ft 

518veh/h 

ml 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHV,ATs=1/ (1+ Pr(Er-1)+PR (ER -1)) 

Grade adjustment factor1, 

Mean speed of sample3 , SFM 

demand flow rate, both directions, v 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV.ATS) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, (Exhibit15-18 or 15-19) 

Grade adjustment factor1, F (Exhibit15-16 or Ex 15-17) 

Directional flow rate2, v1~pc/h) vi=V;f(PHF*fHv 

Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSF d(%)=1 00(1-eav db) 

Adj. for no-passing zone, F (Exhibit 15-21} 

1.4 milh 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSF d(%)=BPTSF d +f np,PTSF *(v d,PTSF I v d,PTSF + 

Capacity, cd,PTSF (Equation 15-13) pc/h 

Highway I Direction of Travel 
From/To 
Jurisdiction 

Year 

~ Class I highway 

0 Class Ill highway 

0 Class II highway 

EB Terrain ~ Level 
Grade Length mi 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
No-passing zone 

0 Rolling 
Up/down 

0.88 
90% 

Sluvrrlorlh llrrow %Trucks and Buses, PT 4% 

% Recreational vehicles, P R 2% 
Access points mi 1/mi 

1.1 1.1 

1.0 1.0 

0.996 0.996 

1.00 1.00 

591 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 

for lane and shoulder width,4 fL8(Exhibit15-7) 

for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 

speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fL8 -fA) 

776 

travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + Vo,ATS) 

1.0 1.0 

1.0 1.0 

1.000 1.000 

1.00 1.00 

589 773 

59.4 

28.2 

71.6 

1700 

60.0 milh 

0.0 milh 

0.3 milh 

59.8 milh 

47.7 milh 



Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSd(Equation 15-11 -Class Ill only) 

Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, v0 L (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 588.6 

Effective width, Wv (Eq. 15-29) ft 24.00 

Effective speed factor, S1 (Eq. 15-30) 4.79 

Bicycle level of service score, BLOS (Eq. 15-31) 3.11 

c 

1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific 
downgrade segments are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfv;(vd or v
0

) >=1,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 
3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks operate at crawl speeds on a specific downgrade. 
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DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 

---- ----- --- - - sli.{;;lder\vidth - - - - - li 

-- Lane width It -· -
~ Lane width It --· 

---- --- -- --- __ SJ!o~i~r~~tl~ ---=--=----=-~ 

Segment length, L1 ml 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv,Ars=1/ (1+ Pr(Er-1)+PR (ER -1)) 

Grade adjustment factor1, f ATS (Exhibit 15-9) g, 

Mean speed of sample3 , SFM 

Total demand flow rate, both directions, v 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV,ATS) 

for no-passing zones, fnp.ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Grade adjustment factor1, (Exhibit 15-16 or Ex 15-17) 

Directional flow rate2
, v1{pc/h) vi=V/(PHF*fHv PTSF * 

Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSFd(%)=100(1-e8 vl) 

for no-passing zone, (Exhibit 15-21) 

1.9 milh 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSF d(%)=BPTSF d +f np,PTSF *(v d,PTSF I v d,PTSF + 

Capacity, cd,ATS (Equation 15-12) pc/h 

Capacity, PTSF (Equation 15-13) pc/h 

~ Class I highway 

0 Class Ill highway 

0 Class II highway 

Terrain ~ Level 
Grade Length mi 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
No-passing zone 

0 Rolling 
Up/down 

0.88 
90% 

%Trucks and Buses , Pr 4% 

%Recreational vehicles, PR 2% 
Access points mi 1/mi 

1.1 1.1 

1.0 1.0 

0.996 0.996 

1.00 1.00 

782 601 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 

Adj. for lane and shoulder width, 4 fL8 (Exhibit 15-7) 

Adj. for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fL8-fA) 

Average travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + vo,ATS) 

fnp,ATS 
Percent free flow 

1.0 1.0 

1.0 1.0 

1.000 1.000 

1.00 1.00 

778 599 

66.1 

27.8 

81.8 

1693 

1700 

60.0 milh 

0.0 milh 

0.3 milh 

59.8 milh 

47.1 milh 

78.8 % 



Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSiEquation 15-11 - Class Ill only) 

the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific 
lrln.wnnr~'rl" segments are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfvi(vd or V
0

) >=1,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 
3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-1 0. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks at crawl rade. 
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DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 

r~-------------------------
Shoulder width .It 

-- Lane width tt 
•. Lane width 

shouider width 

Segment length, L1 ____ ml 

527veh/h 

685vehlh 
6.0 

12.0 
1.0 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 

It 
It 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv,Ars=1/ (1+ Pr(Er-1)+PR (ER-1)) 

Grade adjustment factor1, 

Mean speed ofsample3 , SFM 

Total demand flow rate, both directions, v 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV.ATS ) 

for no-passing zones, fnp,ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Grade adjustment factor1, (Exhibit 15-16 or Ex 15-17) 

Directional flow rate2, v/pc/h) v;=V;f(PHF*fHv 

Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSF d(%)=1 00(1-eav db) 

for no-passing zone, (Exhibit 15-21) 

1.4 milh 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSF d(%)=BPTSF d +f np,PTSF *(v d,PTSF I v d,PTSF + 

Capacity, cd,ATS (Equation 15-12) pc/h 

~ Class I highway 0 Class II highway 

EB 
. Slow Uonh llriuw 

0 Class Ill highway 

Terrain ~ Level 
Grade Length mi 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
No-passing zone 

%Trucks and Buses , Pr 

0 Rolling 
Up/down 

0.88 
90% 

4% 

%Recreational vehicles, PR 2% 
Access points mi 1/mi 

1.1 1.1 

1.0 1.0 

0.996 0.996 

too 1.00 

601 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 

Adj. for lane and shoulder width, 4 fL8 (Exhibit 15-7) 

for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fL8 -fA) 

782 

tAv,sra<Je travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + vo,Ars> 

1.0 1.0 

1.0 1.0 

1.000 1.000 

1.00 1.00 

599 778 

60.5 

27.8 

72.6 

1693 

60.0 milh 

0.0 milh 

0.3 milh 

59.8 milh 

47.6 milh 

79.7 % 

rc_a_p_ac_i~-·~~P~rs~F_(_E_qu_a_ti_on_15_-_13_)_P_cl_h ______________ -r-------------17_o_o __________________ ~;{D 



79.7 

Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, v0 L (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 598.9 

Effective width, Wv (Eq. 15-29) ft 24.00 

Effective speed factor, 81 (Eq. 15-30) 4.79 

Bicycle level of service score, BLOS (Eq. 15-31) 3.12 

Bicycle level of service (Exhibit 15-4) c 

1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific 
downgrade segments are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfvi(vd or V
0

) >=1 ,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 
3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit15-14 if some trucks operate at crawl speeds on a specific downgrade. 
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DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 
!G~neraltniorirlation ·.· ·. . ·. .· sitefnformatioil · ....... • . 

Analyst OLD Highway I Direction of Travel SR 154 NORTHBOUND 
Agency or Company ATE From/To N/0 BASELINE 
Date Performed 411114 Jurisdiction CAL TRANS 
Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK Analysis Year CUMULAT/VE+PROJECT (AL T 2) 

Project Description: 

l'lnjJutDat<J ·•··, .. · .. ·· •· · •· ' ·., .. · ....... .· .. · ... · .. ··.·.······ ....... •·· .. r • ·•·•·. ! •. ·' 
.··•· .. ··· ... . ·!· . .. .. :. .·.! · .. · . 

r-------------------------
Shoulder width tt - Lane width tt 0 Class I highway 0 Class II highway 0 Class Ill - Lane width It highway 

Shoulder width tt 

EB Terrain 0 Level 0 Rolling 
----------------------==~--

Grade Length mi Up/down 
Segment length, 4 mi Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 

No-passing zone 90% 

Analysis direction val., Vd 686veh/h !how rlorlh Arrow %Trucks and Buses , PT 4% 

Opposing direction val., V
0 

527veh/h %Recreational vehicles, PR 2% 

Shoulder width ft 6.0 Access points mi 1/mi 
Lane Width ft 12.0 
Segment Length mi 1.0 

'il,l(~Fige.~t .. ...,r·.~··""'"'""' ' ' X· ' .·· ·.··· ,.... r:·· : : . •.; . .· ... ·; ,., ·• '·'· <' .. ·.· .•. ,.. , ···'· ... ·; :.·•·,,·, ... ·•· . •.•• • . !' ! •;·,. '< · ..•.. • .... ''>······ ...• : '! 
Analysis Direction (d) Opposing Direction (o) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 1.1 1.1 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 1.0 1.0 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHV,ATs=1/ (1 + PT(ET-1 )+P R (ER -1)) 0.996 0.996 

Grade adjustment factor1, fg.ATS (Exhibit 15-9) 1.00 1.00 

Demand flow rate2
, V;(pc/h) vtVi I (PHF* fg.ATS * fHV,ATS) 783 601 

Free-Flow Speed from Field Measurement Estimated Free-Flow Speed 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 60.0 milh 

Mean speed of sample3 , SFM Adj. for lane and shoulder width,4 fL8 (Exhibit 15-7) 0.0 milh 

Total demand flow rate, both directions, v Adj. for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 0.3 milh 
Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV,ATS) 

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fLs-fA) 59.8 milh 
Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp,ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 1.9 milh 

Average travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd.ATS + vo.ATS)- fnp.ATS 47.1 milh 

Percent free flow speed, PFFS 78.8 % 
.,. ·····~·····.···' ;,·,·< .·:. ~:.··········>' >•;.f.!·, .;;·~· ,; .. , .... . ·rf/·.·;, ... ·.:;z. ••-•··•.···· • \·,.... •-··· · ••••. ·~.c{> -::r~;;~ .• 

Analysis Direction (d) Opposing Direction (o) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 1.0 1.0 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 1.0 1.0 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv=1/ (1+ PT(ET·1)+PR(ER·1)) 1.000 1.000 

Grade adjustment factor1, fg,PTSF (Exhibit 15-16 or Ex 15-17) 1.00 1.00 

Directional flow rate2
, v,{pc/h) vi=Vi/(PHF*fHV,PTSF* fg,PTSF) 780 599 

b 
Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSF d(% )= 1 00( 1-eav d ) 66.1 

Adj. for no-passing zone, fnp,PTSF (Exhibit 15-21) 27.8 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSF d(%)=BPTSF d +f np,PTSF *(v d,PTSF IV d,PTSF + 
81.8 

vo,PTSF) 

!J.,e~iilliii$efVice ail,cl,·oifieie~ifcilm'illfceNJ~asures ! :· ! ·. .:, ,:, , .••.••...••. ·.c .•• , ............... :.:·::·······.:·····'···· ··········.··········'.'?'; :' •.•. ·, !' .. ·······, 
Level of service, LOS (Exhibit 15-3) E 

Volume to capacity ratio, vic 0.46 

Capacity, Cd,ATS (Equation 15-12) pc/h 1693 

Capacity, Cd,PTSF (Equation 15-13) pc/h 1700 

Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSd(Equation 15-11 -Class Ill only) 78.8 

rsJC:jiciel..ev~r9iSiirvlc:e•·•;•····• ................ ; .... ··.' ,: • .. .·..••• .. . ··; •: ·•.••• ;:,:,,.-'•' 5 .:·. 
· .. ····· 

. .. ·.···· . . ': . ·.·· ,, .. ·.··.·• ' .• ··.. '{ :C''''\ 

I 



Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, v0L (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 779.5 

Effective width, Wv (Eq. 15-29) ft 24.00 

Effective speed factor, S1 (Eq. 15-30) 4.79 

Bicycle level of service score, BLOS (Eq. 15-31) 3.26 

Bicycle level of service (Exhibit 15-4) c 
11Jote.~ . • .·•· ••. ~-=- •••.• • ; ; ••. _.····· ·-·' --··············· .. •· ...•••. -...... {< · •..•. · 

···············-· ....••.. ' .... 
.··· -···· •. .•:•.2·.·· .;• ••·. •· ... ,. .• . .......• i"' 

1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific downgrade segments 
are treated as level terrain. 

2. If vi(vd or v
0

) >=1 ,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 

3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks operate at crawl speeds on a specific downgrade. 
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DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 
Gei1~rillnt6rmiiii611 •: . • ' ". 7· r ·. r.>.!:(i_.·: • ,: ' ... : :siieTnioiml1iio'n'. ·: 

. ...•... ··~ ·: :·:· . 
.; 

Analyst OLD Highway I Direction of Travel SR 154 SOUTHBOUND 
Agency or Company ATE From/To N/0 BASELINE 
Date Performed 411114 Jurisdiction CAL TRANS 
Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK Analysis Year CUMULATIVE+PROJECT (AL T 2) 

Project Description: 

mputData.·"•· ··.:: ... • ·:··; ,:::r;.c ·•": ·~ ..• :·;.;:;·.•· .•. :~>: ;;.• :'7····.···: .:;: • ,· · • :·:• :• • : •· · /£· ..• ·.; : .... ' ;t::<•,':';· ·••••••• •••....• •• • .. ·•• :• •·•••·· : ... ·•·•· 

r--------------------------
Shoulder width It - Lane width It 0 Class I highway 0 Class II highway 0 Class Ill - Lane width It highway 

Shoulder width It 

EB Terrain ~Level 0 Rolling 
~--------------------~~--

Grade Length mi Up/down 
Segment length, L1 mi Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 

No-passing zone 90% 

Analysis direction val., Vd 527veh/h Show llorlh Arrow %Trucks and Buses , PT 4% 

Opposing direction val., V
0 

686veh/h % Recreational vehicles, PR 2% 

Shoulder width ft 6.0 Access points mi 1/mi 
Lane Width ft 12.0 
Segment Length mi 1.0 

., •• ,~ .·'r:<!.>t.:t $p(je'iJ. ,•;;.'·1i:?::··}~~~I;··. ·~ ••• , ••... ,. ·~··.~:;.;. ·.·: . :· :>· z. ~·· .; ······;:• •;2•·· ~ .• <z:·t; ···~····~..,.· ; ·······•·7·······.······~·'···•~< ~···::'·•·•·"···•·······•·•······ 
Analysis Direction (d) Opposing Direction (o) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 1.1 1.1 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 1.0 1.0 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHV,ATs=1/ (1+ PT(ET-1)+P R (ER-1)) 0.996 0.996 

Grade adjustment factor1, fg,ATS (Exhibit 15-9) 1.00 1.00 

Demand flow rate2
, vi (pc/h) vi= Vi I (PHF* fg,ATS * fHV,ATS) 601 783 

Free-Flow Speed from Field Measurement Estimated Free-Flow Speed 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 60.0 milh 

Mean speed of sample3 , SFM Adj. for lane and shoulder width,4 fLs(Exhibit 15-7) 0.0 milh 

Total demand flow rate, both directions, v Adj. for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 0.3 milh 
Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV,ATS) 

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fLs-fA) 59.8 milh 
Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp.ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 1.4 milh 

Average travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd.ATS + vo,ATS)- fnp,ATS 47.6 milh 

Percent free flow speed, PFFS 79.7 % 

~··.>:;,. •.• ~ ;.•: ~~·.1 ~.;~~i;e".j:';;::;i.Z~;~~· ;J~l: :'········''' .,., . •4;'''·····:s·.'.z{•; , .::. .· c ,; "."'?•;2:';.\~;/~'.:,r:::;..rz. ;'~· .. ~·it:x .;·.:.-;;i ·~·-·· .;x.<":~ ... ~~If··~·;0·~:;~~tc;~i.' 
Analysis Direction (d) Opposing Direction (o) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 1.0 1.0 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 1.0 1.0 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv=1/ (1+ PT(ET-1)+PR(ER-1)) 1.000 1.000 

Grade adjustment factor1, fg,PTSF (Exhibit 15-16 or Ex 15-17) 1.00 1.00 

Directional flow rate2
, V/pclh) vi=V/(PHF*fHV,PTSF* fg,PTSF) 599 780 

b 
Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSFd(%)=100(1-e8 vd ) 60.5 

Adj. for no-passing zone, fnp,PTSF (Exhibit 15-21) 27.8 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSF d(%)=BPTSF d +f np,PTSF *(vd,PTSF I Vd,PTSF + 
72.6 

vo,PTSF) 

1-;e'{~/()t.S.,, ili/0 ... , ' j.: ~~;.~t-£.•;; ·~.:·B;Y'J;;.t '..']·c;·.· ••..•.•.• ~;,.,,. ~-·••·• •··· ·• ••;..;:; .. ::.~··...;· ':: ·•· ............ , '!••· •-··············•·• ••• ~;·.;·.·, ':•····~· .. ·•.···· 
Level of service, LOS (Exhibit 15-3) 0 

Volume to capacity ratio, vic 0.35 

Capacity, Cd,ATS (Equation 15-12) pc/h 1693 

Capacity, Cd,PTSF (Equation 15-13) pc/h 1700 

Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSd(Equation 15-11 -Class Ill only) 79.7 

If A ii\;~1<1~. .u'.""''l'.l .. d::'i;••J .. ••: •;•:: •.• ··.·······•t ··r·.{)·••·•·' : •....... · •. ~ ....•.•••••. F·:·•·•~: ·;·., •·· ,. :: ..•..... . • •;:•.;r• ...•••• , .• , ••.••.. ·;::?' 
I 
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Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, v0 L (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 598.9 

Effective width, Wv (Eq. 15-29) ft 24.00 

Effective speed factor, S1 (Eq. 15-30) 4.79 

Bicycle level of service score, BLOS (Eq. 15-31) 3.12 

Bicycle level of service (Exhibit 15-4) c 
:filr.te.«.<•;'!, ·; >.·,···•.:· >.•.·••· ··.· ..• '! ; ••.. ' 

. ·.· .. '•· ! ;(::.·;.: <, : ..... ··••·•· ...••..••. , .• · ' ' .. >·.· · .. ·, ' : <'; < ..• ! >•<. 
1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific downgrade segments 
are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfvi(vd orv
0

) >=1,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 

3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks operate at crawl speeds on a specific downgrade. 
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DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 

1--------------- -------- ---
Shoulder width It -- Lane width It -- Lane width It -

t--------- --- __ S_!Jo~i~r_wi~tl.!_ ---=-~---=-~ _ 

Segment length, L1 

555veh/h 

412vehlh 

ml 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit, 15-11 or 15-13) 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv,Ars=1/ (1+ Pr(Er-1}+PR (ER -1)) 

Grade adjustment factor1, (Exhibit 15-9) 

Mean speed of sample3, SFM 

Total demand flow rate, both directions, v 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV,ATS) 

for no-passing zones, fnp,ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Grade adjustment factor 1 , (Exhibit 15-16 or Ex 15-17) 

Directional flow rate2 , vi(pdh) vi=V/(PHF*fHV,PTSF * F) 

Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSFd(%)=100(1-eav/) 

Adj. for no-passing zone, PTSF (Exhibit 15-21) 

2.8 mi/h 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSFd(%)=BPTSFd +f np,PTSF *(vd,PTSF I vd,PTSF + 

Capacity, cd,PTSF (Equation 15-13) pdh 

Highway I Direction of Travel 
From/To 
Jurisdiction 

Year 

0 Class I highway 0 Class II highway 

EB 
. ::t.u.V Uorth listow 

0 Class Ill highway 

Terrain 0 Level 
Grade Length mi 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
No-passing zone 

%Trucks and Buses, Pr 

0 Rolling 
Up/down 

0.88 
90% 

4% 

% Recreational vehicles, P R 2% 
Access points mi 1/mi 

1.1 1.2 

1.0 1.0 

0.996 0.992 

1.00 

633 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 

for lane and shoulder width,4 fl8(Exhibit 15-7) 

. for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 

speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fLs-fA) 

1.00 

472 

Average travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + vo,Ars> 

1.0 1.0 

1.0 1.0 

1.000 1.000 

1.00 1.00 

631 468 

58.9 

34.6 

78.8 

60.0 

0.0 

0.3 

59.8 

48.4 

milh 

milh 

milh 

milh 

milh 

% 



Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSiEquation 15-11 -Class Ill only) 81.0 

Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, v0 L (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 630.7 

Effective width, Wv (Eq. 15-29) ft 24.00 

Effective speed factor, S1 (Eq. 15-30) 4.79 

Bicycle level of service score, BLOS (Eq. 15-31) 3.15 

Bicycle level of service (Exhibit 15-4) c 

1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific 
downgrade segments are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfv1(vd or V
0

) >=1 ,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 
3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks operate at crawl speeds on a specific downgrade. 

Copyright© 2013 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS 2010™ Version 6.50 Generated: 1/29/2014 2:43PM 



DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 

----------- ------ ___ , __ ----
Shoulder width It -- Lnne width It - Lane width It -

1---- -------- __ SJ!o~l~r_wi~tl.!_ ---=-=~-~~ 

Segment length, L1 

Analysis direction vol., Vd 

Opposing direction vol., V
0 

Shoulder width ft 
Lane Width ft 

412veh/h 

555vehlh 
6.0 

12.0 
1.0 

ml 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv,Ars=1/ (1+ PT(ET-1)+PR (ER-1)) 

Grade adjustment factor1, fg,ATS (Exhibit 15-9) 

Mean speed of sample3, SFM 

Total demand flow rate, both directions, v 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV.ATS) 

for no-passing zones, fnp.ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Grade adjustment factor1, F (Exhibit 15-16 or Ex 15-17) 

Directional flow rate2, V;(pc/h) v1=V/(PHF*fHv 

Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSFd(%)=100(1-eav/) 

for no-passing zone, (Exhibit 15-21) 

1.8 milh 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSFd(%)=BPTSFd +f np,PTSF *(vd,PTSF I vd,PTSF + 

Capacity, cd,ATS (Equation 15-12) pc/h 

0 Class I highway 

0 Class Ill highway 

~ Class II highway 

EB Terrain ~ Level 
Grade Length mi 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
No-passing zone 

0 Rolling 
Up/down 

0.88 
90% 

. ~inti llorthl!rrow %Trucks and Buses, Pr 4% 

% Recreational vehicles, P R 2% 

Access points mi 1 /mi 

1.2 

1.0 

0.992 

1.00 

472 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 

Adj. for lane and shoulder width,4 fl8(Exhibit 15-7) 

Adj. for access points4 , fA (Exhibit 15-8) 

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fLs-fA) 

1.1 

1.0 

0.996 

1.00 

633 

travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + Vo,ATS) 

1.0 1.0 

1.0 1.0 

1.000 1.000 

1.00 1.00 

468 631 

50.8 

34.6 

65.5 

60.0 milh 

0.0 milh 

0.3 milh 

59.8 milh 

49.3 milh 

82.6 % 

Capacity, cd,PTSF (Equation 15-13) pc/h' 
~~~------------------~----------------------~, 



Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSd(Equation 15-11 -Class Ill only) 82.6 

468.2 

4.79 

that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific 
rade segments are treated as level terrain. 

If vi(v d or v 
0

) >=1, 700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 
3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks at crawl 

Copyright© 2013 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS 2010™ Version 6.50 Generated: 1/29/2014 2:43PM 



DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 

f---------- ---- ----------
Shoulder width It -- Lano width It -- --- ', Lane width It -
shoulder width It t--------- --- - - - - - - - - ---=-=-=---=-- -

Segment length, l 1 

Analysis direction Vol., Vd 

Opposing direction vol., V
0 

Shoulder width ft 
Lane Width ft 

600Veh/h 

468veh/h 
6.0 

12.0 
1.0 

ml 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv,Ars=1/ (1+ Pr(Er-1)+PR (ER-1)) 

Grade adjustment factor1, 

speed of sample3, SFM 

Total demand flow rate, both directions, v 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV,ATS) 

Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp,ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Grade adjustment factor1, F (Exhibit 15-16 or Ex 15-17) 

Directional flow rate2, V/pdh) vi=V/(PHF*fHv 

Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSFd(%)=100(1-eavl) 

for no-passing zone, PTSF (Exhibit 15-21) 

2.4 milh 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSF d(o/o)=BPTSF d +f np,PTSF *(v d,PTSF I v d,PTSF + 

Capacity, cd,ATS (Equation 15-12) pdh 

Capacity, (Equation 15-13) pdh 

0 Class I highway 

0 Class Ill highway 

Terrain 0 Level 

0 Class II highway 

EB Grade Length mi 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
No-passing zone 

0 Rolling 
Up/down 

0.88 
90% 

, Show llorth turow %Trucks and Buses, Pr 4% 

%Recreational vehicles, PR 2% 
Access points mi 1/mi 

1.1 

1.0 

0.996 

1.00 

685 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 

Adj. for lane and shoulder width,4 fL8(Exhibit 15-7) 

Adj. for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fLs-fA) 

1.2 

1.0 

0.992 

1.00 

536 

travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + vo,ATS) 

1.0 1.0 

1.0 1.0 

1.000 1.000 

1.00 1.00 

682 532 

61.4 

32.0 

79.4 

60.0 

0.0 

0.3 

59.8 

47.9 

80.2 

milh 

milh 

milh 

milh 

milh 

% 



Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSd(Equation 15-11 -Class Ill only) 

Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, v0 L (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 681.8 

Effective width, WJ (Eq. 15-29) ft 24.00 

Effective speed factor, S1 (Eq. 15-30) 4.79 

Bicycle level of service score, BLOS (Eq. 15-31) 3.19 

c 

1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific 
downgrade segments are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfvi(vd or V
0

) >=1,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 
3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks operate at crawl speeds on a specific downgrade. 
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DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 

OLD 
ATE 
1129114 
P.M. PEAK 

1-------- -- --- ----------- ----
Shoulder width It - Lane width It 

~ Lane width It - ·-
Shouider width It 

1----- --- --------------~~--~--

Segment length, L1 

Analysis direction vol., Vd 

Opposing direction vol., V
0 

Shoulder width ft 
Lane Width ft 

468veh/h 

ml 

Passenger -car equivalents for trucks, ET (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv,Ars=1/ (1+ Pr(Er-1)+PR (ER-1)) 

Grade adjustment factor1, 

Mean speed ofsample3 , SFM 

Total demand flow rate, both directions, v 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV,ATS) 

Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp,ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Grade adjustment factor 1, ,PTSF (Exhibit 15-16 or Ex 15-17) 

Directional flow rate2, v,{pdh) vi=V/(PHF*fHV,PTSF * 

Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSF d(%)=1 00(1-eav l) 
for no-passing zone, (Exhibit 15-21) 

1.7 milh 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSF d(%)=BPTSF d +f np,PTSF *(v d,PTSF IV d,PTSF + 

Capacity, Cd,ATS (Equation 15-12) pdh 

Capacity, 

D Class I highway 

D Class Ill highway 

Terrain 0 Level 

0 Class II highway 

EB Grade Length mi 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
No-passing zone 

D Rolling 
Up/down 

0.88 
90% 

SlloYrllorlh llrinW %Trucks and Buses , PT 4 % 

% Recreational vehicles, P R 2% 
Access points mi 1/mi 

1.2 1.1 

1.0 1.0 

0.992 0.996 

1.00 1.00 

536 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 

Adj. for lane and shoulder width,4 fL8(Exhibit 15-7) 

Adj. for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fL8-fA) 

685 

Average travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + vo,ATS) 

1.0 1.0 

1.0 1.0 

1.000 1.000 

1.00 1.00 

532 682 

55.7 

32.0 

69.7 

60.0 milh 

0.0 milh 

0.3 milh 

59.8 milh 

48.6 milh 



Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSd(Equation 15-11 -Class Ill only) 81.3 

Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, v0 L (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 531.8 

4.79 

1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific 
downgrade segments are treated as level terrain. 

2.1fvi(vd orv
0

) >=1,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 
3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks at crawl 
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DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 

---- ----- ---- ---------- ----
Shoulder width It - Lane width It -

~ Lane width It --
--- -·-- -- --- __ ~lo_!!i~r~vi~ll.:!_ ---=-=-=---=-~ _ 

Segment length, L1 mi 

609veh/h 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv,Ars=1/ (1+ Pr(Er·1)+PR (ER -1)) 

Grade adjustment factor1, fg,ATS (Exhibit 15-9) 

Mean speed of sample3, SFM 

Total demand flow rate, both directions, v 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV,ATS) 

Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp,ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Base percent time-spent-following4 , BPTSF d(%)=1 00(1-eav db) 

· for no-passing zone, (Exhibit 15-21) 

2.3 milh 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSFd(o/o)=BPTSFd +f np,PTSF *(vd,PTSF I vd,PTSF + 

Capacity, cd,PTSF (Equation 15-13) pc/h 

D Class I highway 

D Class Ill highway 

~ Class II highway 

EB Terrain ~ Level 
Grade Length mi 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
No-passing zone 

D Rolling 
Up/down 

0.88 
90% 

. Shori llorlh ltrfow %Trucks and Buses , Pr 4% 

% Recreational vehicles, P R 2% 
Access points mi 1/mi 

1.1 

1.0 

0.996 

1.00 

695 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 

for lane and shoulder width,4 fl8(Exhibit 15-7) 

for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fLs-fA) 

1.2 

1.0 

0.992 

1.00 

542 

travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + Vo,ATS) 

1.0 1.0 

1.0 1.0 

1.000 1.000 

1.00 1.00 

692 538 

62.7 

31.6 

80.5 

1700 

60.0 

0.0 

0.3 

59.8 

47.8 

80.0 

milh 

milh 

milh 

milh 

milh 

% 



Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSd(Equation 15-11 -Class Ill only) 

i!tcV¢~6 J:;;ven>fstirv/fe,,~(';,····· 

Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, v0 L (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 692.0 

Effective width, Wv (Eq. 15-29) ft 24.00 

Effective speed factor, S1 (Eq. 15-30) 4.79 

Bicycle level of service score, BLOS (Eq. 15-31) 3.20 

Bicycle level of service (Exhibit15-4) c 

1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific 
downgrade segments are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfvi(vd or v
0

) >=1,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 
3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit15-14 if some trucks operate at crawl speeds on a specific downgrade. 
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DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 

t---- -------- -----------
Shoulder width It -- Lane width It --

~ Lane width II - -

t---- ----- _____ S_!10~l~r_wf~tl~ ---=---=-~--=-_!!. _ 

Segment length, L1 ml 

473veh/h 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 

Mean speed of sample3, SFM 

demand flow rate, both directions, v 

1.7 milh 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

(Exhibit 15-21) 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSF d(%)=BPTSF d +f np,PTSF *(v d,PTSF I v d,PTSF + 

Capacity, cd,PTSF (Equation 15-13) pdh 

0 Class I highway 

0 Class Ill highway 

~ Class II highway 

EB Terrain ~ Level 
Grade Length mi 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
No-passing zone 

0 Rolling 
Up/down 

0.88 
90% 

. ShDW tlorlh /IJiOW %Trucks and Buses , Pr 4 % 

%Recreational vehicles, PR 2% 

Access points mi 1/mi 

1.2 1.1 

1.0 1.0 

0.992 0.996 

1.00 1.00 

542 695 

free-flow speed4, BFFS 

for lane and shoulder width,4 fL8(Exhibit 15-7) 

Adj. for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fL8-fA) 

Average travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + vo.ATS) 

- fnp,ATS 
Percent free flow 

1.0 1.0 

1.0 1.0 

1.000 1.000 

1.00 1.00 

538 692 

56.5 

31.6 

70.3 

60.0 milh 

0.0 milh 

0.3 milh 

59.8 milh 

48.5 milh 

81.2 % 



Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, v0 L (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 537.5 

Effective width, WI (Eq. 15-29) ft 24.00 

Effective speed factor, S1 (Eq. 15-30) 4.79 

Bicycle level of service score, BLOS (Eq. 15-31) 3.07 

c 

1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific 
downgrade segments are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfvi(vd or V
0

) >=1,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 
3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks operate at crawl speeds on a specific downgrade. 
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DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 
d~nerallntcmnaticm : 

·.· .... . ~ .... ·.•·· . ·. site Jnfolmation ' •,· '/ 

. 

Analyst OLD Highway I Direction ofTravel SR 154 NORTHBOUND 
Agency or Company ATE Fromffo S/0 SR 246 
Date Performed 411114 Jurisdiction CAL TRANS 
Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK Analysis Year YEAR 2014 + PROJECT (AL T 2) 

Project Description: 

ibii~iiSata~. 
-·· ~--- ----

::~.' . •• . . . •. • .•' : ... •••· T: .... •:. .. 
~~ ·<. •.· .... ; •. .. ·.· .. ··· .... ; ,. :. .· .. .. > • •; • ·~ . . . 

r--------------------------Shoulder width tt -- Lane width tt D Class I highway ~ Class II highway D Class Ill -- Lane width tt highway 

Shoulder width tt 

E8 Terrain ~Level D Rolling 
r--------------------~~~--

Grade Length mi Up/down 
Segment length, L. mi Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 

No-passing zone 90% 

Analysis direction vol., Vd 609veh/h Show llorlh Airow %Trucks and Buses, PT 4% 

Opposing direction vol., V
0 

474vehlh %Recreational vehicles, PR 2% 

Shoulder width ft 6.0 Access points mi 1/mi 
Lane Width ft 12.0 
Segment Length mi 1.0 
·~~;: 

;~.r •·J;;;·.···;·········.·· .. '>;;(: .••....••• L·· . .•. ·; .. ··. ; . ,:; .•• > ; .·.· .. •··• .. • • :; :~.. ·.·••·•·••••• •• ~ > \. . ; ..... > ~,. 

Analysis Direction (d) Opposing Direction (o) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 1.1 1.2 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 1.0 1.0 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHV,ATs=1/ (1 + P T (Er-1 )+P R (ER -1) ) 0.996 0.992 

Grade adjustment factor 1, fg,ATS (Exhibit 15-9) 1.00 1.00 

Demand flow rate2, v1 (pc/h) vi=Vj I (PHF* fg,ATS * fHV,ATS) 695 543 

Free-Flow Speed from Field Measurement Estimated Free-Flow Speed 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 60.0 milh 

Mean speed of sample3 , SFM Adj. for lane and shoulder width,4 fL8 (Exhibit 15-7) 0.0 milh 

Total demand flow rate, both directions, v Adj. for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 0.3 milh 
Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV,ATS) 

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fLs-fA) 59.8 milh 
Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp,ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 2.3 milh 

Average travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + vo,ATS)- fnp,ATS 47.8 milh 

Percent free flow speed, PFFS 80.0 % 

. '/.~ ; : ,j ; ·~ ··~·.,..·.·.,;c ;:; ... .. ................. !;:'} •··••·•·• '; ;·;. . s'i'.:·•c ....... 2 > ·. ., •.... ··.··•··•·••·. >.. :c.·.. . :• .. ··· •• 
Analysis Direction (d) Opposing Direction (o) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 1.0 1.0 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 1.0 1.0 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv=1/ (1+ Pr(Er-1)+PR(ER-1)) 1.000 1.000 

Grade adjustment factor1, fg,PTSF (Exhibit 15-16 or Ex 15-17) 1.00 1.00 

Directional flow rate2, V/pclh) vi=V/(PHF*fHV,PTSF* fg,PTSF) 692 539 

b 
Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSFd(%)=100(1-eavd ) 62.7 

Adj. for no-passing zone, fnp,PTSF (Exhibit 15-21) 31.6 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSF/Yo)=BPTSFd +f np,PTSF *(vd,PTSF I vd,PTSF + 
80.5 

vo,PTSF) 

r[~~W otsei-Jlcli1in'!fbtRiifFi~.riii,.Pfan-~ii'Mea~uies •..•.• ·~......... .... -· _, ' ••,••-w•CO'~~ '' ~ --
: -···· /.~ ' .... , ........ :•( ·.···:. ···· .. · .. ·•.... . ; ;. ; ; ' ; : •.••. > .... 

Level of service, LOS (Exhibit 15-3) 0 
Volume to capacity ratio, vic 0.41 

Capacity, Cd,ATS (Equation 15-12) pc/h 0 

Capacity, Cd,PTSF (Equation 15-13) pc/h 1700 

Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSd(Equation 15-11 -Class Ill only) 80.0 

~/C}'Cie /:.~Vef Ul ;;;;,: ··--··;··::~·· · ..•....•...•.. · .. , .. .r· --:·:·•: · .. 

.... ········•·· 

·•. ....... .. . ... ... · ... ·· :· .... . •. .···•·· ···•··· ... ·.·.· . . ~- ·····i· · ... 



Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, v0 L (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 692.0 

Effective width, Wv (Eq. 15-29) ft 24.00 

Effective speed factor, S1 (Eq. 15-30) 4.79 

Bicycle level of service score, BLOS (Eq. 15-31) 

1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific downgrade segments 
are treated as level terrain. 

2. If vi(vd or v
0

) >=1 ,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 

3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks operate at crawl speeds on a specific downgrade. 
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DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 
eeneraiintom1iiiion ·. ·. .· ' •. 

· .. · ···•· site 7tniom1atfon · · ·· ··.· ......... · ··· .... 
Analyst OLD Highway I Direction of Travel SR 154 SOUTHBOUND 
Agency or Company ATE From/To S/0 SR 246 
Date Performed 411114 Jurisdiction CAL TRANS 
Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK Analysis Year YEAR 2014 +PROJECT (AL T 2) 

Project Description: 
Input Dlkii• . ·. · .. · .... <· . ··.··· ... .. .. ....... :. ..•• •.·.·. •·' ;:;,>: <> .... ... · . .. : .. · . .. • .. : < . • .: . .;. . .. <> 

·; 

---------------------------
Shoulder width tt - Lane width tt D Class I highway ~ Class II highway D Class Ill - Lane width tt highway 

1- _____________ SJ!o~l~r~i~tl.:!_ --=-=--=-..!! _ E9 Terrain ~ Level D Rolling 

Grade Length mi Up/down 
Segment length, ~ mi Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 

No-passing zone 90% 

Analysis direction vol., Vd 474veh/h ~how llorlh Arrow %Trucks and Buses , PT 4% 

Opposing direction vol., V
0 

609veh/h %Recreational vehicles, PR 2% 

Shoulder width ft 6.0 Access points mi 1/mi 
Lane Width ft 12.0 
Segment Length mi 1.0 

r::'".,.'"!:l.;T(I!Y/tl $peed. • •• ·:• ··· :~;·:-·~ ; . . · .. · .. · ...•.... · . . >? ";'. <.::. s . ) .. · .. · ; ... : ........ •• ·>. ;• .. •.. . ; ..•. · · .•. · :•: ·;. )· . ···~ .• ,.;.• ..... 
Analysis Direction (d) Opposing Direction (o) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 1.2 1.1 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 1.0 1.0 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHV,ATs=1/ (1 + Py(Ey-1)+P R (ER -1)) 0.992 0.996 

Grade adjustment factor 1, fg.ATS (Exhibit 15-9) 1.00 1.00 

Demand flow rate2, vi (pc/h) Vi=Vj I (PHF* fg,ATS * fHV,ATS) 543 695 

Free-Flow Speed from Field Measurement Estimated Free-Flow Speed 

Base free~flow speed4, BFFS 60.0 milh 

Mean speed of sample3 , SFM Adj. for lane and shoulderwidth,4 fLs(Exhibit 15-7) 0.0 milh 

Total demand flow rate, both directions, v Adj. for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 0.3 milh 
Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV.ATS) 

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fLs-fA) 59.8 milh 
Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp.ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 1.7 milh 

Average travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + vo.ATS)- fnp,ATS 48.5 milh 

Percent free flow speed, PFFS 81.1 % 

:Petc~11(·'Tff!l~~$fierit-f()llowiniJ·· ; : c• .• ·· .. •· •...•....•....•..•. ·•··.···~····c";{·: .T.:• •f;•~..-, ••• ;·.·~/.'·····•··•··~········.·)>··.•·· .... ··~.G5_·•.•• •. :. ;.·~.·. ·."~-":_.; 
Analysis Direction (d) Opposing Direction (o) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 1.0 1.0 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 1.0 1.0 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv=1/ (1+ PT(ET-1)+PR(ER-1)) 1.000 1.000 

Grade adjustment factor\ fg,PTSF (Exhibit 15-16 or Ex 15-17) 1.00 1.00 

Directional flow rate2, V/pc/h) vi=V/(PHF*fHV,PTSF * fg,PTSF) 539 692 

b 
Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSFd(%)=100(1-e8 vd ) 56.6 

Adj. for no-passing zone, fnp,PTSF (Exhibit 15-21) 31.6 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSF d(%)=BPTSF d +f np,PTSF *(vd,PTSF I Vd,PTSF + 
70.4 

vo,PTSF) 

[f.evefo~$§iYHie "'"!' 
•E•c·•: >... ····.· ......... ~. . : .; • c.: . . ·.v:;y • :> .> . ··•·· .·· .; .<:·· < • .. •· \ · .... ,,, ····· 

Level of service, LOS (Exhibit 15-3) 0 
Volume to capacity ratio, vic 0.32 

Capacity, Cd,ATS (Equation 15-12) pc/h 1693 

Capacity, cd,PTSF (Equation 15-13) pc/h 1700 

Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSd(Equa!ion 15-11 -Class Ill only) 81.1 

'i3lc¥cilel:.eV~iiifseT:viC:e r··· < ····: ··.·• .... •. ..· •. · > . . \ ; .. · ... •·. ..... . .. :.·.•.<.~· .< ••••••• ··. 
. • 7'::•.· • • ••••. ·· .. < .·· .. · .•·· .... ;:•···· . 

I <>'""~ 



Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, v0L (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 538.6 

Effective width, Wv (Eq. 15-29) ft 24.00 

Effective speed factor, S1 (Eq. 15-30) 4.79 

Bicycle level of service score, BLOS (Eq. 15-31) 3.07 

Bicycle level of service (Exhibit 15-4) c 
/'J()tes··.··••·•··.·•·.··.······.··· .····.·. •c·;. ... : z . ; •• :., > ; .: •· · .. ·/·.···••' .••••.. • . < . • • • • < .· .... · •• •• • • <•' ••••• / ..•. · . . .. ·.; ... 
1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific downgrade segments 
are treated as level terrain. 

2. If v1(vd or v
0

) >=1 ,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 

3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks operate at crawl speeds on a specific downgrade. 
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DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 

t---- --- ----- ----------- ----
Shoulder width It -- Lane width It 

~ Lane width - ·-- It 
Shouider width It --- --- -- --- --- --- - - - --=---=-·-=---=--

Segment length, L1 

Analysis direction val., Vd 

Opposing direction val., V
0 

Shoulder width ft 
Lane Width ft 

79Bveh/h 

ml 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 

Mean speed of sample3, SFM 

Total demand flow rate, both directions, v 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV,ATS) 

Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp,ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSF d(%)=1 00(1-e8 vd b) 

. for no-passing zone, (Exhibit 15-21) 

2.5 milh 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSFlYo)=BPTSFd +f np,PTSF *(vd,PTSF I Vd,PTSF + 

Capacity, cd,PTSF (Equation 15-13) pdh 

0 Class I highway 

0 Class Ill highway 

~ Class II highway 

Terrain ~ Level 
Grade Length mi 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
No-passing zone 

0 Rolling 
Up/down 

0.88 
90% 

%Trucks and Buses, Pr 4% 

%Recreational vehicles, PR 2% 
Access points mi 1/mi 

1.0 1.2 

1.0 1.0 

1.000 0.992 

1.00 1.00 

907 

free-flow speed4, BFFS 

. for lane and shoulder width,4 fLs(Exhibit 15-7) 

Adj. for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fL8 -fA) 

512 

Average travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + vo,ATS) 

1.0 1.0 

1.0 1.0 

1.000 1.000 

1.00 1.00 

907 508 

70.9 

24.6 

86.7 

0 

1700 

60.0 

0.0 

0.3 

59.8 

46.2 

77.3 

milh 

milh 

milh 

milh 

milh 

51 



Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSd(Equation 15-11 - Class Ill only) 

1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific 
downgrade segments are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfvi(vd or v
0

) >=1,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 
3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 

Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks at crawl 
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DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 

r-------------------------
Shoulder width It - Lane wi dlh It 

- Lane width _ __ It 
Shouider width It 

--------------------~-~--

Segment length, l 1 ml 

447veh/h 

798vehlh 
6.0 

12.0 
mi 1.0 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv,Ars=1/ (1 + Pr (Er-1)+P R (ER -1)) 

adjustment factor1, fg,ATS (Exhibit 15-9) 

Mean speed of sample3 , SFM 

Total demand flow rate, both directions, v 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV,ATS) 

for no-passing zones, fnp,ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Grade adjustment factor1, 

Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSFi%)=100(1-eavl) 

for no-passing zone, PTSF (Exhibit 15-21) 

1.2 milh 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSFd(%)=BPTSFd +f np,PTSF *(vd,PTSF I vd,PTSF + 

Capacity, cd,ATS (Equation 15-12) pc/h 

Capacity, PTSF (Equation 15-13) pc/h 

0 Class I highway 

0 Class Ill highway 

~ Class II highway 

CB Terrain ~ Level 
Grade Length mi 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
No-passing zone 

0 Rolling 
Up/down 

0.88 
90% 

. Snnli llorlh llrioVI %Trucks and Buses, Pr 4 % 

% Recreational vehicles, P R 2% 
Access points mi 1/mi 

1.2 

1.0 

0.992 

1.00 

512 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 

Adj. for lane and shoulder width,4 fLs(Exhibit 15-7) 

for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fLs-fA) 

1.0 

1.0 

1.000 

1.00 

907 

travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + Vo,ATS) 

1.0 1.0 

1.0 1.0 

1.000 1.000 

1.00 1.00 

508 907 

56.5 

24.6 

65.3 

1700 

1700 

60.0 milh 

0.0 milh 

0.3 milh 

59.8 milh 

47.5 milh 

79.5 % 



Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSiEquation 15-11 - Class Ill only) 

Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, v0 L (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 508.0 

Effective width, Wv (Eq. 15-29) ft 24.00 

Effective speed factor, S1 (Eq. 15-30) 4.79 

Bicycle level of service score, BLOS (Eq. 15-31) 3.04 

c 

1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific 
downgrade segments are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfv;(vd or V
0

) >=1 ,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 
3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks operate at crawl speeds on a specific downgrade. 
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DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 

Analyst 
Agency or Company 
Date Performed 

Time Period 

OLD 
ATE 
1129114 
P.M. PEAK 

1---- -------- ----------- ----
Shoulder width It - Lane width It -

~ Lane width It - ·--

1---- --- ----- __ SJ!o~i~r_wi~tl2_ ---=--=-""-----=-~ _ 

Segment length, l 1 

Analysis direction Vol., vd 

Opposing direction vol., V
0 

Shoulder width ft 
Lane Width ft 

807veh/h 

452veh/h 
6.0 

12.0 
1.0 

ml 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 

Mean speed of sample3, SFM 

otal demand flow rate, both directions, v 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV,ATS) 

for no-passing zones, fnp.ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Grade adjustment factor1, (Exhibit 15-16 or Ex 15-17) 

Directional flow rate2 , v,{pdh) vi=V/(PHF*fHv PTSF * 

Base percent time-spent-following4 , BPTSF d(%)=1 00(1-eav db) 

Adj. for no-passing zone, PTSF (Exhibit 15-21) 

2.5 mi!h 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSFd(%)=BPTSFd +f np,PTSF *(vd,PTSF I Vd,PTSF + 

0 Class I highway 0 Class II highway 

EB 
ShowllorlhArtllW 

0 Class Ill highway 

Terrain 0 Level 
Grade Length mi 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
No-passing zone 

%Trucks and Buses, PT 

0 Rolling 
Up/down 

0.88 
90% 

4% 

% Recreational vehicles, P R 2% 

Access points mi 1/mi 

1.0 

1.0 

1.000 

1.00 

917 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 

for lane and shoulder width,4 fL8(Exhibit 15-7) 

for access points4 , fA (Exhibit 15-8) 

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fL8-fA) 

1.2 

1.0 

0.992 

1.00 

518 

travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + Vo.ATS) 

1.0 1.0 

1.0 1.0 

1.000 1.000 

1.00 1.00 

917 514 

71.0 

24.4 

86.6 

60.0 milh 

0.0 milh 

0.3 milh 

59.8 milh 

46.1 milh 

77.2 % 



Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSd(Equation 15-11 -Class Ill only) 77.2 

Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, vOL (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 917.0 

Effective width, Wv (Eq. 15-29) ft 24.00 

Effective speed factor, S1 (Eq. 15-30) 4.79 

Bicycle level of service score, BLOS (Eq. 15-31) 3.34 

c 

1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific 
downgrade segments are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfv;(vd or v
0

) >=1,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 
3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-1 0. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks operate at crawl speeds on a specific downgrade. 
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DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 

--- --------- -....------------
Shoulder width It - Lane width It - Lane width - It -
shouider width It --- ------------------~~~-~--

Segment length, L1 

Analysis direction vol., Vd 

Opposing direction vol., V
0 

Shoulder width ft 
Lane Width ft 

452veh/h 

ml 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv,Ars=1/ (1+ Pr(Er-1)+PR (ER-1)) 

Grade adjustment factor1, fg,ATS (Exhibit 15-9) 

Mean speed ofsample3, SFM 

Total demand flow rate, both directions, v 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV.ATS) 

for no-passing zones, fnp,ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 

Grade adjustment factor1, (Exhibit 15-16 or Ex 15-17) 

Directional flow rate2
, v,{pc/h) v;=V/(PHF*fHv. 

Base percent time-spent-following4 , BPTSF d(%)=1 00(1-eav l) 
for no-passing zone, (Exhibit 15-21) 

1.2 milh 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSFd(%)=BPTSFd +f np,PTSF *(vd,PTSF I vd,PTSF + 

Capacity, cd,ATS (Equation 15-12) pc/h 

Capacity, cd,PTSF (Equation 15-13) pc/h 

Highway I Direction of Travel 
From/To 

SR 154 SOUTHBOUND 
S/0 SR 246 

Jurisdiction 
Year 

CAL TRANS 
CUMULATIVE+PROJECT 

~ Class II highway 

E9 
0 Class I highway 

0 Class Ill highway 

Terrain ~ Level 
Grade Length mi 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
No-passing zone 

0 Rolling 
Up/down 

0.88 
90% 

Stnrti llorlh !lrtnw %Trucks and Buses, Pr 4% 

% Recreational vehicles, P R 2% 
Access points mi 1/mi 

1.2 1.0 

1.0 1.0 

0.992 1.000 

1.00 too 

518 917 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 60.0 milh 

Adj. for lane and shoulder width,4 fL8(Exhibit 15-7) 0.0 milh 

Adj. for access points4 , fA (Exhibit 15-8) 0.3 milh 

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fL8-fA) 59.8 milh 

Average travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd.ATS + vo.ATS) 
47.4 milh 

1.0 1.0 

1.0 1.0 

tOOO 1.000 

1.00 1.00 

514 917 

56.9 

24.4 

65.7 



Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSd(Equation 15-11 - Class Ill only) 79.3 

1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific 
downgrade segments are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfvi(vd or v
0

) >=1,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 
3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks at crawl speeds on a 

Copyright© 2013 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS 2010™ Version 6.50 Generated: 1/29/2014 2:47 PM 

51 



DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 
Gei1~faiti/iorm8tiof1 · ··-

_· ....... -.· .... . ·.· . •• s}ie in(onnation -.- . ... 
.·_ ·-

Analyst OLD Highway I Direction of Travel SR 154 NORTHBOUND 
Agency or Company ATE From/To S/OSR 246 
Date Performed 411114 Jurisdiction CAL TRANS 
Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK Analysis Year CUMULATIVE + PROJECT (AL T 2) 

Project Description: 

I iJI1J)Iii Data <· · -. •. < •• ·.-··· . < · ...... -· _> •..•• ·. -·-· .... ·: .... ···- / . .. ' :.·.· . -· < . - ... . .... . 
r--------------------------

Shoulder width It - Lane width It 0 Class I highway ~ Class II highway 0 Class Ill - Lane width It highway 

r _____________ SJ!o~l~r~vi~tl.:!_ ---=-=-=-=-.!! _ 

EB Terrain ~ Level 0 Rolling 
Grade Length mi Up/down 

Segment length, lt mi Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 
No-passing zone 90% 

Analysis direction vol., Vd 807veh/h Show tlorlh Arrow %Trucks and Buses , PT 4% 

Opposing direction vol., V
0 

453vehlh %Recreational vehicles, PR 2% 

Shoulder width ft 6.0 Access points mi 11mi 
Lane Width ft 12.0 
Segment Length mi 1.0 

,...~·~::~~~r_av..e./Spe(fii c:--_..-.::~7 .-·.-.•.. ·:••· ... ·:·:. • ·••. _ > ..•.. ·•·. < >'./ / ······•·····••···. <•: .• -</ ·}:• _. .-· .. ••··•·•• .. ·-·_· .... ·····•• ·•.:· ·<•·, .. -.·•_. 
Analysis Direction (d) Opposing Direction (o) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 1.0 1.2 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 1.0 1.0 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHV,ATs=11 (1 + PT(ET-1 )+P R (ER -1)) 1.000 0.992 

Grade adjustment factor1, fg,ATS (Exhibit 15-9) 1.00 1.00 

Demand flow rate2, V; (pc/h) vi=VJ I (PHF* fg,ATS * fHV,ATS) 917 519 

Free-Flow Speed from Field Measurement Estimated Free-Flow Speed 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 60.0 milh 

Mean speed of sample3, SFM Adj. for lane and shoulderwidth,4 fL8(Exhibit 15-7) 0.0 milh 

Total demand flow rate, both directions, v Adj. for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 0.3 milh 
Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(vl fHV,ATS) 

Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fL8-fA) 59.8 milh 
Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp,ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 2.5 milh 

Average travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + vo,ATS)- fnp,ATS 46.1 milh 

Percent free flow speed, PFFS 77.2 % 
iPef:c~ntril1l~'-s/Jefit.:IfottoViFnifi' > 

~-

-·--········":. i -··· )>-~ .:• ··>·· .•.>.:··-~·?·.· .• -~ .• ;_•-c ···--··/; ; •..• -·· .•. -c.•:-· ... _.._.i;_•~ .. ;. •:.··- ·:•· •... ·····-·-: ... < 
Analysis Direction (d) Opposing Direction (o) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 1.0 1.0 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 1.0 1.0 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv=11 (1 + PT(ET-1 )+PR(ER-1)) 1.000 1.000 

Grade adjustment factor1, fg,PTSF (Exhibit 15-16 or Ex 15-17) 1.00 1.00 

Directional flow rate2, V;(pclh) Vi=V/(PHF*fHV,PTSF* fg,PTSF) 917 515 

b 
Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSF d(% )= 1 00( 1-eav d ) 71.0 

Adj. for no-passing zone, fnp,PTSF (Exhibit 15-21) 24.4 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSF d(%)=BPTSF /f np,PTSF *(v d,PTSF IV d,PTSF + 
86.6 

vo,PTSF) 

te~lfi.-ot§e.Mcealld..O.ililifi'~'ifQrm~iJ~~JLIIeaS.iil'e$ - ·; '\. ·- ;·:·:;;•; ·······-····· ; .... __ .·.·-·· ··-~- .·.} :·. ·····:·· < ~·- ..• ······--···· .• -.·-··.·-.········;:--.·-·· 

Level of service, LOS (Exhibit 15-3) E 

Volume to capacity ratio, vic 0.54 

Capacity, Cd,ATS (Equation 15-12) pc/h 0 

Capacity, Cd,PTSF (Equation 15-13) pc/h 1700 

Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSd(Equation 15-11 -Class Ill only) 77.2 

•a;c:JrC:Ie Liivelofs~n!ice · · :c·:··· : 

-··· 
< 

-·-··· ..... ' .. : ·:··· -.. __ - · .. :··.-. ······. • .... < · .. · >:.···-~ .. · " ·:···: .......... 
.. ··•·•·· I 



Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, v0 L (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 917.0 

Effective width, Wv (Eq. 15-29) ft 24.00 

Effective speed factor, S1 (Eq. 15-30) 4.79 

Bicycle level of service score, BLOS (Eq. 15-31) 3.34 

Bicycle level of service (Exhibit 15-4) c 
Pvo~r~,s ,, ; < , . ~:c; < ' .: .,, < .;··'' • >·, • • .... •· . ·(' ·•.· •. ·.··•· • . . . ·::;;;> ("t) ): > . ;' //'> 
1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific downgrade segments 
are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfvi(vd or v
0

) >=1 ,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 

3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks operate at crawl speeds on a specific downgrade. 
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DIRECTIONAL TWO-LANE HIGHWAY SEGMENT WORKSHEET 
Gen~raltnforrnation •·. : .: : 

. > ·•··.·.·. .· .· ·.• site tnrormation .. · .. .· . ---: . 
Analyst OLD Highway I Direction of Travel SR 154 SOUTHBOUND 
Agency or Company ATE From/To S/0 SR246 
Date Performed 411114 Jurisdiction CAL TRANS 
Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK Analysis Year CUMULATIVE+PROJECT (AL T 2) 

Project Description: 

1ii{Jilt[)ata · · ·-• · ·· 
- - -,~ 

. ... •·. ...... ··• . ; ~· .·> .•••. 
. .. ·.-·· ··.···· 

... ·.• .. . . .· .. ···.: . ·•. i . ... · .. ··• .'i .• ~ •... : . .... · ... 
~--------------------------

Shoulder width tt - Lane width tt D Class I highway ~ Class II highway D Class Ill -- Lane width It highway 

t- _____________ SJ!o~l~r_wi~tl.!_ --=-=-=---=-..!! _ EB Terrain ~Level D Rolling 

Grade Length mi Up/down 

Segment length, L1 mi Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88 
No-passing zone 90% 

Analysis direction vol., Vd 453veh/h Shaw llorlh l!rrow %Trucks and Buses , PT 4% 

Opposing direction vol., V
0 

807veh/h %Recreational vehicles, PR 2% 

Shoulder width ft 6.0 Access points mi 1/mi 
Lane Width ft 12.0 
Segment Length mi 1.0 
')I~%. !"f'talfetsoeed .:\ ··-·:·. • ''•.; ··~·•) .c· • • • • .• . .. ····. :· .• ·• • . . ··•·•·:•. • > . ?i. . • .• 0.~" ·~.:;·;. :> :· .. : • :.< ••·· 

Analysis Direction (d) Opposing Direction (o) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, ET (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-12) 1.2 1.0 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-11 or 15-13) 1.0 1.0 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHV,Ars=1/ (1 + P T (ET-1)+P R (ER -1) ) 0.992 1.000 

Grade adjustment factor1, fg,ATS (Exhibit 15-9) 1.00 1.00 

Demand flow rate 2
, V;(pc/h) vi=Vj I (PHF* fg,ATS * fHV,ATS) 519 917 

Free-Flow Speed from Field Measurement Estimated Free-Flow Speed 

Base free-flow speed4, BFFS 60.0 milh 

Mean speed of sample3 , SFM Adj. for lane and shoulder width,4 fL8(Exhibit 15-7) 0.0 milh 

Total demand flow rate, both directions, v Adj. for access points4, fA (Exhibit 15-8) 0.3 milh 

Free-flow speed, FFS=SFM+0.00776(v/ fHV,ATS) 
Free-flow speed, FFS (FSS=BFFS-fLs-fA) 59.8 milh 

Adj. for no-passing zones, fnp,ATS (Exhibit 15-15) 1.2 milh 
Average travel speed, ATSd=FFS-0.00776(vd,ATS + vo,ATS)- fnp,ATS 47.4 milh 

Percent free flow speed, PFFS 79.3 % 

-.. ~··"'"'"'. ··~•·:_: •...•... ;·.t~:-. :•/:/'• ~- • .• · \•·· It.,:.·.:··•·:.:f;':'-:·~~~..[8}·~ ·:iGk:;; (,.:7 •... -: •..• ~-·•.·•;:<···· .. · 
Analysis Direction (d) Opposing Direction (o) 

Passenger-car equivalents for trucks, Er(Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 1.0 1.0 

Passenger-car equivalents for RVs, ER (Exhibit 15-18 or 15-19) 1.0 1.0 

Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHv=1/ (1+ Pr<Er-1)+PR(ER-1)) 1.000 1.000 

Grade adjustment factor1, fg,PTSF (Exhibit 15-16 or Ex 15-17) 1.00 1.00 

Directional flow rate2
, V;(pc/h) vi=V/(PHF*fHV,PTSF * fg,PTSF) 515 917 

b 
Base percent time-spent-following4, BPTSF d(%)=1 00(1-e8 vd ) 56.9 

Adj. for no-passing zone, fnp,PTSF (Exhibit 15-21) 24.4 

Percent time-spent-following, PTSF i%)=BPTSF d +f np,PTSF *(vd,PTSF I Vd,PTSF + 
65.7 

vo,PTSF) 

I i;f)lf{!}w •r.ih. .d .. ;;·.; . .;i• ;: ·•·sr : .· < > •···•···· /.. .·.··•.· ... <<····· ...... ,. .:• .• ·: .( • < : •• • •.. · > •• :. •• •• '"-"'· ···"'' 
Level of service, LOS (Exhibit 15-3) c 
Volume to capacity ratio, vic 0.30 

Capacity, Cd,ATS {Equation 15-12) pc/h 1700 

Capacity, Cd,PTSF {Equation 15-13) pc/h 1700 

Percent Free-Flow Speed PFFSd(Equation 15-11 -Class Ill only) 79.3 

aiciCiefeiletof:se&i.ce·'· .·.·.• •• _.· .. ·...••. c. • ••• -;c:· .. ..... · ·.·•.·•·•···· .. ·•.··· ··•· .•. ·. · .. .···· .... ·::· ·:· x.·•.·· .. ·· • .. < .... > . . -'i •.. 
··.· . ·······c-: _;_ 

T 



Directional demand flow rate in outside lane, vOL (Eq. 15-24) veh/h 514.8 

Effective width, Wv (Eq. 15-29) ft 24.00 

Effective speed factor, S1 (Eq. 15-30) 4.79 

Bicycle level of service score, BLOS (Eq. 15-31) 3.05 

c 

1. Note that the adjustment factor for level terrain is 1.00,as level terrain is one of the base conditions. For the purpose of grade adjustment, specific downgrade segments 
are treated as level terrain. 

2. lfvi(vd orv
0

) >=1,700 pc/h, terminate analysis--the LOS is F. 

3. For the analysis direction only and for v>200 veh/h. 
4. For the analysis direction only 
5. Exhibit 15-20 provides coefficients a and b for Equation 15-10. 
6. Use alternative Exhibit 15-14 if some trucks operate at crawl speeds on a specific downgrade. 
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... 
INTERSECTION lEVEL OF SERVICE CAlCUlATION WORKSHEETS· 

Reference 1 
Reference 2 
Reference 3 
Reference 4 
Reference 5 
Reference 6 
Reference 7 
Reference 8 
Reference 9 
Reference 1 0 

SR 154/U.S. 101 SB 
SR 154/U.S. 101 NB 
SR 154/Crand Avenue 
SR 154/Roblar Avenue 
SR 154/Edison Street 
SR 246/Aiisal Road 
SR 246/Aiamo Pintado Road 
SR 246/Refugio Road 
SR 246/Edison Street 
SR 246/SR 154 



ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 
........... IIIQLIUI ,,~~>i~~,>~"~'', 

Analyst MMF 01_EX_AM 

Agency/Co. ATE 

Intersection 
Jurisdiction 
Analysis Year 

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 

Date Performed 3/21/2012 EXISTING 

Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project ID #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 

East/West Street: SR 154 North/South Street: U.S. 101 SB RAMPS 

VolumeAcljustmentsandsite.characteristics '· ·· · ·' :.~i·;,.~ , .. y.~ .. f < ••• ,.:;;0;;;I~; ... ~~; .. ;·~; .. :i:>J;; ~ ... ' .<: ····•··•·· ;.:·;::.~ 5;.; .. : :.~ •• ·c:': ;~}!"J. 
Approach Eastbound Westbound 
Movement L T R L T R 

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 67 0 0 
% Thrus Left Lane 

Approach Northbound Southbound 
Movement L T R L T R 

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 408 2 0 
% Thrus Left Lane 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 

Configuration L LT 
PHF 1.00 1.00 
Flow Rate (veh/h) 67 410 
% Heavy Vehicles 4 4 
No. Lanes 0 1 0 1 
Geometry Group 1 1 
Duration, T 1.00 
~atur ...... S.-1 ua~riwavA.Ctj 
Prop. Left-Turns 1.0 1.0 
Prop. Right-Turns 0.0 0.0 
Prop. Heavy Vehicle 0.0 0.0 
hLT-adj 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 
hRT-adj -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 
hHV-adj 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 
hadj, computed 0.3 0.3 

hd, initial value (s) 

x, initial 

hd, final value (s) ~14 ~35 
x, final value Q10 Q50 
Move-up time, m (s) 2.0 2.0 
Service Time, 1

5 
(s) 3. 1 2.4 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 

Capacity (veh/h) 317 660 
Delay ( s/veh) 8.68 11.62 
LOS A 8 
Approach: Delay (s/veh) 8.68 11.62 

LOS A 8 
Intersection Delay (s/veh) 11.20 
Intersection LOS 8 
Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™ Version 5.6 Generated: 3/27/2012 1:19PM 



ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

L2 L1 L2 

L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 

319 686 

A B 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 Generated: 1/29/2014 8:38AM 
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ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

L1 L2 L2 L1 L2 L2 

L1 L2 L1 L1 L2 L1 

319 689 

A B 
8.78 12.29 
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ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 
Date Performed 
Analysis Time Period 

Volume (veh/h) 

%Thrus Left Lane 

Configuration 

PHF 

Flow Rate (veh/h) 

% Heavy Vehicles 

No. Lanes 

Geometry Group 

Duration, T 

Prop. Left-Turns 

Prop. Right-Turns 

Prop. Heavy Vehicle 

hLT-adj 

hRT-adj 

hHV-adj 

hadj, computed 

hd, initial value (s) 

x, initial 

hd, final value (s) 

x, final value 

Move-up time, m (s) 

Capacity (veh/h) 

Delay (s/veh) 

LOS 

Approach: Delay (s/veh) 

LOS 

Intersection Delay (s/veh) 

Intersection LOS 

MMF 
ATE 
411114 
A.M. PEAK HOUR 

0 

Eastbound 

L1 L2 

0 

Eastbound 

L1 L2 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Eastbound 
T 

0 

Northbound 
T 

0 

L1 

L 
1.00 
69 
4 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

-0.6 

1.7 

0.3 

3.20 
0.06 
5.21 
0.10 

L1 

319 

8.79 

A 

Intersection 
Jurisdiction 
Analysis Year 

01_2014+ALT 2_AM 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
2014+PROJECT (ALT. 2) 

I North/South Street: U.S. 101 SB RAMPS 

Westbound 
R L T R 

0 69 0 0 

Southbound 
R L T R 

0 438 2 0 

Westbound Northbound Southbound 

L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 

LT 
1.00 
440 

4 
1 0 1 
1 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 0.2 0.2 

-0.6 -0.6 -0.6 

1.7 1.7 1.7 

0.3 

3.20 
0.39 
4.36 
0.53 

2.0 

Westbound Northbound Southbound 

L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 

690 

12.31 

B 
8.79 12.31 

A B 
11.84 

B 

HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:03PM 



ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 

317 769 

A 8 

14.66 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™ Version 5.6 Generated: 1/29/2014 9: 13 AM 
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ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 
Date Performed 
Analysis Time Period 

MMF 
ATE 
1129114 
A.M. PEAK HOUR 

L1 L2 

L1 L2 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

L1 

A 

Intersection 
Jurisdiction 
Analysis Year 

L2 

L2 

9.01 

Northbound 

L1 

L1 

HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 

01_CU+PR (ALT. 1)_AM 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
CUMULATIVE+PR (AL T.1) 

L2 L1 

L2 L1 

772 

1 

8 
14.77 

8 

L2 

Generated: 1/29/2014 9:24AM 



ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 
Gerieral-lnforlllatlon 

····· - .·.••······· ....... .·· . . ) •;;, . ···~·· Site lnt6rrriation-· 
~ -~~ ., 

·.-·· .b······· •• · ...... · .. · ....•.. }•. ··'ti'· •.•• ·•··•··•••• . ..•.. . 
••••• 

Analyst MMF Intersection 01_CU+PR (ALT. 2)_AM 

Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 

Date Performed 411/14 Analysis Year CUMULATIVE+PR (ALT. 2) 

Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project ID #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 

jEasi/West Street: SR 154 jNorth/South Street: U.S. 101 SB RAMPS 

Eastbound Westbound 
T R L R 

0 0 67 0 

Northbound Southbound 
L T R L T R 

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 519 2 2 
%Thrus Left Lane 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

L1 L2 L 1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 

Configuration L LTR 
PHF 1.00 1.00 
Flow Rate (veh/h) 67 523 
% Heavy Vehicles 4 4 
No. Lanes 0 1 0 1 
Geometry Group 1 
Duration, T 

Prop. Left-Turns 1.0 1.0 
Prop. Right-Turns 0.0 0.0 
Prop. Heavy Vehicle 0.0 0.0 
hLT-adj 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 
hRT-adj -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 
hHV-adj 1.7 1.7 1. 7 1.7 
hadj, computed 0.3 0.3 

hd, initial value (s) 3.20 3.20 
x, initial 0.06 0.46 
hd, final value (s) 5.41 4.36 
x, final value 0.10 0.63 
Move-up time, m (s) 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

L1 L2 L1 L2 L 1 L2 L1 L2 

Capacity (veh/h) 317 773 
Delay (s/veh) 9.01 14.81 

LOS A B 
Approach: Delay (s/veh) 9.01 14.81 

LOS A B 
Intersection Delay (s/veh) 14.15 
Intersection LOS B 
Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:00PM 



ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 
I Gar I .. I .. I Ill I u Ill ~,. <; "''""'' '':Z':I~L~<?i'f~{Jcy ,; v'i3~~;~:t't~;;~J,~t('e~iJ; I(!! I Ul . 

Analyst MMF Intersection 
Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction 
Date Performed 3/21/2012 Analysis Year 
Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project ID #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 

East/West Street: SR 154 North/South Street: U.S. 101 SB RAMPS 

01_EX_PM 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
EXISTING 

voll•me'Adjustments' a·nt-fsife:ctlaracteristics .. ··•··· · ;." .•• ;;,•· ... 12~:s.:;:,'i;i.~~.:~;~;:"\~?·;~t;~~;JJ~~5'3l~~gJ:;;::;;~·)tz~; c ' . :· .... ·•··· .. ;. t3 :.~·:f:Ji~£f;.i%.•i 
Approach Eastbound Westbound 
Movement L L T R T R 
Volume (vehlh) 0 146 
% Thrus Left Lane 

Approach Northbound Southbound 
Movement L T R L T R 

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 304 1 0 
% Thrus Left Lane 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 

Configuration L LT 
PHF 1.00 1.00 
Flow Rate (veh/h) 146 305 
% Heavy Vehicles 4 4 
No. Lanes 0 1 0 1 
Geometry Group 1 1 
Duration, T 1.00 
.,aturcurun .;,·~ llr~'"-''~.;Ji'lii '"' .. ~~~~''."{.:rf· :.:ztt.;;:, 

Prop. Left-Turns 1.0 1.0 
Prop. Right-Turns 0.0 0.0 
Prop. Heavy Vehicle 0.0 0.0 
hLT-adj 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 
hRT-adj -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 
hHV-adj 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 
had), computed 0.3 0.3 _ 
Departure Headwayand service Time>< +,t•'C> t' :;'<'.?;'):;{·~~!'";'' .. • ,.<,:·. ::.·.·· .. ··.·. ···'.s; .• :}·· ~·•': .... :••c'" ~·:''•§ ~·•''SJ\:'~•"•,. 

hd, initial value (s) 3.20 3.20 
x, Initial 0. 13 0. 27 
hd, final value (s) 4.92 4.56 
x, final value 0.20 0.39 
Move-up time, m (s) 2.0 2.0 

Service Time, t
5 

(s) 2.9 2.6 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 

396 

9.15 

A 
Approach: Delay (s/veh) 9.15 10.42 

LOS A B 
Intersection Delay (s/veh) 10.01 
Intersection LOS B 
Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™ Version 5.6 Generated: 3/27/2012 1:20PM 



ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

L2 L1 L2 

400 588 

A a 
9.32 11.01 
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ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

L1 L2 

L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 

400 597 

A B 
9.36 11.18 
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ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound 

L1 

Capacity (veh/h) 400 
Delay (s/veh) 9.36 
LOS 

9.36 
LOS A 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
2014+PROJECT (ALT. 2) 

Southbound 

L2 

11.18 

B 

Generated: 4/1/2014 2:03PM 

73 



ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 

252 386 649 

A A B 
7.50 9.41 12.14 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 Generated: 1/29/2014 9: 18 AM 



ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

L1 L2 

252 

A 
7.52 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

L1 

386 

A 

Intersection 
Jurisdiction 
Analysis Year 

L2 

9.45 

L1 

HCS+ TM Version 5.6 

01_ CU+PR (ALT. 1)_PM 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
CUMULA TIVE+PR (AL T.1) 

L2 L1 

658 

8 
12.36 

L2 

Generated: 1/29/2014 9:28AM 



ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

Eastbound 

L1 L2 

L1 L2 L 1 L2 

i (veh/h) 252 386 

7.52 9.45 

A A 

7.52 9.45 

A A 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™ Version 5.6 

01_CU+PR (ALT. 2)_pM 

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
CUMULAT/VE+PR (ALT. 2) 

658 

12.36 

12.36 

B 

0.2 

Generated: 4/1/2014 2:00PM 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

0 

N 

LT 

1 

0.00 

0.00 

7.8 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Jurisdiction 
Analysis Year 

0 

R 

107 

0 

LTR 

107 

0.17 

0. 
11.9 

B 

B 

0 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

9 

02_2014_AM 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
NEAR-TERM (YEAR 2014) 

0 

0 0 

0 

0 

10 12 

Generated: 4/2/2012 10:13 AM 

11 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 
Date Performed 
Analysis Time Period 

MMF 
ATE 
1129114 
A.M. PEAK HOUR 

LT 

1269 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Aw\) c" \ '2_,0 S't:C ., 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

12.0 

12.0 

B 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

02_2014_AM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
NEAR-TERM (YEAR 2014) 

Generated: 1/29/2014 8:39AM 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 
Date Performed 
Analysis Time Period 

1 

MMF 
ATE 
1129114 
A.M. PEAK HOUR 

LT 

1 

0.00 
0.00 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

7 

107 

618 

0.63 

12.0 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

9 

02_2014+ALT. 1_AM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
2014+PROJECT (ALT. 1) 

10 12 

Generated: 1/29/2014 8:50AM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

6eriel'al h1formatihn '" , ,' / .. ·••· .. ·.·.·· · ..•..• ;(;?';:~;· .. c;:>···; $itE!;•nrormaUorr ). :: ··•··•··.···· ..... .. ..... ...... ; < . <· · .. · ················.·~··.· . {>; 
Analyst MMF Intersection 02_2014+ALT. 2_AM 
Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
Date Performed 411114 Analysis Year 2014+PROJECT (ALT. 2) 
Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project Description #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
East/West Street: SR 154 North/South Street: U.S. 101 NB RAMPS 
Intersection Orientation: East-West Study Period (hrs): 1.00 

~~i~:i~;;·~~,;:t~jU$fm~Hf$~;.}~~JJ27~1lc'~~···:·:~;~~·.:·f;·§2 '••'~i"EF':•·•:t~· .. ~,,;{~·'7 '*£f'?E~)J~~,;.·';, ... F·~2.i;s.~.~·;··.:, .. • •. ·.r::·?~j;··~~;:;~s··· 
Major Street Eastbound Westbound 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6 

L T R L T R 
Volume (veh/h) 1 435 68 222 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 1 435 0 0 68 222 
rveh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 -- -- 0 -- --
Median Type Undivided 

RT Channelized 0 0 

Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 
Configuration LT TR 
Upstream Signal 0 0 

Minor Street Northbound Southbound 
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12 

L T R L T R 

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 107 
Peak-Hour Factor PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 

0 0 107 0 0 0 rveh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 4 4 0 0 0 

Percent Grade(%) 0 0 

Flared Approach N N 

Storage 0 0 

RT Channelized 0 0 

Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Configuration LTR 

l.J.e•av.. :ilueue.m:en"'~ ... ';tc:t• i:CHI!~''~1 'VI c~:;:•i·,~.~;~c?;;:t~;':·~~t;.•• ··~i,. ·~; .. ~";;~ 1g~:::·~;~;.~:~·;:;z~':n~~~~~~~r;~t~·.~~~l;'r ...•. •' ~;; ,~·~·~1 .;:';"~~':'1.••#· .. • t·~~~;~ . (\jrr~;;;;··i~~; 
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Lane Configuration LT LTR 

v (veh/h) 1 107 

C (m) (veh/h) 1260 617 

v/c 0.00 0.17 

95% queue length 0.00 0.63 

Control Delay (s/veh) 7.9 12.1 

LOS A B 

Approach Delay (s/veh) -- -- 12.1 

Approach LOS -- -- B 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:03PM 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 
Date Performed 
Analysis Time Period 

MMF 
ATE 
1129/14 
A.M. PEAK HOUR 

LT 

0 

1212 

0.00 
0.00 

8.0 

A 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

148 

570 

0.26 

1.05 

13.5 

13.5 

B 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

9 

02_CU_AM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
CUMULATIVE (YEAR 2030) 

10 12 

Generated: 1/29/2014 9:14AM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 
Date Performed 
Analysis Time Period 

MMF 
ATE 
1129114 
A.M. PEAK HOUR 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

148 

568 

0.26 

13.6 

B 

6 

B 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

9 

02_CU+PR (ALT. 1)_AM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
CUMULA TIVE+PR (ALT. 1) 

10 12 

Generated: 1/29/2014 9:25AM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst MMF 
Agency/Co. ATE 
Date Performed 411114 
Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project Description #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
EasUWest Street: SR 154 
Intersection Orientation: East-West 

~ -_-, <r- -~~ 

M~hicJij,.\lolumes·;andi~tfjustmehts;·~:= ·.. · ··· 
Major Street 
Movement 

Volume (veh/h) 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
1veh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 

Median Type 

RT Channelized 

Lanes 
Configuration 
Upstream Signal 

Minor Street 
Movement 

Volume (veh/h) 
Peak-Hour Factor PHF 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
l(veh/h) 

Percent Heavy Vehicles 

Percent Grade(%) 

Flared Approach 

Storage 

RT Channelized 

Lanes 
Configuration 

1 
L 

0 
1.00 

0 

4 

0 
LT 

7 
L 

0 
1.00 

0 

4 

0 

Eastbound 
2 
T 

500 
1.00 

500 

--

1 

0 

Northbound 
8 
T 

0 
1.00 

0 

4 

0 

N 
0 

1 
LTR 

Intersection 
Jurisdiction 
Analysis Year 

02_ CU+PR (ALT. 2)_AM 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
CUMULA TIVE+PR (ALT. 2) 

North/South Street: U.S. 101 NB RAMPS 
Study Period(hrs): 1.00 

Westbound 
3 4 5 6 
R L T R 

84 260 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

0 0 84 260 

-- 0 --
Undivided 

0 0 
0 0 1 0 

TR 
0 

Southbound 
9 10 11 . 12 

R L T R 
148 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

148 0 0 0 

4 0 0 0 
0 

N 

0 

0 0 
0 0 0 0 

~·"'~2•••2=· ~ltl'en'9ffii'ana~r·,. ~ ~~•:;;;~, ":=;;:1s~R
7

f~~£"i~~1·.;~·~F~s~R"~··;:.. cE' .,.:~,!~~.··~~'~f;I~:.·•.,~.~:~ct~;: ~·~;~~~:J~t~i~i.~.·~·I.;~,i~~;~:··'~.: 

Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Lane Configuration LT LTR 

v (veh/h) 0 148 

C (m) (veh/h) 1204 567 

v/c 0.00 0.26 

95% queue length 0.00 1.05 

Control Delay (s/veh) 8.0 13.6 

LOS A B 

Approach Delay (s/veh) -- 13.6 

Approach LOS -- B 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:00PM 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

~~neraklr\for .. ~P"~ • . ·-l$it~1Jiu~•~·-
Analyst MMF Intersection 02_EX_PM 
Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
Date Performed 3121/2012 Analysis Year EXISTING 
Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

1 

.... ,uJt:vl Description jf.12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
EastNv~::::;1 Street: SR 154 !North/South Street: U.S. 101 NB t:?.AM,DS 
lntersectior Or, .. ,nat:v, East-West !Study Period :hrs): 1.00 

M~£iicli~'lolumestafitt~Acl]usfm~i~fg~ ,, ;i{'i;.. ;~~?'i~i~'}~l~·i. ~r;zj·:.,~;~,:::~ .. ~~~~!''····x.;· ilt;;:;.;:;• i . •. ,. 
Major Street Easthmmd 1 ~vv<:nuvUnd 

MoveMent 1 2 3 4 5 6 
L T R L T R 

!Volume (veh/h) 3 293 137 450 
IPeak-Hour Factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
'Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
(veh/h) 3 293 0 0 137 450 

"'ta vviiL Heavy Vehicles 4 0 
Median Type Undivided 

RT Channelized 0 0 

lLanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 
!Configuration LT TR 
!Upstream Signal 0 0 

Minor Street Northbound South_Q_ound 
MoveMent 7 8 9 10 11 12 

L T R L T R 
!Volume (veh/h} 1 0 70 
!Peak-Hour Factor, Pl-lf 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

l~o~r.~y. Flow Rate, HFR 
l(veh/h} 1 0 70 0 0 0 

1 "'~::•vt:IIL Heavy Vehicles 4 4 4 0 0 0 

Percent Grade(%) 0 0 

Flared Apprua...:h N N 

Storage 0 0 

RT Channelized 0 0 

lLanes 0 1 0 0 0 0 
I Configuration LTR 

'Delav. 10 ' .......... , ~ f.liiAIIA ~enothl~8h(JI,_ .... ,,. ~<>I yn,g ,:,,,, .... ;; :,.;;., .... r:••.:r··~· •''!'.Y.Y?> /i'' • ... :·:;•?};t•'';.:.;,:,;.zl;?,\' ···•··•~,·.. ·:•i:;•s;~;: ·•~<.;;::;;/:;;~~ 

Appruavll Eastbound 

Movement 1 
Lane Configuration LT 

v (veh/h) 3 

C (m) (veh/h) 978 

v/c 0.00 

95% queue length 0.01 

Control Delay (s/veh) 8.7 

LOS A 

L\pproacr Delay (s/veh) --
Al-'1-'' uavll LOS --

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Aw~ ~ 10. ~ se..c.... j LoS B 

Westbound Northbound Southbound 

4 7 8 9 10 11 12 
LTR 

71 

734 

0.10 

0.32 

10.4 

B 

10.4 

-- B 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 Generated: 3/27/2012 1:20PM 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 
Date Performed 
Analysis Time Period 

MMF 
ATE 
1129114 
P.M. PEAK HOUR 

LT 

3 

935 

0. 

0.01 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

7 

74 

0.35 

10.7 

10.7 

B 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

9 

02_2014_PM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
NEAR-TERM (YEAR 2014) 

10 2 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 
Date Performed 
Analysis Time Period 

MMF 
ATE 
1129114 
P.M. PEAK HOUR 

LT 

3 

0.00 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

7 

LTR 

74 

0.11 
0.36 

8 

10.8 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

02_2014+ALT. 1_PM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
2014+PROJECT (ALT. 1) 

10 12 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 
:Gelleral'illtortlfati()ri~, :~,, ~ ,<~ " <</ ". • • • • .; Sit~ ... ~'-'l•ne:n:iOrl'•.. . .............. ·.• •. ; ..... • ; • •··.·~· .. ····· ·····.·~··.~ 

Analyst MMF Intersection 02_2014+ALT. 2_PM 
Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
Date Performed 411114 Analysis Year 2014+PROJECT (ALT. 2) 
Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project Description #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
EasUWest Street: SR 154 North/South Street: U.S. 101 NB RAMPS 
Intersection Orientation: East-West Study Period hrs): 1.00 

lwijfii&l~·stHluffil;f~~Jncv;~ ~aiU$iffieot!i•· :··.·~s·;·c~~~· :I~i ;(.~•· ~· •. ·:::•;.· .. ':' •. g. ~;;sJ.~;; •. ~?".i~~[fiz~·~ ~·J.{,~,··~ 5.~~I.; .· .•..•••. i~·~r• }·.·.. ·~ •. • 
Major Street Eastbound Westbound 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6 

L T R L T R 
Volume (veh/h) 3 335 141 504 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 3 335 0 0 141 504 rveh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 -- -- 0 -- --
Median Type Undivided 
RT Channelized 0 0 
Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 
Configuration LT TR 
Upstream SiQnal 0 0 

Minor Street Northbound Southbound 
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12 

L T R L T R 
Volume (veh/h) 1 0 73 
Peak-Hour Factor PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 

1 0 73 0 0 0 l(veh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 4 4 0 0 0 

Percent Grade (%) 0 0 
Flared Approach N N 

Storage 0 0 

RT Channelized 0 0 
Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Configuration LTR 

IO:ii~Y'i'QiJAlieT"••ML''' ar 'P .t:evefotsli~/ ~C:fz",~:f~2 ;•:>)iE'C;c··~~¥.;;:;;··,~2:{f~~~'··t~:fF<'X'•iiJ<~~2i}~~ff~~·(R•~•·E 2Fi 'r~·.Z~*i•~,'.f''~. c::• •• ; :;r·;,:x•·(,? •·,.;·;;rs ;;·;;: 
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Lane Configuration LT LTR 

v (veh/h) 3 74 

C (m) (veh/h) 931 694 

v/c 0.00 0.11 

95% queue length 0.01 0.36 

Control Delay (s/veh) 8.9 10.8 

LOS A B 

Approach Delay (s/veh) -- -- 10.8 

Approach LOS -- -- B 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:03PM 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 
Date Performed 
Analysis Time Period 

MMF 
ATE 
1129/14 
P.M. PEAK HOUR 

4 

854 

0.00 

0.01 

9.2 

A 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

7 

111 

647 

11.7 

B 

1 
B 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

9 

02_CU_PM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
CUMULATIVE (YEAR 2030) 

10 12 

Generated: 1/29/2014 9:18AM 



Analyst 
Agency/Co. 
Date Performed 
Analysis Time Period 

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

MMF 
ATE 
1129114 
P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 
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02_ CU+PR (ALT. 1 )_PM 
SANTA BARBARA 
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CUMULA TIVE+PR (ALT. 1) 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 
IPeneral•·~.~:~ ..... ~.~;~., >'/;/ ··f J:,t.···~;~;¢''~ .:i."··.~t:~.· ~. c.; .. J6 SF' •. IJIIUJ;~~Jtiiin.::~:f;~;:c •·. 0,,\} :.·~); •. \\' .· •. · .. ··· .• • 

Analyst MMF Intersection 02_ CU+PR (ALT. 2)_PM 
Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
Date Performed 411114 Analysis Year CUMULA TIVE+PR (ALT. 2) 
Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project Description #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
EasUWest Street: SR 154 North/South Street: U.S. 101 NB RAMPS 
Intersection Orientation: East-West Study Period hrs): 1.00 

lw~6IC:I~Volu·m~s?iriti£Na1~.~$-..m~n·ts'~21,·:~·s:c~~;~.·J:.;·~,g;;~·,,··~i( ... t;~::~.~~?i~~2~z~;.;·;:~·:~·.~);.5!:;.;r.~~J~·,ls~.z~tz'i;~t:·i~·.rS{~:?;~.?·;· •.. £;: 2 .~~·;Br~. 
Major Street Eastbound Westbound 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6 

L T R L T R 
Volume (veh/h) 4 387 126 625 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 

4 387 0 0 126 625 
l(veh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 -- -- 0 -- --
Median Type Undivided 
RT Channelized 0 0 

Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 
Configuration LT TR 
Upstream Signal 0 0 

Minor Street Northbound Southbound 
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12 

L T R L T R 

Volume (veh/h) 3 0 108 
Peak-Hour Factor PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 

3 0 108 0 0 0 (veh/h) 

Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 4 4 0 0 0 

Percent Grade (%) 0 0 

Flared Approach N N 

Storage 0 0 

RT Channelized 0 0 

Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 0 
ConfiQuration LTR 

1 ntit~?·•~'.o'i'i;i'ti~:·~trn·rc.:~ .. ··~~ I!,ILI.Ij: 
:·~··:;~~i~l\ ~~~~~~~~;~~.~~}/~~~ ., c.·~·•tji?f~~J;~~i~Xi. ~3!~s£~lf".J,:;4t,'J•,":i~;~k£..7f2':~,~~f~:::.;: ··t:"i'lzTGEZ?{;·:~~lt.f•"'' •••• '•'"• •• .••• ~~.,.. :. ..!:•·•· :·· 

Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Lane Configuration LT LTR 

v (veh/h) 4 111 

C (m) (veh/h) 849 640 

v/c 0.00 0.17 

95% queue length 0.01 0.63 

Control Delay (s/veh) 9.3 11.8 

LOS A B 

Approach Delay (s/veh) -- -- 11.8 

Approach LOS -- -- B 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:01 PM 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 
~· •;,iaiW)· '''''i(:isz~Y;;.~f~;, \:lit: I •~~:;•. 11ormatiOI• ·~,, ·• •;''1;..:. ,. ,, . c>J~ s~ L~i.;;;if3i I aatioll~Z~~~i~J~z'J~~~t~;;, .... , .. '~'·"''""''''' ~ 
Analyst MMF Intersection 03_EX_AM 
Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
Date Performed 3/2112012 Analysis Year EXISTING 
Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

I P1 UJt::l.il. Dt:::s'"'''t-Jtiun 1112018 CHUMA.~I-l CAMP 4 PROJECT 
[EastJ\1\tt:::sL Street: SR 154 -.urth/South _Street: GRAND AVENUE 
[h,Lc,.,c ... uu• Ol,ciiLation: East-•Nest [Study Period (hrs): 1.00 

vetiicle;:.\loli.imes'anCirAdjus"L ••• II:;.·. ·-'YiC~'~i·~~~·,;i. 3?~i;K¥:.7. > .. f.;•l'''''•;~;'];ii~~~I(]f;:"~~!~;;.~~;';':c;i~'~';;;,·~;;::tr;2::f:t);iff~,"$fi';{'.~'i .,, •• , •• ,,.?c';f•f" '"' 

Major Street F::~sthn11nd VVt:l:SLUllUnd 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6 

L T R L T R 
Volume (veh/h) 15 358 49 9 209 32 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 1.00 1-00 1.00 1.0Q 1.00 1.00 

~o~~~Y. Flow Rate, HFR 
[(veh/h) 15 358 49 9 209 32 

IPc,vclll Heavy Vehicles 4 -- 4 
[Median Type UndividPrl 

RT Channelized 0 0 

Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 
Configuration L TR L TR 
Upstream Signal 0 0 

I Minor Street ~ .. ~rthuvung $()uthQ.ound 
1fi..IUVCIIICIIL 7 8 9 10 11 12 

L T R L T R 
[Volume (veh/h) 33 29 29 23 25 4 
[Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 1.00 1-00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
[(veh/h) 33 29 29 23 25 4 

!pt:::,vt::m Heavy Vehicles 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Percent Grade (%) 0 0 

Flared .A.pproach y y 

Storage 2 2 

RT Channelized 0 0 

[Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 

IC:C>Ilfigurc:ltign LTR LTR 

[Delay, n •• , ... ,. length. ·a,ld level of SE.. ,;:., ... ·• • .·.·••· .... •·· .. ·. ·· ·· .. · ....... • •..•••. ,·•·•···· ····~···.•~·• JJ!,,,; ''~':::: ,, .. 25i c ' · ,.~ .. c:..· .... · · "'r•.'c:.._;:s. 
[Approach Eastbound 

Movement 1 
Lane Configuration L 

lv (veh/h) 15 

C (m) (veh/h) 1314 

v/c 0.01 

95% queue length 0.03 

Control Delay (s/veh) 7.8 

[LOS A 

[Approach Delay (s/veh) --
[Approach LOS 
Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

AWt:> ~ \'-\.c. '5Q...C... I l-oS B 

Westbound 

4 
L 

9 

1141 

0.01 

0.02 

8.2 

A 

--

Northbound Southbound 

7 8 9 10 11 12 
LTR LTR 

91 52 

520 369 

0.17 0. '4 

0.63 0.49 

15.2 16.7 

c c 
15.2 16.7 

c c 
HCS+™ Version 5.6 Generated: 3/27/2012 1:20PM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1129/14 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

0.02 

0.05 

8.3 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

LTR 

107 

0.22 

0.84 

16.5 

16.5 

c 
HCS+™ Version 5.6 

03_2014_AM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
NEAR-TERM (YEAR 2014) 

LTR 

52 

0.16 

0.55 

18.2 

c 
18.2 

c 
Generated: 1/29/2014 8:39AM 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1129/14 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

18 

1111 

0.02 

0.05 

8.3 

A 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

7 

107 

483 

22 

0.85 

16.6 
c 

c 
HCS+™ Version 5.6 

9 

03_2014+ALT. 1_AM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
2014+PROJECT (ALT. 1) 

10 12 

52 

326 

0.16 

18.5 
c 

c 
Generated: 1/29/2014 8:51AM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

G"eneralttitormation - -· -· ··.............. " · · · · ···.. . . 5ite'iitfotilnatio:r1· · ···• .............. ·.·. {' / . > •. ·.···••·· . : •·•••·· 

Analyst MMF Intersection 03_2014+ALT. 2_AM 
Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
Date Performed 411114 Analysis Year 2014+PROJECT (ALT. 2) 
Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project Description #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
East/West Street: SR 154 North/South Street: GRAND A VENUE 
Intersection Orientation: East-West Study Period hrs): 1.00 

Sletiicle•volu·m~s:'ailti'EJi-dtis\111.~·~ i~:~•·••· ·~\~;E,;~€~·. { ~£··; .· ••· • •· .r.;~ ~ t~·· t.:;7;.';?f~' .· •:;·.·~c; .•.. :~• ; ; ... :r-;·;~:r·F~· .•. ;·~·~· 
Major Street Eastbound Westbound 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6 

L T R L T R 
Volume (veh/h) 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
l(veh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 
Median Type 

RT Channelized 

Lanes 
Configuration 
Upstream Signal 

Minor Street 
Movement 

Volume (veh/h) 
Peak-Hour Factor PHF 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
(veh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 

Percent Grade(%) 

Flared Approach 

Storage 

RT Channelized 

15 381 
1.00 1.00 

15 381 

4 --

1 1 
L 

0 

Northbound 
7 8 
L T 

41 29 
1.00 1.00 

41 29 

4 4 

0 
y 

2 

58 18 232 32 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

58 18 232 32 

-- 4 --
Undivided 

0 0 

0 1 1 0 
TR L TR 

0 

Southbound 
9 10 11 12 
R L T R 

37 23 25 4 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

37 23 25 4 

4 4 4 4 

0 
y 

2 

0 0 

Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 
ConfiQuration L TR L TR 

Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 

Lane Configuration L L LTR LTR 

v (veh/h) 15 18 107 52 

C (m) (veh/h) 1289 1110 482 326 

v/c 0.01 0.02 0.22 0.16 

95% queue length 0.04 0.05 0.85 0.57 

Control Delay (s/veh) 7.8 8.3 16.7 18.5 

LOS A A c c 
Approach Delay (s/veh) -- -- 16.7 18.5 

Approach LOS -- -- c c 
Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+ TM Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1129114 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

L 

4 

0.00 

0.01 

A 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

7 

LTR 

93 

282 

0.33 

D 

26.2 

HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 

9 

03_CU_AM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
CUMULATIVE (YEAR 2030) 

10 12 

LTR 

52 

221 

0.24 

26.7 

D 

26.7 

D 

Generated: 1/29/2014 9:14AM 

~ 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1129114 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

4 

4 

0.01 

8.9 

A 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

7 

L 
93 

276 

1.50 

26.7 
D 

26.7 

D 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

9 

03_ CU+PR (ALT. 1 )_AM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
CUMULATIVE+PR (ALT.1) 

12 
LTR 

52 

218 

0.24 
0.93 

27.1 

27.1 

D 

Generated: 1/29/2014 9:26AM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 
- - - - -

, Site;lntormation ,:', .· ............. .~ .. · •...... •.········· ·. · .... ; .. :······ :<3enerarlnfdrmatlori. ··•····.·.·.·· .. . •;;ft.·· 
Analyst MMF Intersection 03_CU+PR (ALT. 2)_AM 
Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
Date Performed 411114 Analysis Year CUMULA TIVE+PR (ALT. 2) 
Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project Description #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
East/West Street: SR 154 North/South Street: GRAND A VENUE 
Intersection Orientation: East-West Study Period hrs): 1.00 

W:~H•ci~;Molume~aHC. ~cbu1stt\i~i~~g·~·.···~3] ~i·t?~?·~~·tt\~ ····~s~c,:.:·r.A,-·~~;~ :;~.· .•·· ·x .•.... ~··:··~··· .••. ·~:· :?•.·;··~r·i:t . 2•,,.......... ·. g .·;·i •.y:2·'· 
Major Street Eastbound Westbound 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6 

L T R L T R 
Volume (veh/h) 19 604 38 4 325 34 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 19 604 38 4 325 34 rveh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 -- -- 4 -- --
Median Type Undivided 

RT Channelized 0 0 

Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 
Configuration L TR L TR 
Upstream Signal 0 0 

Minor Street Northbound Southbound 
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12 

L T R L T R 

Volume (veh/h) 44 24 25 23 25 4 
Peak-Hour Factor PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 

44 24 25 23 25 4 rveh/h) 

Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Percent Grade (%) 0 0 

Flared Approach y y 

Storage 2 2 

RT Channelized 0 0 

Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 
Configuration LTR LTR 
nt; .., 

.i.,'~r.!:l ••.• ,•.a! lt'tl'i:>\lo'l;:~i~~·~ ;;;; .:.~';;···~ • .;~·Jf~~:·f;;~f·;~~ ':"".•a.;,.,.,;!\ I ii(.J"'"" ·J·1 ;~;~~i·.~:z;~;·~ff~~t~~;~~.yf*•f if''~ :·~~~;· (:~·;f;:~~·>-Yi.i1';~l~:.~:;•;. ;:~;··;~ • : c;• .f l~C'.;:.;»~ 
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Lane Configuration L L LTR LTR 

v (veh/h) 19 4 93 52 

C (m) (veh/h) 1189 933 276 218 

v/c 0.02 0.00 0.34 0.24 

95% queue length 0.05 0.01 1.50 0.93 

Control Delay (s/veh) 8.1 8.9 26.7 27.1 

LOS A A 0 0 

Approach Delay (s/veh) -- -- 26.7 27.1 

Approach LOS -- -- 0 0 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:01 PM 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Gene'ral.·lnr~:;~~1atioJi~~~g;:;' ..... 5~~ ,•;•.·,,.··~·iEKc:x~ sifiHr •• \;1 ... ;;::;;;;;zt~::{i~ •. ; s •. :~~J.~f.: ··• .~;t"2~ 
Analyst MMF Intersection 03_EX_PM 
Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
Date Performed 312112012 Analysis Year EXISTING 
Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project Description #12018 - CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
East/West Street: SR 154 North/South Street: GRAND AVENUE 
Intersection Orientation: East-West Study Period (hrs ): 1.00 

l'velficle.'loluffiisYafiCI {~ttlllv""f-ments ............ ~.f ::em:.:·~£ ~,:~.~~i;·~. ;.t~i'it;?s;.;J;s.~•?:~?£:~~ .. s .•. ~.;;:t~·.: .~s;.~'§.i;,,.i·•····,i?~5.r.. ~.~ ;, ;~; •. ;.~ ~ ::.·~f;J~;2;~!%~}t 
Major Street Eastbound Westbound 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6 

L T R L T R 
Volume (veh/h) 9 267 51 18 409 16 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 

9 267 51 18 409 16 (veh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 -- -- 4 -- --
Median Type Undivided 

RT Channelized 0 0 
Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 
Configuration L TR L TR 
Upstream Signal 0 0 

Minor Street Northbound Southbound 
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12 

L T R L T R 
Volume (veh/h) 47 20 23 11 28 13 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
l<veh/h) 

47 20 23 11 28 13 

Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Percent Grade (%) 0 0 

Flared Approach y y 

Storage 2 2 

RT Channelized 0 0 
Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 
Configuration LTR LTR 

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service .... . ... ..... . ; ... •· ·····.::/• : .. ·· ... ·· .. · > .• · ;: '7::!' 

Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Lane Configuration L L LTR LTR 

v (veh/h) 9 18 90 52 

C (m) (veh/h) 1124 1231 387 404 

v/c 0.01 0.01 0.23 0.13 

95% queue length 0.02 0.04 0.90 0.44 

Control Delay (s/veh) 8.2 8.0 18.4 16.7 

LOS A A c c 
Approach Delay (s/veh) -- -- 18.4 16.7 

Approach LOS -- -- c c 
Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

AvJ~ ~ I G.· '2.- S<U. .( t--OS G 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 Generated: 3/27/2012 1:21 PM 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1/29/14 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

L 

30 

1 

0.03 

0.08 

A 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

LTR 

124 

0.34 

1.52 

21.6 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

9 

03_2014_PM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
NEAR-TERM (YEAR 2014) 

10 12 
LTR 

348 

0.15 

0.53 

18.7 

c 
18.7 

Generated: 1/29/2014 '"t;y 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1129114 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

L 

30 

0.03 

0.08 

8.1 

A 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

{\~ND 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

7 

124 

0.35 

1.58 

c 
22.1 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

9 

03_2014+ALT. 1_PM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
2014+PROJECT (ALT. 1) 

10 12 

LTR 

341 

0.15 

19.0 

c 
19.0 

Generated: 1/29/2014 8:55AM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

.Gen~fai lnformiti'()n " ... •·······.··· ···· ... ··•••····· .· < ~/i 
••••••••• ••• ••••••• •••••• snfi lhtO'rffia'tiCiif. r:• >, •• .......... . .. 

.·.·. 
,T• . c. . > 

Analyst MMF Intersection 03_2014+ALT. 2_PM 
Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
Date Performed 411114 Analysis Year 2014+PROJECT (ALT. 2) 
Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project Description #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
East/West Street: SR 154 North/South Street: GRAND A VENUE 
Intersection Orientation: East-West Study Period hrs): 1.00 

'Mefi iot~:vdiu ffi'~·;all'CIEA:Ciin ·~· ;;.~. i'i~·.·•• .··• ••·•·o~,.· :"'it'.···· .• ;·~; ; ·<( ,. ·~p{·;•i"~f: ~iff!t:~i~::;/ .•. ,:c!I: •. ,:f~~~;~······.··£~·:F .• ,·.·~·:i ~i.J;:· !P~;;. 
Major Street Eastbound Westbound 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6 

L T R L T R 
Volume (veh/h) 9 300 64 30 445 16 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 9 300 64 30 445 16 rveh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 -- -- 4 -- --
Median Type Undivided 
RT Channelized 0 0 

Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 
ConfiQuration L TR L TR 
Upstream Signal 0 0 

Minor Street Northbound Southbound 
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12 

L T R L T R 
Volume (veh/h} 64 20 40 11 28 13 
Peak-Hour Factor PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 

64 20 40 11 28 13 1veh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Percent Grade(%) 0 0 

Flared Approach y y 

Storage 2 2 

RT Channelized 0 0 

Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 
Configuration LTR LTR 

o:e1~y •inli6'ii~ll<~ ~1tt)~%? '~!!'';:;~·~· ..;r·s~r:Yice:~~··j~~~i"~··~~;;;;.;:~·f,:::~;•:/~.:.:;.:x ~~~.;~~t'~Ei~:J~~{§·:.J~£'! · ··~·~•Y.•·,·~"'' i$'"''f:lf. ~;':;;? •• ·• :s~x·:;;;i'; ~::··~;~I.· .;, ;.·.:.rz:Z~ 

Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Lane Configuration L L LTR LTR 

v (veh/h) 9 30 124 52 

C (m) (veh/h) 1090 1184 356 340 

v/c 0.01 0.03 0.35 0.15 

95% queue length 0.02 0.08 1.58 0.54 

Control Delay (s/veh) 8.3 8.1 22.2 19.0 

LOS A A c c 
Approach Delay (s/veh) -- -- 22.2 19.0 

Approach LOS -- -- c c 
Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:03PM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1129114 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

L 

15 11 

954 

0.02 

0.05 0.03 

9.3 8.8 

A A 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

7 

L 

144 

25.48 

709.0 

709.0 

F 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

9 

03_CU_PM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
CUMULATIVE (YEAR 2030) 

12 

LTR 

59 

135 

0.44 

2.20 

52.4 

52.4 

F 

Generated: 1/29/2014 9:19AM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1129114 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

L 

11 

947 

0.04 

8.8 

A 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

Northbound 

7 8 

LTR 

144 

1.35 

26.62 

772.2 

772.2 

F 

HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 

03_CU+PR (ALT. 1)_PM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
CUMULATIVE+PR (ALT.1) 

und 

10 11 12 

LTR 

59 

0.45 

2.28 

54.4 

F 

54.4 

F 

Generated: 1/29/2014 9:30AM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

,GE!nerartntormatlon ••·· .· •. · .. ····.. . ... 
Analyst MMF 
Agency/Co. ATE 
Date Performed 4/1114 

Intersection 
Jurisdiction 
Analysis Year 

03_ CU+PR (ALT. 2)_PM 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
CUMULA TIVE+PR (ALT. 2) 

Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project Description #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
East/West Street: SR 154 
Intersection Orientation: East-West 

Major Street 
Movement 

Volume (veh/h) 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
l(veh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 
Median Type 

RT Channelized 

Lanes 
Configuration 
Upstream SiQnal 

Minor Street 
Movement 

Volume (veh/h) 
Peak-Hour Factor PHF 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
rveh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 

Percent Grade(%) 

Flared Approach 

Storage 

RT Channelized 

Lanes 
Configuration 

1 
L 

15 
1.00 

15 

4 

1 

L 

7 
L 

76 
1.00 

76 

4 

0 

IL!~ii:IY"'·\:.lu~ti~::J.errtit~W;ii iCJY '::. ~~·· :~s~·~:, "''' 
Approach Eastbound 

Movement· 1 
Lane Configuration L 

v (veh/h) 15 

C (m) (veh/h) 852 

v/c 0.02 

95% queue length 0.05 

Control Delay (s/veh) 9.3 

LOS A 

Approach Delay (s/veh) --
Approach LOS --
Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

North/South Street: GRAND A VENUE 
Study Period hrs): 1.00 

Eastbound Westbound 
2 3 4 5 6 
T R L T R 

586 39 11 722 25 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

586 39 11 722 25 

4 
Undivided 

0 0 

1 0 1 1 0 
TR L TR 

0 0 

Northbound Southbound 
8 9 10 11 12 
T R L T R 

44 24 5 51 3 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

44 24 5 51 3 

4 4 4 4 4 

0 0 
y y 

2 2 

0 0 
1 0 0 1 0 

LTR LTR 

• ;,st~:i;~~::.•, .. ,.·,Jt'J!::f~.;·t~i;;~~.~i:~~f.~··;.~~·~z~i ;;;{~~;: z·.·~~f'.~~·~~~.r.] r•;: .. '1:l·J~~~;;::~7·~ t~~~~·~:~;~·;~; ~~~'·{·t::~~i'~· 
Westbound Northbound Southbound 

4 7 8 9 10 11 12 
L LTR LTR 

11 144 59 

947 107 132 

0.01 1.35 0.45 

0.04 26.62 2.28 

8.8 772.2 54.4 

A F F 
-- 772.2 54.4 

-- F F 

HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:01PM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

G:E!ne'rall~fdfillatro'n';si~i:';u•~,,•};f,(2~~r~!l:~~~-'''·''""""~ SiteHrifcil·nlatior." :,:•, .. < ,,?' .. '"'';';,,,,,,. ,,, ~ 
Analyst MMF Intersection 04_EX_AM 
Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
Date Performed 3/21/2012 Analysis Year EXISTING 
Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

1 

n; UJOvL Po"'"''l-'"u' #12018 CHUfvfASI-I CAMP 4 PROJECT 
1

East/West Street: ROBLAR AVENUE !North/South Street: SR 154 
Intersection Orie,nauu••· Norlh-South !Study Period (hrs): 1.00 

wehiele} Volumes'alia. A.c:IJusfr ··~ntif;..·: ;~;~'f'i . .c~~~~~;;;~~~i~t~~~~f;~~;~~.~~·~·:•,~J~~~>'irc>\ ,: )f;;~;:~~~~~~~f~~"'~·~55l~.'fZ,K; £• ~~i~~.~;.~ ··· •;:);~•·;:~;;''J•;'*'?;''l~~ 
••-~·- •-J· 111.:;:1 -,; ;w'!'"'''Y' JfY;(!·•cc•·•;>>;c;·;. 

Major Street 
.Vloverr.ent 1 

L 
!Volume (veh/h} 11 
!Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 1.00 
!~o~r-~y. Flow Rate, HFR 
(veh/h} 11 

Pt:JIJt::IIL Heavy Vehidbo::> 4 
Median Type 

RT Channelized 

Lanes 1 
!Configuration L 
!Upstream Signal 

!Minor Street 
Movement 7 

L 
Volume (veh/h) 67 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 1.00 
~o~rly_ Flow Rate, HFR 
l(veh/h) 

67 

I Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 
Percent Grade(%) 

! Flared L\..,..,, uav• 

'"' vLUI<l~t:: 

RT Cha~ u•tlli£.cu 

Lanes 0 
Configuration 

!Delay, .... •- ••. U~ngtH; and Level of ~.c.·- ·=· r, - ,, ""'""'"'""" 

I Approach f'..lu;thbound 

Movement 1 
Lane Configuration L 

:Y (veh/h) 11 

C (m) (veh/h} 1180 

v/c 0.01 

95% queue length 0.03 

Comr01 Delay (s/veh) 8.1 

LOS A 

!Approach Delay (s/veh) --
!Approach LOS --
Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Awt> ::.. 1 s. o -sfU.-.j L-o-s B 

Northbound 
2 
T 

210 
1.00 

210 

1 

0 

Eastbound 
8 
T 

33 
1.00 

33 

4 

0 
y 

1 

1 
LTR 

.. '· :. 

Southbound 

4 7 
L 

49 

1343 

0.04 

0.11 

7.8 

A 

--

Southbound 
3 4 5 6 
R L T R 
5 49 280 88 

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

5 49 280 88 

-- 4 
Ut,dividbd 

0 0 
0 1 1 0 

TR L TR 
0 

~Avo<:>Lu0Und 

9 10 11 12 
R L T R 

23 7 40 48 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

23 7 40 48 

4 4 4 4 

0 
y 

1 

0 0 
0 0 1 0 

LTR 

·.·--· --.• .. ·: .. ''··· ;;, .. ,-. ... , ;;,: -······- ·--.:. __ .• ... - · .. ; 
·-·-- ~; .. 

Westbound l=::~~thnqnd 

8 9 10 11 12 
LTR LTR 

95 123 

687 384 

0.14 0.32 

0.48 1.40 

13.4 19.8 

B c 
13.4 19.8 

B c 
HCS+™ Version 5.6 Generated: 3/27/2012 1:24PM 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1129114 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

50 

1316 

0.12 

7.8 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

7 

102 
612 

14.4 

4 

B 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

9 

04_2014_AM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
NEAR-TERM (YEAR 2014) 

10 12 

LTR 

123 

0.35 
1.59 

21.7 

21.7 

c 
Generated: 1/29/2014 8:40AM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1129114 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

50 

1151 1307 

0.01 0.04 

0.03 0. 

8.2 7.9 

A A 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

(\'J-ru 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

7 

102 

602 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

9 

04_2014+ALT. 1_AM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
2014+PROJECT (ALT. 1) 

12 

LTR 

123 

0.36 

1.63 

2 

c 
22.2 

c 
Generated: 1/29/2014 8:52AM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst MMF 
Agency/Co. ATE 
Date Performed 411114 

Intersection 
Jurisdiction 
Analysis Year 

04_2014+AL T. 2_AM 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
2014+PROJECT (ALT. 2) 

Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project Description #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
East/West Street: ROBLAR AVENUE North/South Street: SR 154 
Intersection Orientation: North-South Study Period hrs}_: 1.00 

IYfiH1'ctevora;~s:~'e$~ana;:A:tl1u$ti{iiffits'i,z2;"s",'1t~'~::Ii;~~:~,,T,.~,2·'~1~'f:~:~{~~~,.~'~~y~~,~~J0;~< .y'~t>i,?~c,,, , .Fi.~.~·,,;'~~f~~z,&,~;€~~i) 
Major Street Northbound Southbound 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 

Volume (veh/h) 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
l(veh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 

Median Type 

RT Channelized 

Lanes 

Confiquration 
Upstream Siqnal 

Minor Street 
Movement 

Volume (veh/h) 
Peak-Hour Factor PHF 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
lrveh/h) 

Percent Heavy Vehicles 

Percent Grade (%) 

Flared Approach 

Storage 

RT Channelized 

Lanes 

Configuration 
1 treiaY:;~QU 
Approach 

L T R L T 
11 240 7 50 310 

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

11 240 7 50 310 

4 4 
Undivided 

0 

1 1 0 1 1 
L TR L 

0 0 

Eastbound Westbound 
7 8 9 10 11 
L T R L T 

67 33 23 12 40 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

67 33 23 12 40 

4 4 4 4 4 

0 0 
y y 

1 1 

0 

0 1 0 0 1 
LTR LTR 

Northbound Southbound Westbound Eastbound 

6 
R 

88 
1.00 

88 

0 
0 

TR 

12 
R 

50 
1.00 

50 

4 

0 
0 

Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Lane Configuration L L LTR LTR 

v (veh/h) 11 50 102 123 

C (m) (veh/h) 1150 1307 600 343 

v/c 0.01 0.04 0.17 0.36 

95% queue length 0.03 0.12 0.61 1.65 

Control Delay (s/veh) 8.2 7.9 14.6 22.3 

LOS A A B c 
Approach Delay (s/veh) -- -- 14.6 22.3 

Approach LOS -- -- B c 
Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:03PM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1129/14 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

L L 

8 41 

852 1164 

0.01 0.04 

0.03 0.11 

9.3 8.2 

A 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

7 

LTR 

136 

324 

0.42 

2.12 

1 

27.1 

HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 

9 

04_CU_AM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
CUMULATIVE (YEAR 2030) 

10 12 

130 

0.92 

11.28 

172.4 

F 

172.4 

F 

Generated: 1/29/2014 9:15AM 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1129114 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

L L 

8 41 

1156 

0.01 0.04 

0.11 

8.2 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

LTR 

136 

18 

0.43 

2.19 

27.8 

27.8 

0 

HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 

9 

04_CU+PR (ALT. 1)_AM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
CUMULATIVE+PR (ALT.1) 

10 12 

LTR 

130 

1 

0.94 

12.11 

195.6 

195.6 

F 

Generated: 1/29/2014 9:26AM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst MMF Intersection 04_CU+PR (ALT. 2)_AM 
Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
Date Performed 411114 Analysis Year CUMULA TIVE+PR (ALT. 2) 
Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project Description #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
East/West Street: ROBLAR A VENUE North/South Street: SR 154 
Intersection Orientation: North-South Study Period hrs): 1.00 

Nl~Hiel~~vCStom'~;;;~. ld~Aafu[tnQnlS.z ·:;,J~;,,'" y,~~.·· ~~~';1.F·,:~7;~~~~~;·;tr .. ·J""~ ,,.~;.'r?·~~~z~~:} ;~·.'·:·~":·r ,·,:. •' ~;>·.<.·.· .·.··.• ::.~:;, ... ;:;~.:~~t}·~ 
Major Street Northbound Southbound 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 

Volume (veh/h) 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
l(veh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 
Median Type 

RT Channelized 

Lanes 
Configuration 
Upstream Signal 

Minor Street 
Movement 

Volume (veh/h) 
Peak-Hour Factor PHF 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
'veh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 

Percent Grade(%) 

Flared Approach 

Storage 

RT Channelized 

Lanes 
Configuration 
'i'<'i(;'i'ct· ::c.;:;;.;o;2 .• ·;·~;1 

Approach 

Movement 

Lane Configuration 

v (veh/h) 

C (m) (veh/h) 

v/c 

95% queue length 

Control Delay (s/veh) 

LOS 

Approach Delay (s/veh) 

Approach LOS 

L T R L T 
8 370 22 41 633 

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

8 370 22 41 633 

4 4 
Undivided 

0 

1 1 0 1 1 
L TR L 

0 0 

Eastbound Westbound 
7 8 9 10 11 
L T R L T 

76 34 20 21 44 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

76 34 20 21 44 

4 4 4 4 4 

0 0 
y y 

1 1 
0 

0 1 0 0 1 
LTR LTR 

Northbound Southbound Westbound Eastbound 

1 4 7 8 9 10 11 

L L LTR LTR 

8 41 136 130 

849 1156 318 138 

0.01 0.04 0.43 0.94 

0.03 0.11 2.19 12.11 

9.3 8.2 27.8 195.6 

A A 0 F 

-- -- 27.8 195.6 

-- -- 0 F 

6 
R 

119 
1.00 

119 

0 

0 
TR 

12 
R 

71 
1.00 

71 

4 

0 

0 

12 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:01 PM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 
I.Ge1Jer~t:.toformaii<:in~' ,~,z···. ·· ~t.~t·;~;·<;/.l'~~~~Y,'; :~t··i·~~::.c.z;;:c;f;'S:~ ISiteU~~~VI.IIiatli>n~~~:r~~~~ •. ·: ~·.\·~";!;~~~;~ ·-
Analyst MMF Intersection 04_EX_PM 
Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
Date Performed 3/21/2012 Analysis Year EXISTING 
Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

["), 
''"'"'' D.,.,..,, ;tiv, #12018 CHUIIAA..~l-1 CAMP 4 PROJECT 

EasUWest Street: ROBLAR A VENUE North/South Street: SR 154 
llnteo<>vvuuo 0~ '"''"auu1 North-South Study Period (hrs): 1.00 

1~v~t1iclr' 'fol umesa n d AdJuf L± · ;:.<;"1 '~ •••. ·,,;, ;':,·;~~~;,~~§.~~.)' •"· .••• ,(. .} .. ~···;. • ~ •.• :: ::"·r :~;~;;~~;z~;J~·(· ..• :I~~··"r~iXi/'f;~;:EX':~t~.;J~;;z.;.:?;!1~~i;i' I~);:;V' .. I . .. · . l::::tLIII..-1.1-..:t. . . •. ;· "''"'·· :z>;.x·.·.z.:;;> .•• 

I Major Street 
•• v1ovement 1 

L 
Volume (veh/h) 16 
~""\ ...... " iour Factor, PHF 1.00 
H' 1r_~Y. Flow Rate, HFR 
l(veh/h) 16 

I Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 
!Median Type 

RT Channelized 

Lanes 1 
Configuration L 
UIJ"'" .,a, Signal 

I Minor Street 
1Movement 7 

L 
!Volume (veh/h) 49 
!Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 1.00 
1 ~o~rly_ Flow Rate, HFR 
(veh/h) 

49 

Pt:::,...,t:::,,l Heavy Ve•u...,,t:::;:; 4 
Percent Grade(%) 

Flared Approach 

Storage 

IRT Channelized 

lLanes 0 
I Configuration 

! Delay, Queue Length, and level of Sv. ,;i""' 
Apprua~h Northbound 

Movement 1 
Lane Configuration L 

v (veh/h) 16 

IC (m) (veh/h) 1230 

lv/c 0.01 

95% queue length 0.04 

Control Delay (s/veh) 8.0 

LOS A 

Approach Delay (s/veh) --
Apprua~;,, LOS --

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Awt> : n .. ro su. I L..o s c_ 

Northbound 
2 
T 

402 
1.00 

402 

1 

0 

Ca6tLuund 
8 
T 

37 
1.00 

37 

4 

0 
y 

1 

1 
LTR 

'; '. , .. 
Southbound 

4 7 
L 

32 

1135 

0.03 

0.09 

8.3 

A 

--
--

Southbound 
3 4 5 6 
R L T R 

11 32 291 28 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

11 32 291 28 

4 
U.· ,.~;.,;~ .. ,.~ 

•w~w 

0 0 

0 1 1 0 
TR L TR 

0 

lfv, und 
9 10 11 12 
R L T R 

22 13 38 83 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

22 13 38 83 

4 4 4 4 

0 
y 

1 

0 0 

0 0 1 0 
LTR 

' :.• •... c::.·:.··.·.;•.·;~···· ',:i.· ·, . :,.· . ... :; ,; 

Westbound Eastbound 

8 9 10 11 12 
LTR LTR 

134 108 

730 298 

0.18 0.36 

0.67 1.68 

15.0 
I 

25.0 

c c 
15.0 25.0 

c c 
HCS+™ Version 5.6 Generated: 3/27/2012 1:25PM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 
Date Performed 
Analysis Time Period 

MMF 
ATE 
1/29/14 
P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

LTR 

582 

0.25 

17.3 

c 
17.3 

c 
HCS+™ Version 5.6 

9 

04_2014_PM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
NEAR-TERM (YEAR 2014) 

10 12 

108 

256 

0.42 

2.13 

30.2 

0 

0 

Generated: 1/29/2014 8:44AM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1129114 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

L 

35 

0.03 

0.10 

8.4 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

7 

146 

0.26 

1.03 

6 

c 
17.6 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

9 

04_2014+ALT.1_PM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
2014+PROJECT (ALT. 1) 

10 12 

LTR 

108 

250 

0.43 

2.21 

3 

D 

31.3 

Generated: 1/29/2014 8:56AM 

!(Y 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst MMF Intersection 
Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction 
Date Performed 411114 Analysis Year 
Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project Description #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
East/West Street: ROBLAR A VENUE North/South Street: SR 154 
Intersection Orientation: North-South Study Period (hrs): 1.00 

04_2014+AL T.2_PM 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
2014+PROJECT (ALT. 2) 

··. 

fJE!ff((:iij'\f::dium&$'.~fiil,d.L\"aJlist¥i.~~· .. ~~'·g~\?;'';j',~i··••· < ~{i?{ a~:{~.U~i'~·~'~.~.·~.~~?r}5:;··~y·:'I"·?·=····.~~~·;y?':.~Uf'.:•··r•.•': • .~.;~·· t. r :···.: ;~i·.·,,~?·• 
Major Street Northbound Southbound 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 

Volume (veh/h) 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
rveh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 
Median Type 

RT Channelized 

Lanes 
Configuration 
Upstream Signal 

Minor Street 
Movement 

Volume (veh/h) 
Peak-Hour Factor PHF 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
1veh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 

Percent Grade (%) 

Flared Approach 

Storage 

RT Channelized 

Lanes 
Configuration 

L T R L T 
16 447 13 35 338 

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

16 447 13 35 338 

4 4 

Undivided 

0 

1 1 0 1 1 
L TR L 

0 0 

Eastbound Westbound 
7 8 9 10 11 
L T R L T 

49 37 22 22 38 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

49 37 22 22 38 

4 4 4 4 4 

0 0 
y y 

1 1 

0 
0 1 0 0 1 

LTR LTR 

Approach Northbound Southbound Westbound Eastbound 

6 
R 

28 
1.00 

28 

0 
0 

TR 

12 
R 

86 
1.00 

86 

4 

0 

0 

Movement 1 4 7 8 9 1 0 11 12 

Lane Configuration L L L TR L TR 

v (veh/h) 146 108 16 35 

1182 1091 

v/c 0.01 0.03 0.26 0.43 

95% queue length 0.04 0.10 1.04 2.21 

Control Delay (s/veh) 8.1 8.4 17.7 31.3 

LOS A A c D 

Approach Delay (s/veh) -- -- 17.7 31.3 

Approach LOS -- -- c D 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:04PM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1129/14 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

L 

56 

0.06 

0.21 

4 

A 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

(\ \~-\}\) 7 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

7 

LTR 

137 

0.58 

3.82 

45.4 

E 

45.4 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

9 

04_CU_PM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
CUMULATIVE (YEAR 2030) 

10 12 

LTR 

101 

90 

1.12 

15.36 

459.8 

F 

459.8 

Generated: 1/29/2014 9:19AM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1/29114 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

L 

56 

869 

0.06 

0. 

9.4 

A 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

7 8 

LTR 

233 

0.59 

47.2 

E 

47.2 

E 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

9 

04_CU+PR (ALT. 1)_PM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
CUMULA TIVE+PR (AL T.1) 

10 11 12 
LTR 

101 

90 

1.12 

5.36 

459.8 

F 

8 

F 
Generated: 1/29/2014 9:31AM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 
i,S~.na~at•.•• if~. , .. aupo•t · ~ '':;:} .• • ,,c~·.·,··•i :;~; .. ;t~ : li~~~·s~~~ slteiintorffiaiiori•·~ .~~~······• ;:(····· i? ; t ... ··z··· .. ,· · .··•·•···.·.·• s. ,;·~•···~··· ~~ ;. 
Analyst MMF Intersection 04_ CU+PR (ALT. 2)_PM 
Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
Date Performed 411114 Analysis Year CUMULA TIVE+PR (ALT. 2) 
Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project Description #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
East/West Street: ROBLAR AVENUE North/South Street: SR 154 
Intersection Orientation: North-South Study Period hrs): 1.00 

l~il-mmr?v<Jiume'$J~~"tt :1 ~ti1Ustffii~fit~~r~~··".52~~~~·~.~~~~15~~·~~~l~~;·:~.~~:"r~J~~·~~·~:.J~~:l~~~~·;tfz~~f~5~;2f;~,c;,~;;J'~}J~~!;~·;:~~~··,,:c,~~: .;';.~Il:t'fi~~·:~~~~; 
Major Street Northbound Southbound 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6 

L T R L T R 
Volume (veh/h) 17 704 21 56 516 56 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
l(veh/h) 

17 704 21 56 516 56 

Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 -- -- 4 -- --
Median Type Undivided 

RT Channelized 0 0 

Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 
Configuration L TR L TR 
Upstream Signal 0 0 

Minor Street Eastbound Westbound 
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12 

L T R L T R 
Volume (veh/h) 52 36 13 23 37 77 
Peak-Hour Factor PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
l(veh/h) 52 36 13 23 37 77 

Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Percent Grade(%) 0 0 

Flared Approach y y 

Storage 1 1 

RT Channelized 0 0 

Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 
Configuration LTR LTR 

, ... ~•."!.J. ~,~~r ,if'C~v~iot$~f:v~ ~e5;~f~f~~l~;'fi~~~;~L ~"f~~~~~~~~l~"j~;;::;fz; • ~~~~!~~~~I~{{?1f~l~!:'3~f~ ~f/i.~l~~'f··.ii~ll,;~~.;~,j;~.','~'.~f;~s.~,;.:~.~~~JF~~~.~. 
Approach Northbound Southbound Westbound Eastbound 

Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Lane Configuration L L LTR LTR 

v (veh/h) 17 56 137 101 

C (m) (veh/h) 991 869 233 90 

v/c 0.02 0.06 0.59 1.12 

95% queue length 0.05 0.21 3.96 15.36 

Control Delay (s/veh) 8.7 9.4 47.2 459.8 

LOS A A E F 

Approach Delay (s/veh) -- -- 47.2 459.8 

Approach LOS -- -- E F 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:01 PM 
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ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 
Gerie~al 11 ....... ., : .. , :~, .. c;r;:.,,,; .. 'f·r .. •···.i'rc: ::ff'J;~~.j.df:. ISite.Jn'rormai.•u••,;·r/:!i::'"'""''·: .;.:;:"' ::;::;:Ji~'¥.f·~ •'x './~ :'2'"'''>;·~~;~£'i?.:x;;7'' :>;:::tcv.·. 

Analyst MMF Intersection OS_EX_AM 

Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 

Date Performed 3/21/2012 Analysis Year EXISTING 

Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project ID #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 

East/West Street: EDISON STREET North/South Street: SR 154 

Volume Adjustmifilts''arid.Site characteristics .•.... ··.·.: ; ; ; ··\ .~.i'"i.~;:, :.0',; '· .:>. ·••··· ·.· .. · ····· • • . . ..•. · ...... ····•. C} ..... ~·~;~;; 
Approach Eastbound Westbound 
Movement L T R L T R 

Volume (veh/h) 107 67 29 13 71 23 
% Thrus Left Lane 

Approach Northbound Southbound 
Movement L T R L T R 

Volume (veh/h) 10 127 5 15 158 150 
% Thrus Left Lane 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 

Configuration LTR LTR L TR L TR 
PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flow Rate (veh/h) 203 107 10 132 15 308 
% Heavy Vehicles 4 4 4 4 4 4 
No. Lanes 1 1 2 2 
Geometry Group 2 2 5 5 
Duration, T 1.00 
saturation'f-leadwayAd"'Ustmeiltworksheef • ; ·; ; ; '·; •. <;. ;i:i ~:;y. 

·.·· 
,·:· ''·'·~;.:;;:;; i;?'Z ;;•;:x;;:,,·,:;;:>;;: • •;:: ; • .. ;··.~:·;·· ·,;; ... ;; ..... • ... ··:·.•:::; . 

Prop. Left-Turns 0.5 0.1 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 
Prop. Right-Turns 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 
Prop. Heavy Vehicle 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
hLT-adj 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 
hRT-adj -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.7 -0.7 -0.7 -0.7 
hHV-adj 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 
hadj, computed 0.1 -0.0 0.6 0.0 0.6 -0.3 

Departure Headway and Service Time· · ... .·· 
.. ·.· : i'· •. ·. ; ; 

; . ; ;•:; ; 'i·~ 

hd, initial value (s) 3.20 3.20 3.20 3.20 3.20 3.20 
x, Initial 0.18 0.10 0.01 0.12 0.01 0.27 
hd, final value (s) 5.39 5.44 6.37 5.84 6.16 5.31 
x, final value 0.30 0.16 0.02 0.21 0.03 0.45 
Move-up time, m (s) 2.0 2.0 2.3 2.3 
Service Time, 1

5 
(s) 3.4 3.4 4.1 3.5 3.9 3.0 

Capacity and Level of Service . .·· 
. ;· ... ·.:·· ::~·::;'; ,·. ; : 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 

Capacity (vehlh) 453 357 260 382 265 558 
Delay (s/veh) 10.74 9.49 9.19 10.13 9.02 12.41 
LOS B A A B A B 
Approach: Delay (s/veh) 10.74 9.49 10.06 12.25 

LOS B A B B 
Intersection Delay (s/veh) 11.07 
Intersection LOS B 
Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™ Version 5.6 Generated: 3/27/2012 1:45PM 
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ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

L1 L2 

461 

a A A 

11.23 9.77 10.49 

a 

Copyright © 201 0 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™ Version 5.6 

a 

05_2014_AM 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
NEAR-TERM (YEAR 2014) 

A a 
13.45 

Generated: 1/29/2014 8:41AM 
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ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

L1 L2 

461 

B A A 

11.29 9.84 10.59 

B 

Copyright © 201 0 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 

B 

05_2014+ALT. 1_AM 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
2014+PROJECT (ALT. 1) 

A B 
13.56 

Generated: 1/29/2014 8:53AM 



ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 
Date Performed 

Movement 

Volume (veh/h) 

%Thrus Left Lane 

Configuration 

PHF 

Flow Rate (veh/h) 

% Heavy Vehicles 

No. Lanes 

Geometry Group 

Duration, T 

Prop. Left-Turns 

Prop. Right-Turns 

Prop. Heavy Vehicle 

hLT-adj 

hRT-adj 

hHV-adj 

hd, initial value (s) 

x, initial 

hd, final value (s) 

x, final value 

Move-up time, m (s) 

Capacity (veh/h) 

Delay (s/veh) 

LOS 

Approach: Delay (s/veh) 

LOS 

Intersection Delay (s/veh) 

Intersection LOS 

ATE 
411114 
A.M. PEAK HOUR 

L 

115 

L 

10 

Eastbound 

L1 L2 

LTR 
1.00 
211 
4 

1 
2 

0.5 
0.1 
0.0 
0.2 0.2 
-0.6 -0.6 
1.7 1.7 
0.1 

3.20 
0.19 
5.62 
0.33 

2.0 

Eastbound 

L1 L2 

461 
11.37 

8 

11.37 
8 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

R 

29 

Northbound 
T R 

148 5 

Westbound 

L1 L2 

LTR 
1.00 
119 
4 

1 
2 

0.1 
0.3 
0.0 
0.2 0.2 
-0.6 -0.6 
1.7 1.7 

-0.1 

3.20 
0.11 
5.63 
0.19 

2.0 

Westbound 

L1 L2 

369 

9.92 

A 

9.92 

A 

L1 

L 
1.00 
10 
4 

1.00 

1.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.5 
-0.7 
1.7 
0.6 

3.20 
0.01 
6.55 
0.02 

L1 

260 

9.37 
A 

12.01 
8 

L 

14 

L 

21 

05_2014+ALT. 2_AM 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
2014+PROJECT (ALT. 2) 

Southbound 
T 

177 

R 

34 

R 

164 

Northbound Southbound 

L2 L1 L2 

TR L TR 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
153 21 341 
4 4 4 

2 2 
5 5 

0.0 1.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.5 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.5 0.5 0.5 
-0.7 -0.7 -0.7 
1.7 1.7 1.7 
0.0 0.6 -0.3 

3.20 3.20 3.20 
0.14 0.02 0.30 
6.02 6.30 5.45 
0.26 0.04 0.52 

2.3 2.3 

Northbound Southbound 

L2 L1 L2 

403 271 591 

10.78 9.24 13.93 

8 A 8 

10.70 13.66 

8 8 

HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:04PM 



ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

Intersection 05_CU_AM 
Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
Analysis Year CUMULATIVE (YEAR 2030) 

L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 

433 370 258 532 270 597 

77.36 

B B A c A F 

13.47 12.16 16.44 75.07 
c F 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™ Version 5.6 Generated: 1/29/2014 9:16AM 
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ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

L1 L2 L1 

433 375 

8 8 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 
Jurisdiction 
Analysis Year 

L2 

12.30 16.79 

c 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

05_ CU+PR (ALT. 1 )_AM 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
CUMULAT/VE+PR (ALT. 1) 

79. 

F 
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ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 
Generallnforniafiori····· 
Analyst 
Agency/Co. 
Date Performed 
Analysis Time Period 

ATE 
411114 
A.M. PEAK HOUR 

Pro·ect ID #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 

East/West Street: EDISON STREET 

L 

75 

L 

Volume (veh/h) 8 
% Thrus Left Lane 

Eastbound 

L1 L2 

Configuration LTR 
PHF 1.00 
Flow Rate (veh/h) 183 
% Heavy Vehicles 4 
No. Lanes 1 
Geometry Group 2 
Duration, T 

Prop. Left-Turns 0.4 
Prop. Right-Turns 0.2 
Prop. Heavy Vehicle 0.0 
hLT-adj 0.2 0.2 
hRT-adj -0.6 -0.6 

1.7 1.7 

hd, initial value (s) 3.20 
x, initial 0.16 
hd, final value (s) 6.88 
x, final value 0.35 
Move-up time, m (s) 

Eastbound 

L1 L2 

Capacity (veh/h) 433 
Delay (s/veh) 13.58 
LOS B 
Approach: Delay (s/veh) 13.58 

LOS B 
Intersection Delay (s/veh) 

Intersection LOS 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Eastbound 
T R 

76 32 

Northbound 
T R 

267 30 

Westbound 

L1 L2 

LTR 
1.00 
125 
4 

1 
2 

0.3 
0.2 
0.0 
0.2 0.2 
-0.6 -0.6 
1.7 1.7 

3.20 
0.11 
7.03 
0.24 

Westbound 

L 1 L2 

375 

12.30 

B 

12.30 

B 

L1 

L 
1.00 

8 
4 

1.00 

1.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.5 
-0.7 
1.7 
0.6 

3.20 
0.01 
7.15 
0.02 

L1 

258 

9.97 
A 

46.83 
E 

L 

32 

L 

23 

05_ CU+PR (ALT. 2)_AM 

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
CUMULA TIVE+PR (ALT. 2) 

Westbound 
T 

65 

Southbound 
T 

431 

R 

28 

R 

142 

Northbound Southbound 

L2 L1 L2 

TR L TR 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
297 23 573 

4 4 4 
2 2 
5 5 

0.0 1.0 0.0 
0.1 0.0 0.2 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.5 0.5 0.5 
-0.7 -0.7 -0.7 

1.7 1.7 
0.6 -0.1 

3.20 3.20 
0.26 0.02 0.51 
6.57 6.73 6.04 

0.04 0.96 

Northbound Southbound 

L2 L1 L2 

529 273 594 

16.98 9.73 82.46 

c A F 

16.80 79.65 

c F 

HCS+ TM Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:01 PM 
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ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 
IGeriercU .... u.• ... a~•u •;s.: ~.~53, ~~·~;~[~~.,;kn:~fi l~:.:l:;;. ;~•;+,£~;~f§;1;7:(..~~~,~tf:i: /< i;:ti o;. t;.;·c 

Analyst MMF Intersection OS_EX_PM 

Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 

Date Performed 3/2112012 Analysis Year EXISTING 

Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project ID #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 

East/West Street: EDISON STREET North/South Street: SR 154 

Voh..ime AttjustmentS'ana:sitectliiracteristics · .· .... · ··· ·: .. · ·r ··~,z. ., .. ;!··'~~:,,~g;:~,;:~'ff.~, , .. ,:::tf17 ,~~.;·~·:·•1' ;; •.. 'i\.5:·;;.~:~2 
Approach Eastbound Westbound 
Movement L T R L T R 

Volume (veh/h) 124 84 7 5 76 27 
% Thrus Left Lane 

Approach Northbound Southbound 
Movement L T R L T R 

Volume (veh/h) 25 261 19 11 211 98 
% Thrus Left Lane 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 

Configuration LTR LTR L TR L TR 
PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flow Rate (veh/h) 215 108 25 280 11 309 
% Heavy Vehicles 4 4 4 4 4 4 
No. Lanes 1 1 2 2 
Geometry Group 2 2 5 5 
Duration, T 1.00 

1
Satuhn.aun .U"" .j(;;l; ,::.;,. .. ~ ~ .... •·• • "":.~·.: ileet~···c:·~~.+::.:··~ ~. · '!;? ,., .. .,,, WWUII\;:tl •':' ·y.•"':';f~ , .. ,.,, ..• '"'···• ? f';'l's !!'' .. ··:J.•'f'~':~~'~''f:.~l?J.·:~·~;·~'fY:tfi;';!"'i:l~~~·'¥:t'1.;;; .:".~':'~~~~~~ 

Prop. Left-Turns 0.6 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 
Prop. Right-Turns 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.3 
Prop. Heavy Vehicle 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
hLT-adj 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 
hRT-adj -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.7 -0.7 -0.7 -0.7 
hHV-adj 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 
had], computed 0.2 -0.1 0.6 0.0 0.6 -0.2 
Departure.HeadY/ay and Service Time· •·• ;:t ...... ..•... ·.· · >· '''t;·~;:·~'··· .··~ ·, .. f;~: .. ;;: .•. ~ -:-- /;", ;§.>'J:·~·"?'i!::,:·:~ 

hd, initial value (s) 3.20 3.20 3.20 3.20 3.20 3.20 
x, initial 0.19 0.10 0.02 0.25 0.01 0.27 
hd, final value (s) 6.02 6.05 6.58 6.02 6.57 5.84 
x, final value 0.36 0.18 0.05 0.47 0.02 0.50 
Move-up time, m (s) 2.0 2.0 2.3 2.3 
Service Time, 1

9 
(s) 4.0 4.0 4.3 3.7 4.3 3.5 

Capacity arid Level c)f. Service, ·' <.O·· ... \.:,:.: .:•·, •: x·,, • ·. J • '.c •. .. ..•. . .~.· .•·.... • .·• . . • .. ; .• • •• ; • .· •. > { >,, . 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 

Capacity (veh/h) 465 358 275 530 261 559 
Delay (s/veh) 12.39 10.39 9.59 14.00 9.40 14.36 
LOS 8 8 A 8 A 8 
Approach: Delay (s/veh) 12.39 10.39 13.64 14.19 

LOS ·8 8 8 8 
Intersection Delay (s/veh) 13.17 
Intersection LOS 8 
Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™ Version 5.6 Generated: 3/27/2012 1:45PM 



ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

L1 L2 

484 360 

8 8 

13.75 

8 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™ Version 5.6 

c 

05_2014_PM 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
NEAR-TERM (YEAR 2014) 

A c 
17.44 

Generated: 1/29/2014 8:45AM 
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ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

L1 L2 L1 L2 

484 

8 

13.87 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™ Version 5.6 

c 

05_2014+ALT. 1_PM 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
2014+PROJECT (ALT. 1) 

A c 
17.66 

Generated: 1/29/2014 8:56AM 
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ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 
'G~neral.lnlormation· ·:Yc ...•... :··.··· <· .• • .. ·:·· ISitemun•••.al''"''' ··· ; ; .. ; :: ' '.• .... 

••••• 
··········· 

.... · .. •:::.•; 
Analyst MMF Intersection 05_2014+ALT. 2_PM 

Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 

Date Performed 411114 Analysis Year 2014+PROJECT (ALT. 2) 

Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project ID #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 

IEasVWest Street: EDISON STREET I North/South Street: SR 154 

volumeA:rl1u$tmeots anrlsifectiaracferistii~:r·~·"'· ········ ~~"" ~··~,.~,,~ h hOh <d,~» A 
'''' "''' A M~,· 

~ A:h/,''".''' ;A A; A~ ''''-C7<'<··'';'·>'' 

.. ····· . 
Approach Eastbound Westbound 
Movement L T R L T R 

Volume (veh/h) 143 84 9 6 76 32 
%Thrus Left Lane 

Approach Northbound Southbound 
Movement L T R L T R 

Volume (veh/h) 27 291 20 18 246 113 
%Thrus Left Lane 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 

Configuration LTR LTR L TR L TR 
PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flow Rate (veh/h) 236 114 27 311 18 359 
% Heavy Vehicles 4 4 4 4 4 4 
No. Lanes 1 1 2 2 
Geometry Group 2 2 5 5 
Duration, T 

.$atllrllti~;ocav."'u~e·nrw<5r~s'tm;i~~~F:~L ..... , ..•. 
1.00 

Prop. Left-Turns 0.6 0.1 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 
Prop. Right-Turns 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.3 
Prop. Heavy Vehicle 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
hLT-adj 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 
hRT-adj -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.7 -0.7 -0.7 -0.7 
hHV-adj 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 
hadj, computed 0.2 -0.1 0.6 0.0 0.6 -0.2 

~ 
hd, initial value (s) 3.20 3.20 3.20 3.20 3.20 3.20 
x, initial 0.21 0.10 0.02 0.28 0.02 0.32 
hd, final value (s) 6.38 6.48 6.88 6.33 6.83 6.10 
x, final value 0.42 0.21 0.05 0.55 0.03 0.61 
Move-up lime, m (s) 2.0 2.0 2.3 2.3 
Service Time, 1

8 
(s) 4.4 4.5 4.6 4.0 4.5 ~ 

~allacify~aiiB;t; ·~ii .••••.• ~ •• ~i'?~~: . 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 

Capacity (veh/h) 486 364 277 545 268 569 
Delay (s/veh) 13.94 11.15 9.95 16.58 9.78 18.15 
LOS 8 8 A c A c 
Approach: Delay (s/veh) 13.94 11.15 16.05 17.75 

LOS 8 8 c c 
Intersection Delay (s/veh) 15.66 
Intersection LOS c 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:04PM 



ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

L1 L2 

447 

c 
17.19 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

L1 

380 

8 

Intersection 
Jurisdiction 
Analysis Year 

HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 

os_cu_pM 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
CUMULATIVE (YEAR 2030) 

Generated: 1/29/2014 9:20AM 
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ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 
Date Performed 
Analysis Time Period 

L1 

MMF 
ATE 
1129114 
P.M. PEAK HOUR 

L2 

446 

c 
17.30 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

6.0 

L1 

383 

8 

Intersection 
Jurisdiction 
Analysis Year 

05_ CU+PR (ALT. 1)_PM 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
CUMULA TIVE+PR (ALT. 1) 

Northbound 

L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 

267 530 278 522 

8 F 8 F 
14.29 148.21 80.13 

F F 

HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 Generated: 1/29/2014 9:31AM 



ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 
Date Performed 
Analysis Time Period 

MMF 
ATE 
411114 
P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Pro"ect ID #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 

L 

137 

L 
Volume (veh/h) 17 
%Thrus Left Lane 

Eastbound 

L1 L2 

Configuration LTR 
PHF 1.00 
Flow Rate (veh/h) 207 
% Heavy Vehicles 4 
No. Lanes 1 
Geometry Group 2 
Duration, T 

Prop. Left-Turns 0.7 
Prop. Right-Turns 0.0 
Prop. Heavy Vehicle 0.0 
hLT-adj 0.2 0.2 
hRT-adj -0.6 -0.6 

1.7 1.7 

hd, initial value (s) 3.20 
x, initial 0.18 
hd, final value (s) 7.87 
x, final value 0.45 
Move-up time, m (s) 2.0 

Eastbound 

L1 L2 

Capacity (veh/h) 445 
Delay (s/veh) 17.33 
LOS c 
Approach: Delay (s/veh) 17.33 

LOS c 
Intersection Delay (s/veh) 

Intersection LOS 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

T R 

61 9 

Northbound 
T R 

499 31 

Westbound 

L1 L2 

LTR 
1.00 
134 
4 

1 
2 

0.2 
0.4 
0.0 
0.2 0.2 
-0.6 -0.6 
1.7 1.7 

3.20 
0.12 
7.97 
0.30 

2.0 

Westbound 

L1 L2 

384 

14.32 

8 
14.32 

8 

L1 

L 
1.00 
17 
4 

1.00 

1.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.5 
-0.7 
1.7 
0.6 

3.20 
0.02 
7.55 
0.04 

L 1 

267 

10.53 
8 

91.75 
F 

L 

21 

L 

28 

05_CU+PR (ALT. 2)_PM 

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
CUMULATIVE+PR (ALT. 2) 

T 

63 

Southbound 
T 

366 

R 

50 

R 

133 

Northbound Southbound 

L2 L1 L2 

TR L TR 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
530 28 499 
4 4 4 

2 2 
5 5 

0.0 1.0 0.0 
0.1 0.0 0.3 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.5 0.5 0.5 
-0.7 -0.7 -0.7 
1.7 1.7 1.7 
0.0 0.6 -0.1 

3.20 3.20 3.20 
0.47 0.02 0.44 
7.00 7.59 6.88 
1.03 0.06 0.95 

2.3 2.3 

Northbound Southbound 

L2 L1 L2 

530 278 522 

153.96 10.77 84.65 

F 8 F 

149.50 80.72 

F F 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:01 PM 



Existing 
6: SR 246 & ALISAL 

3/30/2012 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 



Year2014 
6: SR 246 & ALISAL 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
Lane Configurations f+ f+ 
)d~aLf't~IAf(VpJ:rpi)S' -1 r- t9oo 19oo - 1 19oo ~19oo 19oq 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
tane-(Jtt[f:acTor/ ~1.oo7~~_ ··1.oo. ·1.otF -- ,-_fo_g-;:c~tQ.OY j:gJI f9'P ·1.oc> -
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.91 
fitPtqte~t~d ', ?T- _-~ q-::,95~"].Q(}c-~J.Od o:95 .--.. 1]Yg >~·;,_: ~g;~5~'''t;'oo •t.f{QO ... 0:9,6·.··. -:f.QO .• 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1816 1736 1827 1553 1736 1661 
FKR~ftl1Jtt~~-:"fi~~~~:;:.~ 71 ;i; ~(}~~5; '~f~pg~_ ]gQQ -· -- tl.9$ '1/;()g.S ~ ·•···· -•--QI7.c~-{1[~a-· ]iQ~f ~/.1:15:- T:q9 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1816 1338 1827 1553 1362 1661 
N'91J.tmercvtitl111i~Zt~~z5~"'7:t -,•";_,;~.2-' s~~,~-- -~tv - 1124~{ ~t~?J;Z~ -~'~:t~:: "72i~-~~~~~~-~1-~J~-: .+"lz~: ; :z~?·'-1§< .-f~ 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
~§r~;EJ9:~t(fm~Ii~fft:l11£1~-~:'3~1!~lfws~~i!?~~~~"~~~A~2j?!~r~~~~£1il~~-~1trl;~~l:Ji~~~~17~a1l~~~~-~~~t1~t¥tf~IIi;~- t~ij~~~~~;~:~~~;~~1i~;~~~f~~ 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 17 0 2 0 0 0 157 0 17 0 
L:~nfi¥(trSSY'Rt~t~Wt;rt~bli1$,,;~~;~~~1W~~1~~:§g:J~~;;,,~~~,~~,~:~;,,:;)f2~~;~,~;~~~;{~~ij:iJ~~~Q':~;~;:~€;l;~:~~l':~t~~~l~I!;}~~.J1'~l'~i?i~f~d;!I£:,~s~~\;:~~:1i~~~~.:linl 
Thm P~ P~ 

~~t1l:i!~~it§l;~g~§1CiJ~;,:: ~IQL§Jr~5i*~~§~§'j:"~'~~.§ ~,.;';:~1Q~~,~~r[~l§~~~:~~'i~~t~~~~~~1l~t:,~~j~~1;~1~"~;;i,i~l~~~t;'1~·~1l,~~~~~;~~1J;jf:.>; ••, ~1 
EffectiveGreen,g(s) 0.8 25.6 25.6 6.0 30.8 17.1 17.1 6.0 17.1 17.1 
~9!Uif~g{9t~I§II!2~l~!~~,,h~~Pi~1[';~Ii~:~t~~!~i':',Ql~~~ 9;19 ~r~p;r~~~~~,~~~:s&s~ ;Jr~Ji'~9.~1i!"~~~~~~~.lf,Qt[,g~~"~i~Pi~~t~§zo:~~~·i£• ·:•f>l 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
~~6J~Iet;f(ert§l(;)l!Vf§)~- .,. ; a.'oc:c~~-Xa;p;;.· ·•.,.:a:o."f . , a._ a.,~ ,~:·~~:@··· ?;t~,A·~~ ·J:tr,aio¥:~~-:~.~~9~:~i;~gaftl~i~· ,. a1ru;~~· a:-o: .. ,·•···· . ,·. ·•. 1 

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 23 771 655 172 921 377 515 154 384 468 
v/S,Ratio prqt> - · 0.01 cd.a4 c0.07 0,21 <Hl1 oto1 0.01 
v/s Ratio Perm 
vtcRatio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progres$lon Fc:~qtpr ----. 
Incremental Delay, d2 
o~taY' <s> · --
Level of Ser\tice 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

0,52 
29.8 
1.00 
19.7 
49,5 

D 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

0.01 
0;&1. 0,02 . 
15.4 10.2 
1,QO . 1.00 
6.3 0.0 

21:7 10;2 
C B 

21.7 
c 

19.5 
0.58 
60.7 

60.6% 
15 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

0.02 
0.71··. -···o;s3, o:ot-
26.5 10.1 16.0 
1.op 1 ,()d 1.00 
12.6 0.6 0.4 
.39.1 1(f7 16.4 

D B B 
16.3 

B 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

0,0~ 
15.8 
1.0(} 

0.1 
15;~ 

B 
23.4 

c 

. ·o.11 
24.9 
1,op 
0.3 

25.2 
c 

B 

12.0 
B 

c0.06 
0.20 0.05 
16.6 15.9 
1.oo· 1.00 

1.2 0.2 
·17.8 -16.0 

B B 
17.2 

B 



Year 2014+Project (Alt. 1) 
6: SR 246 & ALISAL 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
Lane Configurations __ __!L _ .... _ ... 1'+ 'f' ~ t+ 
Jde-alf=Jaw(vpfipl} 19oo 19oo 19oo 196q'_~~19oo . _ 1_9oo 19M =-r9oo ·19oo 
Total Lost Hme (s) 4.o - - -.4:o 4.0 4.o 4.o 4.o 4.0 4.o 
h~ne.OffL r~aor ·- -· ;roo ---- 1.gQ· --_-roo ------·-roo 1.Q<L-1.go · ·· too -- roo 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.91 
flfProt~§:fea- ----0.95 .1.oo 1:0Q ··o.~§c·loo . o~95 ratr Too·. o.9s-·foo 
Satd. Flow (prot} 1736 1827 1553 1736 1817 1736 1827 1553 1736 1661 
flfe~rrilltteg_ .. · ·- ---6:95' -r:aa· ·1J5q __ · __ o"~~ ··1.qo····· ·.o:-7:3 ____ f~()(-J.Q9 -o.1Js- --~'f.oo· 
Satd. Flow (perm} 1736 1827 1553 1736 1817 1338 1827 1553 1362 1661 

Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Perm Over Perm 
~r2tfi9t~~~Rl1~!~~-} ·;;~. 
Permitted Phases 2 
~~!!J~J~&~~~~~if.':<;i{~)~i~{;~·,q;,t;/ 12~.1 ::~g~~'t,. ·r~;2·· ~J3;? ~" :•: '-;~::~s1.~,§:';r 1~:6·~-~; 5:2> :ra.a ·£j~"a \~·,,:_J 
Effective Green, g (s} 0.7 23.7 23.7 5.2 28.2 16.6 16.6 5.2 16.6 16.6 
~it1l~t~9.Jgt<illli{Wifl9(iJ·f~;~.a.gt.·. ,·o::4l ~"o:~t~~': o:~9· ():49·~ · :;;·-~{:1;~9·~~ -oJia; )~.o.·Q~' '{()~~9:~ i.to{~9 ·~~;;J 
Clearance Time (s} 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
v~li!i;:I~:l±'*'terislonJ~t·.;/ 3;o a.o · .a:o· · .a:o •a.tr.; . . . 3.6 - a:o-: a.:o.· '3.() . · a.tr ; .. i 
Lane Grp Cap (vph} 21 753 640 157 891 386 527 140 393 480 
\;Is Rati() Prot 0.01 c0.34 c0.07 0.28 0.01 0.01 0.01 
v/s Ratio Perm 
V/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression· Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
belay(s} · · 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s} 
Approach LOS 

0.57 
28.3 
1.00 
32.5 
60;7 

E 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

0.83 
15.1 
1.00 
7.9 

23.0 
c 

23.1 
c 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE} 

0.01 
0,02 
10.0 
1.00 
0.0 

10.0 
8 

21.1 
0.60 
57.5 

61.1% 
15 

0.02 
0.82 
25.7 
1.00 
26.7 
52.3 

0:56 0.07 

D 

10.3 14.9 
.. 

1.00 1.00 
0.8 0.4 

11.1 15.2. 
8 8 

19.5 
8 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s} 
ICU Level of Service 

0.03 
14.7 
1.00 

0.1 
14.8 

8 
22.5 

c 

0,11 
24.0 
1.00 
0.4 

24A 
c 

c 

12.0 
8 

c0.06 
0.20 0.05 
15.4 14.7 

·1,00 1.00 
1.1 0.2 

16.6 14.9 
8 8 

16.0 
8 

!31 



Year 2014+Project (Alt. 2) A.M. Peak Hour 
6: SR 246 & ALISAL HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

_.)- --+- ..,. .f -+-- '- "\ t !'" '.. ! ..,; 

f+ 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Line UtiL Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.91 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1817 1736 1827 1553 1736 1661 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.73 1.00 1.00 0.75 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1817 1338 1827 1553 1362 1661 
V~ll!fTle (vph) 12 629 30 129 487 19 28 18 177 78 15 23 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj. Flow (vph) 12 629 30 129 487 19 28 18 177 78 15 23 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 18 0 2 0 0 0 161 0 16 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 12 629 12 129 504 0 28 18 16 78 22 0 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Perm Over Perm· 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 3 6 
Permitted Phases 4 2 6 
Ac;tuated Green, G (s) 0.7 23.7 23.7 5.2 28.2 16.6 16.6 5.2 16.6 16.6 
Effective Green, g (s) 0.7 23.7 23.7 5.2 28.2 16.6 16.6 5.2 16.6 16.6 
Actuated g/C Ratio 6.61 0.41 0.41 0.09 0.49 0.29 0.29 0.09 0.29 0.29 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s} 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 21 753 640 157 891 386 527 140 393 480 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.01 c0.34 c0.07 0.28 0.01 0.01 0.01 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.02 c0.06 
v/c Ratio 0.57 0.84 0.02 0.82 0.57 0.07 0.03 0.11 0.20 0.05 
Uniform Delay, d1 28.3 15.2 10.0 25.7 10.3 14.9 14.7 24.0 15.4 14.7 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 32.5 8.0 0.0 27.9 0.8 0.4 0.1 0.4 1.1 0.2 
Delay (s) 60.7 23.1 10.0 53.6 11.2 15.2 14.8 24.4 16.6 14.9 
Level of Service E c B D B B B c B B 
Approach Delay (s) 23.2 19.8 22.5 16.0 
Approach LOS c B c B 

HCM Average Control Delay 21.3 HCM Level of Service c 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.60 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 57.5 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.2% ICU Level of Service B 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

4/2/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

130 



CUMULATIVE 
6: SR 246 & ALISAL 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vpllp!f 
Total Lost time (s) 

· t.ane UtfE Factor ~--
Frt 
.Fftf'ro_tected 

t 1+ 
·-1900- 1900 f9oo - 1960. 1900 

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
n:m · 1.oo foo - f.oo too 
1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 
Q.~§ ·raq Too- o.95 · nm 
1736 1827 1553 1736 1805 Satd. Flow (prot) 

.Flt ~er@Hed ·· ---

satd. Flow (perm) 
____ g~e1r ··roo roo ···a.~§ -J~oo 

1736 1827 1553 1736 1805 
\Jglurne (vph) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
~gJ:,J;tq\11:-(vpfiJ. -~~,- •· .· 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
~~n~ Gi<iOP t'low. <YPH) 
Turn Type 

20 811 ~$ 15~ 6?1 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

aJ~:;~· __ :::~~-; :ts~t::t .a~1 · 
0 0 20 0 5 

____ ·2'o. ~ at~.-· >~1.a>. tsa-;j. ·.·.e:a1 < 

Prot Perm Prot 
:Rf<?(~gt~~ Ph~s~s• 4 
Permitted Phases 4 
f\qW~f~~-Greei'li <3 (s) oi~- 2~.~ g~~?, ~.p @4;4 
-Effective Green, g (s) · 0.8 29.2 29.2 6.0 34.4 
~cWat~~gtc.RaH9·: · O:oJ .·- · oA<t_ .- o:·~~- <to9?; ;o,s4 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
venicle gxterisr&ll(s) · a.d 3.<f '3.o. :to~> aJf 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 22 844 718 165 982 
vis_ Ratio Prot 0.01 c0.45 c0.09 0.38 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s)- · 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

0.91 
31.2 
1.00 

148.5 
179.6 

F 

0.97 
16.5 
1.00 
23.2 
39.7 

D 
41.6 

D 

0.01 
0.02 

9.3 
1.00 
0.0 
9.3 

A 

0.96 
28.5 
1.00 
56.9 
85.4 

F 

0.69 
10.5 
1.00 

2.1 
12.7 

8 
26.3 

c 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
t 'i 1+ 

1900 1900 1900 1900 1966 1900 190Q 
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

roo roo ·t.oo· ·1.oo 1:ao 
1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.90 -- o.95 T~oo ·- 1.oo ·-o:es 1;oo ---
1736 1827 1553 1736 1637 
o.ta ·roo too ·a:?s __ )~ocr· 
1325 1827 1553 1362 1637 

Perm Over Perm 

2 
1tto \-19.0 
16.0 16.0 

/j'> ;<();~5 •. 0.~5 
4.0 4.0 

·- · ._. tto ·s.o- --
335 

0.03 

463 
0.01 

0.12 0;04 
18.2 17.8 
1.00 1.00 
0.7 0.2 

18.9 18.0 
8 8 

25.0 
c 

6 
_a.<r .-~r~.Q t$.QJ. 
6.0 16.0 16.0 

0.-09 i .Q.-25 j).25•_.-.-_.•·- . 
4.0 4.0 4.0 a,o a.o ·· · a:o 
147 345 414 

0.01 0.01 
c0.09 

0.14 0.35 0.06 
26.2 19.4 17.9 
1;00 1.00 1.00 
0.4 2.8 0.3 

26.7 22.2 18.1 
c c 8 

21.0 
c 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length ( s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

31.9 
0.77 
63.2 

HCM Level of Service c 

c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

75.2% 
15 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

12.0 
D 

137 



CUMULATIVE+PROJECT (ALT. 1) 
6: SR 246 & ALISAL 

Lane Configurations 'i 1+ 
ld~al FIC>w (Vphpl) 1 sao 196o - 19-oo 190o · 1eoo 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
LaneOHL Factor foo 1.oo -1.oo 1.oo 1.oo 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 
FlfPro1¢cted o.95 Too - too o.9.6 l.oo 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1805 
~rt Permitted -- · 0;95 · -JCl() -_foo- 9~9~ f.oo 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1805 
Volum~ (Vph) · · 8~1 ·· 38 · '16.4 · 643 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
A~rt.J?l&w(Yl?fit····-> f; .1~~~----·._ --~~§·; 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 20 0 5 
t~n~.:J$'(9J.ip]~l6w (ypfiY- .'~9 is ~21 · 2:-il~4;~~:,~.1§5tfs. $9a; 
Turn Type 
:F'Jptegte9 ~fi~$~~ · 
Permitted Phases 

Prot Perm Prot 

~cr~~t~~-~re~ll:··~ (s~ ·· ·· :q.~_; ~~;~ ' g~.~~-rc;: -~~P- ..... 34,4 
Effective Green, g (s) 0.8 29.2 29.2 6.0 34.4 
rA:~ty~t~a 9l~fRattfi·,.~A'· J)1ot ---<t4E5 t>~ll~:ct.l;·oio9- .. q:a4 
clearance Tirne (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
veh19f~i;~tensiorits> · a.o a.o · a.o , .s.o · · a.o . 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 22 844 718 165 
v/s Ratio Prot . . 0.01 c0.45 c0.09 
v/s Ratio Perm 
V/c Ratio· 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay(s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

0.91 
31.2 
1.00 

148.5 
179.6 

F 

0.91 
16.6 
1.00 
24.3 
40.9 

D 
42.7 

D 

0.01 
0,02 0.99 

9.3 28.6 
1.00 1.00 
0.0 67.9 

.. 

9.3 96.5 
A F 

982 
0.38 

0.71 
10.7 
1.00 
2.3 

13.0 
B 

28.9 
c 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

1900 

t 
t 7' _., 1+ 

1900 1900 19()() 1900 1900 190Q 
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

f.oo 1.q·o- lao J.oo fob · - · - · 
1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.90 
o.95 · 1 ;OO 1.oo o.95 too 
1736 1827 1553 1736 1637 

.· 0.73-T.oo f~() .. Tf75 loa 
1325 1827 1553 1362 1637 

55 . 39 .18 ..•. 22() 12? 15 :34 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
·.·· ~s;:?i ·-'~~, --· 1}f'? ~z~a .,j~2i~;: x.ft$~~~;-~ -~~ 

0 0 0 199 0 25 0 
• (j~~ i'i~g< < 1& . g1 <f-.1~2.:. 24 <,i-~;~~.Q 

Perm Over Perm 
6 

2 
•• : .1a;o 16,(), · a:<h 16.() -• j().() 

16.0 16.0 6.0 16.0 16.0 
> o:25; Q~25 ;:t>.()-9 o.2s ();25 > 

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 · · ·-- a~o a.o ·· a. a a.o a.o , 
335 463 147 345 414 

0.01 0_.01 0.01 
0.03 c0.09 
0.12 0.04 0.14 0.35 0.06 
18.2 17.8 26.2 19.4 17.9 
1.00 1,00 1.00. 1.00 1.00 
0.7 0.2 0.4 2.8 0.3 

18.9 18.0 26.7 22.2 18.1 
B B c c B 

25.0 21.0 
c c 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

33.3 
0.78 
63.2 

HCM Level of Service c 

c Critical Lane Group 

1/30/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

75.7% 
15 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

12.0 
D 

/3f 



CUMULATIVE+PROJECT (AL T, 2) 
6: SR 246 & ALISAL 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane l.Jtil. Facto_r_ ··· · 

Frt 
Fit Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Volume (vph) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) --- - -

RTOR Reduction (vph) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio ··· 
Clearance Time (s) 
Vehicle Extension (s) 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progre-ssion Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay ( s) 
Approach LOS 

1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
0.95 1.00 
1736 1827 
0.95 1.00 
1736 1827 

20 822 
1.00 1.00 

20 822 
0 0 

20 822 
Prot 

7 4 

0.8 29.2 
0.8 29.2 

0.01 0.46 
4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 
22 844 

0.01 c0.45 

0.91 
31.2 
1.06 

148.5 
179.6 

F 

0.97 
16.6 
1.00 
24.5 
41.2 

D 
42.9 

D 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection CapacityUtilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c- .. Critical Lan-e Group 

4/2/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
0.85 
1.00 
1553 
1.00 
1553 

38 
1.00 

38 
20 
18 

Perm 

4 
29.2 
29.2 
0.46 

4.0 
3.0 

718 

0.01 
0.02 

9.3 
1.00 

0.0 
9.3 

A 

33.6 
0.78 
63.2 

75.8% 
15 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

f+ 
1900 1900 1900 1900 

4.0 4.0 4.0 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.99 1.00 
0.95 1.00 0.95 
1736 1805 1736 
0.95 1.00 0.73 
1736 1805 1325 
165 644 55 39 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

-- ----- -- -- ----------

165 644 55 39 
0 5 0 0 

165 694 0 39 
Prot Perm 

3 

6.0 
6.0 

0.09 
4.0 
3.0 
165 

c0.10 

8 

34.4 
34.4 
0.54 
4.0 
3.0 

982 
0.38 

2 
16.0 
16.0 
0.25 
4.0 
3.0 

335 

0.03 

t 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

1827 
1.00 
1827 

18 
1.00 

18 
0 

18 

2 

16.0 
16.0 
0.25 
4.0 
3.0 

463 
0.01 

1.00 
28.6 
1.00 
70.1 
98.7 

0.71 
10.7 
1.00 

0.12 0.04 

F 

2.3 
13.0 

B 
29.4 

c 

18.2 17.8 
1.66 1.00 

0.7 0.2 
18.9 18.0 

B B 
25.0 

c 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
0.85 
1.00 

1553 
1.00 
1553 
221 
1.00 
221 
200 

21 

f+ 
1900 1900 

4.0 4.0 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.90 
0.95 1.00 
1736 1637 
0.75 1.00 
1362 1637 

122 15 
1.00 1.00 
122 ----15--

0 25 
122 24 

Over Perm 
3 6 

6.0 
6.0 

0.09 
4.0 
3.0 
147 

0.01 

6 
16.0 
16.0 
0.25 
4.0 
3.0 
345 

c0.09 
0.14 0.35 
26.2 19.4 
1.00 1:bd 

0.4 2.8 
26.7 22.2 

c c 

c 

12.0 
D 

16.0 
16.0 

. 6.25 
4.0 
3.0 

414 
0.01 

0.06 
17.9 
1.00 

0.3 
18.1 

B 
21.0 

c 

1900 

34 
1.00 

34 
0 
0 



Existing 
6: SR 246 & AU SAL 

3/30/2012 

Associated Transportation Eng {ATE) 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 



Year2014 
6: SR 246 & ALISAL 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
Lane Configurations . . ... ~.. t+ ~ f' ~ t+ 
Ef~~IP:Ic:>W<VliflJ:if)/- - 1.9oo 19oo 1 -190o ·1Mo A9otFlggo. ·19b0.19oo ·19oo 19og 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
L.~n~:Utll?'lra~tdf'' 1,()cf. -i.oo lop Xg·o - TQ.Q. . i;G1,dQT.'].m> . 1.9b . 1~0Q ~roo 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.94 
ftlterote<5ted' . _o;~s . 1.oo. ;t~ol5 ;J5,~s· -·Too :o.~~-~:J.oo ·· :1.oo. <[~~ ~1-.qey·· 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1814 1736 1827 1553 1736 1726 
!=II'P~rmttte'4)".:~r····.··.·.·· ····o.95··· roo :r.oct.. _g-,~s -~1"0Q~•····:r: .... · £~ •. q~iztc:;~c~9.Jt·I;qp ···g;?a·-r;qo:-· 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1814 1306 1827 1553 1332 1726 
M§rtlm~r·<~i?fiJl;!~};:;:·~?(l<~~ y:~$I;Yi;~ 5~.Q·~c r.~~··~~ltt:r:r;:·:: to a .. ,, •. 9'4··~~z:ii~~w::;~··u.·4.~x~:~gtf~··· ·~l~g~> · : ·,41 · ·· •· · ~1 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
~~lml~Wf,¥ri!!IJJJ~~~t~~~~~~.~~i5~~;~.\~i~g~JJ:£{i:~,:i~!:~~~;·~trl~~.·~~&'§:01I:rtt;~;"!Q~IIif~l~t!~!~\J!.~1:yi~~~~~m~lffiJ~i%li~~~~~~;;~4,~;~ ~",;~~~ 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 23 0 2 0 0 0 210 0 18 0 
ll§nE[~J:<lgg!ll~w;''V:fifil~>~;~:·~£~§;~z~~;~9Q:i,\:<~~t;;,1:~J:~~~'Z,t~~·,;£t 4Q";~:~Ji~:i~:O~t1~i~L~i.%Yll~:::!4~:~~~i~~~~~~:;~~·s~t5Jt,fa'~;.~, ;~~ilil 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Perm Over Perm 
lfgi~gfist;~n?~~~;~fr;~f~.~::t~~'~21,,f7t~,~f \~4;' i':~~·r;~,;i:~~;,~':;r~r~~~T; l.~:~;~~i}!l'~.:r}il~ ~;~~i iilt~ ·K~'~~c2.ff~~~;~~~;:;i:0~~lt:Y, ~{~~. U5.;~ :;::0'~1 
Permitted Phases·· 4 2 6 
~tli\I~t~?J,{~t!~rr~~§~r~1~c,;vrr~:r1i§,i.r~~;?~t:z.~!~@~I~i~ tz?;~1~~'1:'~Q.i:1>3j,~. y};;~; ~t::tiJ~?~~~;f~t§J~~~~;~~.ts~~,:~Ji~t~k1¥f:~ ~>1~t~1 •. ····• ·,~}·~~ 
Effective Green, g (s) 1.5 23.7 23.7 7.9 30.1 16.1 16.1 7.9 16.1 16.1 
~~~9lf~~a;gz~i~~tfg7i!~~·~~i~~;~~~:~~i40~i;~~.9~l~s}~'iQ~l;~;· Ko¥~g¥·~~r;; 1: ··~~;:'::v~·Pi~!l;?~;~+~Q;I~i~r~~Q¥1;~:~~~~~?it~,:'Ii<!E~~:1~~~·: ,c,r~.l 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
\t~f:i1al~.e~f~H~ii?nl&ii,,~ >':~:o (··~·· ~~o<r . ····a~<f~,,f·· 0.o~ 0~' a·,o;'::Y· :2c,;='>,~~;o .. "~.·::3:Q;~ :.~;.s,o · .r.~:oc•·· •••.. s;o. ..··.· .. · t 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 44 725 617 230 915 352 493 206 359 465 
Y/s Ratio Prcit · 0.02 o.3,2. co.1o .co.41 o.o2 o,o2 o.o3 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.05 c0.07 
Vic Ratio cU32 0.81. o.o2 .. 0.17 0.81. o.2a o.o9 :o.1.6 0.28 0.10 
Uniform Delay, d1 29.0 16.0 11.0 25.0 12.4 16.8 16.3 22.9 17.2 16.4 
Prograssion·F!3ctor f.oo 1,00 too. t •. oo 1.00 t.Oo 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 69.3 7.0 0.0 14.3 5.3 1.2 0.3 0.4 1.9 0.4 
Delay($) 98.3 23.0 11.0 39.3 17;7 18.1 16.7 23.3 19.1 16.8 
Level of Service F C B D B B B C B B 
Approach Delay (s) 26.4 21.9 21.5 · 18.2 
Approach LOS C C C B 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
.Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE} 

22.9 
0.61 
59.7 

64.8% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

c 

8.0 
c 

If/ 



Year 2014+Project (Alt. 1) 
6: SR 246 & ALISAL 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
Lane Configurations 't t 7' 1+ t 1+ 
Jde~fF~d"'(v~l1err ~J~foQ ~ 19oo 1Mo --19oo -1eoo -19oo - -f9o1Y 19ou 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lan~JJuCFcictor~---- --1:oo roo --1.oo -- fgcr-~ I9( ~- -- - -1.qcr-~-1~oo -_-1_.Q()_ =·f.oo 1.o<r 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.94 
Fit Prqteetecr ___ - _9_.~5 -=J.oo 1.oo_-_o.9s T~()g ----~ --·o]s -1:9·q l~()"ff_]3~95-1~oo--

satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1814 1736 1827 1553 1736 1726 
f=lfP~rrfilHea ___ -- ·- Q.9l~~1.oo · r.oo _-()~95- ~J:go _ -~o~7T-- J:Qo- Ji@~--Q~?~- _ fog 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1814 1306 1827 1553 1332 1726 
V91~m§Nilh)"_·-·· · ·· ---- 25·- eq4···· ··•••··3a 1a1 716 ··-·e'9'' ''43' 2~~ '·--.~-~s. 41··· 24 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
~ai{;~!o~:<~l?oll~t"'~-!~~;~~;~ } :,.t,.,~§ ~~i:9q#~-~ !is ~~ •. : ·- -1 a~_;s :·::'m§. ;;~\1;§Q;:i: •{i.{;~~: :~.,s·~tl~~'-~.t~~;;~l~Jt;~-r!·1J:sJ'~·> -~~ 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 23 0 2 0 0 215 0 18 0 
,l.;'af:le''~rquiJ/~Jgw:<vt>bh ~<Tq$; ;~·~o;t ~~:=;·~-~Jf 1a1·· · .t~Ufc ·-~~&;13~. :t~~·~~ 2 .• ·:.--~~~;;~~i-~El~-~~rL;.•4t2:·r·- ;_q 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Perm Over Perm 
.F>rm~9.f~q:e~;~~~~S:<;·; ;' :;~ 7:},.• ~<4 {~·'> : . 
Permitted Phases 4 
A~tu:a:t~JI@I'~~(l.·{3\(§); F'~S~;~ g~t.t.: -.2:4-rf; t.~:- ~~M'Y ~/.•c 0;~·~16~·1;( ··1.13!t~; 3~.7,';~~.;:6~~3§~1 .. :1e;1·; :'•1 
EffectiveGreen,g(s) 1.5 24.1 24.1 7.9 30.5 16.1 16.1 7.9 16.1 16.1 
~~tllijfe'~.9l§iREiflq)/ .. •Q\@g; .~~01~9 •\o:4o o;j"~~ ~Pi6j/ .. ' ' ... ?f·;.;o,~~-·~ Y9t2~ .. q:f~~~\~:£0~~,- Q.~t:(.: '·Jj 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
V~t:liCI~Ext~n§iofi(s)·•·· s.oY .. a:o ·u3.o·. a.o •-s.o' · _3:0. a.o .a:o.; :to ••a:o 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 43 733 623 228 921 350 489 204 357 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 0.33 c0.1 o cO A 1 0.02 0.02 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) · -
Level of Service 
Approach belay (s) 
Approach LOS 

0.84 
29.2 

. 1.00 
76.6 

105.8. 
F 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

. 0.82 
16.1 
1.00 
7.5 

23;6 
c 

27.2 
c 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

0.01 
0.02 
10.9 
1.00 
0.0 

10.9 
B 

23.6 
0.62 
60.1 

65.2% 
15 

0.05 
0.79 0.81 0.20 
25.3 
1.00 
17.1 
42.4 

D 

12.4 17.0 
1.00 1.00 
5.5 1.3 

17.9 18.3 
B B 

22.7 
c 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

0.09 
16.5 
1.00 

0.4 
16.8 

B 
21.7 

c 

0._16 
23.2 
1.00 
0.4 

23.5 
c 

c 

8.0 
c 

c0.07 
0.28 
17.4 
1.00 
1.9 

19.3 
B 

462 
0.03 

0.10 
16.6 
1.00 
0.4 

17.0 
B 

18.4 
B 



Year 2014+Project (Alt. 2) P.M. Peak Hour 
6: SR 246 & ALISAL HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

_..;. 
-II> 

.,. .( 
.,._ -\... "\ t !'" '. + ..,; 

Lane Configurations f+ f+ 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor · 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.94 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1815 1736 1827 1553 1736 1726 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.71 1.00 1.00 0.73 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1815 1306 1827 1553 1332 1726 
Volume (vph) 36 605 38 182 717 34 69 43 248 99 41 24 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj. !=low (vpil) 36 605 38 182 717 34 69 43 248 99 41 --.24 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 23 0 2 0 0 0 215 0 18 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 36 605 15 182 749 0 69 43 33 99 47 Q 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Perm Over Perm 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 3 6 
Permitted Phases 4 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 1.5 24.2 24.2 7.9 30.6 16.1 16.1 7.9 16.1 16.1 
f:ffective Green, g (s) 1.5 24.2 24.2 7.9 30.6 16.1 16.1 7.9 16.1 16.1 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.02 0.40 0.40 0.13 0.51 0.27 0.27 0.13 0.27 0.27 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 43 734 624 228 923 349 489 204 356 462 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 0.33 c0.10 c0.41 0.02 0.02 0.03 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.05 c0.07 
v/c Ratio 0.84 0.82 0.02 0.80 0.81 0.20 0.09 0.16 0.28 0.10 
Uniform Delay, d1 29.2 16.1 10.9 25.4 12.4 17.1 16.5 23.2 17.5 16.6 
Progression Factor faa 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 76.6 7.5 0.0 17.4 5.5 1.3 0.4 0.4 1.9 0.4 
Delay (s) 105.8 23.6 10.9 42.8 17.9 18.3 16.9 23,6 19.4 17.1 
Level of Service F c B D B B B c B B 
Approach [)~lay ( s) 27.2 22.7 21.8 18.5 
Approach LOS c c c B 

HCM Average Control Delay 23.7 HCM Level of Service c 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.62 
Actuated Cycle Length ( s) 60.2 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.3% ICU Level of Service c 
Analysis Period {min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

4/2/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 



CUMULATIVE 
6: SR 246 & ALISAL 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

Lane Configurations , t 1' , t+ 
ldeart=low (vphpl) · -~ r9d!Y 1-9oo 19oo 19ocr ·1999 19oo 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Cane-oHt:f:aCtor --- - -·lao ·lob · 1.oo nm- foo 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 
l=lfProfectea -- - 6.95-- T.oo 1.oo ·-- ·o.es -- loa 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1803 
fllPermitfecr _ _ - o.95 - 1.oo t:oo o:ss 1.oo -
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1803 
Vqlume (vph) 4.4 · 774 46 226 883 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
~dl\;FJow(YPf\}~;_,;· .. _:c; ... _._-_ ·~.f':;._.·-7-'tff>> ?~~ 22€h _xaaa; 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 27 0 5 
~~n~ Group F;lciw (vr:>hl- •4-4 ?-:t74 · J~ 22e. -•. 961> 
Turn Type Prot Perm 
ProtectecFPhases· 1 · 4 ·· 
~ ~- • • - - ' '. 0 • • • -'. _---- ~' ' ' \- • ~-

Permitted Phases 
~ctu~ted-Gte~nte. <§l 
Effective Green, g (s) 
A9tl.l~ted 91¢,Ratiq'.. -­
clearance Time (s) 
Vehicle Extension (s) 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
V/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) · 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

2.4> 
2.4 

cto~ 
4.0 
3.a··· 

68 
0.03 

0.65 
29.2 
1.00 
19.2 
48.4 

D 

4 
25,6 2~.~ 
25.6 25.6 
Cl'.4g CUt2 

4.0 4.0 
a:o 3.0 
759 645 

0.42 
0.01 

1.02 0.03 
18.0 10.7 
1.00 1.00 
37.7 0.0 
55.7 10.7 

E B 
53.0 

D 

Prot 
3 8 

S;O 31.2 
8.0 31.2 

0.13\ a. sf 
4.0 4.0 
3.0 . 3.() 

225 913 
c0;13 c0.53 

1.00 1.05 
26.8 15.2 
1.00 1.00 
61.1 44.4 
87.9 59.6 

F E 
65.0 

E 

2 
- :!Eta 

16.0 
0.~6 
4.0 
3.0 

336 

0.06 
0,24 
18.0 
1.00 

1.7 
19.7 

B 

HCM Level of Service HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

51.1 
0.82 
61.6 

79.4% 
15 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

t 
t ., t+ 

19()(') -1900 1900 19()d .. 1900 
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

1.od- --1.b(f- f.ob f.bo 
1.00 0.85 1.00 0.93 
f]() f()(f- -0.95 . 1.()() 
1827 1553 1736 1701 
T.oo-· lao - o.73 fao 
1827 1553 1332 1701 

43 '143 41. 3q 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
.4~:r ~~·-Ha >3~ 

0 0 26 0 
.:·4~- -~ 143 -->~() 0 

Over Perm 
. _(3 . 6 .. 

6 
16:Q. 8.0 . 16.() 16 . .Q 
16.0 8.0 16.0 16.0 
(f2$ ()Jtf' ;_(),26 . 0.26 

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
.a.o a.o -· 3.o·· 3.0 
475 202 346 442 

0.02 0.03 0.03 

0.09 
17.3 
1.00 
0.4 

17.7 
B 

23.0 
c 

0.26 
24.1 
1.00 

0.7 
24.8 

c 

D 

8.0 
D 

c0.11 
0.41 0.11 
18.9 17.4 
too 1.00 
3.6 0.5 

22.5 17.9 
c B 

20.9 
c 



CUMULATIVE+PROJECT (ALT. 1) P.M. Peak Hour 
6: SR246 & ALISAL HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

,)-

Lane Configurations "i 
'ideal Flow-(Vphpl) 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 
Lane utiL Factor- 1.00 
Frt 1.00 
Flf Protected 6.95 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 
Fit p_ermfitecf _- -- 0.95 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 
\/olume (vph) 44 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 
fi.o' ~tr· r H)'--.-.- •--------···· -----· J;, ow_ vp . < '44.' 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 
J..~n-~·r;r~oliP .Flow {v!3h>----·- _-•44_ 
Turn Type Prot 
f?re>t~.9f~C:fpha~~§-- --1 
Permitted Phases 
~~tu~t~dGr6ef1,G (s) 2_.4 
Effective Green, g (s) 2.4 
f\,ct~~te(f g/C; Ratio --- q.\)4 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 
VehideExtensi6r1(s~ --_- -- 3.0--

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 68 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 0.65 
Uniform Delay, d1 29.2 
Progression Factor 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 19.2 
Delay (s) 48.4 
Level of Service D 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

--+-

-1960 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 

-- foo 
1827 
f(j(j 

1827 

4 

25.6 
25.6 
0.42 

4.0 
3.0 

759 
0.43 

1.04 
18.0 
1.00 
43.0 
61.0 

E 
57.7 

E 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

.,. .f -+-- ' "\ 

f+ "i ---

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

1.()() 1.00 fQ(j 1.()() --

0.85 1.00 0.99 1.00 
1.00 0.95 1.00 0;95 

1553 1736 1804 1736 
1.ob 0.95 1.00 0.71 
1553 1736 1804 1293 

46 230 891 83 80 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

!f6 .. 230 a~t·: ' 83> ~-~o-~--
27 0 5 0 0 
19 230' 96(L - .;Qf'~ 80. 

Perm Prot Perm -- 3 8 :< 
-

4 2 
25.6 8.0 31.2 _16.0 
25.6 8.0 31.2 16.0 

--
6'.42 0.13 (),51 

-- ------·- \'-6.26 
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 

645 225 914 336 
c0.13 c0.54 

0.01 
0.03 
10.7 
1.00 

0.0 
10.7 

B 

54.1 
0.83 
61.6 

79.8% 
15 

0.06 
1.02 1.06 0.24 
26.8 15.2 18.0 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
65.9 47.1 1.7 
92.7 62.3 19.7 

F E B 
68.1 

E 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

t 

1960 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
roo 

1827 
f()() 
1827 

43 
1.00 
,43 

0 
.43_. 

2 

16;() 
16.0 
().~6 

4.0 
3.0 

475 
0.02 

0.09 
17.3 
1.00 

0.4 
17.7 

B 
23.3 

c 

,... 

'(' 
1900-

4.0 
-

1.00 
0.85 
f.()() 

1553 
f.oo 
1553 
292 
1.00 
-~~~-
232 
ect 

Over 
----3 .. ·_-

-- ··a.o 
8.0 

_6.13 
4.0 

-- 3.0--

202 
0.04 

0.30 
24.2 
1.00 

0.8 
25.1 

c 

D 

8.0 
D 

\. ~ .; 

"i f+ 
1900 1900 190Q 

4.0 4.0 
f.(j() 1.00 
1.00 0.93 
-0.95 {()()-

1736 1701 
·a.73 -- f()() 
1332 1701 

143 41 3~ 
1.00 1.00 1.00 

:1:43 ___ '41 .. ~§ 
0 26 0 

.143. -50 0 
Perm 

6. 
6 

16.0 16;0 
16.0 16.0 
0.26 0,26 

4.0 4.0 
--

3.0 3.0 
346 442 

0.03 
c0.11 
0.41 0.11 
18.9 17.4 
1.00 1.00 

3.6 0.5 
22.5 17.9 

c B 
20.9 

c 



CUMULATIVE+PROJECT (ALT. 2) P.M. Peak Hour 
6: SR 246 & ALISAL HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

_..J __.,. .,. .f 
.,.__ '- "\ t r \. + ..,; 

Lane Configurations 1+ 1+ 
.Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.06 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.93 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1804 1736 1827 1553 1736 1701 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.71 1.00 1.00 0.73 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1804 1293 1827 1553 1332 1701 
\foLume (vph) 44 789 46 231 892 83 80 43 292 143 41 35 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
AdJ. Flow (vph) · 44 789 46 231 892 83 80 43 292 ... 143. 41 35 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 27 0 5 0 0 0 232 0 26 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 44 789 19 231 970 0 80 43 60 143 50 0 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Perm Over Perm 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 3 6 
Permitted Phases 4 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 2.4 25.6 25.6 8.0 31.2 16.0 16.0 8.0 16.0 16.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 2.4 25.6 25.6 8.0 31.2 16.0 16.0 8.0 16.0 16.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.04. 0.42 0.42 0.13 0.51 0.26 0.26 0.13 0.26 0.26 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 68 759 645 225 914 336 475 202 346 442 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 0.43 c0.13 c0.54 0.02 0.04 0.03 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.06 c0.11 
v/c Ratio 0.65 1.04 0.03 1.03 1.06 0.24 0.09 0.30 0.41 0.11 
Uniform[)~lay, d1 29.2 18.0 10.7 26.8 15.2 18.0 17.3 24.2 18.9 17.4 
Progression Factor 1.00 foo 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 Too 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 19.2 43.4 0.0 67.1 47.4 1.7 0.4 0.8 3.6 0.5 
Delay (s) 48.4 61.4 10.7 93.9 62.6 19.7 17.7 25.1 22.5 17.9 
Level of Service D E B F E B B c c B 
Approach Delay (s) 58.1 68.6 23.3 20.9 
Approach LOS E E c c 

HCM Average Control Delay 54.4 HCM Level of Service D 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.83 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 61.6 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 79.9% ICU Level of Service D 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

4/2/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 



Existing 
7: SR 246 & ALAMO PINTADO 

3/30/2012 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 

1'17 



Year2014 
7: SR 246 & ALAMO PINTADO 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
Lane Configurations 7' __________ 'L t t+ 
JC:l~~f'loW(vpJiPir 9oo 19oo- 19ocr 19ao 19oo ~19oo -19oo -:tsoo 1soo 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
~@'EiPlHiFagtgr~~ -- - too- foo - f.oo -1])o _ 1:CtC>} ~1.otr .. t.QQ. ;;t&Q- - too t:ocr 1;QQ 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.94 1.00 1.00 0.85 
fJfPh~t~<;:t~d- ~ - -QJ)5 -.roo -r.ocf ~ct95 -too --1~oci· Q:95:. t~oo o_~~$. f.oo Loo 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1827 1553 1736 1709 1736 1827 1553 
Eiflf~fm-"'Het'f"'·~c;---c-.-------- 0'95-.--.• -1-od --r.oo o,_g_-_5_-_·· 1:o_ o __ -c--_ -1_?._-_o __ ·o_·_:: __ .•~•-~o_ ._;7_-_s_-_'_·-_1_. __ -_._-_b_-_--_o __ -. ___ ._•_ -_:••_-- ·a ___ -·. __ 7_-._-__ 5 __ --_--_-_-__ ---_1_-_-~_o_-o 1_:o __ o_·_ c':s.L~---- J r· -: :: <; .•< ·._·~----·· - ____ _ _ ___ _ ___ _ _ _ _. __ _ 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1827 1553 1376 1709 1367 1827 1553 
~QIQm~"XY'Pbr'~;~,--: ~-&-- • 2.??- J>22 :1s;· ·--~-;.4t:t -~t§£~ij-?f::.~·-r:a~~-,>;·;~(3~-n1:~~.:------ 1 .1~9, 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
~~1tll~~t;~reff1W~t-~tr~tts;:'1~[q7;ar;~;§'~gi;~ ,a.:5~;g ~~~:,::~:::~-J- t~~'l~_;£~-1~1~%i~i~~ft§'!~t,;i~1r'ttr~t~~2:'t~r~~J~~~~~~;il~1~~~~~;-;i;·7;'i' :,I~~ 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 7 0 102 0 4 0 0 0 165 
-~~n!t!ILtiYR~6l§~~(fl?f5l:'V:4':~~~.§£~~'f.;g?2C. :'.~~~Ke:<~i; ,Wtt ';i~i~$~~0it~~~~~~~;ig~amq~;;:;,~,!·:.ol;.~rj~!~4'•:: :·• •... :._J. •••;;.~-·~~ 

~~1\l~l~!Ii~t~~m~~:;f§l; f'f~lQl~ :~z:§Q;J .·~g .. fi'··~:: ,Q:a'; ·.~1.,:2~: .• 9i~~1}~~; ·1:~a~,~ ~~-z~1&Fi:· .. ; .. :. ~,jq,j~·x,,r;t~{t t1Q:,~ 
Effective Green, g (s) 10.3 30.7 30.7 0.8 21.2 21.2 17.1 17.1 17.1 17.1 10.3 
t&91(lif@.~9t~\li~!l~t~~*~~·; o:,~'~; o:qt. o;~1ll~i {);9:t•i· ro.~~\ ;io·;~~:;~ to·;~~j;~·; o~~~~,~;'_;~·~0:~'~ ;.o)~~2~;~:<n~~·· oi-'~ 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
~~bicle&xfM~1Ro(s};; ··sat <<a.o - a.o .; >a.~o. . 3~d . "·~~o .. - as<U? ua:oi:() • ·•· ··:. a.d a:o. ~:d 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

20.0 
0.57 
60.6 

62.2% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

c 

8.0 
8 



Year 2014+Project (Alt. 1) 
7: SR 246 & ALAMO PINTADO 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
Lane Configurations ~ t ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ 
Jdeai El()w(vpl'ipJ) 
Total Lost time (s) 
t~ne Qlitt=a:-etor ···· 

1900 1960 1QOO --19,6(t- 1900 1$00 .• f9oo 1905 1900 1900 1900~- J~OQ 
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

U:io· f.6o t.oo- --r;po Jibo r.ocF T()() .too - -- - Too ·n:>o- l~6o 

Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.94 1.00 1.00 0.85 
FltRri)t~c;!ed•· 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
:Fiir~rm~tfJ~r· ·· · ·· 

o.9s .. too ·1.oo --o~ss '1:qo. t.oo ... o.ss~ -1,oo 6.95 -1JiD- _-foo 
1736 1827 1553 1736 1827 1553 -1'736 1709 1736 1827 1553 
6.95 to6. 1:oo --J1~Qs t~o.o· __ EQq·;:~-crts• · 1~oo· <I7~ -t9Cf -1:-oo 

Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1827 1553 1376 1709 1367 1827 1553 
· 23~5 'ag~_··· ~teyc···· '8·u: lf99 >'l~~{··· ef·~ ·····a·· '1$~· ·-··t ··· tfJS, 

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
~~11~~J§~;{~'P~1~~~Jil~·~i~:~ ~9~.-s ,~g~r- ,r·~%;!~~;{~; 7Ft~·;r:!'?~(4§t§.~~~~f~;f§~~~~{~(i~~;~r~~~i~~Ji'''"• ·f~-~~§'::·~ d:·;; ?i/ ~:t~~ 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 7 0 0 105 0 4 0 0 165 
:Gan~]~cai.YiitafliwJvt>J'fF;· •• 23l~ :ie~$·-• .:~~\~a::. ·• ;i.6iiz~~-~~4~e. d:';, q~£¥~~~~".:~"'J~~;u~{~~1:o;<, · .J3E>;;,,_ J/l.. .i$4. 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Perm Perm 
P:f~t~:9I~~l~6~~~K, ···,-··· . 
Permitted Phases 
~~f[aJ~:iif§t~"~n.T~J§Ji 10:3',. ·~1.Q 
Effective Green, g (s) 10.3 31.0 
~et~·~tS,f1''9l@z~~JICf~.~zy-;; ··-· oi1P/· ;:>o!?t 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 
V~hlq(~ ~xten•ston'{s) · • · . s.o -·· ~.o 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 294 930 
vts Ratio Prot c0.14 ·- 0.34 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/cRalio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay(~) -
Level of Service 
Approach Delay ( s) 
Approach LOS 

0.80 
24.3 
1.00 
14.1 
38.4 

D 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
.c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

0.68 
11.2 
1.00 
2.0 

. 13.1 
B 

19.8 
B 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

.31lQ _ •.0.8\;c ;Q1,5? 21~5~ ~itZA ·.tz:f •. <. 

31.0 0.8 21.5 21.5 17.1 17.1 
o:stt. o:.oP: Ht~s'~~ p~~§~ ·{:<r.~a c~f.4~· : : >< 

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
· .a.o ·· a.o ·• )'3:o 3.ot a;o >::a.o · 

791 23 645 548 386 480 
o.oo co:27 0;0~ 

0.00 0.04 0.00 
0.01 0.35 0.77 0.11 0.02 0.02 

7.4 29.8 17.5 13.2 15.8 15.8 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
0.0 8.9 5.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 
7.4 38.7 23;0 13.3 15.9 15.9 

A D c B B B 
20.8 15.9 

c B 

20.3 HCM Level of Service c 
0.63 
60.9 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 

63.3% ICU Level of Service B 
15 

Perm Over 

384 513 263 
0.00 0.02 

c0.10 
0.35 0.01 0.13 
17.5 15.8 21.5 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
2.5 0.0 0.2 

20,0 15.9 21.11 
c B c 

20.9 
c 

Iff 



Year 2014+Project (Alt. 2) A.M. Peak Hour 
7: SR 246 & ALAMO PINTADO HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

..)- -+ t f 
.,._ -\... "\ t I'" \. + .ttl 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
LaneOtii.Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.0Q 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.94 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1827 1553 1736 1709 1736 1827 1553 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.75 1.00 0.75 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1827 1553 1376 1709 1367 1827 1553 
Volume (vph} 235 630 15 8 491 164 6 8 6 137 7 199 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj~·Fiow{vph) 235 630 -15 8 497 164 6 8 6 137 7 199 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 7 0 0 106 0 4 0 0 0 165 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 235 630 8 8 497 58 6 10 0 137 7 34 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Perm Perm Perm Over 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 6 7 
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 10.3 31.1 31.1 0.8 21.6 21.6 17.1 17.1 17.1 17.1 10.3 
Effective Green, g (s) 10.3 31.1 31.1 0.8 21.6 21.6 17.1 17.1 17.1 17.1 10.3 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.51 0.51 0.01 0.35 0.35 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 O.H 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 293 931 792 23 647 550 386 479 383 512 262 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.14 0.34 0.00 c0.27 0.01 0.00 0.02 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.04 0.00 c0.10 
v/c Ratio 0.80 0.68 0.01 0.35 0.77 0.11 0.02 0.02 0.36 0.01 0.13 
Uniform Delay, d1 24.4 11.2 7.4 29.8 17.5 13.2 15.9 15.9 17.6 15.9 21.5 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 foo 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 14.5 2.0 0.0 8.9 5.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 2.6 0.0 0.2 
Delay (s) 38.9 13.2 7.4 38.8 22.9 13.3 15.9 16.0 20.2 15.9 21.8 
Level of Service D B A D c B B B c B c 
Approach Delay (s2 19.9 20.8 16.0 21.0 
Approach LOS B c B c 

HCM Average Control Delay 20.4 HCM Level of Service c 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.63 
Actuated Cycle Length ( s) 61.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.4% ICU Level of Service B 
Allalysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

4/2/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng {ATE} 

/ 



CUMULATIVE 
7: SR 246 & ALAMO PINTADO 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

Lane Configurations ~ 
Ideal Flowfvphpl) · · ···19oo 
total Losftime(s) 4.0 
La.ne util. FaCtor 1.oo 
Frt 1.00 

t 
f9()() 

4.0 
1-:go 
1.00 

r' 
1900 

4.0 
1.66 
0.85 

r' 
1 1900 .. 

4.0 4.0 
1.09- 1.00 
1 .00 0.85 

t 

~ t+ ~ t 
1900 1900 1900 19()0 19ao· 

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
1.00 f.bo-· 

----

-Too f.Ob 
1 .00 0.92 1.00 1 .00 

flr?rotectecl 6.95 ·· 1;oiY . ·1.00 0.95- 1.00 1:06 
-

0.95 ·1.ocr-- · 0.95 {()5 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1827 1553 1736 
F'lfPerrriiffecl -· -o.95 
-- -- -·-

roo ·1.og 0.95.- lao- td() 0.15 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1827 1553 1378 
Volume (vph) ··•· 219 · tQ37 1.0 14 801 197 9 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
~9J~ii11C>W:Cvl:ib)I::::~6 • ••••..•. ,~;19\ tos't'f; ' ··'· ,';/,,•/ .,_ ".1Q· ····~t~~:;i <eol'?{!:;J~~:·· ····~ .. ··. 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 5 0 0 109 0 
t;i:tn~ t3roU~>:f::!9'W'lVP~) • · .. 2JQ · 1()~7.:~. .r/~ · ..•. t4:z~. '(8() 1t;;L :. 88;,. .. .. .9 ,.·.\ 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Perm Perm 
Pf9teqt~~ Ph~.~~!i( t. . 
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 
~~~@t~cf@fe:~oiG. ( $) 7, 0 . . 34:.4 3£f;.4• (){{j' ~~;2 ·~~.2~!2 1a:o. 
Effective Green, g (s) 
~¢tuat~.d ~l:9R@{ 
Clearance Time (s) 
\i:ehid~ E>deri~l()rt<s> 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
vic Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) · 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay ( s) 
Approach LOS 

7.0 34.4 34.4 0.8 28.2 28.2 
. o;:H .o:54> o.s~ :. ();()j::l 9:45· :~ PI4q: 

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
. 3,() 3.() ~0 3.0 ~.Q . 3.() < 

192 994 845 22 815 
c0.13 c0.57 0.01 OA4 

1.14 
28.1 
1.00 

107.9 
.136.0 

F 

1.04 
14.4 
1.00 
40.5 
54.9 

D 
68.5 

E 

0.00 
0.01 

6.6 
1.00 
0.0 
6.6 

A 

0.64 0,98 
31.1 17.3 
1.00 1.00 
47.5 27.1 
78.6 44.4 

E D 
38.2 

D 

693 

0.06 
0.13 
10.3 
1.00 

0.1 
10.4 

8 

16.0 
oT2s.·· 
4.0 
3.() 
349 

0.01 
0.03 
17.7 
1.00 

0.1 
17.9 

8 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

50.4 
0.88 
63.2 

HCM Level of Service 

c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

84.7% 
15 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

1679 
1.00~ ... 

1679 
6 

1.00 

5 
a: 

16A, 
16.0 
o~2s·· 
4.0 

a:o • 
425 

0.00 

0.02 
17.7 
1.00 

0.1 
17.8 

8 
17.8 

8 

7 
1.00 

0 
"O 

D 

8.0 
E 

1736 1827 
- - 6.15 ··-

f:oo 
1368 1827 
183 5 

1.00 1.00 
.183''•; "i$±~ 

0 0 
.·· .. 18$/? •... ·• ··$'~·· 
Perm 

6 
16.o: ~1f?.Q. 
16.0 16.0 
tt25'' ·o::2$. 
4.0 4.0 .. 
3.0 :·. 3;(} 

346 463 
0.00 

c0.13 
0.53 0.01 
20.4 17.7 
1.00 1.00 
5.7 0.0 

26.0 17.7 
c 8 

25.8 
c 

r' 
190Q 

4.0 
1.bg 
0.85 
fQQ 

1553 
t]q 
1553 

2171 
1.00 

9~111 
193 

•.. 24 
Over 

11 

7.6 
' ~J ,j 

7.0 
0 .. '111 

4.0 
·····a.a 

172 
0.02 

0.14 
25.4 
1.00 

0.4 
25.8, 

c 

/ST 



CUMULATIVE+PROJECT (ALT. 1) 
7: SR 246 & ALAMO PINTADO 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
Lane Configurations . . .'f' "1 t+ 
ldeal_f=IQ~{vphpl) 1900 19dO 1900 1901f 1900 1900 1900 1900 1906 19oo 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
LaneotiLFador · 1.oo 1.oa 1.oo nm {oo 1.oc> · 1.oc:f ·· locf roo 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.92 1.00 
F=lfProteded o.9s too faa - cn~s T.oo foo o~95 - -1~oo - - -t:U~5 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1827 1553 1736 1679 1736 
flfPermlUecf ·· o:9s too 1.oo - o:9s ·roo 1.oo·~ o~t~_ Too ··-c>:ts 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1827 1553 1378 1679 1368 

Turn Type Prot 
:F>iof~~f~q f'ha_s~~·· 
Permitted Phases 
Act@t~~er~eiJ, G(s) ·· · 7X>. :34;4 
Effective Green, g (s) 7.0 34.4 
~cty~ted g'!tfRaUo ······ · oi1J.: (>,54 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 
VehicleExtEmsiori(s) .··. a:o 3.b 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 

192 994 
c0.13 c0.51 

v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

1.14 
28.1 
1.00 

107.9 
136.0 

F 

Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

1.05 
14.4 
1.00 
42.4 
56.8 

E 
70.0 

E 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

Perm 

4 
34.4 
34.4 
0.54 

4.0 
3.0 

845 

0.00 
0.01 

6.6 
1.00 

0.0 
6.6 

A 

52.7 
0.88 
63.2 

85.1% 
15 

Prot 
3. 

0.8. 
0.8 

o.bf 
4.0 
3.0 
22 

0.01 

0.64 
31.1 
1.00 
47.5 
78.6 

E 

Perm Perm 
8 2 

8 
2a.2 .2~;~ 1$:.o\ , 16:9 
28.2 28.2 16.0 16.0 
o:4s · o:4tk o.~& o;~s 

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
s:o ... 3.0. 3;() 3;0 

815 693 349 425 
0.45 0.00 

1.00 
17.5 
1.00 
32.7 
50.2 

D 
42.8 

D 

0.06 
0.13 
10.3 
1.00 

0.1 
10.4 

B 

0.01 
0.03 
17.7 
1.00 

0.1 
17.9 

B 

0.02 
17.7 
1.00 

0.1 
17.8 

B 
17.8 

B 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

8.0 
E 

Perm 

6 
·16;b 
16.0 

t(),2~ 
4.0 
3.0 
346 

c0.14 
0.53 
20.4 
1.00 
5.8 

26.2 
c 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1827 
1.00 
1827 

5 
1.00 

1900 
4.0 

1 ~oq 
0.85 
1.0Q 
1553 
1.Q_g 

1553 

211: 
1.00 
217! 
193 
24 

Over 
••t; 

t6.o to 
16.0 7.0 
o.25 d.HI 

4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.Q 

463 172 
0.00 0.02 

0.01 
17.7 
1.00 
0.0 

17.7 
B 

25.9 
c 

0.14. 
25.4 
1.00 
0.4 

25.8 
c 

/S~ 



CUMULATIVE+PROJECT (AL T, 2) A.M. Peak Hour 
7: SR 246 & ALAMO PINTADO HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

...J -+ ... -("" 
.,._ ...... "\ t r \.. + ..; 

Lane Configurations ft 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 190Q 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
LaneUtil. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.92 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1827 1553 1736 1679 1736 1827 1553 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.75 1.00 0.75 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1827 1553 1378 1679 1368 1827 1553 
Volume_ (vph) 219 1045 10 14 821 204 9 6 7 186 5 217 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj: ffOw(vph) 

------ -- - ---------- ---- --

-186 . 211: 219 1045 10 14 821 204 9 6 7 5 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 5 0 0 113 0 5 0 0 0 193 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 219 1045 5 14 821 91 9 8 0 186 5 24 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Perm Perm Perm Over 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 6 1 
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 34.4 34.4 0.8 28.2 28.2 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 7.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 7.0 34.4 34.4 0.8 28.2 28.2 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 7.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.54 0.54 0.01 0.45 6.45 0~25 .. 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.11 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 192 994 845 22 815 693 349 425 346 463 172 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.13 c0.57 0.01 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.0~ 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.06 0.01 c0.14 
v/c Ratio 1.14 1.05 0.01 0.64 1.01 0.13 0.03 0.02 0.54 0.01 0.14 
Uniform Delay, d1 28.1 14.4 6.6 31.1 17.5 10.3 17.7 1i7 20.4 17.7 25.4 
Progression Factor ~.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

-
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Incremental Delay, d2 107.9 43.0 0.0 47.5 33.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 5.9 0.0 0.4 
Delay (s) 136.0 57.4 6.6 78.6 50.8 10.4 17.9 17.8 26.3 17.7 25.8 
Level of Service F E A E D B B B c B c 
Approach [)elay (s) 70.5 43.3 17.8 25.9 
Approach LOS E D B c 

HCM Average Control Delay 53.1 HCM Level of Service D 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 63.2 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.3% ICU Level of Service E 
J\llalysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

4/2/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

;53 



Existing 
7: SR 246 & ALAMO PINTADO 

3/30/2012 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 



Year2014 
7: SR 246 & ALAMO PINTADO 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
Lane Configurations t '(I "i '(I "i 1+ "i t _ '(I 
fde<iliFT()wJvpT}f:>l) 1 f9oo 19oo- 19oo 19oo. 19oo 1eoo- 19cio- 1Mo 19oo t9oo 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
LaneQtlCFacf()r- too Too 1,oo- J.()o -~f~oo- 1;oo J.oct f.oo 1.oo _tQQ 
Frt 1.oo 1.oo o.85 1.oo 1.ocf -6.85 - Too o.94 1.oo 1.oo o.85 
flfPfofe:ae-a~~-~~ -·--- o.95 roo too ·- o.M' •.1.oo --:-·tgo'- o:95 1.oo -- o.95 _1.o9 --f.oo 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1827 1553 1736 1716 1736 1827 1553 
Ef[~er!J1Jtfe(t:;--~- - - ct9s--1.oo 1.oo .9~~9 · t;o<r 7loo- _-Q,Zfi 1:oo - - o:12 1.oo ---]~oo 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1827 1S53 1736 1827 1553 1362 1716 1315 1827 1553 
VQl!im~:W~>.b)'2~< . • r~.11· . 5$€? . 25_' · ··-~~ ·::~91 1~2: .:~Z:t' . ; ~~~r 23; ·.·. 190 -·. Hf ~E?5, 
Peak-hourfactor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
~9J1~~1iwJ~vRfili~~J~;j~l.;;~~? .~~-~~~-~ s~Jf ;:;~~~~ .;,~J:~~;~o.~~~-O~r:l·~~~~~ii~ ~~i~i~~ili' ~;~~~:~!~~:z,~2~-- ~~P~< •--~r~; ~-a~~ 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 12 0 0 115 0 17 0 . 0 0 307 

. ~~n~~~t<iil~;aJii:WiJftf)h>z:r ;z~f;:~-:~s.a .;c.Ja:~. x:1;JlZi~~~~O.t~Jl:;i~,;:~3: ~)~~;~~!~~~·-·.: ~-.41i~J~fi.f~fot .• :~J~OY,~~ ,;Ja~;', ;:sa 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Perm Perm Perm Over 
.~r:9r~~r~~~etf~~~ti:;;~·'i,. 
Permitted Phases 
:f{~f~itqa:~~t~~il~"~t(~)~~' t4QJQ)~~· ~~,_4;~ ~.~~·~{, ,:~tt[f ;·g'!·~gL~,;,gi£fg"~'o~~~~Q'·~;::;{1Zc.Q~:l'i·; ·). +;. 11~0J 1t.Q,. -~lg,g 
Effective Green, g (s) 10.0 33.4 33.4 0.8 24.2 24.2 17.0 17.0 17.6 17.0 10.0 
~~f~§ll~·9t~a~n~·~r:i .. >oa~x'?~i5st ·.o~~~J;' -:c<>i-<t1t',- :9;~~~~~q;~~:~~,·-l~~!l~~ .o~~1i~;{, ,.~.- .t• 1o;~r:.:. p;g~·~;~~.q;1§ 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vetllcl!'i~xt~ns.iP'fu.lM ·· u .a .. o ;a:o·. -·· · a.tt> .3;0': i- a.o5'< 'a.o~. ·;r~:o c ;~:o;c; · · a;tr<.' :a.o 's.o 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

26.9 
0.78 
63.2 

74.2% 
15 

0.05 0.03 
0.81 0.12 0.10 
18.0 12.6 17.4 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
11.0 0.1 0.6 
29,0 12~7 17.9 . 

c B B 
25.3 

c 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

0.0.9 
17.3 
1.00 

0.4 
17.7 

B 
17.8 

B 

c 

12.0 
D 

c0.14 
0.54 
19.7 
1.00 
5.7 

25.5 
c 

;;r-



Year 2014+Project (Alt. 1) 
7: SR 246 & ALAMO PINTADO 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 

~~~r~~~~i[v~w~~T~\ 19_ocl 19ob 1 · 19o~'~ 19oo -19o~~-19()~ ··r~iot 19oo 19oo 19o!--r 
Total LosHime(S} 4.o 4.o 4.o 4.o 4.o 4.o 4.o 4.o 4.o 4.o 4.0 
b~neutn:F8~forp-· -1oo--1.oo f.oct · f:oo ··• 1-Qo- 1.oti. t;oo--T.()q: _ ·too fdf-_1.fig 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.94 1.00 1.00 0.85 
P'lFI?t<>tecs~if''}-, / o.95 -I:otf' 1{QO __ <J~9~ J~og -··1;Qo · o.~~:'JJ)Q~~-- c>:9s ·ygcr·- rga, 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1827 1553 1736 1716 1736 1827 1553 
E:l~P~filii!f~~-~~·· -OT95~1:oo fo~r·_a~e$ 'f.Q:cv~rP.cr~. g.zsc:-•rp_Q'___ . g.?2 •roo~·-l,oo 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1827 1553 1362 1716 1315 1827 1553 
Y<i!Ym~(vppJt~:··,··>· cc'·g~t··.··!?t~- · :25 ~a·t.919> '.tE~ct· --.,~1;':'/~~w ;~2$ 1Mg .. 1a;• ~s~ 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
~5Jf~ff{q~·~'il}~)~fP1~~~~~~,--:~;~~@~g~R·"·spd~lJ;t;Jt 4§'-i~· ":1'P:t~~~~- ·e-~-~~~:.t~1:~Q-~~7·~;;~;t~¥~~~~~i ;.:~~!'·~~-~;~ -.•. •.}~~;~,;,: -ll~~~i~~~fS:§~ 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 12 0 0 117 0 17 0 0 0 307 
lf~61i •. ~~g~lfYl:&f!iiwltYRI:it/,:c:5f2i70fi~i·'.a~J3.t·: ~~·:J3·:~-·. .·;~.~.<:, §1~:.·;:'·" .~;.·t~;ti.i.~~· ~z~~";'~JKt4t:t1i·J;,, ~i£Q!~ ·-··•··-f~§ ;::{ . .-!. .1 &Y:~":~"~5~ 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Perm Perm Perm Over 
R'tqt~g!~@!Et@§~~·'·' ·· ···· · '1/.{it0.: '/?l4•:': ··· ·····• , .. ·.<3':?;-.~> .·a·;·:······ ··· ;~~,~ ·;?:.~2:·.. ~ ............ . 
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 
~9!PijJ~a.~@i~~fi~~~~J~r.:. -~H>~Q.; ~!lt · ..• ~8:tt;~.:"; OJ8·s.~g4'.~ i'~24i'~' -····~1tiQ:/~;.1't•Qi.:. c ·-~tt:)o :-l?<<tc: ·}1QiQ 
Effective Green, g (s) 10.0 33.4 33.4 0.8 24.2 24.2 17.0 17.0 17.0 17.0 10.0 
~9I4a!ft~~~t~~R~tfgt'~.: .. :(mt~' 'Oi~§ ::x .• Q;§~i, y?_(>;gf1:t .. @;~~ ~;·•~;a~ . . <0;·2V{i~·z·of~t:~}'•.!::.--···· J>~~1V;ctf2t~·( oaE 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
VE~fild~e*t~fj§:[<fi)Js) . ·. ;;;3~0 · a:;o·.< :to. / $.0 ;a.o . na:o · §.b ;dJa.o . 3J) .a.o / a.Q 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 275 966 821 22 700 595 354 491 246 
v/s Ratio PrQt · c0.16 0.34 o.oo c0.34 0.01 0.04 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 
v/cRatio 0.99 0.64 0.02 
Uniform Delay, d1 26.5 10.6 7.1 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 49.8 1.4 0.0 
belay (s) 76.4 12.0 7.1 
Level of Service E 8 A 
Approach Delay (s) 31.0 
Approach LOS C 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

27.4 
0.79 
63.2 

75.1% 
15 

0.36. 
30.9 
1.00 
9.9 

40.9 
D 

0.88 
18.2 
1.00 
12.8 
30.9 

c 
26.8 

c 

0.05 
0.12 
12.6 
1.00 
0.1 

12.7 
8 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

c 

12.0 
D 

c0.15 
0.55 
19.8 
1.00 
6.1 

26.0 
c 

0.04 
17.1 
1.00 

0.1 
17.2 

8 
24.3 

c 

0.23 
23.3 

·1.0Q 
0.5 

23.1 
c 

/;--? 



Year 2014+Project (Alt. 2) P.M. Peak Hour 
7: SR 246 & ALAMO PINTADO HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

..)- ___... 

"" 
-('" 

.,.._ -\.. 
"" t /"' \.. + ../ 

Lane Configurations 'i t 7' 'i t 7' 'i f+ 'i t 7' 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900· 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 · f.oo 1.00 1.00 1:06 f.oo 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.94 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1827 1553 1736 1716 1736 1827 1553 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.75 1.00 0.72 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1827 1553 1736 1827 1553 1362 1716 1315 1827 1553 
Volume (v~h) _ .. 271 617 25 8 621 191 37 34 23 197 18 365 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj: Flow-(vph) ··-- · 271 617 25 8 621- 191 37 34 23 197 18 365 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 12 0 0 118 0 17 0 0 0 307 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 271 617 13 8 621 73 37 40 0 197 18 58 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Perm Perm Perm Over 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 6 7 
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 10.0 33.4 33.4 0.8 24.2 24.2 17.0 17.0 17.0 17.0 10.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 10.0 33.4 33.4 0.8 24.2 24.2 17.0. 17.0 17.0 17.0 10.0 
Actuated glt R.aHo · 0.16 0.53 0.53 0.01 0.38 0.38 0.27 0.27 0.27 6.27 0.16 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 275 966 821 22 700 595 366 462 354 491 246 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 0.34 0.00 c0.34 0.02 0.01 0.04 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.05 0.03 c0.15 
v/c Ratio 0.99 0.64 0.02 0.36 0.89 0.12 0.10 0.09 0.56 0.04 0.23 
Ulliform Delay, d 1. 26.5 10.6 7.1 30.9 18.2 12.6 17.4 17.3 19.9 17.1 23.3 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.0Q 
Incremental Delay, d2 49.8 1.4 0.0 9.9 13.0 0.1 0.6 0.4 6.2 0.1 0.5 
Delay (s) 76.4 12.0 7.1 40.9 31.2 12.7 17.9 17.7 26.0 17.2 23.71 
Level of Service E B A D c B B B c B c 
Approacb Delay (s) 31.0 27.0 17.8 24.3 
Approach LOS c c B c 

HCM Average Control Delay 27.5 HCM Level of Service c 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.80 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 63.2 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.3% ICU Level of Service D 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c -Cfitical Lane-Group 

4/2/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 



CUMULATIVE 
7: SR 246 & ALAMO PINTADO 

., t t 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 

7' ., 1'+ ., t Lane Configurations 
ideal Flow -(vphpl) 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane-DtH.Faetor ·· 
Frt 

1900 1eoo- 1 1900 190() 
--

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Fit Protected­
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Flf Permlfted 
-~~ - -

Satd. Flow (perm) 

Yoti.Jme (Vph) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
;AQJi'f;:tpw·.(vt>fil~ · 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
~~.oe§roup'flow <YJ?Ht 
Turn Type 

.~fot~a~d eh~§~~ 
Permitted Phases 
~~tg~t~g <3r~en, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
i£\ctuat~a g/OR_ M<f; . - -- - - ~ ' . - - - - ' -

Clearance Time (s) 
welli9te E:xterl$lon ts> 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
lncrem~ntal Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

4.0 
1.QO 
1.00 
0~95 
1736 

·-0.95 

1736 
263. 
1.00 
26~ 

0 
; 2(i3. 

Prot 
1 

.. 8.o· 
8.0 

0,12 
4.0 

·.·. 3.0 

204 
c0,15 

1.29 
30.1 

.1.00 
161.8 
191.9 

F 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/30/2014 

4.0 
1.00 
1.00 

-- --r:oo 
1827 
too 

1827 
902 
1.00 
-9oz 

0 
. 902 

4 

38A 
38.4 
0;56 

4.0 
3.0 

1029 
0.49. 

0.88 
12.9 
1.00 
8.5 

21A 
c 

58.9 
E 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
-

1.-00.- 1.00 
.. 

1~00 - 1.0Q_ 1.00 
--

1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.97 
0.95 ····1.00 'fbb 0.95 T:oo 

1553 1736 1827 1553 1736 1781 
.. 

-:nocr- o:9s~: lad Too 0.74 f.b() 
1553 1736 1827 1553 1360 1781 

;21 -~~r-·· 974 160 48 .40 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

•.•.•. _.:gt·-;\;• <:.·~1J3_~~ ;/97~; ~Z~1SO· 
••/,>_-\',/'v 

·'•48 40<~ 

9 0 0 87 0 6 
... -~~f~C: ,'; ~-tf? ~--·· 974 .• 

'.?;.{'J •... Air ..-.42: 
Perm Prot Perm Perm .. 

2 
8 2 

~$.:~L : ().§-· 31;2 31.\:2 t7.<:F 17.0 
38.4 
0,~~--

4.0 
3,0 • 

874 

0.01 
0.01 

6.6 
1.00 

0.0 
6.6 

A 

65.4 
1.06 
68.2 

96.2% 
15 

0.8 31.2 31.2 17.0 
O;~)Ji~ b .. 4€h.-· 0.46 0.2$ 

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
.3.0 -.•. 3.0 3.0 3.0. 
20 836 710 339 

0.01 c0.53 
0.05 0.04 

0.80 1.17 0.10 0.14 
33.6 18.5 10.5 19.9 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

110.1 87.2 0.1 0.9 
143.7 105.7 10.6 20.8 

F F 8 c 
93.0 

F 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

17.0 
•·• .• ().25··-··· 

4.0 
3.0 

444 
0.02 

0.09 
19.7 
1.00 

0.4 
20.1 

c 
20.5 

c 

_8 
1.00 

,;;/a 
0 

. ,.o. 

E 

12.0 
F 

4.0 
roo --

1.00 
0.95 
1736 
0.73 
1326 
'247 
1.00 

.'24'Z 
0 

>247 
Perm 

6 
.. •·t:t .. o··· 
17.0 

. 0,2~. 
4.0 
3:() 

331 

c0.19 
o:7s 
23.6 
1.00 
14.2 
37.8 

D 

4.0 
1.00 
1.00 0.85 
lbo- fdQ 
1827 1553 
1.00 

- roq 
1827 1553 

20 3~~ 
1.00 1.00 

··79 29*~ 
0 285 

... 2Q~~i> ;~a 
Over 

--6/ 

11;(t a.o 
17.0 8.0 
0.25' J;};1~ 

4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.Q 

455 182 
0.01 0.02 

0.04 0.21' 
19.4 27.2 
1.00 1.00 
0.2 0.6 

19.6 2'7.8 
8 c 

31.7 
c 

/51 



CUMULATIVE+PROJECT (ALT. 1) 
7: SR 246 & ALAMO PINTADO 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
1+ Lane Configurations 

Ideal Flow -(vphpi) -­
Total Lost time (s) 
LaneUtil. Factor -
Frt 

1 -1 1 1900 1900 1900 1900 . 190() 1900 . 1900 
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

_j~oo - 1.oo 1.oo 1.oo too -roo foo roo fob too 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.85 

'F'If ProteCted o.9s too o.95 - 1.oo too o.95 1.oo o.95 roo 1.oo 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1827 1736 1827 1553 1736 1781 1736 1827 1553 
f:U -,:lE!fmlttea · -- _ - -- o.95-- 1.oo o:95 too Too- o.74 ~foo ---<f73 T.oo IPQ 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1827 1736 1827 1553 1360 1781 1326 1827 1553 

Turn Type Prot 
.erot~gted,v~~~~~~ ·-· 
Permitted Phases 
~cl~~tect;@reeQ, P3 (sf:·--- 8;o · 
-Effective Green, g (s) 8.0 
A§Wat@ 9/~J~afli:i:~ .. ' o.1~:-
clearance Time (s) 4.0 
veHicle.Extensle>o(sf 3.o 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
V/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) -
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

204 
c0.15 

1.29-
30.1 
1.00 

161.8 
191.9 

F 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/30/2014 

922 '2,1 16 986 164 4? 40 ·-··~ . 25~ . ~(j 323 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
r~2~ 0: -~"·?~1!'1: l9> : 9~6 :. 1-Q"~:r; ·· ,4? : ~£5~9~ ;.l";:~·; ;2s~_;;; :r •. ·.~~:~~~ ~~3 

0 9 0 0 89 0 6 0 0 0 285 
~922 2};,,;~;t~<: 7 -jg .,. :. 986 ; 7~ . 46 _>;42: • ., ' •t • .Q, 2530 5~;£·2~! .<38 

0.90 
13.1 
1.00 
10.2 
23.3 

c 
59.8 

E 

Perm 

~~,4 o:a ·· 31.,2 . 
38.4 0.8 31.2 
JI;§~ <to.L2 oA6> 

4.0 4.0 4.0 
a:0 a.o 3.o 
874 20 836 

0.01 c0.54 
0.01 
0.01 0.80 1. 1.8 
6.6 33.6 18.5 

1.00 1.00 1.00 
0.0 110.1 93.0 
6.6 143.7 111.5 

A F F 
97.8 

F 

Perm Perm 

0.05 
0.11 
10.5 
1.00 

0.1 
10.6 

B 

2 
1(Q.{• 1;7;9 
17.0 17.0 
o.2s: <o:25 

4.0 4.0 
3.0 ; 3.() 
339 444 

o:o2 
0.04 
0.14 0.09 
19.9 19.7 
1:00 1.00 
0.9 0.4 

20.8 20,1 
c c 

20.5 
c 

67.7 
1.07 
68.2 

HCM Level of Service 

97.1% 
15 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

E 

12.0 
F 

Perm Over 

.11.o . -t~.o·· /~.q 
17.0 17.0 8.0 
0. . 2' 5 ;_ ()_·.-.·2_··. 5_·_ _·,. ___ ·-··· 0_ ·._·_ .. 1_-_.o_· __ ' ·' -_; 'I 

4.0 4.0 4.0 
-a:o . 3.6 a.o 
331 455 

c0.19 
0.76 
23.7 
1.06 
15.4 
39.1 

D 

0.01 

0.04 
19.4 
1.00 

0.2 
19.6 

B 
32.3 

c 

182 
0.02_ 

0.21 
27.2 
1.00 
0.6 

27.~ 
c 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

Iff 



CUMULATIVE+PROJECT (ALT. 2) 
7: SR 246 & ALAMO PINTADO 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Totai_Losttime (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frt 
Fit Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Volume (vph) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
AC!J. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 
Vehicle Extension (s) 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay ( s) 
Approach LOS 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1736 
0.95 
1736 
263 
1.00 
263 

0 
263 
Prot 

7 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1827 
1.00 
1827 
923 
1.00 
923 

0 
923 

4 

8.0 38.4 
8.0 38.4 

0.12 0.56 
4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 

204 1029 
c0.15 0.51 

1.29 0.90 
30.1 13.2 
1.00 1.00 

161.8 10.3 
191.9 23.4 

F C 
59.8 

E 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

4/2/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
0.85 
1.00 

1553 
1.00 

1553 
21 

1.00 
21 

9 
12 

Perm 

4 
38.4 
38.4 
0.56 
4.0 
3.0 

874 

0.01 
0.01 

6.6 
1.00 

0.0 
6.6 

A 

68.0 
1.07 
68.2 

97.3% 
15 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1736 
0.95 
1736 

16 
1.00 

16 
0 

16 
Prot 

3 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1827 
1.00 
1827 
988 
1.00 
988 

0 
988 

8 

0.8 31.2 
0.8 31.2 

0.01 0.46 
4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 
20 836 

0.01 c0.54 

0.80 1.18 
33.6 18.5 
1.00 1.00 

110.1 94.0 
143.7 112.5 

F F 
98.5 

F 

1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 

1.00 1.00 
0.85 1.00 
1.00 0.95 
1553 1736 
1.00 0.74 

1553 1360 
165 48 
1.00 1.00 
165 48 

90 0 
75 48 

Perm Perm 

8 
31.2 
31.2 
0.46 
4.0 
3.0 
710 

o:o5 
0.11 
10.5 
1.00 

0.1 
10.6 

B 

2 
17.0 
17.0 
0.25 
4.0 
3.0 

339 

0.04 
0.14 
19.9 
1,00 

0.9 
20.8 

c 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

f+ 
1900 

4.0 
1.00 
0.97 
1.00 
1781 
1.00 
1781 

40 
1.00 

40 
6 

42 

2 

17.0 
17.0 
0.25 
4.0 
3.0 

444 
0.02 

0.09 
19.7 
1.00 

0.4 
20.1 

c 
20.5 

c 

1900 1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 

1.00 . 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
0.95 1.00 
1736 1827 
0.73 1.00 
1326 1827 

8 254 20 
1.00 1.00 1.00 

8 254 20 
0 0 0 
0 254 20 

E 

12.0 
F 

Perm 

6 
17.0 
17.0 
0.25 
4.0 
3.0 

331 

c0.19 
0.77 
23.8 
1.00 
15.6 
39.4 

D 

6 

17.0 
17.0 
0.25 
4.0 
3.0 

455 
0.01 

0.04 
19.4 
1.00 

0.2 
19.6 

B 
32.5 

c 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
0.85 
1.00 
1553 
1.00 
1553 
323 
1.00 
32~ 
285 

38 
Over 

7 

8.0 
8.0 

0.12 
4.0 
3.0 
182 

0.02 

0.21 
27.2 
1.00 
0.6 

27.8 
c 



Existing 
8: SR 246 & REFUGIO 

3/30/2012 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 

/~! 



Year2014 
8: SR 246 & REFUGIO 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
Lane Configurations J+ _ _ _ _ _ f+ f+ 'i f+ 
J~eaLFlo\\fl\I_RfiPl) 1 190() 19oo 19oo- ; ,1 ~per 19oo f9bo - -190t5 19oc~ 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
t::anetHIFFaEtor': .• J,oo U5cf ------ ·-- ~I~aa---·_ I.otF --1.A'i- _ ~J.qo --- ~rqa·:--
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.87 
tlfProtect~a~: ~"~- · ·_ · o.Q5. t.·oo _ _ _ Q.~§ ---J~oo:'~ o~9s .. · JJ.Qo :. "~ ' · · · ~a~~~ -JJm~ 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1801 1736 1790 1736 1671 1736 1597 
ff'I(Rerrr!iff~4~:~01~·;c;;c·•-•• ··o.95' 1;cJJo• ---_--::<>.~§-~;ocF·:z-~7 -

0 

::q~§~ _•-;J:&gg:·{r>c•·,- ·-···-o~-71'--I~og•-···---·. 

Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1801 1736 1790 1046 1671 1306 1597 
~9lQJil~1<vRJi1;~.0~·~ri;~;z5c~l -~~:1~ot· •·c49~ .. 4~ · ?~.·· · a$trl -~-:~?-~~;.; ,~---·~Q_Q; .~':,~~-: ~;:§7-~;-.;a~~9- ; ~ ~:Tc~··, ·1.~11 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
}{mJl~r~~:r~B:t!lll~i&!~~~~~ri~~rlti:~~!~»!~~s~ .'4:£;~-.- c:·:~e; ~--?~~tg~~~§~~~1t~~"i~~-if~~l!~~~~u~~ii~t~~~1J~(Qf£ic~~~~~~i~~~1~:1J 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 10 0 0 25 0 0 128 0 
w~o:~r~r:&v~[&:I~wJ,:tvP~1I?i~cJ1~9~1i:~~~~I~;~~~~;; '?;c>.:~i: .< 2&g;~~;;~.&QJ5~~~:'"~~ti::~-iit~;~~Q:~~~t~~~~~~~!ff'"0~~oi~· .. r·tt:di~;Q~~~.~K~10:0!f!$I~~~·····a 
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm Perm 
Rt'§~~§!~~;~~i"i~i!~~;~ .. :~~·-~;;;;~:;;'b"t. !&i:j:ri4)\~; .. f.t; .... -••.•.•. ·.~···· :•~ };.J.tl~t:;.~.~if~}-i~!~~.;. ;•p~~~~~f_£i~§~~~r~:~;: "''"'i ~~·i~·~~~~~~".§r:;"§i·f*f.~- -·•·•1 
Permitted Phases 2 6 
~~ill~t~gT~r~~:~t~~R§l~~+! ;~~~§~~;;~~f~gf~,v<r~>t ~;'"·' ,:1'~4 .;'t~fi~.;~~~r~~!z11i' :•;,tz~:~g~.3~11:~·~:??'~~ 5t~M~~;~~ii1;~'i~:~. ·~5~Zr _s. c:J 
Effective Green, g (s) 6.9 22.8 1.4 17.3 17.7 17.7 17.7 17.7 
~4Iv~t~~Ji9!~ii§U§'ti~~i ·so~1~Y"'t;;~~g~ ~c:·~·~; I. •·i~~~W{f':~ii?IQI~~ft~;:~i; i~;:~ .•<lt~~~z~~t~~;;~~A@.~,: I;~-9.~~~~~ :~z§:~k01·t~' · 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
v~Hict~,~xt~o§I4n:<~F/ +~.or .·;~:o; ··•· · · · · a.o.5·/a;o. ; ··-··>.•.:•~$;o:··;:a·,ll·~{.- ···.-:s~s~Q;;~~<.a.ot: , ·: : 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 222 762 45 575 343 549 429 524 
VIs RcaUQ ~rot · · co.oa c0.28 0.02 0.21 0,02 o.o.a. 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.05 
vic ftc3tio . · 0;63 o .. 65 o.e2 o.66 o.14 o.ot 
Uniform Delay, d1 22.3 12.4 26.0 15.8 12.8 12.5 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.()0 too 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 5. 7 2.0 23.8 2.8 0.9 0.3 
Delay(s) - · · ··· ·· 28.0 1404 49 .. 8 18.6 13.6 12.7 
Level of Service C 8 D 8 8 8 
ApproacllDelay(s) 17.4 20.7 13.1 
Approach LOS 8 C 8 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

17.2 
0.48 
53.9 

60.7% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

8 

8.0 
8 

c0.08 
0.?6 
13.3 
too 
1.4 

.14.7 
8 

0.19 
13.0 
1.00 
0.8 

13.8 
8 

14.1 
8 



Year 2014+Project (Alt. 1) 
8: SR 246 & REFUGIO 

Lane Configurations 'i t+ 
1cie~l F=low(Vpl'lf:>l) ·· ·· 19oo · 19oo· 
totaJLost time (s) 4.0 4.0 
,kan~~UJICF'a'Cfof- 1.oo · laO 
Frt 1.00 0.99 
F'ItP:rotec:tea - - -~ · o.95 ··· T.oo · 
sata. -Ffow (prot) 1736 1802 
EJJFI~I'rJ'lUted ------ 6~95 1.oo 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1802 
WP19.m~·JvJ>~r: J4o 466···· 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 

1900. 

~~Ji~l9Wk(Ytitil&2~;~-~·i;~~ \1/:fQ~•.· 466' " ...•. ., .• " .. 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 
fan~~~rQYRRiqwX~l>tir· ... ;1~(F .··so7;-. 
Turn Type Prot 
~l9t~it~cteb.~~~s·\~~\- · ~·· ••···•.1 · ' ···· 
Permitted Phases 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
'i t+ 'i t+ ..... ~. t+ 

190Q 190Q 1900 19Q{f 19QO .. 1~00c 1900 1900 19QQ 
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Too 1.oo 1.oo. -- f.oo 1.oo Lob 
1.00 0.98 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.87 
6.95 ·. 1 :()() .. <f95' ·1_.(){)~ Cl.95 1.00 
1736 1788 1736 1671 1736 1597 
· o~~5. _ tCIQ o.st- J:oo o.71 • 1.06 
1736 1788 1044 1671 1306 1597 

28 . 3~~1 . :' ;:.§~;~ ., '4!;) ·~-' . 28 37 112 ' 3( ' . -1~11 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

;·t~~'z'!t ;'f:~~ 
0 25 129 0 

~:1fe~<It~).%::f.;:~9;~:~~-~~-.<t9• ·. '. 9~-i~ ii 4,Q 
Perm 

~~ro~t~ff;~t~~6~i~~(~),vt.;_:_6A f2~.f ,~;.··:: • :'l1;ft> .1_§:~; X• ~{~1:ti~:!~~;~~1:l~7{ -1101· ··;c"·-l 
Effective Green, g (s) 6.4 23.1 1.4 18.1 17.7 17.7 17.7 
~~ilf~t~~t~!~R~f!Q'i£~:S£~: 'c:O.if~.·· .. (>;:43.£:' :~'i <, .. o.g~ ~;0:~~;-~Jt~ <h;\~.%Q:~?:~~;<.g;3~i. • '.{ ,~,t~~:, 0 .. 3$<'. +'·._c] 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
vet;ifcle.s?Ctensloo·(s)· , ; > a.o · 3J> •. ·.·••••·· .•. ·.·• ·. a:t1 . aio •-···· <); .. a:or · a~o/ · ··· .. u a:o... · a.o .. 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 205 768 341 546 426 522 45 597 
v/s Ratid Prot cO.OB c0.28 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.23 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Pelay(s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay.(s) 
Approach LOS 

0.68 
22.9 
1.00 
9.0 

32.0 
c 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

0.66 
12.4 
1.00 

2.1 
14.5 

B 
18.2 

B 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

17.7 
0.49 
54.2 

61.1% 
15 

0.62 
26.1 
1.00 
23.8 

0.69 
15.6 
1.00 
3.3 

0.05 
0.14 
12.9 
1.00 

49.9. 18.9 
0.9 

13.8 
B D B 

20.8 
c 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

0.07 
12.6 
1.00 
0.3 

12.9 
B 

13.3 
B 

B 

8.0 
B 

c0.09 
0.26 
13.4 
1.00 

1.5 
. 14.9 

B 

0.19 
13.1 
1.00 
0.8 

13.9 
B 

14.3 
B 

/?J 



Year 2014+Project (Alt. 2) A.M. Peak Hour 
8: SR 246 & REFUGIO HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

..)- ......... ...... .( 
.,._ '-

"" 
t I'" \.. + ..; 

Lane Configurations f+ f+ f+ f+ 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Otil. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.87 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1802 1736 1788 1736 1671 1736 1597 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.57 1.00 0.71 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1802 1736 1788 1043 1671 1306 1597 
Volume (vph) 140 469 47 28 364 60 49 28 37 113 37 191 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj. Flow (vph) 140 469 47 28 364 60 49 28 37 113 37 191 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 11 0 0 25 0 0 129 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 140 510 0 28 413 0 49 40 0 113 99 0 
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm Perm 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 6 
Permitted Phases 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 6.4 23.2 1.4 18.2 17.7 17.7 17.7 17.7 
Effective Green, g (s) 6.4 23.2 1.4 18.2 17.7 17.7 17.7 17.7 
Actuated gtc R.aHo ·· 0.12 0.43 0.03 0.34 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s} 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 205 770 45 599 340 545 426 521 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.08 c0.28 0.02 0.23 0.02 0.06 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.05 c0.09 
v/c Ratio 0.68 0.66 0.62 0.69 0.14 0.07 0.27 0.19 
L.Jniform Delay, d1 23.0 12.4 26.2 15.6 12.9 12.6 13.5 13.2 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 9.0 2.1 23.8 3.4 0.9 0.3 1.5 0.8 
Delay (s) 32.0 14.6 50.0 19.0 13.8 12.9 15.0 14.0 
Level of Service c B D B B B B B 
Approach Delay (s) 18.3 21.0 13.3 14.3 
Approach LOS B c B B 

HCM Average Control Delay 17.8 HCM Level of Service B 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.49 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 54.3 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.3% ICU Level of Service B 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

4/2/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 



CUMULATIVE 
8: SR 246 & REFUGIO 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
f+ "'i f+ Lane Configurations . .. "'i f+ f+ 

JCfeaiF'16w (vphpl) · ····· 19oo 19oo ·· 19do· 19oo f9oo ·· 19oo 
"'i 

1900 196() 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
LaneUtil. Factor · 1.66 f.oo· 1.60 {oo 
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 
FffProtected ... o:9s T.otf ... o.95 .... too 

Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1793 1736 1782 
F,lfPermitted -· ·cn~s fo<f . ():95 1.oo ·-
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1793 1736 1782 
Volutil~ (vph) 256 71? 100 • 40 552 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
'A.··':i\.··_:F· ·lo"'w·· ·-~(-v'' ·. ·h·)··_·_ ... · ·: · ~_:5· .. ·6_·_-•. --· ·· ..,.1 .. 5. · · _-•. -.. 1 •.. -.o-.·•·o:.-~ .•. i_._; • ··.4--... ··_o··_:_ ·,_ •. _- ''5 ... 5. 2· · · ·· P~L'""'' ..... R ,, " .. . . ., •. __ ; _;; .·. . .. '· ....... ;,; ·'" 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 8 0 0 11 
;c:~ri~l~fout>FioW (vpiJ).~; 256/ Mecrz:,__ ;co:{~ .·t4o .. 6so:, ··-· 
Turn Type 
f?fotected Phases 
?<'-- :·>"'-"';,.v;,K.(y/,\•, ··'''--'-"'.\•.: _ _, _ _: _ __ ' __ :_ 

Permitted Phases 

Prot , .. 1 

~9!~at~d~reen,·G (s) 9.o · · 32~7; 
Effective Green, g (s) 9.0 32.7 
~9t9~ted.f)tQ·R~tlo< .o.t4·. o:s2···-. 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 
vetllcfe E:xlen$lort(s) ·· 3.d 3.o 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 251 941 
Ills Ratio Prot c0.15 cOA5 
v/s Ratio Perm 
V/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

1.02 
26.6 
1.00 
62.0 
88.7 

F 

0.86 
12.8 
1.00 
7.8 

20.6 
c 

36.9 
D 

Prot 
f3 

~§:.?,'i: 
.6 25.3 

. · ..• ' :, t>.o3 •-- . ol-4~ 
4.0 4.0 
3;0 . 3.0 .·.·. 
45 724 

0.02 0.36 

0.89 
30.3 
1.00 
91.4 

121.7 
F 

0.90 
17.3 
1.00 
13.8 
31.1 

c 
36.3 

D 

4.0 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1736 
0.45 
820 
·-.§1'. 
1.00 

4.0 4.0 4.0 
r.oo too 1.oo 
0.91 1.00 0.88 
too · o.9s.- f.oo 

1658 1736 1615 
f. 00 . . 6:71 . -~~. Oo 

1658 1296 1615 
.28 45 16~· 60 204 

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
~a.; .. ·· 45· ,(J8~-~~-· · ao~· . Q,~t1 

0 33 0 0 152 0 
: i f3 1 :: • .4o.• · o >tP~t. tl2 .'~g."g 
Perm 

1.~.0 .. 
16.0 

".().26 
4.0 

/3;() 
211 

0.10 
0.38 
19.1 
1.00 
5.2 

24.3 
c 

-~ •. 

16,Q; .. 
16.0 
0.2~ 
4.0 

. 3.0 
426 

0.02 

Perm 

6 
·1a.o Hto 

--·-: _ _,.::..." 

16.0 16.0 
i'oi2~ o:~a 

4.0 4.0 
3.0 . 3;0 
333 415 

0.07 
c0.13 

0.09 0.50 0.27 
17.6 19.8 18.5 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
0.4 5.4 1.6 

18.1 25.1 20.1 
8 c c 

21.3 22.1 
c c 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length ( s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

83.4% 
15 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

8.0 
E 

c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 



CUMULATIVE+PROJECT (ALT. 1) A.M. Peak Hour 
8: SR 246 & REFUGIO HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

...1' __. .,. .f 
.,._ -\... "'\ t ,.. \.. + .I 

Lane Configurations "i 1+ 1+ "i 1+ "i 1+ 
l~eal Flow_ (vpllpl) - 1900 1900 1900 1900 ... 19b(f 1900 1900 1900 .1900 19oO .1900 f900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lan-e lJtii: Factor 1.oo· 1.00 roo f.d(j 1.dd 1.00 fo-6 ·1:oo 

--

Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.88 
FJf Proteetecr 0.95 fda 

--- -- (f95- 1.66 --- 0.95 lao -f.()() 
--

0.95 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1794 1736 1781 1736 1658 1736 1615 
Flff:>ermlttecf 0.95 loa - -(f95- f(j() bAs 1:oo 0.71 1.6() 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1794 1736 1781 819 1658 1296 1615 
\joiUnie (vpfi} 256 723 100 40 57§ 45 204 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
~gJ; ni<iW (\[g~)}"s~ : --- _. 2$6/ .143 '1.0(f, 40--·· 57& ;';4~7 ·2()4 

~ " " '" ; " ~ 

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 8 0 0 11 0 0 
L~ne Gre>utFP:Io'~iNf:>n) - > 2o6 815. a.·-·- AO --~80····-

(j .-·-•. Q 
Turn Type Prot Prot 
F>r9tect6(J :rn~~~~ _ ._ 1 4 .3 8 6 
Permitted Phases 2 6 
Aetll~t~d <;r~~ilf(3(s)- 9.0 32.8. .1;6 2sA. 16:0 . -1$.() .. 16.() 16.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 9.0 32.8 1.6 25.4 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 
Aotuatea gtg R~flo bA4 0.53 . 0.()3 •. 0.41- 0.26. ;(j,26 0.26 6.26 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension ~s) 3.() :f() -- 3.0 3.0 3 .. 0 3.0 3.0 3,0 

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 250 943 45 725 210 425 332 414 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 c0.45 0.02 0.38 0.02 0.07 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.10 c0.13 
V/c Ratio 1.02 0.86 0.89 0.94 0.39 0.09 0.51 0.27 
Uniform Delay, d1 26.7 12.9 30.3 17.7 19.1 17.7 19.9 18.5 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 63.3 8.3 91.4 19.5 5.3 0.4 5.5 1.6 
Delay (s) 90.0 21.2 121.7 37.3 24.4 18.1 25.4 20.2 
Level of Service F c F D c B c c 
Approach Delay (s) 37.5 41.9 21.4 22.2 
Approach LOS D D c c 

Average Control Delay 35.0 Service D 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76 
Actuated Cycle Length ( s) 62.4 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.0% ICU Level of Service E 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 



CUMULATIVE+PROJECT (AL T, 2) A.M. Peak Hour 
8: SR 246 & REFUGIO HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

..)- __...,. .,. .f +- '- "\ t I" \. + ..; 

Lane Configurations 1+ 1+ 1+ 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util: Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.06 1.00 ·1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.88 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1793 1736 1781 1736 1658 1736 1615 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.45 1.00 0.71 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1793 1736 1781 819 1658 1296 1615 

Volume (vp_hl .. 256 715 100 40 579 116 81 28 45 171 60 204 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj. Fiow-(vph) 715 100 40 579 .116 81 

- .. 45 f?T 204 256 28 60 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 8 0 0 11 0 0 33 0 0 152 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 256 807 0 40 684 0 81 40 0 171 112 0 
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm Perm 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 6 
Permitted Phases 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 9.0 32.8 1.6 25.4 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 9.0 32.8 1.6 25.4 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio · 0.14 0.53 0.03 0.41 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 250 942 45 725 210 425 332 414 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 0.45 0.02 c0.38 0.02 0.07 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.10 c0.13 
v/c Ratio 1.02 0.86 0.89 0.94 0.39 0.09 0.52 0.27 

-- - - ---

L)niform Delay, d 1 26.7 12.8 30.3 17.8 19.1 17.7 19.9 18.5 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 63.3 7.8 91.4 20.6 5.3 0.4 5.6 1.6 
Delay (s) 90.0 20.5 121.7 38.4 24.4 18.1 25.5 20.2 
Level of Service F c F D c B c c 
Approach Delay (s) 37.1 42.9 21.4 22.3 
Approach LOS D D c c 

HCM Average Control Delay 35.2 HCM Level of Service D 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.82 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 62.4 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.2% ICU Level of Service E 
An£l!¥s.is Period (min) 15 

-. 

c Critical Lane Group 

4/2/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

/01 



Existing 
8: SR 246 & REFUGIO 

3/30/2012 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 



Year2014 
8: SR 246 & REFUGIO 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
Lane Configurations 1+ 'i 1+ 'i 1+ 1+ 
lcle~(J=row(vpnpf)>i 1 19oo t9oo 19cm--19oo Jeoo :19do.--19oo -19oo .. Hloo 1.90b 19M 
fatal Lost tfllle (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
,L.a-ne:mlkF~Ctqr ---1]ftr 1.oo focr f.op ,, \1}~().- f.oo · nro - 1.oo 
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.86 
clfPfotect~~ ... .. -c)J3ir- l.oo .... ().95- 1.0Q· • ' .. (f95- :1~0.0. cf95 roo .. 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1814 1736 1793 1736 1675 1736 1574 
fiit~~fmJlleCf "'' ·· ·· · c:-o,9s roo o.95 ~- J.Q~· ' ; ·a:&r 1io9. a:?'$ · 1 ~()o 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1814 1736 1793 1123 1675 1340 1574 
Y9l~Jn~.I.V!5hl~t?'''i' · .17::3 · 't58f ,. , .. 2a · g~~· .§~g\ >,::§Jr· · a2.~n~ ";16 ···get · sa' J3 1sg 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
~~J~til~l{Qr~gp1Jl1Jt:l~2t~~:~r·E x;~ffttgi. ~;'f.~~~.;t~;' :g§;;nz. ~f~i{<.;'~l3?g~\ t;~!t~ilt~.~;-~:~~~~3~;r;~l~Jkf~it~ .• ~g;~F. :,§3'• ·;~~f~: ... ~~~ij 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 8 0 0 15 0 0 116 0 
·~~tl:ii~roJ4P:~lil~W:M~tn .:·· ]~~~,··•. . ••..• ao·t;.. .:· ·: o :; ::.,:~~: .; ~~Q~;~[~.~:a;~::cr~~;~;~ .}·;,~z~~;··A:21l:sJ;:.~&J.?JlU •. . s~ ·.• < i • ;~tt. .. • ~~.t:Q 
Turn 

' .. '(f 

6 
~§jti~t~~:\~f[~ili~~:;{~)'; :/~~~:q §~:~kc ;>-;i~ '•.:.~.Q.a, {;~g.t;~;~{. 'i>~~~ ;'.~·~1~7;;!g; .. · '1'7·~9:(; ;:;;~·~ ,1ft!9 ~17.9. ·/·{! 
Effective Green, g (s) 7.0 33.4 0.8 27.2 17.0 17.0 17.0 17.0 
~9ft.la!~d:si~iR~tJ"95f~·~···; {).lf• p;~~·,.r ··· ·· Cl .. Q1-::, Q';~~~·;~~:J:;; ~. ···.o~~'l'~·~·~21Q;2t~ <;i·~\~, c.·oP~'t> <fn·· 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Me~tst~.i;~f~n'sf<lrf(s)>'; 3;o u a<c:t;~. a.o . a:Q •..••. , .·3.ot ~a:<>.:· Ha.o 3:o .. > .l 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 192 959 22 772 302 451 360 
Yts Ratio Prot · c0.1 0 0.3.3 0.01 c0.39 0.01 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/cf'{atio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) · 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

0.90 
27.8 
too 
38.5 
66.2 

E 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

0.63 
10.6 
1.00 

1.4 
11.9 

B 
23.9 

c 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

28.6 
0,66 
63.2 

74.8% 
15 

0.03 
1.05 0.91 0:11 
31.2 16.8 17.4 
1.00 1.00 1,00 

206.7 14.5 0.7 
237.9 31.3 1.8.1 

F c B 
37.8 

D 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

0.05 
17.1 
1.00 
0.2 

17.3 
B 

17.7 
B 

c 

12.0 
D 

c0.04 
0.15 
17.6 
1.00. 
0.9 

18.4 
B 

423 
0.04 

0.13 
17.5 
1.00 
0.6 

18.2 
B 

18.2 
B 



Year 2014+Project (Alt. 1) 
8: SR 246 & REFUGIO 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
Lane Configurations f+ f+ f+ "i f+ 
Ideal }=low (vpJlplf _ _ ___ 1 _ 19cfd 19M -T9oo 19ob 19oo 19oo _190o -190o 19oo 19do - 19oq 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
taneUHL r=aaBr --~--~roo 1.oo roo 1:cm -!.QQ- 1.o<r__ roo 1.oo 
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.86 
FltProte~cteg_ -----<L95 roo - o.95 nm · _cf~s 1.oo ----- [9~ r.oo 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1815 1736 1792 1736 1675 1736 1574 
f:lf.f>e!mitt~<k,., o;95 -roo-- - o.95_ - too oisl; 1.90: -·-- --o/73 too 
Satd.Fiow(perm) 1736 1815 1736 1792 1112 1675 1340 1574 
Yolum~·cvp~) •· tn _608 ~3 63.? .-_- ~-f- · _32/ 16c -2$" • 13 1~~ 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
~c;~J:~~~:g~~c~il»~-~;J"q ~ ·.::~;;~1:79?-·. )fi>o§,·; ,?2a< Yf2s•·· __ . ~~lJ .m ~~r( 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 8 0 
L~n~~r9U~1ijf()\\f(Vpb); ~·it~- ·_,:_9~A~ . . . . 0 .; ) 23 · ._7t/;'2 •- .r: i~OY' -~~~:?i~> -
Turn Type Prot 
pfqt~cte~-J?M$~~-- • 
Permitted Phases 
f4.9t9aled§r~~n.@Js>f· ···t.o -~~;~t-· 
Effective Green, g (s) 7.0 34.4 
~e~u~t~~'g'l$~~ap§' 1' -· . oi:H 0:~4/ --
clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 
Ve!licl~uextsh~iorf{ s) -- Ko < a. o ·_ 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 192 988 
v/s Ratio Prot - c0.1 0 0.35 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
'Delay (s) · 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

0.90 
27.8 
1.00 
38.5 
66.2 

E 

0.64 
10.1 
1.00 

1.4 
11.5 

B 
.23.2 

c 

27.7 
0.67 
63.2 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

75.9% 
15 

c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

Prot 
3 ... -~·-

o.aL 2,~)~- 1.~0' .'fa.() ... ~ 1$.J) . 1s.o 
0.8 28.2 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 

o.tH• .6~45· · · : qr25 <t25 ?·· - -i • o.25 • <E25. 
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
3 .. 0 3:0 ~.() 3,() . 3.0 . 3.0 
22 800 282 424 339 398 

0.01 c0.40 0.01 0.03 
0.03 c0.04 

1_.05 0,90 0.11 0.05 0.17 0.13 
31.2 16.2 18.1 17.8 18.4 18.2 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

206.7 13.4 0.8 0.2 1.1 0.7 
237.9 29.6 19.0 18.1 19.6 18.9 

F c B B B B 
35.9 18.5 19.1 

D B B 

HCM Level of Service c 

Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
ICU Level of Service D 



Year 2014+Project (Alt. 2) P.M. Peak Hour 
8: SR 246 & REFUGIO HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

__.;. 
-II> ...... .f ........ -\.. "'\ t I'" \. + ..1 

Lane Configurations f+ f+ f+ f+ 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Uti[ Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 foo 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.86 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1815 1736 1792 1736 1675 1736 1574 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.61 1.00 0.73 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1815 1736 1792 1112 1675 1340 1574 
Volume (vph) _ 173 618 28 23 646 93 32 16 20 58 13 159 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj. Flow(vpil) ·· 646 16 

- ---

13 173 618 28 23 93 32 20 58 159 
RTOR R~duction (vph) 0 2 0 0 8 0 0 15 0 0 119 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 173 644 0 23 731 0 32 21 0 58 53 Q 
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm Perm 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 6 
Permitted Phases 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 34.4 0.8 28.2 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 7.0 34.4 0.8 28.2 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 
Actuated.g/C Ratio o~1T 0.54 0.01 0.45 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 192 988 22 800 282 424 339 398 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 0.35 0.01 c0.41 0.01 0.03 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 c0.04 
v/c Ratio 0.90 0.65 1.05 0.91 0.11 0.05 0.17 0.13 
Uniform Delay, d1 27.8 10.2 31.2 16.4 18.1 17.8 18.4 18.2 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 too 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 38.5 1.6 206.7 14.7 0.8 0.2 1.1 0.7 
Delay (s) 66.2 11.7 237.9 31.1 19.0 18.1 19.5 18.9 
Level of Service E B F c B B B B 
Approach Delay (s) 23.2 37.3 18.5 19.1 
Approach LOS c D B B 

HCM Average Control Delay 28.3 HCM Level of Service c 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.68 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 63.2 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.4% ICU Level of Service D 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

4/2/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE} 

11/ 



CUMULATIVE 
8: SR 246 & REFUGIO 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

Lane Configurations f+ f+ 
Jdeal Ffow (vphQif 19do 1906 1966 19oo 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane l.JfiCFac:itor 1.00 1.oo -- 1.00 i~Od 
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 
,Fit Protected o:9s 1.oo - - o:95 Too 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1813 1736 1790 
F'ltPermlftea -- o.95 - um -· o.95 roo 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1813 1736 1790 

19bo 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1736 
0.51 
933 

t 

t+ 
1900 

4.0 
1.00 
0.92 
1.00 
1677 
too 

1677 
\lotimie (vph) 176 · 813 45 29 828 130 · 69 · 28 34 
Peak-hourfactor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
'A.diL''Ffo'····w··•<-(·v-''p-•h·""··'£tC': .. < ~--•• _ •• 1---7-···e···-._. : ___ 81-_3_'• ''-'-4_. 5' ··-· 29'' 8_-_2·_· __ -_8~_-···_.; 1_--_3_() 
[} ,,'J-1,.\ ·.,. ,/ /;, • .. A<.l'·;~·/'·,:'/.';,',i' •',<; ,,., • __ • 

1900 
4.0 

-foo 
1.00 
0~.95 

1736 
-0.72 
1309 

91 ' 
1.00 

t+ 
--1900 

4.0 
1.0-0 
0.86-
1;()0-

1576 
f()() 

1576 

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 9 0 0 25 0 0 
Lane::Graur>fftc>W:-Nt:>nr. 11~ . .. as.5': <> - .29 949.". .o} ~es.> ./ate~.. oj •. ~:.~X 
Turn Type Prot 
f>rot~<::t~~ f>~a~~s ··- 4· 
Permitted Phases 
1\c:itllatea Gfe~h; <3 <~f- s. o -.- a1 :a · 
Effective Green, g (s) 5.0 31.8 
Aetuat~il 9/~_B,afio ---.-· · --- o.oa o:5l · 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 
vehicle J::xtensfc)n{s)- ~.o 3.o · · 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 139 924 
v/s Ratio Prot - c0.10 c0.47 
v/s Ratio Perm 
V/c Ratio 1 .27 · 
Uniform Delay, d1 28.7 
Progression Factor 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 164.6 
Delay (s) 193.3 
Level of Service F 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

0.93 
14.2 
1.00 
14.7 
28.9 

c 
56.9 

E 

HCM Average Control Delay 68.1 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.91 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 62.4 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.7% 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

Prot 
3 

-1.6 _ 28A -.. · 
1.6 28.4 

Perm 

2 
1.7.0 17-.0 
17.0 17.0 (); os ():'462 • o;zt : -o.~7t - -

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
3.0 . 3.6 . 3.o 3.o-------

45 815 254 
0.02 c0.53 

c0.07 
0.64 1.16 0.27 
30.1 17.0 17.8 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
27.5 87.1 2.6 
57.6 104.1 20.5 

E F c 
102.8 

F 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

457 
0.02 

0.08 
16.9 
1.00 
0.3 

17.2 
B 

18.9 
B 

E 

16.0 
F 

Perm 

6 
··1'7:<> 17.0 
17.0 17.0 
o:?2.t ·o.2:7 

4.0 4.0 
3.0 . . 3.0 
357 429 

0.05 
0.07 
0.25 0.18 
17.7 17.4 
1.00 1.00 

1.7 0.9 
19.5 18.3 

B B 
18.6 

B 

1900 

21$, 
1.00 

-· 2'16 ----·a 
q 



CUMULATIVE+PROJECT (ALT. 1) 
8: SR 246 & REFUGIO 

Lane Configurations "i f+ 
Jdeidflow (vf)flpl)- 19oo --19oo- 19oo 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 
Lan-e nt1r Factor - 1. oo l oo 
Frt 1.00 0.99 
i=tfProtected - o.95 -·roo--
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1813 
Fit Permitted - o.95 f:oo 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1813 
Yolume (vph} · -· 176 · 840 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 
~~Jri=lo~(Vpfi)",.!~?:~{' 1]~ S~Q/ , 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 
t:an~ ~rilup5"1CSW:NRn} _. · 1'76 . 882. 
Turn Type 
Pi9ti:l9tea F>n~~e:~-· 
Permitted Phases 

Act~~tecl. Gr~-~n '"(S· (&> 
Effective Green, g (s) -

Prot t• 4_ 

.$.(,)• 3J:8 
5.0 31.8 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

"i 1+ ··- "i 
1900 1960 .1900 - 1900 

4.0 4.0 4.0 
1.oo too - roo 
1.00 0.98 1.00 

. 6 .. 95 1~00 0.95 
1736 1789 1736 
0.95 f.Q() -<5:!51 
1736 1789 933 

29 8M 134 . 69 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
-- 29' •:;M<:l; 71-~1'$.:t·t· (69 

0 9 0 0 
29 . • -96~E .• · ': o · . --.• 69 

Prot 
3 · ... 8 

Perm 

2 

t 
1+ 

1906 
4.0 

-i.oo 
0.92 
roo 
1677 
f.()() 

1677 

Dt i28,if - <:. 11.0 ..• tt:o 
1.6 28.4 17.0 17.0 

1900 

34 
1.00 
>s~r 

0 
0 

"i 1+ 
1900 f9()() 1900 

4.0 4.0 
1.00 f.ao --
1.00 0.86 
0.95 lao 
1736 1576 
0.72. 

- ·rocr 
1309 1576 

97 20 
1.00 1.00 
. 97 :2Q 

0 156 
91 .. ].9 

Perm 
e-. 

6 
tt.o 11.0 
17.0 17.0 

21$ 
1.00 
21~ 

0 
0 . 

f\citl.l~t~d9tc Ratti:> - - o:aa c o;51 -- -- ---- (Lcj3,/ 6!46 ' ·---•o.27 o.27 -0.2.1 6.2'7 
Clearance Time (s) 
Vellide exterisiorr(s) 

4.0 4.0 
3.6 3.0 

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
y/s Ratio Prot · 
v/s Ratio Perm 

139 924 
c0.10 c0.49 

V/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor­
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s)' 
Approach LOS 

1.27 
28.7 
1.00 

164.6 
193.3 

F 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length ( s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

0.95 
14.6 
1.00 
19.4 
34.0 

c 
60.4 

E 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

73.7 
0.93 
62.4 

93.8% 
15 

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
3.0 . - 3.0 -- •· 3.(). 3.6 
45 814 254 457 

0.02 co:54 0.02 
0.07 

0.64 1.19 0.27 0.08 
30.1 17.0 17.8 16.9 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
27.5 97.7 2.6 0.3 
57.6 114.7 20.5 17.2 

E F c B 
113.0 18.9 

F B 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

E 

16.0 
F 

4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 
357 429 

c0.07 
0.27 
17.8 
1.00 

1.9 
19.7 

B 

0.05 

0.18 
17.4 
1.00 
0.9 

18.3 
B 

18.7 
B 

173 



CUMULATIVE+PROJECT (ALT. 2) P.M. Peak Hour 
8: SR 246 & REFUGIO HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

_..;. __..,. ..,. .f 
,..__ -\.. ~ t I" '.. + ../ 

f+ f+ 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.66 1.00 n56 1.00 1.00 1.06 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.86 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1813 1736 1789 1736 1677 1736 1576 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.51 1.00 0.72 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1813 1736 1789 933 1677 1309 1576 
Volume (vph) 176 850 

- --- -- ----
45 29 852 135 69 28 34 96 20 21q 

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj.Ffow -(vph) -

------ -- ----- - --- --------

215 176 850 45 29 852 135 69 28 34 96 20 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 9 0 0 25 0 0 156 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 176 892 0 29 978 0 69 37 0 96 79 0 
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm Perm 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 6 
Permitted Phases 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 5.0 31.8 1.6 28.4 17.0 17.0 17.0 17.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 5.0 31.8 1.6 28.4 17.0 17.0 17.0 17.0 
Adu-afeCl g/C Ratio --- 0.08 0.51 0.03 .. 6.46 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 139 924 45 814 254 457 357 429 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 c0.49 0.02 c0.55 0.02 0.05 
v/s Ratio Perm c0.07 0.07 
v/c Ratio 1.27 0.97 0.64 1.20 0.27 0.08 0.27 0.18 
Uniform Delay, d1 28.7 14.8 30.1 17.0 17.8 16.9 17.8 17.4 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 164.6 21.4 27.5 102.2 2.6 0.3 1.8 0.9 
Delay (s) 193.3 36.2 57.6 119.2 20.5 17.2 19.7 18.3 
Level of Service F D E F c B B B 
Approach Delay ( s) 62.0 117.5 18.9 18.7 
Approach LOS E F B B 

HCM Average Control Delay 76.3 HCM Level of Service E 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.94 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 62.4 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.3% ICU Level of Service F 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

Critical Lane Group 
- --- -

.c 

4/2/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 



Existing 
9: SR 246 & EDISON 

3/30/2012 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 

/7)1 
I 



Year2014 
9: SR 246 & EDISON 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
Lane Configurations 'i 1+ ... . 1t 1+ 4'+ 4'+ 
~~~~FF19~f(yptlplf;· . ·19b~f 19oo 1900 1900 1900 19Qo -1~oo_ 19oo 1960 1900 19oo 19~Q 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
biing qq~"r~ctor:: . , · nlo- :f~qcf roo~ too ·1~2Q- ·_ ~ . :.r;oo 
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.97 0.96 0.93 
EltPi§t~~!eg o).9~: -~)l()o o.95 : 1Too oT99 o:99 
Satd. Flow(prot) 1736 1811 1736 1772 1737 1676 
J=llJ?~fmlt!~~·r ·::;; >:< ·· c>:9~' -~1~-QQ _ q(9s·~ f.oo ::q;~Cc~ · - o:~o 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1811 1736 1772 1674 1540 

i'l~mm~J.tyf:\fil~~i}if?:1t~·!i: ;~~t9jt· ".'R~2 >5g; ''llf'tsi~> ~'.~~:{N ·":'ac ):g§ ~v. d5 /. s1; ··. 1az 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
~~Jltil~~t~rJ~I~l!tfAifl~:~~~1~~!l~I~~]1'~ i5:~:~J~~~!ifl~[t:;i~\~a~~~~"i~~:fl{~~F~:i~~~~t,;;,~J~.R~~. :~;~~t~,f~1~<~~~~~~,}1~••·· ··.~~l }~;.~st~n 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 18 0 0 8 0 0 49 0 
~~~.~<ffgfl~ilil~w{ffQJ:l~·~;~:~f1i~1;~'<~~~~~2?,~: :>r~g::~~~rx:~a~.r;~'~:tf3:e}#;,g{:k?i~J)~~ff~;lf~1:.~(1~;;.:~.,~~t~~. ~~:::~?p ::,:~~~;J;c~;~rJc:~:2~4;~1~~rE4 ~ 

i~flllll~l~Y~~d;t@~~~)£,~~.;!:~1~~~~r~~§&~ .~:,',! <,:::/,i~)~;9J~~i4~'~k.;~ .•~.~~. < "'~ '·~~;~jg;::; 211:gi.;g~~~'(:si~,;: • / '•~ ;' ~;.,~~,; ::~A{Q~~:'1~tfi ·~~;j 
Effective Green, g (s) 7.8 15.3 3.0 10.5 24.0 24.0 
liitYlt(~~j§!tf~~ti~~~'~i~~~i~~t~~~"tZ:g~I}i~'i;> .,,~; Q:!l~g;i~agJ!f;~ z;~~~:.5;s'~5 F;~t;~~'.fiiJ~~ ";is:~" .. ··,,:;/;<~~{t; ~&{P.iit~t~:r·ii ~ti?:J 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
M~Bi9J~:e;>.<ten~fa·a;J~)·: : .~ro• .~~·;~:Co.;<•· ··;; ~;o';·.' ·•··a:o;.·., :;iz~';:,:.~ .. ,.\ *'',: ~:a:o .;.;~cu ·j, a.o;: /•.·1. 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 249 510 96 343 740 681 
v/~H~~~lo Prof co.oa co, 1.3 0.03 0.09 
v/s Ratio Perm 
VI(; RafiO 
Uniform Delay, d1 
PrbgressJ()n F~6tor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay ( s) 
Approach LOS 

0;153 
21.5 
1.00 

2.0 
23.5 

c 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

0.45· 
16.1 
1.00 
0.6 

16.7 
8 

19.1 
8 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

17.2 
0.38 
54.3 

49.5% 
15 

0:54 0.48 
25.0 19.5 
1.00 1.00 
6.1 1.1 

31.1 20;6 
c c 

22.9 
c 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

0.02 
0.05 

8.7 
1.00 

0.1 
8.8 

A 
8.8 

A 

8 

8.0 
A 

c0.14 
·a~32 

9.9 
1.00 

1.3 
11.1 

8 
11.1 

8 

!l? 



Year 2014+Project (Alt. 1) 
9: SR 246 & EDISON 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
Lane Configurations t+ " t+ 4+ 4+ 
rae~l F=lo\\i~(Vpllplf 19oo. 1900 -·19ocf -1906 : 1906 · 19oo- 19oo 1900 1900 19oc> 19oo 19od 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 
~~ne Uti I. Facto£~ -- -- - f. oo · 
Frt 1.00 
F=lfPioteeteB. - ·· -·· ·o;9s 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 
F=ffPert!Hffed _- - 0.95 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 
~()lur:riEf(\ipbF'' . . 131 

4.0 
1,()()-

0.99 
f.()(j 

1812 
roo· 
1812 

.. 236'' 

1.00 Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 
~~j~~fflg~;(yf)fi)?:if;,Ji:i~'<<' . 131' t•.:236~::/· ••. 1 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
J:a6:{f~t<l1rR~l~Wl~~pb) 
Turn Type 
Ri§£~~t~21~~~~.~~··· •· ·· 
Permitted Phases 
~9t,ti~t~~~~r~~li~§rx~>-· 
Effective Green, g (s) 
~ctuat~a" 'te Ratio•· : · 
• -·>•/··< J.· g-'"·-<·· ...•. ;/ 
Clearance Time (s) 
vfillicle' extenstoo (s > 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
'y)c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay ( s) 
Approach LOS 

/ •7:.4 14.Q 
7.4 14.0 

<0/14 ()52§f 
4.0 4.0 
a.o·_····_ s:o···· 
235 464 

c0.08 c0.14 

0.56 0.53 
22.1 17.5 
1.00 1.00 
2.9 1.2 

25.0 18.7 
C B 

20.9 
c 

18.4 
0.43 
54.7 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length ( s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

51.9% 
15 

c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
1.0.0 .. f.Q_() 1.00 . -- f.()() 
1.00 0.97 0.95 0.93 
o;9s > 1:oo' o.~f9 o.9a 
1736 1775 1725 1677 
o.9~ .J(Q:o - · -- - · o.96 <n~o 

1736 1775 1668 1536 
·9cr:· 1as . · ·4e.·· ··gp sr 13f! 

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

-.. · ~i~ ~•i;:i~gi~<>'r>''.· ··••· 
3.9 10.5 

oJst::;·;~ o;1.~-·~~· · ·-·· -·-
4.o 4.0 
a.oL. •· a.o. 
124 

0.03 
341 

0.12 

0.48 0.62 
24.4 20.2 
1.00 1.00 

3.0 3:3 
27.4 23.5 

c c 
24.3 

c 

--~4;tV 
24.8 

.. :~c: -p;iJ.$; 
4.0 
3.() 
756 

0.03 
0.06 

8.4 
1.00 

0.1 
8.5 

A 
8.5 

A 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

12.0 
A 

·-~4;8 ... ·. 
24.8 

.. ··;~.QA~f 
4.0 

. 3.0 ... > i 

696 

c0.14 
0.32 

9.6 
1.00 

1.2 
10.8 

B 
10.8 

B 

177 



Year 2014+Project (Alt. 2) A.M. Peak Hour 
9: SR 246 & EDISON HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

...J --+ ..... .f +- -\... "\ t I'" \.. + ..,; 

Lane Configurations 1'+ 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor · 1.00 1.00 1.06 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.97 0.95 0.93 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.99 0.98 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1812 1736 1775 1720 1677 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96 0.90 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1812 1736 1775 1664 1533 
Volume (vph) 131 240 14 61 187 44 8 26 21 85 51 137 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj. Flow (vph) 131 240 14 61 187 44 8 26 21 85 51 137 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 16 0 0 12 0 0 50 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 131 250 0 61 215 0 0 44 0 0 223 0 
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm Perm 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 6 
Permitted Phases 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.3 14.0 3.9 10.6 24.7 24.7 
Effective Green, g (s) 7.3 14.0 3.9 10.6 24.7 24.7 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.26 0.07 0.19 0.45 0.45 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s} 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 232 465 124 345 753 694 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.08 c0.14 0.04 0.12 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 c0.15 
v/c Ratio 0.56 0.54 0.49 0.62 0.06 0.32 
Uniform Delay, d1 22.2 17.5 24.4 20.2 8.4 9.6 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.66 roo 1.00 (OO 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 3.1 1.2 3.1 3.5 0.1 1.2 
Delay (s) 25.3 18.7 27.4 23.6 8.6 10.8 
Level of Service c B c c A B 
Approa~h pel.§ly (s) 21.0 24.4 8.6 10.8 
Approach LOS c c A B 

HCM Average Control Delay 18.5 HCM Level of Service B 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.44 
Actuated Cycle Length ( s) 54.6 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.2% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

4/2/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

17 



CUMULATIVE 
9: SR 246 & EDISON 

Lane Configurations ., 
Ideal Ffow(vphpf)-- 190o. 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 
Lane Uti I. F='aetor · ·- f.oo 
Frt 1.00 
FlfProtecfecf 

. -

6.95 
Satd. Flow (prof) 1736 
FJtPerrl1iHed -- o:9s 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 
Volurne (vpH) 157 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 
r\gj;J=:rawJVPb> -· 157 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 
Carie Group fl9w (vph) . 157 
Turn Type Prot 
ProtegteqPha~~s 1. 
Permitted Phases 
/\ct!Jated•(3reen, <:3 (s> 7.9 
Effective Green, g (s) 7.9 
t\ctuated 9icRatlo ·-.- - o:1s 
' '·' ' - -. - - -- ~ 

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 
VefiiCie Extensioh(s) 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 256 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.09 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 0.61 
Uniform Delay, d1 21.4 
Progression Factor 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 4.3 
Delay (s) 25.1 
Level of Service c 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

t+ 
19ao· 1900 

4.0 
fd(f-
1.00 
1.00 

1818 
·-

1.06 
1818 
336 
1.00 

3~9:< 
2 

3_45-. 

4> 

. 2:104 • 
21.4 

.<tAo .· 
4.0 
3.0 

726 
c0.19 

0.48 
11.9 
1.00 

0.5 
12.4 

B 
16.6 

B 

0.40 
53.6 

56.3% 
15 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

., t+ 
1900 1900 

4.0 4.0 
1~00 1.00-
1.00 0.98 
0.95 - -t.ocf 
1736 1799 

-0.95 
-- -um-

1736 1799 
23 228 

1.00 1.00 
; ... :23'. '22' . ~ . -~--

0 7 
2:3. > 2tl.7 . 

Prot 
-_--._ 3 8 

0.8 14.·3 
0.8 14.3 

Q.01 Q,2t:· 
4.0 4.0 
a;o ;3,0 

26 480 
0.01 0.14 

0.88 0.51 
26.4 16.7 
1.00 1.00 

125.5 0.9 
151.9 17.6 

F B 
28.8 

c 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 

4+ 
1900 1900 -1900 

4.0 
f. db 
0.91 

- -0.99-

1654 
0~96 
1594 

26 7 
1.00 1.00 

26 
0 
0 

Perm 
2 

2 
-19:4 
19.4 
0.36 

4.0 
3.0 

577 

0.02 
0.05 
11.1 
1.00 

0.2 
11.3 

B 
11.3 

B 

4+ 
1900 1900 1900 1900 

32 
1.00 

·-··· 32 
0 
0 

B 

4.0 ----1:oo 
0.90 
0.99 
1633 

-- 0.94 
1555 

54_ 26 212 
1.00 1.00 1.00 

. ... ,,_:;~ ___ ., __ ···_· 5!4 ; 2§ "-!~ 
0 135 0 

.-(}~ 'J5t: d 
Perm 

6 
6 

1~.4-· ·• 
19.4 
o.aa,··· 

4.0 
3.0 

563 

c0.10 
0.28 
12.1 
1.00 

1.2 
13.4 

B 
13.4 

B 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

8.0 
B 



CUMULATIVE+PROJECT (ALT. 1) 
9: SR 246 & EDISON 

Lane Configurations f+ 
,ld~al f=l§w(Vph~lf- 19oo -19oo -
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 
Lane uuCFactor- - - ro_o __ -f.oo-
Frt 1.00 1.00 
FffPro.tected ·· ~~9f -l.oo-
satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1819 
F'lfPermifted ------ - tf95 --f.ocr 
satd. F-low (perm) 1736- 1819 
Volvme (vph) · 157 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 
f:dJi"e'lg\V.(vf>fi); , .J.s:t.> 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 
t.,a!'l~G'rolii>.t=lb'WNPii) . l&'t', 
Turn Type Prot 
er(>te9t~~ J;>f1~$es · 
Permitted Phases 
f\§ty~t~~-~raeor~ <~) ·-- t8 ~Q.t. 
Effective Green, g (s) 7.8 20.7 
~c_tuate~9t0Ratlo ------- o:H o.a? 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 
\lehlde Ext~l1sioll (s) 3.0 3'.6 ·-
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 249 692 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.09 c0.20 
v/s Ratio Perm 
V/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

0.63 
21.9 
1.00 
5.1 

27.1 
c 

0.52 
13.0 
1.00 
0.7 

13.7 
B 

17.7 
B 

1900 

17.3 
0.42 
54.4 

Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

58.7% 
15 

c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
f+ 4'+ 

1900 1900- -190o -1soo -- 19oo - f 9oo 19oo 
4.0 4.0 

1.00 - 1.00 
1.00 0.98 
0.95 1.QQ-
1736 1797 

-- o.9s nm-
1736 1797 

31 264 . 
1.00 1.00 
·at: ) ~§~,·:~ 

0 7 
31: '28~. '" ·. 

Prot 
3, 

_1;7 14;6-
1.7 14.6 

().()3 Q.2tf .. 
4.0 4.0 
3;0 3.0 
54 482 

0.02 0.16 

0.57 0.60 
26.0 17.3 
1.00 1.00 -
13.9 2.0 
39.9 19.4 

D B 
21.3 

c 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

2 

4.0 
1.00 --
0.91 
0.99 
1649 
o:96 
1593 

:20.() 
20.0 

T Oi37· 
4.0 
3.0 

586 

0.02 
0.05 
11.1 
1.00 
0.2 

11.3 
B 

11.3 
B 

B 

8.0 
B 

6 

4'+ 
1900- -1900 

4.0 
{(j() 

0.90 
<5:99 -
1634 
0.94--
1552 

26 21~ 
1.00 1.00 

~0.0 
20.0 

. .. ().37 
4.0 

.. $.0 
571 

c0.10 
0.28 
12.1 
1.00 

1.2 
13:3 

B 
13.3 

B 

< 21z 
0 
Q 

/JD 



CUMULATIVE+PROJECT (AL T, 2) 
9: SR 246 & EDISON 

A.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor- -
Frt 
Fit Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Volume (vph) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G {s) 
Effective Green, g (s)_ 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 
Vehicle Extension(s) 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approactl_ Delay ( s) 
Approach LOS 

1 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1736 
0.95 
1736 
157 

1.00 
157 

0 
157 
Prot 

7 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1819 
1.00 

1819 
354 
1.00 
354 

2 
363 

4 

7.8 20.9 
7.8 20.9 

0.14 0.38 
4.0 4.0 

.. 3.0 3.0 
248 698 

c0.09 c0.20 

0.63 0.52 
22.0 12.9 
1.00 1.00 
5.2 0.7 

27.2 13.6 
C B 

17.7 
B 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

4/2/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

1900 1900 
4.0 

1.06 
1.00 
0.95 
1736 
0.95 
1736 

11 32 
1.00 1.00 

11 32 
0 0 
0 32 

Prot 
3 

1.7 
1.7 

0.03 
4.0 
3.0 
54 

0.02 

0.59 
26.1 
1.00 
16.2 
42.3 

D 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
0.98 
1.00 

1797 
1.00 

1797 
268 
1.00 
268 

7 
294 

8 

14.8 
14.8 
0.27 
4.0 
3.0 

488 
0.16 

0.60 
17.3 
1.00 
2.1 

19.4 
B 

21.6 
c 

1900 1900 

33 7 
1.00 1.00 

33 7 
0 0 
0 0 

Perm 

2 

17.5 
0.42 
54.5 

HCM Level of Service 

59.0% 
15 

Sum of lost time (s) 
lCU Level of Service 

t 

1900 
4.0 

1:66 
0.91 
0.99 
1646 
0.96 
1592 

10 
1.00 

16 
24 
31 

2 

19.9 
19.9 
0.37 

4.0 

1900 1900 

38 57 
1.00 1.00 

38 57 
0 0 
0 0 

Perm 

6 

. 3.0_ --- -···· 
581 

0.02 
0.05 
11.2 
1.00 

0.2 
11.4 

B 
11.4 

B 

B 

8.0 
B 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
0.90 
0.99 
1634 
0.94 
1550 

26 
1.00 

26 
135 
160 

6 

19.9 
19.9 
0.37 
4.0 
3.0 

566 

c0.10 
0.28 
12.3 
1.00 

1.3 
13.5 

B 
13.5 

B 

1900 

212 
1.00 
212 

0 
0 

/8( 



Existing 
9: SR 246 & EDISON 

3/30/2012 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 

/fJ 



Year2014 
9: SR 246 & EDISON 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
Lane Configurations 'i f+ 4+ 4+ 
.la~~~~f:l9WfvpHptf ~ ~ 19oo- 1 1eooo- 1aoo 19ocf- -19oa 19oo 19oo~ f9oo 190Q 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane;uue~t=act&f ~- Too~- roo roo' _ f()o ~-- - l.oo 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.96 0.94 0.92 
Flff?rl>!l9~~, ··~ ~-J>J~s_:rocr · ·o.9s· t:o.ox ._·. _____ ~ 9JJ9' ·-o.~9- · 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1802 1736 1762 1700 1658 
g~"f'!efffii!feai.·~:· - ~ - ~95- ·roo - -· o)1f -J~~O:,~ c--c~ -o.9o -~~~-- o.9o 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1802 1736 1762 1541 1509 
VCii4m~NI:ft11~~~-5 • • 2g~ ·· 1ay, 1.9> 11 ·:<·-~~!);t;t 1·:oo ' ~t~ 5$ ··s·, 7:~ 'Z 4• ·· sa· · 20~ 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
l\IDi{~l~~~tvlfil~~~~' ~;J:;r'i-~~t~~p-~-5~'Jl.1]3titt.·- ;~1'a~;ti'~i7Z1i1~~t-~~~J~;f~1P;~;t~~~fr,;~~i!;·~~f<:~;9~!~;:::;~:1.~~v • I:-~~~~ 2:t P~J;,; 3~<J~ 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 19 0 0 43 0 0 88 0 
~[tti:~rQtffi~lifgW:1Nlin};~"f~~9~2-,{~~-oo;~- .. ·-_ \.0 .·'~"~'l"'1;;;;~:K:'!<lfflJ~~~:cf:i1:i~P ~-~--~t·r,~9~f ~:1;?g::;;i:J".r~'-os •-•• ... t :o,~ ; 2'6o•·1 -•··~ q 
Turn Type Prot 
~~:t:<I!~~r~llf~rr~~~~~~;,E:: ,.;?'/~~~~i~t -
Permitted Phases 
~~U!it~9~,§:f~~P~·~·{~)' ~~\,~f~:-~;c~f§r'.· 
Effective Green, g (s) 7.9 21.3 
~~JU@JJ~(J;'g(~£~~£1~?.;~• it' ~1t\> ;.();~~;s 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 
VenrGI~S~teMroh(s>·-. ·· · s .. o . .-a.o ·. ·· 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 248 693 
v/sg<;~tioProt · c0.12 0.11 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c .Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
belay (s) · 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay ( s) 
Approach LOS 

0.84 
23.1 
1.00 
22.1 
45.2 

D 

0.29 
11.8 
1.00 

0.2 
12.0 

B 
28.7 

c 

23.8 
0.66 
55.4 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

70.8% 
15 

c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

Prot 

100 528 
0.04 _c0.23 

0.}1 
25.6 
1.00 
20.6 
46.2 

D 

0.76. 
17.6 
t.cio 
6.2 

23.8 
c 

27.0 
c 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

0.08 
0.23 
13.1 
1.00 

1.0 
14.1 

B 
14.1 

B 

c 

12.0 
c 

Perm 

c0.17 
0.48 
14.4 
1.00 

3.2 
17.7 

B 
17.7 

B 



Year 2014+Project (Alt. 1) 
9: SR 246 & EDISON 

Lane Configurations 
.ld~afFiow fvpfipr) - ·19oo 
Total Lost tfme (s) 4.0 
Laneuuc Factor - ······ 1.oo 

Frt 1.00 
FJffirotected 0.95 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 
.i=!tfi~rrhitt~~-- - . . · o.95 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 
Yolyrh~(vp}l} 209 • 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 

1+ 
19ob 

4.0 
1.00 
0.99 
f.Od 
1806 too ·· 
1806 

1900 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
"'i 4+ 4+ 

19oo 19oo · 19oo 19oo~ ·1eoo 19oo 19oo 19oQ 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

1.00 1.00___ . 1.00 

1.00 0.94 0.92 
o.95 too o:99 ·a.9~ 
1736 1763 1692 1660 
().95-_1.00 Q.~Q~--- - .. - ~-- - ... 0.90 
1736 1763 1546 1504 

a3 343 104 • t >~t .5s< . 84 $8· • · 2os 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

iMJ;~~fg'{V'(ypJO;;Wit~{;~;_:~··:~-. ~29~ 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 
tan~~r:crotte:ro~(vpf:l) >; 2os .. · 

. •:..· ...... •· . . .......... ~-······· •: ~~; i~-2()~ 

Turn Type 

:Pr9!~gf~~~6~§~s•-·~··· 
Permitted Phases 

Prot 
. 7. 

~C:ty-~teclGfe~b?·G (s) •··· 9.5 ~4.9 
Effective Green, g (s)- · 9.5 24.0 
~otuatea;gz¢\F{~ti!f~· "<He> o:41-
clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 
v€fhlete ext~ri~lon(s) ··· 3.6 - ·· s.o. 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio. Prot · 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) · 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

279 
c0.12 

0.75 
23.7 
1.00 
10.5 
34.2 

c 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length ( s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

733 
0.14 

0.34 
12.1 
1.00 
0.3 

12.4 
B 

22.2 
c 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

23.2 
0.67 
59.1 

73.9% 
15 

Prot Perm 

2 
... 4.0 ; 18:5: 

4.0 18.5 
1~~1. 
19.1 

' ·o.o:r~.; o:at. .. .(f~g.c; N 

4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 
117 552 

0.05 c0.24 

0.71 
27.0 
1.00 
17.8 
44.8 

D 

0.78 
18.4 
1.00 
6.8 

25.2 
c 

28.3 
c 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

4.0 
. ..••• _ .. ·3.0 

500 

0.08 
0.25 
14.7 
1.00 

1.2 
15.9 

B 
15.9 

B 

c 

12.0 
D 

Perm 

6 

89 0 
.~25~.,~:: ..... d, 

1!').1•·.·; 
19.1 

.. ~ j ()~3~ •. ; jj 
4.0 
3,(). 

486 

c0.17 
0.53 
16.3 
1.00 
4.0 

20.3 
c 

20.3 
c 



Year 2014+Project (Alt. 2) P.M. Peak Hour 
9: SR 246 & EDISON HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

_..;. _...,. .,. -(""" +- -\.. 

"" 
t /"" '.. + ..; 

Lane Configurations 1+ 1+ 
,Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.97 0.94 0.92 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.99 0.99 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1807 1736 1763 1692 1660 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.90 0.90 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1807 1736 1763 1541 1509 
Volume (vph) __ 209 237 19 85 347 105 37 56 85 81 58 206 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Ad{Fiow (vph)- 209 237 19 85 347 105. 37 56 85 81 58 206 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 18 0 0 54 0 0 88 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 209 251 0 85 434 0 0 124 0 0 257 0 
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm Perm 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 6 
Permitted Phases 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 9.4 24.4 4.0 19.0 18.1 18.1 
Effective Green, g (s) 9.4 24.4 4.0 19.0 18.1 18.1 
Actuated gtc Rafi6 - 0.16 0.42 0.07 0.32 0.31 0.31 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 279 754 119 573 477 467 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.12 0.14 0.05 c0.25 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 c0.17 
v/c Ratio 0.75 0.33 0.71 0.76 0.26 0.55 
Uniform [:)el(3y,d1 23.4 11.5 26.7 17.7 15.2 16.8 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 10.5 0.3 18.3 5.7 1.3 4.6 
Delay (s) 33.9 11.8 45.0 23.4 16.5 21.4 
Level of Service c B D c B c 
Approach Delay ( s) 21.7 26.8 16.5 21.4 
Approach LOS c c B c 

HCM Average Control Delay 22.8 HCM Level of Service c 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.68 
Actuated Cycle Length ( s) 58.5 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.4% ICU Level of Service D 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Larie Group 

4/2/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 



Year 2014+Project (Alt. 2) 
9: SR 246 & EDISON · 

Lane Configurations 'i f+ 'i f+ 
l<Ieart=low(vphplf- · · · 19ocf 19oo 19bo 1Mo 19oo 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Larie-UHCFactor ·tao ·· f:oo tdb 1.oo · 
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.97 
FlfProte6ted o.95 · Too - o.95 · .1._ob 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1808 1736 1764 
Flf Pemnitted ·· o.9s- Too ··().!~~- roo 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1808 1736 1764 
V9lume (vpJi) 2Q9 252 19 91 36~ 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
~~j;~.f=lp\Y(\tph)'········· . 2Q9.: 252•· '< 36.~ 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 18 
.LE!h~GrollpFiow(IJph) ·. 2o9 '2.,67 •. {or~ LJ~f. 491 
Turn Type 
Protected ·Phases 
'•'" _,:.:_·._ :v•.• .. _'--··'--• •-·--• --

Permitted Phases 
Agtu<:~tecfGr~~n. G ( s) . 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actl.l<:~ted gtb Ratio ··.·.··· 
Clearance Time (s) 
\]el'iide Extension (s) 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
vfc Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Prot 
1 

9.5 
9.5 

0:16 
4.0 
3.0 
283 

c0.12 

0.74 
23.2 
1.00 

9.7 
32.8 

c 

•22.1·. 
22.1 
0.38 . 
4.0 

. 3.6 
687 

c0.15 

0.39 
13.1 
1.00 

0.4 
13.5 

B 
21.9 

c 

Prot 
'3. 

$;0 
6.0 

OAb 
4.0 
3.0 
179 

0.05 

0.51 
24.7 
1.00 
2.3 

27.0 
c 

1~.({ 
18.6 
0.32 
4.0 
3.0 •. 
564 

c0.26 

0.82 
18.2 
1.00 
8.9 

27.2 
c 

27.1 
c 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
4+ 

1900 1900 .1900 1900 1900 
4+ 

1900 

110 
1.00 
11(),, .. 

0 
· ... ·o 

4.0 
. 1.00 

0.93 - -- c·--·----o~~i9~ --- ·----·---

4.0 
1.0() 
0.92 
0.99. 

2 

1690 
o.~m-·- · 1660 - o:9o 
1542 

56 88 82. 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
. SEk 8!3' ~ 1'.~2 ·• 

56 0 0 
125 :i ()~ ·~·\.; 0 ·. 

2 

18.1. 
18.1 
0.31 
4.0 
3.0 

480 

0.08 
0.26 
15.0 
1.00 

1.3 
16.4 

B 
16.4 

B 

Perm 

6 

1508 

6 

18.1 
18.1 
(),3f 
4.0 
3.0 

469 

c0.17 
0.55 
16.7 
1.00 
4.6 

21.3 
c 

21.3 
c 

206 
1.00 
;206 
-d-/ -->~ 

0 
tQ 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

76.3% 
15 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

16.0 
D 

c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) I 

;r> 



CUMULATIVE 
9: SR 246 & EDISON 

Lane Configurations 
gi~alFT6w(vpllpi} 
Total Lost time (s) 
[arie-OHf.-FaC:t6r 
Frt 
FffProtected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
FtfPermiUea · ·· 
Satd. Flow (perm) 

Turn Type 
erofe9t~~ F>ha~e~---__ ----
Permitted Phases 
i\qtu~ted~reeh).•¢<8)····----

Effective Green, g (s) 
ttetuat~d 91c R~no~\. 
Clearance Time (s) 
~ehicl.e Extemsion(s) 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
y/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
V/cRatio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

f+ 
1900 - 1960- 1960 

4.0 4.0 
1.00 - fb6 
1.00 0.99 
o.95 Too 
1736 1809 
0.95 -1.00 
1736 1809 

Prot 
7 

10.1 
10.1 

. ()jt 

4.0 
3.0' 

299 
c0.13 

0.73 
22.9 
1.00 

8.5 
31.4 

c 

2€)2 
1.00 

. i;26~:s ' 
4 

216;. 

4 

27;1 .. 
27.1 
·aAa·· 

4.0 
. 3.0 

837 
0.15 

0.33 
10.0 
1.00 
0.2 

10.2 
B 

19.5 
B 

Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length ( s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

71.6% 
15 

c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
f+ ~ ~ 

1900 1900 - 1906 1900 1900 1900 1900- -1Qb0 1900 
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

too roo too- - --- -1.oo 
1.00 0.98 0.93 0.89 
o:es roo - 6.98 - lao --
1736 1788 1678 1616 
(),95 1.6(f ().8Q-- --0.97 
1736 1788 1355 1572 

70 . 438 13 47 .... 30 ... 77. 28 .. 32 28& 

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
tPi 43f3 :. 3~' .. ;. 2:$~ 

0 10 0 0 56 0 0 209 0 
1() 501 .. •· ().. '/ ~0 .. 9!f ;~;t): . ()' . · .. 139.;;; : . (j 

Prot Perm 
. 3 If 

3A 2d.4 
3.4 20.4 · o.oa ·a.ss 
4.0 4.0 

. 3.0 . 3.0 . 

101 622 
0.04 c0.28 

0.69 
27.1 
1.00 
18.6 
45.7 

D 

0.81 
17.3 
1.00 

7.5 
24.8 

c 
27.3 

c 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

--. -1~ .. 1·-· 
16.1 
0.21• -

4.0 
3.0 .·· 

372 

0.07 
0.26 
16.6 
1.00 

1.7 
18.3 

B 
18.3 

B 

12.0 
c 

Perm 

c0.09 
0.32 
16.9 
1.00 

2.0 
18.9 

B 
18.9 

B 

I~ 



CUMULATIVE+PROJECT (ALT. 1) 
9: SR 246 & EDISON 

P.M. Peak Hour 
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
Lane Configurations f+ 4+ 
ldeaiJ=Iow (vphpl) 19oo 196o 19bo 

"i f+ 
HWO 1900- 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 
Lane OtH. Factor .. 1.00 f.ob 

- --- - --- -

Frt 1.00 0.99 
FlrProteete:d ·· o. 95 1. oo -
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1810 

4.0 4.0 
fti() 1.00 
1.00 0.98 

4.0 
. 1.00 

0.93 
0.99 . 

F'ifPermitted · · · o.95-- f.oo -
_Q.~5 too 
1736 1788 
0~95 -1.00 
1736 1788 

1671 
0.82 
1382 Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1810 

V<>@n~(vph) 217 .280 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 
~aJt~J§yJ/(vt>f"lr .z1v?- 2ao 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 
_La:tr~;~r6i.l!l'~F=Iow{Vph). 2tt 295 ... 
Turn Type 
Rr9J~9tea ~h<ls~s ·· 
Permitted Phases 
A§lij~ted §re~n .• G.(s). 
Effective Green, g (s) 
~IJfui:lt~asR~ Ratto· ... 
Clearance Time (s) 
VetiiCie·Extension (s) 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d1 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Prot 
1 

9.5 
9.5 

0.16 
4.0 
3.6 . 

275 
c0.13 

0.79 
24.2 
1.00 
13.9 
38.2 

D 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length ( s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

1/28/2014 

4 

26.7 
26.7 
0.45 

4.0 
3.0 

807 
0.16 

0.37 
11.0 
1.00 
0.3 

11 ~3 
8 

22.6 
c 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 

18 82 4(31 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
·····1a; r'82, 4~1: 

0 0 10 
o . 62 < . 528 . ·~··_::QXJ 

30 
1.00 

·ao••_.-·.····· 
64 

:102 
Prot Perm 

_3' 8 

4.1 21.3 
4.1 21.3 

0.61 -6.36 
4.0 4.0 
3.0 3.0 
119 636 

0.05 c0.30 

0.69 0.83 
27.3 17.7 
1.00 1.00 
15.3 9.0 
42.6 26.7 

D c 
28.8 

c 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

2 
2 

17.f 
17.1 

·o,2~ 
4.0 

-- ... ···_·3.() 
395 

0.07 
0.26 
16.5 
1.00 

1.6 
18.1 

8 
18.1 

8 

c 

12.0 
D 

4+ 
1900 -19oO 1900 

4.0 
1.00 
0.89 
1.00 
1618 
0.96 
1562 

28~ 
1.00 
za~ 

0 
Q 

Perm 
6 

6 
'11.1. 
17.1 
0.29 
4.0 
3.6 

446 

c0.09 
0.33 
16.9 
1.00 
2.0 

18.9 
8 

18.9 
8 

(IJ 



CUMULATIVE+PROJECT (ALT. 2) P.M. Peak Hour 
9: SR 246 & EDISON HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

__.;. 
--llo- t .("" +- '- "'\ t r \. + ..; 

Lane Configurations ft 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Dtil. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 0.93 0.89 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.99 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 1812 1736 1788 1670 1619 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.82 0.96 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 1812 1736 1788 1391 1560 
Volume (vph) 217 312 18 84 465 78 47 30 90 35 32 288 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj.Fiow (vph) 217 312 18 84 465 78 47 30 90 35 32 28$ 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 10 0 0 64 0 0 205 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 217 327 0 84 533 0 0 103 0 0 150 0 
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm Perm 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 6 
Permitted Phases 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 9.6 24.7 5.4 20.5 17.1 17.1 
Effective Green, g (s) 9.6 24.7 5.4 20.5 17.1 17.1 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.16 0.42 0.09 0.35 0.29 0.29 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 282 756 158 619 402 451 
v/s Ratio Prot c0.13 0.18 0.05 c0.30 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 c0.10 
v/c Ratio 0.77 0.43 0.53 0.86 0.26 0.33 
l_jniform Delay, d1 23.7 12.3 25.7 18.0 16.2 16.6 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 11.9 0.4 3.4 11.8 1.5 2.0 
Delay (s) 35.7 12.7 29.1 29.8 17.7 18.5 
Level of Service D B c c B B 
Approach Delay (s) 21.8 29.7 17.7 18.5 
Approach LOS c c B B 

HCM Average Control Delay 23.6 HCM Level of Service c 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.65 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 59.2 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.3% ICU Level of Service D 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c - Critical Lane Group 

4/2/2014 

Associated Transportation Eng (ATE) 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Genel'al'r~:~~ .. , \;(:':c;~,;~'ci) :.;.·~t~;·3:~~ ''"·15ife;;l, •• ~ •. •••a.,•vl~~~~i~'~~~l.~.~~]!f~~):'.~}'.<•\~/;;,;;;{);';~·Hfz 
Analyst MMF Intersection 10_EX_AM 
Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
Date Performed 3121/2012 Analysis Year EXISTING 
Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

'"'•uJ~'-'l Description #12018- CHU11A11 ~1-J CAMP 4 PROJECT 
EasUWest Street: SR ?dA-ARfvfOUR RANCH RD. I"Jorth/South Street: SR 154 
"""''~action Or,,.,,lauu• Nort~-South !Study Period [hrs}: 1.00 

lvel'lieleJJt.•umes ·and"Aafus.tfii~iits "·· ...•. ;~.:.·:; .f<.. .. ·::...·:·;~~~~;;i:[j;~~#~~li~~i£,.1:;~"~;·.· ·.~ '( ; ... ·· .. ·.··•· ?:;· .•. ,;:~:;·~:,i,;~ 
I Major -~treet 1\!urthbound Southbound 
'Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6 

L T R L T R 
Volume (veh/h) 136 102 2 2 193 20 
0 ocu -Jour Factor, f>HF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
H• 1rl: Flow Rate, HFR 
(veh/h) 136 102 2 2 193 20 

n. Heavy' ·vlvvlll V~lllvl~~ 4 4 --
Median Type UfidiviUt;;U 
RT Channelized 0 1 
lLanes 1 1 0 1 1 1 
!Configuration L TR L T R 
Upstream Signal 0 0 

.~~:;.u, Street l=~!::thnund 1 
A/, itbOl.JJlcf VVv~l 

Mover1ent 7 8 9 10 11 12 
L T R L T R 

Volume (veh/h) 8 25 276 0 24 2 
IPeak-Hour Factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
l~o~r.~y. Flow Rate, HFR 
l(veh/h) 8 25 276 0 24 2 

1"1"' "'~"l H_§lavy Vehicles 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Percent Grade (%} 0 0 

Flared Approach N y 

Storage 0 2 

IRT Channelized 1 0 
lLanes 0 1 1 0 1 0 
!Configuration LT R LTR 

'Delay, Queue Length, and Level of s .. , .;i-... .••. • .·.· .... ···• .. ... •.. ···• ... < .·.···· ·.; ... ·. ;,; 
.• . .• 

•.·· ·· ... 
Appruavll Northbound Southbound Westbound Eastbound 

Mo·vement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Lane Configuration L L LTR LT R 

IV (veh/h} 136 2 26 33 276 

IC(m} (veh/h} 1368 1475 416 380 843 

v/c 0.10 0.00 0.06 0.09 0.33 

95% queue length 0.33 0.00 0.20 0.28 1.45 

Control Delay (s/veh} 7.9 7.4 14.5 15.4 ' 11.3 

LOS A A B c B 

Approach Delay (s/veh} -- 14.5 11.8 

Appruavll LOS -- -- B B 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™ Version 5.6 Generated: 3/28/2012 2:39PM 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1129/14 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

L 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

A~u,)\) 1\, > </ 
,·..-/ 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

373 

0.07 

15.7 

c 
7 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

9 

10_2014_AM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
NEAR-TERM (YEAR 2014) 

10 12 

37 297 

337 828 

0.11 36 

7 1.67 

17.0 11.8 
c B 

2.4 

B 

Generated: 1/29/2014 8:42AM ;;o 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1129/14 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

L L 

158 3 

1352 

0.00 

0.01 

A 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

{\\~}J\) 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

0.30 

c 
20.4 

9 

10_2014+ALT. 1_AM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
2014+PROJECT (ALT. 1) 

1 

10 12 
LT R 

58 

320 828 

0.18 0.36 

18.7 11.8 

c B 

12.9 

B 

Generated: 1/29/2014 8:53AM 

IYf 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst MMF 
Agency/Co. ATE 
Date Performed 411114 
Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project Description #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
l;:ast/West Street: SR 246-ARMOUR RANCH RD. 

Intersection 
Jurisdiction 
Analysis Year 

North/South Street: SR 154 
Intersection Orientation: North-South Study Period (hrs): 1.00 

Major Street Northbound 
Movement 1 2 

Volume (veh/h) 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
rveh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 

Median Type 

RT Channelized 

Lanes 

Configuration 
Upstream Signal 

Minor Street 
Movement 

Volume (veh/h) 
Peak-Hour Factor PHF 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
rveh/h) 

Percent Heavy Vehicles 

Percent Grade(%) 

Flared Approach 

Storage 

RT Channelized 

Lanes 

L T 
158 113 
1.00 1.00 

158 113 

4 

1 1 
L 

0 

Eastbound 
7 8 
L T 

12 53 
1.00 1.00 

12 53 

4 4 

0 

N 

0 

0 1 

3 4 
R L 
6 3 

1.00 1.00 

6 3 

4 
Undivided 

0 

0 1 
TR L 

9 10 
R L 

297 8 
1.00 1.00 

297 8 

4 4 

1 

1 0 

·\. · ...••. · .. · ·...• . ... ···•··· ·•·.•••... << 
10_2014+ALT. 2_AM 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
2014+PROJECT (ALT. 2) 

Southbound 
5 6 
T R 

207 26 
1.00 1.00 

207 26 

1 
1 1 

T R 
0 

Westbound 
11 12 
T R 

94 5 
1.00 1.00 

94 5 

4 4 

0 
y 

2 

0 

1 0 
Configuration LT R LTR 

'"' •'·;:·~":]f;;;.::;;.~~ ~'~I;~.~·~':t§r•;;;:• ~:·~ · ;f ~.~· ; •• g}K{r.i~.¥ ~'.rc~.Y~~~¥'>.•• •·•• ~'~;~·· :. ·~·}F• t~• t t• ;• ;} • <~··s·, ·• •.'0 
Approach Northbound Southbound Westbound Eastbound 

Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Lane Configuration L L LTR LT R 

v (veh/h) 158 3 107 65 297 

C (m) (veh/h) 1352 1457 337 320 828 

v/c 0.12 0.00 0.32 0.20 0.36 

95% queue length 0.40 0.01 1.38 0.76 1.67 

Control Delay (s/veh) 8.0 7.5 20.8 19.1 11.8 

LOS A A c c B 

Approach Delay (s/veh) -- 20.8 13.1 

Approach LOS -- c B 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:04PM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1129/14 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

L 

5 

5 

0.00 

0.01 

7.7 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

7 

LTR 

40 

240 

0.17 

0.60 

c 
23.6 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

9 

10_CU_AM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
CUMULATIVE (YEAR 2030) 

10 12 
LT R 

226 

204 842 

0.82 0.27 

90.5 10.8 

F B 

44.8 

E 

Generated: 1/29/2014 9:17AM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1129/14 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

L 

6 

1312 

0.00 

0.01 

7.8 

A 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

A\~5~) ~~) 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

Westbound 

7 8 

L 

115 

224 

0.51 

3.00 

38.2 

38.2 

E 

HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 

9 

10_CU+PR (ALT. 1)_AM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
CUMULATIVE+PR (ALT.1) 

Eastbound 

10 11 12 

LT R 

189 226 

158 842 

1.20 0.27 

26.29 1.10 

487.6 10.8 

228.0 

F 
Generated: 1/29/2014 9:28AM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst MMF 
Agency/Co. ATE 
Date Performed 411114 
Analysis Time Period A.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project Description #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
East/West Street: SR 246-ARMOUR RANCH RD. 
Intersection Orientation: North-South 

Major Street Northbound 
Movement 1 2 

Volume (veh/h) 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
l(veh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 
Median Type 

RT Channelized 

Lanes 
ConfiQuration 
Upstream Signal 

Minor Street 
Movement 

Volume (veh/h) 
Peak-Hour Factor PHF 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
l(veh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 

Percent Grade(%) 

Flared Approach 

Storage 

RT Channelized 

Lanes 
Configuration 

ID&I~y;t~ueu'~;,'''"''· 

L T 
225 235 
1.00 1.00 

225 235 

4 

1 1 

L 
0 

Eastbound 
7 8 
L T 

138 58 
1.00 1.00 

138 58 

4 4 

0 
N 

0 

0 1 

LT 

Intersection 
Jurisdiction 
Analysis Year 

North/South Street: SR 154 
Study Period hrs): 1.00 

3 4 
R L 
9 6 

1.00 1.00 

9 6 

4 

Undivided 

0 
0 1 

TR L 

9 10 
R L 

226 13 
1.00 1.00 

226 13 

4 4 

1 

1 0 
R 

1 0_ CU+PR (ALT. 2)_AM 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
CUMULA TIVE+PR (ALT. 2) 

Southbound 
5 6 
T R 

194 124 
1.00 1.00 

194 124 

1 

1 1 
T R 
0 

Westbound 
11 12 
T R 

100 8 
1.00 1.00 

100 8 

4 4 

0 
y 

2 

0 

1 0 

LTR 

Approach Northbound Southbound Westbound Eastbound 

Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Lane Configuration L L LTR LT R 

v (veh/h) 225 6 121 196 226 

C (m) (veh/h) 1367 1311 222 156 842 

v/c 0.16 0.00 0.55 1.26 0.27 

95% queue length 0.59 0.01 3.37 29.85 1.10 

Control Delay (s/veh) 8.2 7.8 40.5 583.6 10.8 

LOS A A E F B 

Approach Delay (s/veh) -- -- 40.5 276.8 

Approach LOS -- -- E F 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:01PM 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

GeneraiJntorffiation·· : '; · •· ··=~~:.· ·:i,·~"· ' ·(•··· ; ~.·}t:~·s ~~?~J.;:f;!~~·~~ ISitltli · $~,:~5"" ~·~~:~11 ': .ic.~'lt§ff:iJ~if,~I:r~~7·~~~J~!?';~ II II VI IIICU.IUI • 

Analyst MMF Intersection 10_EX_PM 
SANTA BARBARA 

Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction 
COUNTY 

Date Performed 312112012 
Analysis Year EXISTING 

Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project Description #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
East/West Street: SR 246-ARMOUR RANCH RD. North/South Street: SR 154 
Intersection Orientation: North-South Study Period (hrs : 1.00 

Vefiicte•.stoll.tmes:anciAdJtJstmentS':~ ;<c;~·" .··.··•j.}.•· .•.•.. ·•• .. · •. ·z~·;::;::f:x1';;~;c;·,·•:.c•}.r j;I),. :.'; ~i••'..;.C} Z 7 ·.?·.~·~; ;~~·.:~.;···~~]z~~x~rtz 
Major Street Northbound Southbound 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6 

L T R L T R 
Volume (veh/h} 348 207 0 7 186 39 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
l(veh/h) 348 207 0 7 186 39 

Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 -- -- 4 -- --
Median Type Undivided 

RT Channelized 0 1 
Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 1 
Configuration L TR L T R 
Upstream Signal 0 0 

Minor Street Eastbound Westbound 
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12 

L T R L T R 
Volume (veh/h) 29 18 226 0 53 7 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 29 18 226 0 53 7 
'veh/h} 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Percent Grade(%) 0 0 

Flared Approach N y 

Storage 0 2 

RT Channelized 1 0 

Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 0 
Configuration LT R LTR 

Delay~ Queue LEn1gth; and l.fevel of Service •·· •·•··· • ·>·:> .. · .. • ::JL';."::·· ;;~~(·~.:·.·<···•· .··· ··.•··· .· : ... ··· .. ·.• . . .... ····. 
Approach Northbound Southbound Westbound Eastbound 

Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Lane Configuration L L LTR LT R 

v (veh/h) 348 7 60 47 226 

C (m) (veh/h) 1377 1352 177 121 851 

v/c 0.25 0.01 0.34 0.39 0.27 

95% queue length 1.01 0.02 1.50 1.82 1.08 

Control Delay (s/veh) 8.5 7.7 36.3 53.3 10.8 

LOS A A E F a 
Approach Delay (s/veh) -- -- 36.3 18.1 

Approach LOS -- -- E c 
Copyright© 201 o University of Florida, Ail Rights Reserved HCS+™ Version 5.6 Generated: 3/28/2012 2:27 PM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1129114 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

L L 

7 

1350 

0.01 

0.02· 

7 

A 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

LTR 

60 

0.40 

1.94 

45. 

E 

45.5 

E 

HCS+™ Version 5.6 

9 

10_2014_PM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
NEAR-TERM (YEAR 2014) 

10 12 
LT R 

58 259 

0.62 0.31 

3.96 1.36 

F B 

27.6 

Generated: 1/29/2014 8:46AM 

(91 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 
~ - ~ ~, 7 ,.,,,~ -> •• ,., ~-,- _:-;::-:·> ,, 

::>~ : . •..• _ .( __ ' •. • -•.•···- sit~jr1torm1itiot1' 
·- - n ·~ ·- .•..• --- ; : -:Generallnformatiorr .. , - ; .; . ··- .. -.-_ ... 

Analyst MMF Intersection 10_2014+ALT. 1_PM 
Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
Date Performed 411114 Analysis Year 2014+PROJECT (ALT. 1) 
Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project Description #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
East/West Street: SR 246-ARMOUR RANCH RD. North/South Street: SR 154 
Intersection Orientation: North-South Study Period (hrs): 1.00 

!\feh[C"ie~Vriliim~$';~~ti a ;A:(IJ us'{~.;~-.;~~'·.;'·~ ·.J;. •y-~--~ •. -,. +~'T' ' .. ~••--·--- •- > ,.~ •. ·L.-•· ·. ~ .. _- "~)J;~T_~::~;-:·~·Ir~:E;· ;;.·~,_,,~ ~,.'·.• _ ,· :._••--·· ,.·.···;····~; ··•·• :·· 
Major Street Northbound Southbound 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6 

L T R L T R 
Volume (veh/h) 376 224 9 10 209 49 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
l(veh/h) 

376 224 9 10 209 49 

Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 -- -- 4 -- --
Median Type Undivided 

RT Channelized 0 1 

Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 1 
Configuration L TR L T R 
Upstream Signal 0 0 

Minor Street Eastbound Westbound 
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12 

L T R L T R 

Volume (veh/h) 40 92 259 5 95 9 
Peak-Hour Factor PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 

40 92 259 5 95 9 rveh/h) 

Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Percent Grade(%) 0 0 

Flared Approach N y 

Storage 0 2 

RT Channelized 1 0 

Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 0 
Configuration LT R LTR 

I Delay'';Oru:~~ il:f:b,englh~ ar [J',I,;; 
~~:--,...;;;:. ~g~~f{?~;;r.t~~y~i~.!~:;t;~ [:-; {•-'<:•;f ;~~- -~ ~·;"~i·. ~·~:. ;'c~t-§': tt~~!:c'E'ci •.. ·l,; ~·:~?if:'!~ '• '''{;' ;;~?~;51~-~S~?-~·z'E.• .~-·-:•~ ;7~ :;~·-• 

Approach Northbound Southbound Westbound Eastbound 

Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Lane Configuration L L LTR LT R 

v (veh/h) 376 10 109 132 259 

C (m) (veh/h) 1350 1323 122 84 826 

v/c 0.28 0.01 0.89 1.57 0.31 

95% queue length 1.16 0.02 9.94 30.49 1.36 

Control Delay (s/veh) 8.7 7.7 176.6 1183 11.3 

LOS A A F F B 

Approach Delay (s/veh) -- -- 176.6 407.0 

Approach LOS -- -- F F 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+ TM Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:03PM 



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst MMF 
Agency/Co. ATE 
Date Performed 411114 

Intersection 
Jurisdiction 
Analysis Year 

10_2014+ALT. 2_PM 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
2014+PROJECT (ALT. 2) 

Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project Description #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
East/West Street: SR 246-ARMOUR RANCH RD. North/South Street: SR 154 
Intersection Orientation: North-South Study Period hrs): 1.00 

·viitliQtij:''~1~i"m~sanH··~.~ib>:~tffi~ilt5~·····•?\;,•·.:·~·:·.~i;~:t;.;.'.~~;;~·:::~···s~.&·3·~··~···~ .. •~x::;':ff·· .. ;·;~F.,(';·l::n?::·;·· ;·.;~:~··{;/l'":~~j·J··· .. ¥ 
Major Street Northbound Southbound 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 

Volume (veh/h) 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
l(veh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 
Median Type 

RT Channelized 

Lanes 
Configuration 
Upstream SiQnal 

L T R L T 
376 224 9 10 209 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

376 224 9 10 209 

4 4 
Undivided 

0 
1 1 0 1 1 
L TR L T 

0 0 

Minor Street Eastbound Westbound 
Movement 

Volume (veh/h) 
Peak-Hour Factor PHF 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
rveh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 

Percent Grade(%) 

Flared Approach 

Storage 

RT Channelized 

Lanes 
Configuration 

7 8 
L T 

40 96 
1.00 1.00 

40 96 

4 4 

0 

N 

0 

0 1 
LT 

Approach Northbound Southbound 

Movement 1 4 

Lane Configuration L L 

v (veh/h) 376 10 

C (m) (veh/h) 1350 1323 

v/c 0.28 0.01 

95% queue length 1.16 0.02 

Control Delay (s/veh) 8.7 7.7 

LOS A A 

Approach Delay (s/veh) -- --
Approach LOS -- --

9 10 11 
R L T 

259 9 102 
1.00 1.00 1.00 

259 9 102 

4 4 4 

0 
y 

2 

1 
1 0 1 

R LTR 

Westbound Eastbound 

7 8 9 10 11 

LTR LT 

120 136 

110 79 

1.09 1.72 

16.15 34.43 

385.9 1450 

F F 

385.9 506.7 

F F 

6 
R 

49 
1.00 

49 

1 

1 
R 

12 
R 

9 
1.00 

9 

4 

0 
0 

12 

R 

259 

826 

0.31 

1.36 

11.3 

B 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:04PM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst 
Agency/Co. 

MMF 
ATE 
1129/14 Date Performed 

Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

L L 

386 10 

1347 1 

0.29 0.01 

1.20 0.03 

8.7 

A A 

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, Ali Rights Reserved 

Intersection 

Jurisdiction 

Analysis Year 

7 8 

LTR 

103 

0.68 

4. 

106.5 

F 

106.5 

F 

HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 

9 

10_CU_PM 
SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY 
CUMULATIVE (YEAR 2030) 

10 12 

LT 

139 230 

50 823 

2.78 0.28 

7 1.16 

3390 11.1 

F B 

1284 

F 
Generated: 1/29/2014 9:21AM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Generallnforin~tion 
.. c i ..... 

· .................. ··· ·· .. Sitedhtormation .·· · . : > ·o:· ..• · .. • 
Analyst MMF Intersection 10_CU+PR (ALT. 1)_PM 
Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
Date Performed 1/29114 Analysis Year CUMULATIVE+PR (AL T.1) 
Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project Description #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
East/West Street: SR 246-ARMOUR RANCH RD. North/South Street: SR 154 
Intersection Orientation: North-South Study Period hrs): 1.00 

v~ftl'lcleVc51time$Jaria:Acu l.lsfmit.iS·(• "'"d/'',''' .. . ...... ....... •·.····•·.· r.· :'.:? <·c·\· J;.· ·< · .. • ;··c:·/D >i: ' ',,',',':';/ ,', 
.·· .. · 

Major Street Northbound Southbound 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6 

L T R L T R 
Volume (veh/h) 386 407 14 13 212 147 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 386 407 14 13 212 147 
l(veh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 -- -- 4 -- --
Median Type Undivided 
RT Channelized 0 1 
Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 1 
Configuration L TR L T R. 
Upstream Signal 0 0 

Minor Street Eastbound Westbound 
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12 

L T R L T R 
Volume (veh/h) 119 94 230 10 97 12 
Peak-Hour Factor PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 

119 94 230 10 97 12 rveh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Percent Grade(%) 0 0 
Flared Approach N y 

Storage 0 2 

RT Channelized 1 0 
Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 0 
Configuration LT R LTR 

I nl:il~if'',nilt. ;i~ [~ ~:.r:.·i.a:;;''and l'~{~ '''·~~·""'· ""'-1.'"""'""'.1" 11>'~1 ,..,,,,,,..,.,... ::oJ.l~]t:I:V ic~·(~n~,~.· "~'·.Ji~.· .. ~ .. · .. : .. ,::.' .. · r:·· :• . \{;{,'. :<!:·.·. ··•·" : ··; •• ~.·;rr· .... , .......... c ~~;:;:• , .... ~< .• •····· 
Approach Northbound Southbound Westbound Eastbound 

Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Lane Configuration L L LTR LT R 

v (veh/h) 386 13 119 213 230 

C (m) (veh/h) 1347 1127 0 823 

v/c 0.29 0.01 0.28 

95% queue length 1.20 0.04 1.16 

Control Delay (s/veh) 8.7 8.2 11.1 
LOS A A F B 

Approach Delay (s/veh) -- --
Approach LOS -- --
Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/2/2014 8:52AM 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

:Generai ~iniofmati6n• ··•.·••····· ... · j ............ < ; 
...... •' ;.::.·.· >> Sit~ thformatiHn~ :.·.··· ... •. ~>·. 

~· . . · . 
~~ 

-~· .--·; 

••. .. •. . .: < .. ... · ... ·· . 

Analyst MMF Intersection 10_CU+PR (ALT. 2)_PM 
Agency/Co. ATE Jurisdiction SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
Date Performed 411114 Analysis Year CUMULA TIVE+PR (ALT. 2) 
Analysis Time Period P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Project Description #12018- CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROJECT 
East/West Street: SR 246-ARMOUR RANCH RD. North/South Street: SR 154 
Intersection Orientation: North-South Study Period hrs): 1.00 

lvehict~~v8itimj;!s·:an&~ ~ci1ustffi~n1s":~z·i.:'~~€.~~··;~~~,~~····(·~E.·~.... "·/~';·"·~·~;£ 7~·.~·;stb~r·~i;,," .. E:.:~1··~·;····••······· ;.··.·••··•· .. ~;··· 
Major Street Northbound Southbound 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6 

L T R L T R 
Volume (veh/h) 386 407 14 13 212 147 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 386 407 14 13 212 147 
rveh/h) 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 -- -- 4 -- --
Median Type Undivided 

RT Channelized 0 1 

Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 1 
Configuration L TR L T R 
Upstream Signal 0 0 

Minor Street Eastbound Westbound 
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12 

L T R L T R 

Volume (veh/h) 119 98 230 11 104 12 
Peak-Hour Factor PHF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 

119 98 230 11 104 12 rveh/h) 

Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Percent Grade (%) 0 0 

Flared Approach N y 

Storage 0 2 

RT Channelized 1 0 

Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 0 
Configuration LT R LTR 
'J~ia~·::::;;;.:,•J:•;·;~s• i.Cl:'Li 

.. ~~~'.!.t:.!~{,J,r~e~. iC'eJ~}t~.;~~~jEt~·~~~~~~~;;.; r·;:~ .. ·~;~;::·.·~~:·~ :~;~··:,~·l'J.;~;:~~;~~;e;~~jE?J2·r1t~~; r; .•• ( .~~;;·7~nYJ<;;~ 'ZT'i;"·z•'i'.r~f: ·•:;z ••. ;; ....•.. ,,~, 

Approach Northbound Southbound Westbound Eastbound 

Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Lane Configuration L L LTR LT R 

v (veh/h) 386 13 127 217 230 

C (m) (veh/h) 1347 1127 0 823 

v/c 0.29 0.01 0.28 

95% queue length 1.20 0.04 1.16 

Control Delay (s/veh) 8.7 8.2 11.1 

LOS A A F B 

Approach Delay (s/veh) -- --
Approach LOS -- --

Copyright© 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+ ™ Version 5.6 Generated: 4/1/2014 2:02PM 



TRAFFIC COUNT DATA 

(oJ 



Day: Tuesday 
Date: 3/13/2012 

AII/I J>eJiodJ ~1!- -~~-58- -
00:00 
00:15 
00:30 
00:45 
01:00 
01:15 
01:30 
01:45 
02:00 
02:15 
02:30 
02:45 
03:00 
03:15 
03:30 
03:45 
04:00 
04:15 
04:30 
04:45 
05:00 
05:15 
05:30 
05:45 
06:00 
06:15 
06:30 
06:45 
07:00 
07:15 
07:30 
07:45 
08:00 
08:15 
08:30 
08:45 
09:00 
09:15 
09:30 
09:45 
10:00 
10:15 
10:30 
10:45 
11:00 
11:15 
11:30 
11:45 

TOTALS 

SPLIT% 

~ 

EB -
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
2 
3 
2 
3 

15 
14 
6 
13 
5 
10 
5 
10 
7 
3 
5 
9 
2 
3 
13 
6 
3 
2 
5 
6 
8 
7 

Prepared by NDS/ATD 

VOLUME 
Armour Ranch Rd E/o SR-154 

-~ -~ WB :~~-_I TOTAL I_~M J>~riD~ LN!L ~ --
0 0 12:00 
0 0 12:15 
0 0 12:30 
0 0 12:45 
0 0 13:00 
0 0 13:15 
0 0 13:30 
0 0 13:45 
0 0 14:00 
0 0 14:15 
0 0 14:30 
0 0 14:45 
0 0 15:00 
0 0 15:15 
0 0 15:30 
0 0 15:45 
0 0 16:00 
0 0 16:15 
0 0 16:30 
0 0 16:45 
0 1 17:00 
0 1 17:15 
0 2 17:30 

7 0 3 7 17:45 
0 2 18:00 
0 3 18:15 
3 18 18:30 

34 2 5 16 39 18:45 
3 9 19:00 
4 17 19:15 
3 8 19:30 

34 13 23 .23 57 19:45 
5 10 20:00 
6 16 20:15 
4 11 20:30 

25 6 21 9 46 20:45 
1 6 21:00 
5 14 21:15 
3 5 21:30 

19 2 11 5 30 21:45 
6 19 22:00 
9 15 22:15 
5 8 22:30 

24 3 23 5 47 22:45 
11 16 23:00 
4 10 23:15 
7 15 23:30 

26 6 28 13 54 23:45 

169 111 280 TOTALS 

60.4% 39.6% 40.5% SPLIT% 

City: Santa Ynez 
Project#: CA12_8021_001 

- -
}VB_~- - I S!l ------ -EB - -

6 9 
10 7 
3 5 
4 23 5 26 
6 4 
2 5 
7 5 
8 23 11 25 
8 8 
10 4 
6 6 
6 30 9 27 
4 4 
4 4 
6 7 
6 20 7 22 
2 10 
8 18 
5 20 
9 24 12 60 
4 3 
2 4 
7 6 
6 19 7 20 
3 5 
1 10 
3 4 
1 8 1 20 
1 3 
8 2 
5 3 
4 18 1 9 
0 3 
3 4 
7 3 
3 13 0 10 
1 1 
1 0 
2 2 
0 4 0 3 
2 0 
0 0 
1 0 
2 5 0 
1 0 
0 0 
1 0 
0 2 0 

189 222 

46.0% 54.0% 

TOTAL 
15 
17 
8 
9 49 

10 
7 
12 
19 48 
16 
14 
12 
15 57 
8 
8 
13 
13 42 
12 
26 
25 
21 84 
7 
6 

13 
13 39 
8 
11 
7 
2 28 
4 

10 
8 
5 27 
3 
7 

10 
3 23 
2 
1 
4 
0 7 
2 
0 
1 
2 5 
1 
0 
1 
0 2 

411 

59.5% 

~-----~--~ --------- ----~~---~---~~---- -- -~-----~----~~~------~~-
- _ c D.A:I 1.\~ [QJ?.A:L\S - - - - - _ 
~~~ ""~~-~.,-~- -~-~"""~ -~~x:;;£,~ -~~ ~~~-=--""'~ ~""-"' = ~~~~ =="""'c:iliX-"Z=-~=-~~ ==~'"==~ ~~=c 

AM Peak Hour 06:30 11:30 06:30 PM Peak Hour 13:30 16:00 16:00 
AM PkVolume 48 29 60 PMPkVolume 33 60 84 

Pk Hr Factor 0.800 0.806 0.833 PkHrfactor 0.825 0.750 0.808 
7-9Volume 59 44 103 4·6Volume 43 80 123 

7 • 9 Peak Hour 07:00 07:45 07:45 4- 6 Peak Hour 16:15 16:00 16:00 
7 • 9 Pk Volume 34 28 60 4- 6 Pk Volume 26 60 84 

Pk Hr Factor 0.654 0.538 0.652 Pk Hr Factor 0.722 0.750 0.808 

I 



Day: Tuesday 
Date: 3/13/2012 

Prepared by NDS/ATD 

VOLUME 
Baseline Ave E/o SR-154 

City: Santa Ynez 
Project#: CA12_8021_002 

~~, '~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~-- ------------- ----- ~ --tm 
DAILY TOTALS 

- - -- -- -= - ~ - ~ - - - - -

AM Period l J'!~ __ 
-- = ~ ~ 

l TOTAL I PM Period_i_N_B~ ____ Sit_ ___ - ~ ~ifOTAl 
l 

s~ __ --~EI3 ___ ~ -~~B__ EB WB l 
00:00 0 0 0 12:00 13 19 32 
00:15 0 0 0 12:15 13 10 23 
00:30 2 0 2 12:30 16 14 30 
00:45 0 2 0 0 2 12:45 17 59 12 55 29 114 
01:00 0 0 0 13:00 17 14 31 
01:15 0 0 0 13:15 18 15 33 
01:30 0 0 0 13:30 8 8 16 
01:45 0 0 0 13:45 8 51 20 57 28 108 
02:00 0 0 0 14:00 10 10 20 
02:15 0 0 0 14:15 8 17 25 
02:30 0 0 0 14:30 9 16 25 
02:45 0 0 0 14:45 8 35 17 60 25 95 
03:00 0 0 0 15:00 11 21 32 
03:15 0 0 0 15:15 18 18 36 
03:30 0 0 0 15:30 12 16 28 
03:45 0 0 0 15:45 30 71 22 77 52 148 
04:00 0 0 0 16:00 30 20 50 
04:15 0 0 0 16:15 15 24 39 
04:30 0 0 0 16:30 22 20 42 
04:45 0 1 1 1 1 16:45 9 76 14 78 23 154 
05:00 2 1 3 17:00 15 23 38 
05:15 1 0 1 17:15 18 32 50 
05:30 3 2 5 17:30 13 5 18 
05:45 7 13 1 4 8 17 17:45 9 55 21 81 30 136 
06:00 1 5 6 18:00 12 5 17 
06:15 10 3 13 18:15 3 5 8 
06:30 9 4 13 18:30 12 9 21 
06:45 16 36 8 20 24 56 18:45 4 31 7 26 11 57 
07:00 11 7 18 19:00 5 16 21 
07:15 7 13 20 19:15 7 2 9 
07:30 7 10 17 19:30 5 4 9 
07:45 12 37 28 58 40 95 19:45 5 22 4 26 9 48 
08:00 15 19 34 20:00 3 4 7 
08:15 8 13 21 20:15 6 1 7 
08:30 7 11 18 20:30 1 6 7 
08:45 9 39 11 54 20 93 20:45 4 14 1 12 5 26 
09:00 21 10 31 21:00 2 0 2 
09:15 30 13 43 21:15 4 1 5 
09:30 12 13 25 21:30 3 0 3 
09:45 16 79 17 53 33 132 21:45 4 13 4 5 8 18 
10:00 14 13 27 22:00 3 3 6 
10:15 15 25 40 22:15 1 0 1 
10:30 17 11 28 22:30 1 1 2 
10:45 17 63 18 67 3,5 130 22:45 2 7 1 5 3 12 
11:00 10 15 25 23:00 1 1 2 
11:15 10 19 29 23:15 0 0 0 
11:30 15 7 2.2 23:30 1 0 1 > 
11:45 15 50 21 62 36 112 23:45 0 2 0 1 0 3 

TOTALS 319 319 638 TOTALS 436 4!13 9;1.9 

SPLIT% 50.0% 50.0% 41.0% SPLIT% 47.4% 52.6% 59.0% 

- - ~---- ----- --- - ---~---~-- --- _______ ,_ 
-~~-- ---~- ----------DAILY TOTALS 

- - "' ~~- --~ ~ ~~~-~~ ~ "'" =~ ~~-~~-~=- ~~-""""--~== ~~~ 

AM Peak Hour 09:00 07:45 09:00 PM Peak Hour 15:45 16:30 15:45 
AMPkVolume 79 71 132 PM PkVolume 97 89 183 

Pk Hr Factor 0.658 0.634 0.767 Pk Hr Factor 0.808 0.695 0,880 

7-9Volume 76 112 188 4-6Volume : 131 159 290 

7- 9 Peak Hour 07:30 07:45 07:45 4- 6 Peak Hour 16:00 16:30 16:00 

7- 9 Pk Volume 42 71 113 4 - 6 Pk Volume 76 89 154 
PkHr Factor ' 0.700 0.634 0.706 Pk Hr Factor 0.633 0.695 0.770 



ITM Peak Hour Summary 
P~aredby: 

N~S 
National Data lk Survevlng Services 

Date: 311312012 PIOjectll: CA12 8020 006 

Day: Tuesday 

AM Peak Hour 730AM 

NOON Peak Hour 

PM Peak Hour 400 PM 

CountPttrloda Start End 

AM 7:00/>J.A 9:00/>J.A 

NOON 

PM 4:00PM 6:00PM 

Total Ins & Outs Total Volume Per Leg 



Date: 3113/2012 

Day: Tuesday 

Coun1'-riod• Start End 

AM 7:00AM 9:00AM 

NOON 

PM 4:00PM 6:00PM 

Total Ins & Outs 

ITM Peak Hour Summary 
Prepared bv1 

N~~ w;;) 

Natioml Data & Surveying Services 

Project#: CA12 8020 007 

AM Peak Hour 730 AM 

NOON Peak Hour 

PM Peak Hour 400 PM 

Total Volume Per Leg 



ASSOCIATED TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS 
INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT SUMMARY 

PROJECT: MATTEI'S TAVERN PROJECT #: 07084 COUNT DATE: 03-15·11 FILE NAME: 02AM 

N-S Approach: GRAND AVE. COUNT TIME: 04:00P.M. TO 6:00 

E·W Approach: SR 154 CITY: LOS OLIVOS WEATHER: CLEAR 

{I I I LTR 

I PEAK HOUR: I o8:ooAM I TO I 09:00AM I fill I 
II I 

NORTH I 
I 

APPROACH 

I 
LTR 

I 4 I 25 I 23 I I LANES 

I LTR 

I I I I I I I I I I 
A 

<- v -> 
A I CONTROl TYPE: I NONE 

I 15 - ' ' - 32 I I 
TOTAl I ARRIVAL/ DEPARTURE VOLUMES 

I 358 -> I 815 I <- 209 I I 
I I 52 I 76 I 

I 49 -, ' - 9 I I I II\ 
A 

SR 154 v <- -> v I \II I 
I I I I I 246 I <- <- 250 

I I I I 
I I 422 I -> -> 410 

I 33 I 29 I 29 I I I II\ 
GRAND AVE. I \II I 

I I 83 I 91 I 
I 

TIME PERIOD NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND TOTAl 

From To left Thru Thru Ri2ht left Thru Right left Thru Ri2ht VOLUMES 

COUNT DATA 

07:00AM - 07:15AM 1 3 1 3 0 2 1 52 7 0 27 1 98 
07:15AM - 07:30AM 10 5 2 4 1 2 4 116 15 1 67 2 229 
07:30AM - 07:45AM 17 7 6 6 5 5 7 207 24 4 118 4 410 
07:45AM - 08:00AM 24 7 7 10 10 5 10 328 36 7 154 6 604 
08:00AM - 08:15AM 32 12 12 15 16 6 15 421 46 11 212 11 809 
08:15AM - 08:30AM 37 22 22 21 17 8 18 509 54 12 246 26 992 
08:30AM - 08:45AM 47 28 28 28 24 8 22 596 66 13 290 30 1180 
08:45AM - 09:00AM 57 36 36 33 35 9 25 686 85 16 363 38 1419 

TOTAL BY PERIOD 

07:00AM - 07:15AM 1 3 1 3 0 2 1 52 7 0 27 1 98 
07:15AM - 07:30AM 9 2 1 1 1 0 3 64 8 1 40 1 131 
07:30AM - 07:45AM 7 2 4 2 4 3 3 91 9 3 51 2 181 
07:45AM - 08:00AM 7 0 1 4 5 0 3 121 12 3 36 2 194 
08:00AM - 08:15AM 8 5 5 5 6 1 5 93 10 4 58 5 205 
08:15AM - 08:30AM 5 10 10 6 1 2 3 88 8 1 34 15 183 
08:30AM - 08:45AM 10 6 6 7 7 0 4 87 12 1 44 4 188 
08:45AM - 09:00AM 10 8 8 5 11 1 3 90 19 3 73 8 239 

HOURLY TOTALS 
' 

07:00AM - 08:00AM 24 7 7 10 10 5 10 328 36 7 154 6 604 
07:15AM - 08:15AM 31 9 11 12 16 4 14 369 39 11 185 10 711 
07:30AM - 08:30AM 27 17 20 17 16 6 14 393 39 11 179 24 763 
07:45AM - 08:45AM 30 21 22 22 19 3 15 389 42 9 172 26 770 
08:00AM - 09:00AM 33 29 29 23 25 4 15 358 49 9 209 32 815 



ASSOCIATED TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS 
INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT SUMMARY 

!PROJECT: MATTEI'S TAVERN PROJECT#: 07084 COUNT DATE: 03·10·11 FILE NAME: 02PM 

IN·S Approach: GRAND AVE. COUNT TIME: 04:00P.M. TO 6:00 

·W Approach: SR 154 CITY: LOS OLIVOS WEATHER: SUNNY 

" I I 
LTR 

I PEAK HOUR: I 04:15 PMI TO I 05:15PM I /Ill I 
II I 

NORTH I 
I 

APPROACH 

I 
LTR 

I 13 I 28 I 11 I I LANES 

I LTR 

I I I I I I I I I I 
A 

<- v -> 
A r CONTROL TYPE: I NONE 

I 9 - ' ' - 16 I I 
TOTAL I ARRIVAL I DEPARTURE VOLUMES 

I 267 -> I 912 I <- 409 I I 
I I 52 I 45 I 

I 51 -, ' - 18 I I I II\ 
A 

SR 154 v <- -> v I \If I 
I I I I I 469 I <- <- 443 

I I I I 
I I 327 I -> -> 301 

I 47 I 20 I 23 I I I II\ 

GRAND AVE. I \If I 
! I 97 I 90 I 
I 

TIME PERIOD NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND TOTAL 

From To Left Thru R ft Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right VOLUMES 

COUNT DATA 

04:00PM - 04:15PM 9 3 5 4 4 0 2 72 11 2 108 5 225 
04:15PM - 04:30PM 23 7 8 5 9 3 2 130 27 8 221 10 453 
04:30PM - 04:45PM 35 15 23 9 16 5 7 194 40 12 327 12 695 
04:45PM - 05:00PM 43 21 24 11 20 7 9 274 50 15 410 16 900 
05:00PM - 05:15PM 56 23 28 15 32 13 11 339 62 20 517 21 1137 
05:15PM - 05:30PM 72 25 30 15 36 17 12 409 69 24 597 30 1336 
05:30PM - 05:45PM 87 30 38 17 38 17 15 492 78 30 694 33 1569 
05:45PM - 06:00PM 96 38 44 17 38 19 15 549 86 33 772 39 1746 

TOTAL BY PERIOD 

04:00PM - 04:15PM 9 3 5 4 4 0 2 72 11 2 108 5 225 
04:15PM - 04:30PM 14 4 3 1 5 3 0 58 16 6 113 5 228 
04:30PM - 04:45PM 12 8 15 4 7 2 5 64 13 4 106 2 242 
04:45PM - 05:00PM 8 6 1 2 4 2 2 80 10 3 83 4 205 
05:00PM - 05:15PM 13 2 4 4 12 6 2 65 12 5 107 5 237 
05:15PM - 05:30PM 16 2 2 0 4 4 1 70 7 4 80 9 199 
05:30PM - 05:45PM 15 5 8 2 2 0 3 83 9 6 97 3 233 
05:45PM - 06:00PM 9 8 6 0 0 2 0 57 8 3 78 6 177 

HOURLY TOTALS 
' 

04:00PM - 05:00PM 43 21 24 11 20 7 9 274 50 15 410 16 900 
04:15PM - 05:15PM 47 20 23 11 28 13 9 267 51 18 409 16 912 
04:30PM - 05:30PM 49 18 22 10 27 14 10 279 42 16 376 20 883 
04:45PM - 05:45PM 52 15 15 8 22 12 8 298 38 18 367 21 874 
05:00PM - 06:00PM 53 17 20 6 18 12 6 275 36 18 362 23 846 



ITM Peak Hour Summary 
Pr4pared by: 

Nm 
Natlonal Data lk Survevlng Setvloes 

Oate: 511212011 Pwject#: CA11 5156 001 

Day: Thursday 

AM Peak Hour 745AM 

NOON Peak Hour 

PM Peak Hour 400PM 

Count-· Slart End 

AM 7:00AM 9:00AM 

NOON 

PM 4:00PM 6:00PM 

Total Ins & Outs Total Volume Per Leg 



Dale: 7121/2011 

Day: Thursday 

CounlPitriod• Start End 

AM 

NOON 

PM 1:00PM 6:00PM 

Total Ins & Outs 

ITM Peak Hour Summary 
Prepared by: 

N't'~ W.;;J 

National Data & Surveylng servlces 

P10ject#: CA11 5284 001 

AM Peak Hour 

NOON Peak Hour 

PM Peak Hour 445PM 

Total Volume Per Leg 

)(/ 



ITM Peak Hour Summary 
Prepared by: 

N~ 
National Data a Surveying Services 

Date: 311312012 Project II: CA12 8020 001 

Day: Tuesday 

AM Peak Hour 745AM 

NOON Peak Hour 

PM Peak Hour 400PM 

Count Periods Start End 

AM 7:00AM 9:00AM 

NOON 

PM 4:00PM 6:00PM 

Total Ins & Outs Total Volume Per Leg 



ITM Peak Hour Summary 
Prepared bJ! 

N~S 
National Data 8t Survevlng Services 

Date: 3113/2012 Project#: CA12 8020 002 

Day: Tuesday 

AM Peak Hour 745AM 

NOON Peak Hour 

PM Peak Hour 415PM 

Count PerJodt Start End 

AM 7:00AM 9:00AM 

NOON 

PM 4:00PM 6:00PM 

Total Ins & Outs Total Volume Per Leg 



ITM Peak Hour Summary 
Prepared by: 

N~ 
National Data a. Surveying Services 

Date: 3f1312012 Project II: CA12 8020 003 

Day: Tuesday 

AM Peak Hour 745AM 

NOON Peak Hour 

PM Peak Hour 400PM 

Count Periods Start End 

AM 7:00AM 9:00AM 

NOON 

PM 4:00PM 6:00PM 

Total Ins & Outs Total Volume Per Leg 



ITM Peak Hour Summary 
Prepared by: 

N~s ~ 

Natlonal Data 8t Surveylng Services 

Date: 311312012 Project#: CA12 8020 004 

Day: Tuesday 

AM Peak Hour 800AM 

NOON Peak Hour 

PM Peak Hour 400PM 

.,...........,, Start End 

AM 7:00AM 9:00AM 

NOON 

PM 4:00PM 6:00PM 

Total Ins & Outs Total Volume Per Leg 



ITM Peak Hour Summary 
Prepared by: 

Nili)S 
National Data & Surveying Services 

Date: 3113/2012 Project II: CA12 8020 005 

Day: Tuesday 

AM Peak Hour 715AM 

NOON Peak Hour 

PM Peak Hour 400PM 

Counl PtrJodt Start End 

AM 7:00AM 9:00AM 

NOON 

PM 4:00PM 6:00PM 

Total Ins & Outs Total Volume Per Leg 



APPENDIX M 
TRIBAL CONSOLIDATION AND ACQUISITION PLAN (RESCINDED 

AND REMOVED) 
 



In March 2013 the Tribe submitted the Tribal 
Consolidation and Acquisition Plan (Plan) and 

corresponding Tribal Consolidation Area (TCA) to the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA). On October 11, 2013, 

the Tribe withdrew without prejudice the approval 
Plan and corresponding TCA via Resolution #926 
Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians-Tribal Land 
Consolidation Area (included as Appendix P of the 

Final EA).  Accordingly, the Plan has been removed 
from the Final EA as it is no longer relevant to the 

Proposed Action.
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Analytical Environmental Services 1-1 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 

May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

CHAPTER 1.0  
INTRODUCTION 

1.1 OVERVIEW 

The Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust, dated August 2013 
(SCH #2013081060) was submitted to the State Clearinghouse and released for public and agency review 
for a 30-day comment period beginning on August 20 and ending on September 19, 2013.  An extension 
of the 30-day comment period was granted by the U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), ending the 
comment period on October 7, 2013.  Due to a temporary closure of non-essential federal agency 
functions, the comment period was further extended until November 18, 2013.  This document provides 
representative comments regarding the EA received during the comment period and responses to those 
comments.   
 

1.2 ORGANIZATION OF THE DOCUMENT 

Chapter 1.0 Introduction.  This chapter provides information on the contents and organization of the 
Final EA.   

 
Chapter 2.0 Comments.  Chapter 2.0 includes a list of all commenters and representative copies of 

comment letters received on the EA.  Representative comment letters are bracketed and 
annotated with individual comment numbers.  Copies of duplicate letters and multiple 
copies of form letters have been excluded. 

 
Chapter 3.0 Responses to Comments.  Chapter 3.0 provides responses to the representative comment 

letters included in Chapter 2.0.  Responses generally provide clarification of the original 
EA and occasionally include changes in, or additions to, the text of that document 
provided in the Final EA.       

 
Chapter 4.0 References.  A list of references for this document (exclusive of those included in the 

original EA) is provided in this chapter. 
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CHAPTER 2.0 
COMMENTS ON AUGUST 2013 EA 

Comments received on the August 2013 Environmental Assessment (EA) are listed in Table 2-1.  Copies 

of representative comment letters are provided in their entirety on the following pages, and issues are 

individually bracketed and numbered in the margins of the representative comment letters.  Copies of 

duplicate letters and multiple copies of form letters have been excluded from Section 2.0.  Responses to 

the numbered comments are provided in Chapter 3.0. 

 
TABLE 2-1 

LIST OF COMMENTERS 
Letter 
Number 

Agency/Organization Name 
Date 
Received 

 
Federal Agencies (F) 

No comment letters received from federal agencies. 

 
State Agencies (S) 

S1 California Department of Transportation, 
District 5 

Adam Fukushima, PTP 20-Sep-13 

S2 California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
South Coast Region 

Martin Potter, Senior Environmental Scientist 20-Sep-13 

S3 State Clearinghouse Scott Morgan 20-Sep-13 

S4 California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
South Coast Region 

Edmund Pert, Regional Manager 22-Oct-13 

S5 Native American Heritage Commission Dave Singleton 23-Aug-13 

S6 Native American Heritage Commission Dave Singleton 30-Aug-13 

S7 State Clearinghouse Scott Morgan 5-Nov-13 

S8 State Clearinghouse Scott Morgan 21-Nov-13 

 
Local Agencies (L) 

L1 Santa Barbara County Chandra Wallar, County Executive Officer 27-Aug-13 

L2 Santa Barbara County Cathy Christian, Attorney 9-Sep-13 

L3 Santa Barbara County Cam Van Wingerden on behalf of Chandra L 
Wallar, County Executive Officer 

21-Oct-13 

L4 Santa Ynez River Water Conservation 
District, Improvement District No. 1 

Gary M. Kvistad and Diane C. De Felice, 
Attorneys 

21-Oct-13 

L5 Santa Barbara County Cam Van Wingerden on behalf of Chandra L 
Wallar, County Executive Officer 

21-Oct-13 

L6 Santa Barbara County Cam Van Wingerden on behalf of Chandra L 
Wallar, County Executive Officer 

21-Oct-13 

L7 Santa Ynez River Water Conservation 
District, Improvement District No. 1 

Ryan A. Smith, Attorney 22-Oct-13 

L8 Santa Barbara County Chandra Wallar, County Executive Officer 31-Oct-13 

L9 Santa Ynez River Water Conservation 
District, Improvement District No. 1 

Gary M. Kvistad and Ryan A. Smith, Attorneys 22-Oct-13 
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Number 

Agency/Organization Name 
Date 
Received 

L10 Santa Ynez River Water Conservation 
District, Improvement District No. 1 

Gary M. Kvistad and Ryan A. Smith, Attorneys 22-Oct-13 

L11 Santa Ynez River Water Conservation 
District, Improvement District No. 1 

Gary M. Kvistad and Ryan A. Smith, Attorneys 22-Oct-13 

L12 City of Solvang Jim Richardson, Mayor 22-Oct-13 

L13 Santa Barbara County Chandra Wallar, County Executive Officer 22-Oct-13 

L14 Santa Ynez River Water Conservation 
District, Improvement District No. 1 

Gary M. Kvistad and Diane C. De Felice, 
Attorneys 

22-Oct-13 

L15 Santa Barbara County Chandra Wallar, County Executive Officer 22-Oct-13 

L16 Santa Barbara County Chandra Wallar, County Executive Officer 12-Nov-13 

L17 Santa Ynez River Water Conservation 
District, Improvement District No. 1 

Ryan A. Smith, Attorney 4-Nov-13 

L18 Santa Ynez River Water Conservation 
District, Improvement District No. 1 

Gary M. Kvistad, Attorney 11-Nov-13 

L19 Santa Ynez River Water Conservation 
District, Improvement District No. 1 

Ryan A. Smith, Attorney 4-Nov-13 

 
Private Entities/ Organizations (P) 

P1 Stand Up for California Cheryl Schmit, Director 27-Aug-13 

P2 Private Citizen Jonathan Paulson 27-Aug-13 

P3 Private Citizen Mike Hennigan 27-Aug-13 

P4 Private Citizen Edward Zaske 27-Aug-13 

P5 Private Citizen Josiah Jenkins 27-Aug-13 

P6 Echo Angels Karen Palmer, Founder and CEO 27-Aug-13 

P7 Private Citizen Robert M. Sinclair 27-Aug-13 

P8 Private Citizen Pamela Zwehl-Burke 27-Aug-13 

P9 Private Citizen Robert M. Sinclair 27-Aug-13 

P10 Private Citizen Judith M. Stauffer 27-Aug-13 

P11 Private Citizen Nancy Englander 27-Aug-13 

P12 Private Citizen Lori Parker 27-Aug-13 

P13 Private Citizen Judd Conley 28-Aug-13 

P14 Private Citizen Beth and E.A.  Horvath 28-Aug-13 

P15 Private Citizen Merilee Conley 28-Aug-13 

P16 Private Citizen Karry Rossetti 28-Aug-13 

P17 Private Citizen Chuck and Irene Cunningham 28-Aug-13 

P18 Private Citizen Michael A. Dunn 28-Aug-13 

P19 Private Citizen Mike Shuler 28-Aug-13 

P20 Private Citizen John Soles 28-Aug-13 

P21 Private Citizen Robin L. Deshayes 28-Aug-13 

P22 Private Citizen Sandra Focht 28-Aug-13 

P23 Private Citizen Tim Gorham 28-Aug-13 

P24 Private Citizen Bill Krauch 28-Aug-13 

P25 Private Citizen Kyle Abello 28-Aug-13 

P26 Private Citizen Caryn Cantella 28-Aug-13 
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Number 

Agency/Organization Name 
Date 
Received 

P27 Private Citizen Mary Conway 28-Aug-13 

P28 Private Citizen Neal Abello 28-Aug-13 

P29 Private Citizen Virginia Burroughs 28-Aug-13 

P30 Private Citizen Michelle de Werd 28-Aug-13 

P31 Private Citizen Linda and Sid Kastner 28-Aug-13 

P32 Private Citizen Mary Jane Edalatpour 28-Aug-13 

P33 Private Citizen Robert P. and Ann Tucker 28-Aug-13 

P34 Private Citizen Mary Jane West-Delgado 28-Aug-13 

P35 Prince Lionheart, Inc. Kelly McConnell, CEO 28-Aug-13 

P36 Private Citizen Greg Brous, CEO 28-Aug-13 

P37 Private Citizen Susie Nelson 28-Aug-13 

P38 Private Citizen Robert Walton 28-Aug-13 

P39 Private Citizen Jane Overbaugh 28-Aug-13 

P40 Private Citizen Bill Grove 28-Aug-13 

P41 Private Citizen Jordan Mo and Janet I. Hines 28-Aug-13 

P42 Private Citizen Susie Snow, Pat Wall and Jean Wall 28-Aug-13 

P43 Private Citizen Kenneth Karas 28-Aug-13 

P44 Private Citizen Ann Janis 28-Aug-13 

P45 Private Citizen Kelly and Sandy Rose 28-Aug-13 

P46 Private Citizen Lynn North 28-Aug-13 

P47 Private Citizen Wendy L. Eisler 28-Aug-13 

P48 Private Citizen Harold McHugh 28-Aug-13 

P49 Private Citizen Gary Waples 28-Aug-13 

P50 Private Citizen Heather Elliott 28-Aug-13 

P51 Private Citizen Jon Quirt 29-Aug-13 

P52 Private Citizen Tami and Denison Bollay 29-Aug-13 

P53 Private Citizen George Newbern 29-Aug-13 

P54 Private Citizen Jeanette and Gary Skippon 29-Aug-13 

P55 Private Citizen Heide Moir 29-Aug-13 

P56 Private Citizen Michael H. Focht, Sr. 29-Aug-13 

P57 Private Citizen Kelly, Michael, Travis, and Molly McGill 29-Aug-13 

P58 Private Citizen Patricia Donato 29-Aug-13 

P59 Private Citizen Mary Bahnken 29-Aug-13 

P60 Grand Meadows Nutritional Supplements Angela Slater 29-Aug-13 

P61 Private Citizen Scott and Claudia Matthews 29-Aug-13 

P62 Private Citizen Steve and Bonnie Bollinger 29-Aug-13 

P63 Private Citizen Jeff Nelson 29-Aug-13 

P64 Private Citizen Paula Hunsicker 29-Aug-13 

P65 Private Citizen Irene P. Cunningham 29-Aug-13 

P66 Private Citizen Barbara Woronovich 29-Aug-13 
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Number 

Agency/Organization Name 
Date 
Received 

P67 Private Citizen Joni O'Holland and David Zatz 29-Aug-13 

P68 Private Citizen Mark C. Rick 29-Aug-13 

P69 Vista Verde Ranch Carol Ann Herrera 29-Aug-13 

P70 Private Citizen Lee and George Weir 29-Aug-13 

P71 Private Citizen Steve Raftopoulos 29-Aug-13 

P72 Private Citizen Patrick and Lucy McCarthy 29-Aug-13 

P73 Private Citizen John H. Werden 29-Aug-13 

P74 Private Citizen Nancy and David Hunsicker 29-Aug-13 

P75 Private Citizen Michele Hinnrichs 29-Aug-13 

P76 Private Citizen Shirley DiCroce 29-Aug-13 

P77 Private Citizen Gerry B. Shepherd 29-Aug-13 

P78 Private Citizen Susan Nelson 29-Aug-13 

P79 Private Citizen Shayna Rockwell 29-Aug-13 

P80 Private Citizen Jeanne Hollingsworth 29-Aug-13 

P81 Santa Ynez Vacation Rentals Leanne M. Schlinger 30-Aug-13 

P82 Private Citizen Carol Houchens 30-Aug-13 

P83 Private Citizen Erik Gregersen 30-Aug-13 

P84 Private Citizen Shelia Benedict 30-Aug-13 

P85 Private Citizen Klaus and Lois Brown 30-Aug-13 

P86 Private Citizen Julie Ferguson 30-Aug-13 

P87 Village Properties Realtors Carey Kendall 30-Aug-13 

P88 Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Kathy Cleary, Board President 30-Aug-13 

P89 Private Citizen Susie Snow 30-Aug-13 

P90 Private Citizen Maria Costa 30-Aug-13 

P91 Private Citizen Joe Sanguine 30-Aug-13 

P92 Private Citizen Kelsey Waples 30-Aug-13 

P93 Private Citizen Dennis Schoen 30-Aug-13 

P94 Private Citizen Gary Chamess 30-Aug-13 

P95 Private Citizen Linda Fiorentine 30-Aug-13 

P96 Private Citizen Alice Olla 30-Aug-13 

P97 Private Citizen Kathleen L. Ealand 30-Aug-13 

P98 Private Citizen Rich Nagler 30-Aug-13 

P99 Private Citizen Susan M. Brooks 30-Aug-13 

P100 Private Citizen Cherie Rivas 30-Aug-13 

P101 Private Citizen Brad Ross 30-Aug-13 

P102 Private Citizen Louis Friedman 30-Aug-13 

P103 Private Citizen Susan Vasek 31-Aug-13 

P104 Properties Plus Ken Sideris, Broker 31-Aug-13 

P105 Private Citizen Lida Sideris 31-Aug-13 

P106 Private Citizen Denison Bollay 31-Aug-13 
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Date 
Received 

P107 Private Citizen Andrew Pierog 31-Aug-13 

P108 Private Citizen Dominique Lacerte 31-Aug-13 

P109 Private Citizen Steve Wood 31-Aug-13 

P110 16 Crows Ranch Diane Petras 31-Aug-13 

P111 Private Citizen Virginia Cooper 31-Aug-13 

P112 Private Citizen Stanley S. Freedman 31-Aug-13 

P113 Private Citizen Stanley S. Freedman 31-Aug-13 

P114 Private Citizen Dr. Virgil Elings 31-Aug-13 

P115 Private Citizen Marguerite LePley 31-Aug-13 

P116 Private Citizen Mary Lloyd Mills 31-Aug-13 

P117 Private Citizen Natalie Kaplan 31-Aug-13 

P118 Private Citizen Patricia P. Murphy 31-Aug-13 

P119 Private Citizen Mary Ann Sampson 31-Aug-13 

P120 Private Citizen Karin Roser 31-Aug-13 

P121 Private Citizen David and Nancy Wyatt 31-Aug-13 

P122 Private Citizen Kendall Mills 31-Aug-13 

P123 Private Citizen Lynn Parker Sinclair 31-Aug-13 

P124 Seven Oaks Ranch Brooke Matthews 31-Aug-13 

P125 Private Citizen Bruce Mocettini 31-Aug-13 

P126 Private Citizen Dr. James and Nadine Riley 31-Aug-13 

P127 Private Citizen Donna Sheldon 31-Aug-13 

P128 Private Citizen Teri Harmon 1-Sep-13 

P129 Private Citizen Jeanne Holligsworth 1-Sep-13 

P130 Private Citizen Art Lacerte 1-Sep-13 

P131 Private Citizen Fredric Steck 1-Sep-13 

P132 Private Citizen Carol P. Johnson 1-Sep-13 

P133 Private Citizen Kathleen Galbraith 1-Sep-13 

P134 Private Citizen Mrs. Kay Alves 1-Sep-13 

P135 Private Citizen Sybil K. Cline 1-Sep-13 

P136 Private Citizen Eric Durst 1-Sep-13 

P137 Private Citizen Ethel Larrabee 2-Sep-13 

P138 Private Citizen Sonja and Larry Popkin 2-Sep-13 

P139 Private Citizen Greg LeRoy 2-Sep-13 

P140 Private Citizen Joan M. Scanlon 2-Sep-13 

P141 Private Citizen Jennelle St. Marie 2-Sep-13 

P142 Private Citizen Jack Bohnet 2-Sep-13 

P143 Private Citizen Walden Bohnet 2-Sep-13 

P144 Private Citizen Michael Loman 2-Sep-13 

P145 Private Citizen Amy Hermann 2-Sep-13 

P146 Private Citizen Gerald Schroeder 2-Sep-13 
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P147 Private Citizen Kathleen Heringer 2-Sep-13 

P148 Private Citizen William Heringer, MD 2-Sep-13 

P149 Private Citizen Allen M. Segal 3-Sep-13 

P150 Private Citizen Christine and Dennis Beebe 3-Sep-13 

P151 Village Properties Realtors Patti Cotter, Broker Associate 3-Sep-13 

P152 Private Citizen Lindalee Baumgarten 3-Sep-13 

P153 CNC Machining, Inc. Greg Brous, CEO 3-Sep-13 

P154 Private Citizen Wendy Wegeles 3-Sep-13 

P155 Private Citizen Don Sheldon 3-Sep-13 

P156 Private Citizen Belinda Hart 3-Sep-13 

P157 Private Citizen Kerry Perez 3-Sep-13 

P158 Culbertson, Adams and Associates, Inc. Andriette Culbertson 3-Sep-13 

P159 Private Citizen Ann Young 3-Sep-13 

P160 Private Citizen Peter Van Iderstine 3-Sep-13 

P161 Private Citizen Kelli Pappas 3-Sep-13 

P162 Private Citizen John H. Harmon 3-Sep-13 

P163 Red Blossom Farms D.B. 4-Sep-13 

P164 Private Citizen Linda and Sid Kastner 2-Sep-13 

P165 Private Citizen William L. Jackson 3-Sep-13 

P166 Private Citizen Wendall B. Shepherd 3-Sep-13 

P167 Private Citizen R. Busby 3-Sep-13 

P168 Private Citizen Donna and Patrick Will 3-Sep-13 

P169 Private Citizen Christine Beebe 3-Sep-13 

P170 Private Citizen James Victor 2-Sep-13 

P171 Private Citizen Melinda Jensen 9-Sep-13 

P172 Private Citizen D. and M. R. 6-Sep-13 

P173 Private Citizen A.M. 9-Sep-13 

P174 Private Citizen Mrs. John Borales 9-Sep-13 

P175 Private Citizen Kelly B. Gray 9-Sep-13 

P176 Board of Directors Neighborhood Defense 
League 

Judith Ishkanian, President 4-Sep-13 

P177 Private Citizen David M. Norcott 4-Sep-13 

P178 Private Citizen Fred Kovol 4-Sep-13 

P179 Private Citizen Chuck and Laura Evans 4-Sep-13 

P180 Private Citizen Gregory A Schipper 5-Sep-13 

P181 Private Citizen Elizabeth Knowlton 5-Sep-13 

P182 Private Citizen Jim Kelley 5-Sep-13 

P183 Private Citizen Thoma Martinov 5-Sep-13 

P184 Private Citizen Brett Elingber 5-Sep-13 

P185 Private Citizen Karen Roberts 5-Sep-13 
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Agency/Organization Name 
Date 
Received 

P186 Private Citizen Mr. and Mrs. Manniche 5-Sep-13 

P187 Private Citizen Michael Nuanes 5-Sep-13 

P188 Private Citizen Dr. Jim Gilbert 5-Sep-13 

P189 Private Citizen Sheridan Force 5-Sep-13 

P190 Private Citizen William J. Otto, DVM 5-Sep-13 

P191 Private Citizen Gerald Rounds 5-Sep-13 

P192 Private Citizen Kelly and Sandy Rose 6-Sep-13 

P193 Private Citizen Denise C. Schipper 6-Sep-13 

P194 San Lucas Ranch Anne V. Crawford-Hall 6-Sep-13 

P195 Private Citizen John Harmon 7-Sep-13 

P196 Private Citizen Evan  7-Sep-13 

P197 Private Citizen Jerry and Claire Shoemaker 9-Sep-13 

P198 Private Citizen Mary Dascomb 9-Sep-13 

P199 Private Citizen Edward and Suzanne Brehony 9-Sep-13 

P200 Private Citizen Mr. and Mrs. R.G. Shawcroft, Sr. 9-Sep-13 

P201 Private Citizen Carlyle Eubank 9-Sep-13 

P202 Private Citizen Paul and Valorie Hodgert 9-Sep-13 

P203 Private Citizen Marsha White and Eric Durst 9-Sep-13 

P204 Private Citizen Ellen A Hall 9-Sep-13 

P205 Private Citizen Daniel R. Hall 9-Sep-13 

P206 Santa Ynez Rancho Estates Mutual Water 
Company, Inc. Board of Directors  

Robert B. Field, President 3-Sep-13 

P207 Private Citizen Kelly Gray 11-Sep-13 

P208 Private Citizen Jane Quigley 12-Sep-13 

P209 Private Citizen Edward Quigley 12-Sep-13 

P210 Private Citizen D.B. 12-Sep-13 

P211 Private Citizen Nelson E. Owens 12-Sep-13 

P212 Private Citizen Stephen and Susan Lisenby 12-Sep-13 

P213 Private Citizen Bruce, Sandra, Brant Messer 12-Sep-13 

P214 Private Citizen Gary and Anna Nett 12-Sep-13 

P215 Private Citizen A. Ransom 12-Sep-13 

P216 Private Citizen J.J. and Eloise Jane Weston 12-Sep-13 

P217 Private Citizen Sandra Jordan 12-Sep-13 

P218 Private Citizen Louise Erb 12-Sep-13 

P219 Private Citizen Penny and Ian Bernard 12-Sep-13 

P220 Private Citizen Ronald Erb 12-Sep-13 

P221 Private Citizen Kathleen Erb 12-Sep-13 

P222 Private Citizen A. and Charlotte Ferregey 12-Sep-13 

P223 Private Citizen Tom Greene 12-Sep-13 

P224 Private Citizen Betty Joyce McIntosh 12-Sep-13 
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Date 
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P225 Private Citizen Linda and Jack Gordon 12-Sep-13 

P226 Private Citizen John and Joan Swift 12-Sep-13 

P227 Private Citizen E.E. 20-Sep-13 

P228 Private Citizen Suzanne and Brian Kramer 20-Sep-13 

P229 Private Citizen Ingerid J. Ekeland 20-Sep-13 

P230 Private Citizen Gregory C. Paraskou and Marianne Minor 20-Sep-13 

P231 Private Citizen Mrs. Aury Todd 12-Sep-13 

P232 Private Citizen Karen C. Martes 12-Sep-13 

P233 Law Offices Zeutzius & LaBran William Zeutzius, Jr. 20-Sep-13 

P234 Private Citizen Gary M. and Judith A. Cory 20-Sep-13 

P235 Private Citizen Lynn Kinstay and Gordon Plews 13-Sep-13 

P236 Private Citizen Paul Frizzell 13-Sep-13 

P237 Private Citizen Ralph Todd 13-Sep-13 

P238 Private Citizen Aury Todd 13-Sep-13 

P239 Private Citizen E. R. Harvey and Patricia A. Harvey 13-Sep-13 

P240 Private Citizen A. 20-Sep-13 

P241 Private Citizen Robert and Deborah Esser 20-Sep-13 

P242 Private Citizen Kelly Burke 20-Sep-13 

P243 Private Citizen Theresa Bartoo 13-Sep-13 

P244 Private Citizen John and Cynthia Sanger 20-Sep-13 

P245 Private Citizen Dr. Gary Charness 20-Sep-13 

P246 Private Citizen Gail Page 20-Sep-13 

P247 Private Citizen Cynthia Lynn Santana 20-Sep-13 

P248 Private Citizen Mark  Taylor 20-Sep-13 

P249 Private Citizen Denison and Tami Bollay 20-Sep-13 

P250 Private Citizen Ken Karas 20-Sep-13 

P251 Private Citizen Susie Snow, Pat Wall and Jean Wall 20-Sep-13 

P252 Private Citizen Virginia Burroughs 20-Sep-13 

P253 Private Citizen Belinda and Robert Hart 20-Sep-13 

P254 Private Citizen Kyle Abello 20-Sep-13 

P255 Private Citizen Don Carter and Judy Carter 20-Sep-13 

P256 Private Citizen Julie Benson 20-Sep-13 

P257 Private Citizen Brandon Amyx 20-Sep-13 

P258 Jedlicka's Saddlery Josiah Jenkins 20-Sep-13 

P259 Private Citizen David and Lauren Watts 20-Sep-13 

P260 Private Citizen Michael Dunn 20-Sep-13 

P261 Private Citizen Shelia Benedict 20-Sep-13 

P262 Private Citizen Brian Kramer 17-Sep-13 

P263 Private Citizen Charlotte and John Valestra 19-Sep-13 

P264 Private Citizen Brian and Rosalie Culaciati 23-Sep-13 
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P265 Private Citizen Elizabeth Truisdall 23-Sep-13 

P266 Private Citizen Mark Taylor 24-Sep-13 

P267 Private Citizen Josiah Jenkins 24-Sep-13 

P268 Private Citizen Della Casberg Deats 24-Sep-13 

P269 Private Citizen Paul R. Deats 24-Sep-13 

P270 Private Citizen Patricia and J.B. Hunter 27-Sep-13 

P271 Private Citizen Linda and Sid Kastner 28-Aug-13 

P272 Private Citizen Denison and Tami Bollay 20-Sep-13 

P273 Private Citizen Gerry B. Shepherd 21-Oct-13 

P274 Private Citizen Mark Tafelski 21-Oct-13 

P275 Private Citizen Jon Quirt 21-Oct-13 

P276 Private Citizen Michael Loman 21-Oct-13 

P277 Private Citizen Carol Petersen 21-Oct-13 

P278 Private Citizen Eric Baumgarten 21-Oct-13 

P279 Private Citizen Peter Van Iderstine 21-Oct-13 

P280 Private Citizen Jay Richolson 21-Oct-13 

P281 Private Citizen Patti Cotter, Broker Associate 21-Oct-13 

P282 Private Citizen James K. and Ruth A. Kunkle 21-Oct-13 

P283 Cappello and Noel, LLP Anne Marie Balash, Legal Secretary 21-Oct-13 

P284 Peritus Asset Management, LLC Charlotte Dodge, HR Manager/Office Manager 21-Oct-13 

P285 Private Citizen Louis Friedman 21-Oct-13 

P286 Private Citizen Sandra Jankowski 21-Oct-13 

P287 Private Citizen Linda Kastner 21-Oct-13 

P288 Private Citizen Sandra Jankowski 21-Oct-13 

P289 Private Citizen Andriette Culbertson 21-Oct-13 

P290 Private Citizen Kendall Mills 21-Oct-13 

P291 Private Citizen Kendall Mills 21-Oct-13 

P292 Private Citizen Linda Kastner 21-Oct-13 

P293 Private Citizen Dr. Jim and Mrs. Marilyn Elam 21-Oct-13 

P294 Private Citizen Chris Mills 21-Oct-13 

P295 Private Citizen Earl Shepard 21-Oct-13 

P296 Private Citizen Bruce and Kathie McBroom 21-Oct-13 

P297 Private Citizen Rebecca Flynn 21-Oct-13 

P298 Private Citizen Donn Crummer 21-Oct-13 

P299 Private Citizen Rob Walton 21-Oct-13 

P300 Private Citizen Kurt Alldredge 21-Oct-13 

P301 Private Citizen Caryn and Tom Cantella 21-Oct-13 

P302 Private Citizen Kenneth Day 21-Oct-13 

P303 Private Citizen William Otto 21-Oct-13 

P304 Private Citizen David Crosby 21-Oct-13 
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P305 Private Citizen Jeanne Glover 21-Oct-13 

P306 Private Citizen Caryn and Tom Cantella 21-Oct-13 

P307 Santa Ynez Valley Concerned Citizens Greg Simon, Chairman 21-Oct-13 

P308 Stand Up for California Cheryl Schmit, Director 21-Oct-13 

P309 Private Citizen Russell Radom 21-Oct-13 

P310 Private Citizen L. C. Smith 21-Oct-13 

P311 Cappello and Noel, LLP Barry Cappello, Attorney for Nancy Crawford-
Hall 

21-Oct-13 

P312 Private Citizen Gerald Rounds 21-Oct-13 

P313 Private Citizen Mimi Walston 21-Oct-13 

P314 Private Citizen Mary Lloyd Mills 21-Oct-13 

P315 Private Citizen Jane and Marvin Johnson 21-Oct-13 

P316 Private Citizen Joan E. Brandoff 21-Oct-13 

P317 Private Citizen Joan Brandoff 21-Oct-13 

P318 Private Citizen Rachel Mojonnier 21-Oct-13 

P319 Private Citizen Kelly McConnell 21-Oct-13 

P320 Private Citizen Fred Garcia 21-Oct-13 

P321 Private Citizen Stefani Batastini 21-Oct-13 

P322 Private Citizen Kathyrn Elliott 21-Oct-13 

P323 Private Citizen Jennifer Solem 21-Oct-13 

P324 Stand Up for California Cheryl Schmit, Director 21-Oct-13 

P325 Private Citizen Brendan Crowley 21-Oct-13 

P326 Todd Studio  Suzan Hamilton 21-Oct-13 

P327 Santa Ynez Valley Concerned Citizens Greg Simon, Chairman 21-Oct-13 

P328 Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLC Susan F. Petrovichm, Attorney for Charles 
Grimm 

21-Oct-13 

P329 Private Citizen Klaus M. and Lois S. Brown  21-Oct-13 

P330 Private Citizen Peter Van Iderstine 21-Oct-13 

P331 Private Citizen Steve Wood 21-Oct-13 

P332 Stand Up for California Cheryl Schmit, Director 21-Oct-13 

P333 Santa Ynez Valley Concerned Citizens Greg Simon, Chairman 21-Oct-13 

P334 Stand Up for California Cheryl Schmit, Director 21-Oct-13 

P335 Santa Ynez Valley Concerned Citizens Greg Simon, Chairman 21-Oct-13 

P336 Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLC Susan F. Petrovichm, Attorney for Charles 
Grimm 

21-Oct-13 

P337 Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLC Lyn Moore 21-Oct-13 

P338 Private Citizen David Bonifacio 21-Oct-13 

P339 Private Citizen Mary Ellen Licoscos 21-Oct-13 

P340 Private Citizen Tom  21-Oct-13 

P341 Private Citizen Alfred Balio 21-Oct-13 

P342 Private Citizen Mary J. McKinley 21-Oct-13 
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P343 Private Citizen Jorge Torres 21-Oct-13 

P344 Private Citizen Brandy Padilla 21-Oct-13 

P345 Private Citizen James R. Titsworth 21-Oct-13 

P346 Private Citizen Davina Castro 21-Oct-13 

P347 Private Citizen Tyrone D. Gardner 21-Oct-13 

P348 Private Citizen Jason Rieger 21-Oct-13 

P349 Private Citizen A. R. 21-Oct-13 

P350 Private Citizen Gustavo Calderon 21-Oct-13 

P351 Private Citizen Einesto M. Galvez 21-Oct-13 

P352 Private Citizen Adrian Valencia  21-Oct-13 

P353 Private Citizen Paul Furia 21-Oct-13 

P354 Private Citizen Michael Figueroa 21-Oct-13 

P355 Private Citizen Mike Norris 21-Oct-13 

P356 Private Citizen Jesus Solorio 21-Oct-13 

P357 Private Citizen Staci Klansky 21-Oct-13 

P358 Private Citizen Jim Manhardt 21-Oct-13 

P359 Private Citizen Ruben E. Camacho 21-Oct-13 

P360 Private Citizen Dennis Foss 21-Oct-13 

P361 Private Citizen J. Valencia 21-Oct-13 

P362 Private Citizen Emilio C. 21-Oct-13 

P363 Private Citizen Trevor Belen 21-Oct-13 

P364 Private Citizen Josefina Garibay 21-Oct-13 

P365 Private Citizen Jose A. 21-Oct-13 

P366 Private Citizen Florentinio Pina 21-Oct-13 

P367 Private Citizen Teresa Alvarado 21-Oct-13 

P368 Private Citizen Jamie Serrado 21-Oct-13 

P369 Private Citizen Josefina A. Ofecion 21-Oct-13 

P370 Private Citizen Perlita Q. Arca 21-Oct-13 

P371 Private Citizen Cuseneia M. 21-Oct-13 

P372 Private Citizen Christian Ramirez 21-Oct-13 

P373 Private Citizen R. 21-Oct-13 

P374 Private Citizen Rosalinda Mina 21-Oct-13 

P375 Private Citizen Vega 21-Oct-13 

P376 Private Citizen J. 21-Oct-13 

P377 Private Citizen Rosa Delabra 21-Oct-13 

P378 Private Citizen Jim  21-Oct-13 

P379 Private Citizen April Anderson 21-Oct-13 

P380 Private Citizen Irene L. Vega 21-Oct-13 

P381 Private Citizen Richard A Massa 21-Oct-13 

P382 Private Citizen R. G. 21-Oct-13 
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P383 Private Citizen Jose  21-Oct-13 

P384 Private Citizen Ruben Medina-Villa 21-Oct-13 

P385 Private Citizen Jose R. Ortiz 21-Oct-13 

P386 Private Citizen Jose Karleskint 21-Oct-13 

P387 Private Citizen Chris  21-Oct-13 

P388 Private Citizen Rafael Hernandez 21-Oct-13 

P389 Private Citizen Miguel N. 21-Oct-13 

P390 Private Citizen N. L. 21-Oct-13 

P391 Private Citizen C. V. 21-Oct-13 

P392 Private Citizen Ruendy Ayuayo 21-Oct-13 

P393 Private Citizen Diana Salvarado 21-Oct-13 

P394 Private Citizen M. Padilla 21-Oct-13 

P395 Private Citizen David Page 21-Oct-13 

P396 Private Citizen Dommgo Kahn 21-Oct-13 

P397 Private Citizen Illegible 21-Oct-13 

P398 Private Citizen Edward D. E.  21-Oct-13 

P399 Private Citizen Betty Kahn 21-Oct-13 

P400 Private Citizen Marili Aguilar 21-Oct-13 

P401 Private Citizen Belinda Miranda 21-Oct-13 

P402 Private Citizen Frances V. Montgomery 21-Oct-13 

P403 Private Citizen C. Jeanette Wulff 21-Oct-13 

P404 Private Citizen Mayra Sheley 21-Oct-13 

P405 Private Citizen Amber Ventura  21-Oct-13 

P406 Private Citizen Jesus Oseguera  21-Oct-13 

P407 Private Citizen Norman T. Hays 21-Oct-13 

P408 Private Citizen Brannon Soriarro 21-Oct-13 

P409 Private Citizen Yesenia Garcia 21-Oct-13 

P410 Private Citizen Judith E. Jacobs 21-Oct-13 

P411 Private Citizen Isabel Kalm 21-Oct-13 

P412 Private Citizen Orlando Z. 21-Oct-13 

P413 Private Citizen Donald White 21-Oct-13 

P414 Private Citizen Lorie Gill 21-Oct-13 

P415 Private Citizen Oscar Lozano 21-Oct-13 

P416 Private Citizen Gus Aguillon 21-Oct-13 

P417 Private Citizen Steve Chemoweth 21-Oct-13 

P418 Private Citizen Paul T. Ventura Jr. 21-Oct-13 

P419 Private Citizen Garry Ashbrooke 21-Oct-13 

P420 Private Citizen Jeremy Barnett 21-Oct-13 

P421 Private Citizen Takita Zaualla 21-Oct-13 

P422 Private Citizen Miguel Valencio Jr.  21-Oct-13 



2.0  Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 2-13 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 
May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

Letter 
Number 

Agency/Organization Name 
Date 
Received 

P423 Private Citizen Chris Jose 21-Oct-13 

P424 Private Citizen Anthony M. Winters 21-Oct-13 

P425 Private Citizen Illegible 21-Oct-13 

P426 Private Citizen Jimmy L. Riley 21-Oct-13 

P427 Private Citizen G. 21-Oct-13 

P428 Private Citizen David Lake 21-Oct-13 

P429 Private Citizen Adonis Felix 21-Oct-13 

P430 Private Citizen Aaron Robles 21-Oct-13 

P431 Private Citizen Eric P. 21-Oct-13 

P432 Private Citizen Ramones 21-Oct-13 

P433 Private Citizen Masanari Sasaki 21-Oct-13 

P434 Private Citizen N. M.  21-Oct-13 

P435 Private Citizen Adrianne Mendoza 21-Oct-13 

P436 Private Citizen Stephen Waldman 21-Oct-13 

P437 Private Citizen Norma Saldivar 21-Oct-13 

P438 Private Citizen Mark L. Cheli 21-Oct-13 

P439 Private Citizen Cole Wright 21-Oct-13 

P440 Private Citizen B. Julian 21-Oct-13 

P441 Private Citizen Laura Williams 21-Oct-13 

P442 Private Citizen Jose M. Rodriguez 21-Oct-13 

P443 Private Citizen Mercedes V. 21-Oct-13 

P444 Private Citizen Josephine Dodson 21-Oct-13 

P445 Private Citizen rosa Gonzalez 21-Oct-13 

P446 Private Citizen Illegible 21-Oct-13 

P447 Private Citizen Doninic Sanders 21-Oct-13 

P448 Private Citizen John Featherstone 21-Oct-13 

P449 Private Citizen Rudy Pompa 21-Oct-13 

P450 Private Citizen Hannah Valdez-Wallace 21-Oct-13 

P451 Private Citizen Paul F. Baker 21-Oct-13 

P452 Private Citizen Jonathan Bobbitt 21-Oct-13 

P453 Private Citizen Sergio Castillo 21-Oct-13 

P454 Private Citizen Matthew Peinado 21-Oct-13 

P455 Private Citizen Daniel Olivares 21-Oct-13 

P456 Private Citizen Zachary Fairhurst 21-Oct-13 

P457 Private Citizen Ted Funkhouser 21-Oct-13 

P458 Private Citizen Illegible 21-Oct-13 

P459 Private Citizen Illegible 21-Oct-13 

P460 Private Citizen William Christen 21-Oct-13 

P461 Private Citizen Clint Johnson  21-Oct-13 

P462 Private Citizen Larry Palato 21-Oct-13 



2.0  Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 2-14 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 
May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

Letter 
Number 

Agency/Organization Name 
Date 
Received 

P463 Private Citizen William L.  21-Oct-13 

P464 Private Citizen Jennifer McKinney 21-Oct-13 

P465 Private Citizen Ginger Flores 21-Oct-13 

P466 Private Citizen Abraham Huacnja 21-Oct-13 

P467 Private Citizen Gerry D. 21-Oct-13 

P468 Private Citizen Aaron Knight  21-Oct-13 

P469 Private Citizen D. G.  21-Oct-13 

P470 Private Citizen Michael Contrera 21-Oct-13 

P471 Private Citizen Luis Jauregui 21-Oct-13 

P472 Private Citizen Micheal Blancett 21-Oct-13 

P473 Private Citizen Andy Graciano 21-Oct-13 

P474 Private Citizen Marla R. Stahl 21-Oct-13 

P475 Private Citizen Wes Swan 21-Oct-13 

P476 Private Citizen Richard Beam 21-Oct-13 

P477 Private Citizen Bobby Rideout 21-Oct-13 

P478 Private Citizen Juston Davis 21-Oct-13 

P479 Private Citizen Illegible 21-Oct-13 

P480 Private Citizen A. P.  21-Oct-13 

P481 Private Citizen Martin Navarro 21-Oct-13 

P482 Private Citizen Lance Brown 21-Oct-13 

P483 Private Citizen Lucy Estrada 21-Oct-13 

P484 Private Citizen Nathan K. 21-Oct-13 

P485 Private Citizen Jeff L. 21-Oct-13 

P486 Private Citizen Jamie Espinoa 21-Oct-13 

P487 Private Citizen Consuelo B.  21-Oct-13 

P488 Private Citizen Guadalupe Seja 21-Oct-13 

P489 Private Citizen Elizabeth Ventura  21-Oct-13 

P490 Private Citizen Constance M. Salutan 21-Oct-13 

P491 Private Citizen John Vitorino 21-Oct-13 

P492 Private Citizen Milton Beard 21-Oct-13 

P493 Private Citizen Susan R. 21-Oct-13 

P494 Private Citizen Bruce Ramos 21-Oct-13 

P495 Private Citizen Tayler Smeester-Gonzales 21-Oct-13 

P496 Private Citizen Kathy A. Beard 21-Oct-13 

P497 Private Citizen Matt G. 21-Oct-13 

P498 Private Citizen Michael H. 21-Oct-13 

P499 Private Citizen Jennifer Raminez 21-Oct-13 

P500 Private Citizen Michael Aanerud 21-Oct-13 

P501 Private Citizen Janet Rodriguez 21-Oct-13 

P502 Private Citizen Maria Jones 21-Oct-13 



2.0  Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 2-15 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 
May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

Letter 
Number 

Agency/Organization Name 
Date 
Received 

P503 Private Citizen Tiffany Eastmark 21-Oct-13 

P504 Private Citizen Cassondra Swanson 21-Oct-13 

P505 Private Citizen Patricia Rodriguez Lopez 21-Oct-13 

P506 Private Citizen Vincent M Deluna 21-Oct-13 

P507 Private Citizen Edgar Romo 21-Oct-13 

P508 Private Citizen Tomas Alvarado 22-Oct-13 

P509 Private Citizen Mary Ellen Licoscos 22-Oct-13 

P510 Private Citizen Alfrod Bacio 22-Oct-13 

P511 Private Citizen Mary J. McKinley 22-Oct-13 

P512 Private Citizen Jorge Torres 22-Oct-13 

P513 Private Citizen Brandy A. Padilla 22-Oct-13 

P514 Private Citizen James R. Titsworth 22-Oct-13 

P515 Private Citizen Tyrone D. Gardner 22-Oct-13 

P516 Private Citizen Jason Rieger 22-Oct-13 

P517 Private Citizen C.B. 22-Oct-13 

P518 Private Citizen Gustavo Calderon 22-Oct-13 

P519 Private Citizen Einesto M. Galvez 22-Oct-13 

P520 Private Citizen Adrian Valencia  22-Oct-13 

P521 Private Citizen Paul Furia 22-Oct-13 

P522 Private Citizen Michael Figueroa 22-Oct-13 

P523 Private Citizen Mike Norris 22-Oct-13 

P524 Private Citizen Jesus Solorio 22-Oct-13 

P525 Private Citizen Staci Klansky 22-Oct-13 

P526 Private Citizen Jim Manhardt 22-Oct-13 

P527 Private Citizen Ruben F. Camacho 22-Oct-13 

P528 Private Citizen Dennis Foss 22-Oct-13 

P529 Private Citizen Jazmine Valencia 22-Oct-13 

P530 Private Citizen Emilio C. 22-Oct-13 

P531 Private Citizen Trevor Belen 22-Oct-13 

P532 Private Citizen Florentinio Pina 22-Oct-13 

P533 Private Citizen April Anderson 22-Oct-13 

P534 Private Citizen Jim  22-Oct-13 

P535 Private Citizen Rosa Delabra 22-Oct-13 

P536 Private Citizen J. 22-Oct-13 

P537 Private Citizen H.V. 22-Oct-13 

P538 Private Citizen none 22-Oct-13 

P539 Private Citizen Romeo A. 22-Oct-13 

P540 Private Citizen Christian Ramirez 22-Oct-13 

P541 Private Citizen C. Mepua 22-Oct-13 

P542 Private Citizen Perlita Q. Arca 22-Oct-13 



2.0  Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 2-16 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 
May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

Letter 
Number 

Agency/Organization Name 
Date 
Received 

P543 Private Citizen Josefina A. Ofecion 22-Oct-13 

P544 Private Citizen Jaime Serrano 22-Oct-13 

P545 Private Citizen Teresa Alvarado 22-Oct-13 

P546 Private Citizen Jose Aguire 22-Oct-13 

P547 Private Citizen Josefina Garibay 22-Oct-13 

P548 Private Citizen Irene L. Vega 22-Oct-13 

P549 Private Citizen Marili Aguilar 22-Oct-13 

P550 Private Citizen Richard A Massa 22-Oct-13 

P551 Private Citizen R. G. 22-Oct-13 

P552 Private Citizen Jose M. 22-Oct-13 

P553 Private Citizen Ruben Medina-Villa 22-Oct-13 

P554 Private Citizen Josa R. Ortiz 22-Oct-13 

P555 Private Citizen Joe Karleskint 22-Oct-13 

P556 Private Citizen Chris 22-Oct-13 

P557 Private Citizen Rafael Hernandez 22-Oct-13 

P558 Private Citizen Miguel N. 22-Oct-13 

P559 Private Citizen N. L. 22-Oct-13 

P560 Private Citizen C. 22-Oct-13 

P561 Private Citizen Ruendy Ayuayo 22-Oct-13 

P562 Private Citizen Diana Salvarado 22-Oct-13 

P563 Private Citizen Maria Padilla 22-Oct-13 

P564 Private Citizen David Page 22-Oct-13 

P565 Private Citizen Domingo Kahn 22-Oct-13 

P566 Private Citizen Meon Kidd 22-Oct-13 

P567 Private Citizen Edward Estave 22-Oct-13 

P568 Private Citizen Betty Kahn 22-Oct-13 

P569 Private Citizen Belinda Miranda 22-Oct-13 

P570 Private Citizen Frances V. Montgomery 22-Oct-13 

P571 Private Citizen C. Jeanette Wulff 22-Oct-13 

P572 Private Citizen Mayra Sheley 22-Oct-13 

P573 Private Citizen Amber Ventura  22-Oct-13 

P574 Private Citizen Jesus Oseguera  22-Oct-13 

P575 Private Citizen Norman T. Hays 22-Oct-13 

P576 Private Citizen Brannon Soriarro 22-Oct-13 

P577 Private Citizen Yesenia Garcia 22-Oct-13 

P578 Private Citizen U. K. 22-Oct-13 

P579 Private Citizen Orlando Z. 22-Oct-13 

P580 Private Citizen Donald White 22-Oct-13 

P581 Private Citizen Lorie Gill 22-Oct-13 

P582 Private Citizen Oscar Lozano 22-Oct-13 



2.0  Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 2-17 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 
May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

Letter 
Number 

Agency/Organization Name 
Date 
Received 

P583 Private Citizen Gus Aguillon 22-Oct-13 

P584 Private Citizen Steve Chemoweth 22-Oct-13 

P585 Private Citizen Paul T. Ventura Jr. 22-Oct-13 

P586 Private Citizen Matthew Peinado 22-Oct-13 

P587 Private Citizen Daniel Olivares 22-Oct-13 

P588 Private Citizen Zachary Fairhurst 22-Oct-13 

P589 Private Citizen Ted Funkhouser 22-Oct-13 

P590 Private Citizen Illegible 22-Oct-13 

P591 Private Citizen Illegible 22-Oct-13 

P592 Private Citizen William Christen 22-Oct-13 

P593 Private Citizen Clint Johnson  22-Oct-13 

P594 Private Citizen Larry Palato 22-Oct-13 

P595 Private Citizen William L. 22-Oct-13 

P596 Private Citizen Paul F. Baker 22-Oct-13 

P597 Private Citizen Jonathan Bobbitt 22-Oct-13 

P598 Private Citizen Sergio Castillo 22-Oct-13 

P599 Private Citizen Hannah Valdez-Wallace 22-Oct-13 

P600 Private Citizen Rudy Pompa 22-Oct-13 

P601 Private Citizen John Featherstone 22-Oct-13 

P602 Private Citizen Dominie Sanders 22-Oct-13 

P603 Private Citizen Rosa Gonzalez 22-Oct-13 

P604 Private Citizen Illegible 22-Oct-13 

P605 Private Citizen Norma Saldivar 22-Oct-13 

P606 Private Citizen Mercedes V. 22-Oct-13 

P607 Private Citizen Josephine Dodson 22-Oct-13 

P608 Private Citizen Jose M. Rodriguez 22-Oct-13 

P609 Private Citizen Laura Williams 22-Oct-13 

P610 Private Citizen David Robb 22-Oct-13 

P611 Private Citizen Chris Torrens 22-Oct-13 

P612 Private Citizen V. 22-Oct-13 

P613 Private Citizen Mark L. Cheli 22-Oct-13 

P614 Private Citizen Andy Graciano 22-Oct-13 

P615 Private Citizen Wes Swan 22-Oct-13 

P616 Private Citizen Marla R. Stahl 22-Oct-13 

P617 Private Citizen Richard Beam 22-Oct-13 

P618 Private Citizen Bobby Rideout 22-Oct-13 

P619 Private Citizen Justin Davis 22-Oct-13 

P620 Private Citizen Jan Lara 22-Oct-13 

P621 Private Citizen Luis Jauregui 22-Oct-13 

P622 Private Citizen Michael Contrera 22-Oct-13 



2.0  Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 2-18 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 
May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

Letter 
Number 

Agency/Organization Name 
Date 
Received 

P623 Private Citizen Michael Blancett 22-Oct-13 

P624 Private Citizen D. G.  22-Oct-13 

P625 Private Citizen Aaron Knight  22-Oct-13 

P626 Private Citizen Garry Ashbrooke 22-Oct-13 

P627 Private Citizen Jeremy Barnett 22-Oct-13 

P628 Private Citizen Takita Zaualla 22-Oct-13 

P629 Private Citizen Miguel Valencio Jr.  22-Oct-13 

P630 Private Citizen Chris Jose 22-Oct-13 

P631 Private Citizen Anthony M. Winters 22-Oct-13 

P632 Private Citizen Illegible 22-Oct-13 

P633 Private Citizen Jimmy L. Riley 22-Oct-13 

P634 Private Citizen Bill Perryman 22-Oct-13 

P635 Private Citizen David Lake 22-Oct-13 

P636 Private Citizen Adonis Felix 22-Oct-13 

P637 Private Citizen Aaron Robles 22-Oct-13 

P638 Private Citizen Eric P. 22-Oct-13 

P639 Private Citizen Ramones 22-Oct-13 

P640 Private Citizen Masanari Sasaki 22-Oct-13 

P641 Private Citizen N. M.  22-Oct-13 

P642 Private Citizen Gerry D. 22-Oct-13 

P643 Private Citizen Adrianne Mendoza 22-Oct-13 

P644 Private Citizen Stephen Waldman 22-Oct-13 

P645 Private Citizen Jennifer McKinney 22-Oct-13 

P646 Private Citizen Ginger Flores 22-Oct-13 

P647 Private Citizen Martin Navarro 22-Oct-13 

P648 Private Citizen Lance Brown 22-Oct-13 

P649 Private Citizen 236 Point Sal Dunes Way, Guadalupe, CA 
93434 

22-Oct-13 

P650 Private Citizen Nathan K. 22-Oct-13 

P651 Private Citizen Consuelo B.  22-Oct-13 

P652 Private Citizen Jeff L. 22-Oct-13 

P653 Private Citizen Jamie Espinoa 22-Oct-13 

P654 Private Citizen Elizabeth Ventura  22-Oct-13 

P655 Private Citizen G. Seja 22-Oct-13 

P656 Private Citizen Constance M. Salutan 22-Oct-13 

P657 Private Citizen John Vitorino 22-Oct-13 

P658 Private Citizen Milton Beard 22-Oct-13 

P659 Private Citizen Susan Ramos 22-Oct-13 

P660 Private Citizen Bruce Ramos 22-Oct-13 

P661 Private Citizen Tayler Smeester-Gonzales 22-Oct-13 



2.0  Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 2-19 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 
May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

Letter 
Number 

Agency/Organization Name 
Date 
Received 

P662 Private Citizen Kathy A. Beard 22-Oct-13 

P663 Private Citizen Matt G. 22-Oct-13 

P664 Private Citizen Michael H 22-Oct-13 

P665 Private Citizen Jennifer Raminez 22-Oct-13 

P666 Private Citizen Michael Aanerud 22-Oct-13 

P667 Private Citizen Janet Rodriguez 22-Oct-13 

P668 Private Citizen Maria Jones 22-Oct-13 

P669 Private Citizen Tiffany Eastmark 22-Oct-13 

P670 Private Citizen Cassondra Swanson 22-Oct-13 

P671 Private Citizen Patricia Rodriguez Lopez 22-Oct-13 

P672 Private Citizen Vincent M Deluna 22-Oct-13 

P673 Private Citizen Edgar Romo 22-Oct-13 

P674 Private Citizen Amber Ventura  22-Oct-13 

P675 Private Citizen Norman T. Hays 22-Oct-13 

P676 Private Citizen Brannon Soriarro 22-Oct-13 

P677 Private Citizen Yesenia Garcia 22-Oct-13 

P678 Private Citizen Judith E. Jacobs 22-Oct-13 

P679 Private Citizen S. K. 22-Oct-13 

P680 Private Citizen Alberto Alvarado 22-Oct-13 

P681 Private Citizen Orlando Z. 22-Oct-13 

P682 Private Citizen Donald White 22-Oct-13 

P683 Private Citizen Lorie Gill 22-Oct-13 

P684 Private Citizen Oscar Lozano 22-Oct-13 

P685 Private Citizen Gus Aguillon 22-Oct-13 

P686 Private Citizen Steve Chemoweth 22-Oct-13 

P687 Private Citizen Paul T. Ventura Jr. 22-Oct-13 

P688 Private Citizen Garry Ashbrooke 22-Oct-13 

P689 Private Citizen Jeremy Barnett 22-Oct-13 

P690 Private Citizen Takita Zaualla 22-Oct-13 

P691 Private Citizen Miguel Valencio Jr.  22-Oct-13 

P692 Private Citizen Chris Jose 22-Oct-13 

P693 Private Citizen T. 22-Oct-13 

P694 Private Citizen Illegible 22-Oct-13 

P695 Private Citizen Jimmy L. Riley 22-Oct-13 

P696 Private Citizen Bill Perryman 22-Oct-13 

P697 Private Citizen David Lake 22-Oct-13 

P698 Private Citizen Adonis Felix 22-Oct-13 

P699 Private Citizen Aaron Robles 22-Oct-13 

P700 Private Citizen Eric P. 22-Oct-13 

P701 Private Citizen Ramones 22-Oct-13 



2.0  Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 2-20 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 
May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

Letter 
Number 

Agency/Organization Name 
Date 
Received 

P702 Private Citizen Masanari Sasaki 22-Oct-13 

P703 Private Citizen N. M.  22-Oct-13 

P704 Private Citizen Adrianne Mendoza 22-Oct-13 

P705 Private Citizen Stephen Waldman 22-Oct-13 

P706 Private Citizen Gerry D. 22-Oct-13 

P707 Private Citizen M. L. 22-Oct-13 

P708 Private Citizen Mark L. Cheli 22-Oct-13 

P709 Private Citizen Alexa Pitre 22-Oct-13 

P710 Private Citizen Jim T. 22-Oct-13 

P711 Private Citizen Francisco Hernandez 22-Oct-13 

P712 Private Citizen Casey Belluz 22-Oct-13 

P713 Private Citizen Laura Williams 22-Oct-13 

P714 Private Citizen Jose M. Rodriguez 22-Oct-13 

P715 Private Citizen Mercedes V. 22-Oct-13 

P716 Private Citizen Josephine Dodson 22-Oct-13 

P717 Private Citizen rosa Gonzalez 22-Oct-13 

P718 Private Citizen Illegible 22-Oct-13 

P719 Private Citizen Norma Saldivar 22-Oct-13 

P720 Private Citizen Dominic S. 22-Oct-13 

P721 Private Citizen John Featherstone 22-Oct-13 

P722 Private Citizen Rudy Pompa 22-Oct-13 

P723 Private Citizen Hannah Valdez-Wallace 22-Oct-13 

P724 Private Citizen Paul F. Baker 22-Oct-13 

P725 Private Citizen Jonathan Bobbitt 22-Oct-13 

P726 Private Citizen Sergio Castillo 22-Oct-13 

P727 Private Citizen Matthew Peinado 22-Oct-13 

P728 Private Citizen Daniel Olivares 22-Oct-13 

P729 Private Citizen Zachary Fairhurst 22-Oct-13 

P730 Private Citizen Ted Funkhouser 22-Oct-13 

P731 Private Citizen J. E. M. 22-Oct-13 

P732 Private Citizen Illegible 22-Oct-13 

P733 Private Citizen William Christen 22-Oct-13 

P734 Private Citizen Clint Johnson  22-Oct-13 

P735 Private Citizen Larry Palato 22-Oct-13 

P736 Private Citizen William L.  22-Oct-13 

P737 Private Citizen Jennifer McKinney 22-Oct-13 

P738 Private Citizen Ginger Flores 22-Oct-13 

P739 Private Citizen Martin Navarro 22-Oct-13 

P740 Private Citizen Lance Brown 22-Oct-13 

P741 Private Citizen Lucy Estrada 22-Oct-13 



2.0  Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 2-21 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 
May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

Letter 
Number 

Agency/Organization Name 
Date 
Received 

P742 Private Citizen Nathan K. 22-Oct-13 

P743 Private Citizen Consuelo B.  22-Oct-13 

P744 Private Citizen Jeff L. 22-Oct-13 

P745 Private Citizen Jamie Espinoa 22-Oct-13 

P746 Private Citizen Elizabeth Ventura  22-Oct-13 

P747 Private Citizen Guadalupe Seja 22-Oct-13 

P748 Private Citizen Constance M. Salutan 22-Oct-13 

P749 Private Citizen John Vitorino 22-Oct-13 

P750 Private Citizen Milton Beard 22-Oct-13 

P751 Private Citizen Susan Ramos 22-Oct-13 

P752 Private Citizen Bruce Ramos 22-Oct-13 

P753 Private Citizen Tayler Smeester-Gonzales 22-Oct-13 

P754 Private Citizen Kathy A. Beard 22-Oct-13 

P755 Private Citizen Illegible 22-Oct-13 

P756 Private Citizen Michael H 22-Oct-13 

P757 Private Citizen Jennifer Raminez 22-Oct-13 

P758 Private Citizen Michael Aanerud 22-Oct-13 

P759 Private Citizen Janet Rodriguez 22-Oct-13 

P760 Private Citizen Maria Jones 22-Oct-13 

P761 Private Citizen Tiffany Eastmark 22-Oct-13 

P762 Private Citizen Cassondra Swanson 22-Oct-13 

P763 Private Citizen Patricia Rodriguez Lopez 22-Oct-13 

P764 Private Citizen Vincent M Deluna 22-Oct-13 

P765 Private Citizen Edgar Romo 22-Oct-13 

P766 Private Citizen Mary Ellen Licoscos 22-Oct-13 

P767 Private Citizen Tomas Alvarado 22-Oct-13 

P768 Private Citizen Mary J. McKinley 22-Oct-13 

P769 Private Citizen Jorge Torres 22-Oct-13 

P770 Private Citizen Brandy A. Padilla 22-Oct-13 

P771 Private Citizen James  22-Oct-13 

P772 Private Citizen Tyrone D. Gardner 22-Oct-13 

P773 Private Citizen Jason Rieger 22-Oct-13 

P774 Private Citizen C.B. 22-Oct-13 

P775 Private Citizen Gustavo Calderon 22-Oct-13 

P776 Private Citizen Einesto M. Galvez 22-Oct-13 

P777 Private Citizen Adrian Valencia  22-Oct-13 

P778 Private Citizen Paul Furia 22-Oct-13 

P779 Private Citizen Michael Figueroa 22-Oct-13 

P780 Private Citizen Mike 22-Oct-13 

P781 Private Citizen Jesus Solorio 22-Oct-13 



2.0  Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 2-22 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 
May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

Letter 
Number 

Agency/Organization Name 
Date 
Received 

P782 Private Citizen Staci Klansky 22-Oct-13 

P783 Private Citizen Jim Manhardt 22-Oct-13 

P784 Private Citizen Ruben Camaho 22-Oct-13 

P785 Private Citizen Dennis Foss 22-Oct-13 

P786 Private Citizen Jazmine Valencia 22-Oct-13 

P787 Private Citizen Trevor Belen 22-Oct-13 

P788 Private Citizen Emilio C. 22-Oct-13 

P789 Private Citizen April Anderson 22-Oct-13 

P790 Private Citizen J. G. 22-Oct-13 

P791 Private Citizen Rosa Delabra 22-Oct-13 

P792 Private Citizen Justin M. 22-Oct-13 

P793 Private Citizen H. Vega 22-Oct-13 

P794 Private Citizen none 22-Oct-13 

P795 Private Citizen R. A. 22-Oct-13 

P796 Private Citizen Christian Ramirez 22-Oct-13 

P797 Private Citizen C. Mepua 22-Oct-13 

P798 Private Citizen Perlita Q. Arca 22-Oct-13 

P799 Private Citizen Josefina A. Ofecion 22-Oct-13 

P800 Private Citizen Jamie Serraneo 22-Oct-13 

P801 Private Citizen Teresa Alvarado 22-Oct-13 

P802 Private Citizen Jose Aguire 22-Oct-13 

P803 Private Citizen Florentinio Pina 22-Oct-13 

P804 Private Citizen Josefina Garibay 22-Oct-13 

P805 Private Citizen Irene L. Vega 22-Oct-13 

P806 Private Citizen Richard A Massa 22-Oct-13 

P807 Private Citizen R. G. 22-Oct-13 

P808 Private Citizen Jose Mava 22-Oct-13 

P809 Private Citizen Ruben Medina-Villa 22-Oct-13 

P810 Private Citizen Jose Richardo Ortiz 22-Oct-13 

P811 Private Citizen Joe Karleskint 22-Oct-13 

P812 Private Citizen Chris  22-Oct-13 

P813 Private Citizen Rafael S. Hernandez 22-Oct-13 

P814 Private Citizen Miguel N. 22-Oct-13 

P815 Private Citizen C. V. 22-Oct-13 

P816 Private Citizen Ruendy Aguayo 22-Oct-13 

P817 Private Citizen Diana Salvarado 22-Oct-13 

P818 Private Citizen Maria Padrilla 22-Oct-13 

P819 Private Citizen David Page 22-Oct-13 

P820 Private Citizen Domingo Kahn 22-Oct-13 

P821 Private Citizen Ridd 22-Oct-13 



2.0  Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 2-23 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 
May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

Letter 
Number 

Agency/Organization Name 
Date 
Received 

P822 Private Citizen Edward Estave 22-Oct-13 

P823 Private Citizen Betty Kahn  22-Oct-13 

P824 Private Citizen Marili Aguilar 22-Oct-13 

P825 Private Citizen Belinda Miranda 22-Oct-13 

P826 Private Citizen Frances V. Montgomery 22-Oct-13 

P827 Private Citizen C. Jeanette Wulff 22-Oct-13 

P828 Private Citizen Mayra Sheley 22-Oct-13 

P829 Private Citizen Jeffrey N. Baugher 22-Oct-13 

P830 Private Citizen Mary Ellen Licoscos 22-Oct-13 

P831 Private Citizen Tomas Alvarado 22-Oct-13 

P832 Private Citizen Mary J. McKinley 22-Oct-13 

P833 Private Citizen Jorge Torres 22-Oct-13 

P834 Private Citizen Brandy A. Padilla 22-Oct-13 

P835 Private Citizen James R. Titsworth 22-Oct-13 

P836 Private Citizen April Anderson 22-Oct-13 

P837 Private Citizen Tyrone D. Gardner 22-Oct-13 

P838 Private Citizen Jason Rieger 22-Oct-13 

P839 Private Citizen C. R. 22-Oct-13 

P840 Private Citizen Gustavo Calderon 22-Oct-13 

P841 Private Citizen Einesto M. Galvez 22-Oct-13 

P842 Private Citizen Adrian Valencia  22-Oct-13 

P843 Private Citizen Paul Furia 22-Oct-13 

P844 Private Citizen Michael Figueroa 22-Oct-13 

P845 Private Citizen Mike Norris 22-Oct-13 

P846 Private Citizen Jesus Solorio 22-Oct-13 

P847 Private Citizen Staci Klansky 22-Oct-13 

P848 Private Citizen Dennis Foss 22-Oct-13 

P849 Private Citizen Ruben E. C. 22-Oct-13 

P850 Private Citizen Jim Manhardt 22-Oct-13 

P851 Private Citizen Trevor Belen 22-Oct-13 

P852 Private Citizen Jazmine Valencia 22-Oct-13 

P853 Private Citizen Emilio C. 22-Oct-13 

P854 Private Citizen Jim G. 22-Oct-13 

P855 Private Citizen Rosa Delabra 22-Oct-13 

P856 Private Citizen Justin M. 22-Oct-13 

P857 Private Citizen H. Vega 22-Oct-13 

P858 Private Citizen Illegible 22-Oct-13 

P859 Private Citizen Christian Ramirez 22-Oct-13 

P860 Private Citizen C. Mepua 22-Oct-13 

P861 Private Citizen Perlita Q. Arca 22-Oct-13 



2.0  Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 2-24 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 
May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

Letter 
Number 

Agency/Organization Name 
Date 
Received 

P862 Private Citizen Josefina A. Ofecion 22-Oct-13 

P863 Private Citizen Jaime Serrano 22-Oct-13 

P864 Private Citizen Teresa Alvarado 22-Oct-13 

P865 Private Citizen Jose Aguire 22-Oct-13 

P866 Private Citizen Florentinio Pina 22-Oct-13 

P867 Private Citizen Josefina Garibay 22-Oct-13 

P868 Private Citizen Irene L. Vega 22-Oct-13 

P869 Private Citizen Richard A Massa 22-Oct-13 

P870 Private Citizen R. G. 22-Oct-13 

P871 Private Citizen J. Mava 22-Oct-13 

P872 Private Citizen Ruben Medina-Villa 22-Oct-13 

P873 Private Citizen Jose Richardo Ortiz 22-Oct-13 

P874 Private Citizen Joe Karleskint 22-Oct-13 

P875 Private Citizen Chris K. 22-Oct-13 

P876 Private Citizen Rafael S. Hernandez 22-Oct-13 

P877 Private Citizen Miguel N. 22-Oct-13 

P878 Private Citizen N. L. 22-Oct-13 

P879 Private Citizen C. V. 22-Oct-13 

P880 Private Citizen Ruendy Aguayo 22-Oct-13 

P881 Private Citizen Diana Salvarado 22-Oct-13 

P882 Private Citizen Maria Padrilla 22-Oct-13 

P883 Private Citizen David Page 22-Oct-13 

P884 Private Citizen Domingo Kahn 22-Oct-13 

P885 Private Citizen Illegible 22-Oct-13 

P886 Private Citizen Edward Estave 22-Oct-13 

P887 Private Citizen Betty Kahn  22-Oct-13 

P888 Private Citizen Marili Aguilar 22-Oct-13 

P889 Private Citizen Belinda Miranda 22-Oct-13 

P890 Private Citizen Frances V. Montgomery 22-Oct-13 

P891 Private Citizen C. Jeanette Wulff 22-Oct-13 

P892 Private Citizen Mayra Sheley 22-Oct-13 

P893 Private Citizen Amber Ventura  22-Oct-13 

P894 Private Citizen Norman T. Hays 22-Oct-13 

P895 Private Citizen Brannon Soriarro 22-Oct-13 

P896 Private Citizen Yesenia Garcia 22-Oct-13 

P897 Private Citizen Judith E. Jacobs 22-Oct-13 

P898 Private Citizen K. 22-Oct-13 

P899 Private Citizen Orlando Z. 22-Oct-13 

P900 Private Citizen Donald White 22-Oct-13 

P901 Private Citizen Lorie Gill 22-Oct-13 
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P902 Private Citizen Oscar Lozano 22-Oct-13 

P903 Private Citizen Gus Aguillon 22-Oct-13 

P904 Private Citizen Steve Chemoweth 22-Oct-13 

P905 Private Citizen Paul T. Ventura Jr. 22-Oct-13 

P906 Private Citizen Garry Ashbrooke 22-Oct-13 

P907 Private Citizen Jeremy Barnett 22-Oct-13 

P908 Private Citizen Takita Zaualla 22-Oct-13 

P909 Private Citizen Valencia Jr. 22-Oct-13 

P910 Private Citizen Chris Jose  22-Oct-13 

P911 Private Citizen Anthony M. Winters 22-Oct-13 

P912 Private Citizen Illegible 22-Oct-13 

P913 Private Citizen Jimmy L. Riley 22-Oct-13 

P914 Private Citizen Bill Perryman 22-Oct-13 

P915 Private Citizen David Lake 22-Oct-13 

P916 Private Citizen Adonis Felix 22-Oct-13 

P917 Private Citizen Aaron Robles 22-Oct-13 

P918 Private Citizen Eric P. 22-Oct-13 

P919 Private Citizen Ramones 22-Oct-13 

P920 Private Citizen Masanari Sasaki 22-Oct-13 

P921 Private Citizen Nannette Mendoza  22-Oct-13 

P922 Private Citizen Adrianne Mendoza 22-Oct-13 

P923 Private Citizen Stephen Waldman 22-Oct-13 

P924 Private Citizen Gerry Donaghy 22-Oct-13 

P925 Private Citizen M. Warrick 22-Oct-13 

P926 Private Citizen Daniel Kearney 22-Oct-13 

P927 Private Citizen Mark Cheli 22-Oct-13 

P928 Private Citizen Arthur Harford 22-Oct-13 

P929 Private Citizen Cherry  22-Oct-13 

P930 Private Citizen Mandy Herrara 22-Oct-13 

P931 Private Citizen Laura Williams 22-Oct-13 

P932 Private Citizen Jose M. Rodriguez 22-Oct-13 

P933 Private Citizen Mercedes V. 22-Oct-13 

P934 Private Citizen Josephine Dodson 22-Oct-13 

P935 Private Citizen rosa Gonzalez 22-Oct-13 

P936 Private Citizen Illegible 22-Oct-13 

P937 Private Citizen Norma Saldivar 22-Oct-13 

P938 Private Citizen Dominic Sanders 22-Oct-13 

P939 Private Citizen John Featherstone 22-Oct-13 

P940 Private Citizen Rudy Pompa 22-Oct-13 

P941 Private Citizen Hannah Valdez-Wallace 22-Oct-13 
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P942 Private Citizen Paul F. Baker 22-Oct-13 

P943 Private Citizen Jonathon Bobbit 22-Oct-13 

P944 Private Citizen Sergio Castillo 22-Oct-13 

P945 Private Citizen Matthew Peinado 22-Oct-13 

P946 Private Citizen Daniel Olivares 22-Oct-13 

P947 Private Citizen Zachary Fairhurst 22-Oct-13 

P948 Private Citizen Ted Funkhouser 22-Oct-13 

P949 Private Citizen J. E. M. 22-Oct-13 

P950 Private Citizen Illegible 22-Oct-13 

P951 Private Citizen William Christen 22-Oct-13 

P952 Private Citizen Clint Johnson  22-Oct-13 

P953 Private Citizen Larry Palato 22-Oct-13 

P954 Private Citizen William L. 22-Oct-13 

P955 Private Citizen Jennifer McKinney 22-Oct-13 

P956 Private Citizen Ginger Flores 22-Oct-13 

P957 Private Citizen Jeff L. 22-Oct-13 

P958 Private Citizen Jamie Espinoa 22-Oct-13 

P959 Private Citizen Elizabeth Ventura  22-Oct-13 

P960 Private Citizen Guadalupe Seja 22-Oct-13 

P961 Private Citizen Constance M. Salutan 22-Oct-13 

P962 Private Citizen J. 22-Oct-13 

P963 Private Citizen Milton Beard 22-Oct-13 

P964 Private Citizen Susan Ramos 22-Oct-13 

P965 Private Citizen Bruce Ramos 22-Oct-13 

P966 Private Citizen Tayler Smeester-Gonzales 22-Oct-13 

P967 Private Citizen Kathy A. Beard 22-Oct-13 

P968 Private Citizen Matt G. 22-Oct-13 

P969 Private Citizen Consuelo B.  22-Oct-13 

P970 Private Citizen Nathan K. 22-Oct-13 

P971 Private Citizen Lucy Estrada 22-Oct-13 

P972 Private Citizen Lance Brown 22-Oct-13 

P973 Private Citizen Martin Navarro 22-Oct-13 

P974 Private Citizen M. H. 22-Oct-13 

P975 Private Citizen Jennifer Raminez 22-Oct-13 

P976 Private Citizen Michael Aanerud 22-Oct-13 

P977 Private Citizen Janet Rodriguez 22-Oct-13 

P978 Private Citizen Maria Jones 22-Oct-13 

P979 Private Citizen Tiffany Eastmark 22-Oct-13 

P980 Private Citizen Cassondra Swanson 22-Oct-13 

P981 Private Citizen Patricia Rodriguez Lopez 22-Oct-13 
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P982 Private Citizen Vincent M Deluna 22-Oct-13 

P983 Private Citizen Edgar Romo 22-Oct-13 

P984 Private Citizen Caryn and Tom Cantella 22-Oct-13 

P985 Private Citizen Caryn Cantella 22-Oct-13 

P986 Private Citizen Tom Cantella 22-Oct-13 

P987 Private Citizen Kathleen S. Day 22-Oct-13 

P988 Private Citizen Kenneth P. Day 22-Oct-13 

P989 Private Citizen Kenneth P. Day 22-Oct-13 

P990 Private Citizen William J Otto 22-Oct-13 

P991 Private Citizen John D. Wrench 22-Oct-13 

P992 Private Citizen Elizabeth Gill 22-Oct-13 

P993 Cappello and Noel, LLP Barry Cappello, Attorney for Nancy Crawford-
Hall 

22-Oct-13 

P994 Private Citizen John and Cynthia Sanger 13-Sep-13 

P995 Private Citizen Mimi Watson 22-Oct-13 

P996 Santa Barbara Audubon Society Stephen J. Ferry, Co-President 22-Oct-13 

P997 Private Citizen Fred Kovol 22-Oct-13 

P998 Santa Ynez Valley Alliance Mark Oliver, President 22-Oct-13 

P999 Hunt and Associates, Biological Consulting 
Services 

Lawrence E. Hunt 22-Oct-13 

P1000 Santa Ynez Valley Concerned Citizens Greg Simon, Chairman 22-Oct-13 

P1001 Stand Up for California Cheryl Schmit, Director 22-Oct-13 

P1002 Private Citizen Bunnie Shepherd Sexton 22-Oct-13 

P1003 Private Citizen Gerry B. Shepherd 22-Oct-13 

P1004 Private Citizen Earl Shepherd 22-Oct-13 

P1005 Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLC Susan F. Petrovichm, Attorney for Charles 
Grimm 

22-Oct-13 

P1006 Private Citizen Wim van Dam 22-Oct-13 

P1007 Private Citizen G. B. Shepherd 22-Oct-13 

P1008 Private Citizen G. B. Shepherd 22-Oct-13 

P1009 We Watch, Inc.  Cathie McHenry, President 22-Oct-13 

P1010 Santa Ynez Valley Concerned Citizens Greg Simon, Chairman 22-Oct-13 

P1011 Private Citizen Kelly Gray 22-Oct-13 

P1012 Santa Ynez Rancho Estates Mutual Water 
Company, Inc. Board of Directors  

Robert B. Field, President 22-Oct-13 

P1013 Private Citizen C. David and M. Andriette Culbertson 22-Oct-13 

P1014 Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Kathy Cleary, Board President 21-Oct-13 

P1015 Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Kathy Cleary, Board President 21-Oct-13 

P1016 Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Kathy Cleary, Board President 21-Oct-13 

P1017 Private Citizen John G. Traller 25-Oct-13 

P1018 Santa Ynez Valley Concerned Citizens Greg Simon, Chairman 25-Oct-13 

P1019 Save The Valley Plan (SVTP) William R. Devine 25-Oct-13 
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P1020 Coalition of Agriculture and Business 
(COLAB) 

J. Andrew Caldwell 31-Oct-13 

P1021 No More Slots James E. Marino, Attorney 31-Oct-13 

P1022 No More Slots James E. Marino, Attorney 5-Nov-13 

P1023 Private Citizen Bill Krauch 18-Nov-13 

P1024 Private Citizen Craig E. Juratsch, MD 15-Nov-13 

P1025 Private Citizen John Burnaby 15-Nov-13 

P1026 Private Citizen Susan Cobb Gorham 13-Nov-13 

P1027 Private Citizen Terryl L. Bunn 13-Nov-13 

P1028 Private Citizen Steve Wood 13-Nov-13 

P1029 Private Citizen Renee and Michael Kelleher 12-Nov-13 

P1030 Private Citizen Dr. James H. Riley 11-Nov-13 

P1031 Private Citizen Patricia Murphy 11-Nov-13 

P1032 Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Tom Cantella 11-Nov-13 

P1033 Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Caryn Cantella 11-Nov-13 

P1034 Save The Valley Plan (SVTP) William R. Devine 11-Nov-13 

P1035 Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLC April Robitaille 11-Nov-13 

P1036 Private Citizen Kathy Langager 11-Nov-13 

P1037 Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Kelly Burke 11-Nov-13 

P1038 Private Citizen Gary and Anna Nett 11-Nov-13 

P1039 Private Citizen Daniel Hall 11-Nov-13 

P1040 Private Citizen Mike and Sherry Duckett 10-Nov-13 

P1041 Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Michelle Griffoul 10-Nov-13 

P1042 Private Citizen Mr. and Mrs. Robert P. Tucker 10-Nov-13 

P1043 Private Citizen Antoinette Addison 10-Nov-13 

P1044 Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Brian and Rosalie Culaciati 10-Nov-13 

P1045 Private Citizen Shawn Addison 10-Nov-13 

P1046 Private Citizen Patricia Donato 9-Nov-13 

P1047 Private Citizen Michael A. Dunn 8-Nov-13 

P1048 Private Citizen Sybil Cline 8-Nov-13 

P1049 Private Citizen Tom Fiorentine 8-Nov-13 

P1050 Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Susan Nelson 8-Nov-13 

P1051 Private Citizen Klaus and Lois Brown 8-Nov-13 

P1052 Private Citizen Bill Keese 8-Nov-13 

P1053 Board of Realtors Jeanne Hollingsworth 8-Nov-13 

P1054 Private Citizen Ann Janis 8-Nov-13 

P1055 Private Citizen Judith Stauffer 8-Nov-13 

P1056 Private Citizen Kathleen L. Ealand 8-Nov-13 

P1057 Private Citizen Mike McGill 8-Nov-13 

P1058 Private Citizen George and Marcia Gibson 8-Nov-13 
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P1059 Private Citizen Andrew Fleming 8-Nov-13 

P1060 Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Cheri Peake 8-Nov-13 

P1061 Private Citizen Teri Harmon 8-Nov-13 

P1062 Private Citizen Charles R. Grimm 8-Nov-13 

P1063 Private Citizen Fred Kovol 8-Nov-13 

P1064 Private Citizen Kelly Rose 8-Nov-13 

P1065 Private Citizen Kelly Rose 8-Nov-13 

P1066 Private Citizen Paul R. Deats 7-Nov-13 

P1067 Private Citizen Della Casberg Deats 7-Nov-13 

P1068 Private Citizen Dr. R. Jensen 8-Nov-13 

P1069 Private Citizen Kelly Rose 8-Nov-13 

P1070 Private Citizen Kelly Rose 8-Nov-13 

P1071 Private Citizen Paul R. Deats 7-Nov-13 

P1072 Private Citizen Della Casberg Deats 7-Nov-13 

P1073 Private Citizen Mark Preston 7-Nov-13 

P1074 Private Citizen Lucy and Patrick McCarthy 7-Nov-13 

P1075 Private Citizen Jack and Pat Hoffman 7-Nov-13 

P1076 Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Peggy Royer 7-Nov-13 

P1077 Private Citizen Brad Joos 7-Nov-13 

P1078 Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Joe Bocchino 7-Nov-13 

P1079 Private Citizen Bruce Mocettini 7-Nov-13 

P1080 Private Citizen Harvey Saarloos 7-Nov-13 

P1081 Private Citizen Sheila Benedict 7-Nov-13 

P1082 Private Citizen Russ Moir 7-Nov-13 

P1083 Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Kathy Cleary, Board President 7-Nov-13 

P1084 Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Kathy Cleary, Board President 6-Nov-13 

P1085 Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Kathy Cleary, Board President 6-Nov-13 

P1086 Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Kathy Cleary, Board President 6-Nov-13 

P1087 Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Kathy Cleary, Board President 10-Dec-13 

P1088 Santa Ynez Rancho Estates Mutual Water 
Company, Inc. Board of Directors  

Robert B. Field, President 4-Dec-13 

P1089 Private Citizen A. Barry Cappello, Attorneys for Nancy 
Crawford-Hall 

4-Dec-13 

P1090 No More Slots James E. Marino, Attorney 23-Dec-13 

P1091 Santa Ynez Valley Concerned Citizens Gerry Shepherd, Board Member 23-Dec-13 

P1092 Private Citizen Linda Kastner 16-Dec-13 

P1093 Stand Up for California Cheryl Schmit, Director 20-Dec-13 

P1094 Private Citizen Erica Williams 30-Dec-13 

P1095 Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Kathy Cleary, Board President 16-Dec-13 

P1096 Private Citizen Kelly Burke 6-Jan-14 

P1097 Private Citizen Ryan Williams 9-Jan-14 
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P1098 Private Citizen Sean Wilczak 23-Dec-13 

P1099 Private Citizen Kelly Gray 16-Dec-13 

P1100 Private Citizen Klaus & Lois Brown 6-Jan-14 

P1101 Private Citizen Caryn and Tom Cantella 6-Jan-14 

P1102 Santa Ynez Rancho Estates Mutual Water 
Company 

Robert B. Field, President, Board of Directors 20-Dec-13 
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DEPAR'IMEl\'T OFTRANS?ORTATION 
~ H!OUEAA STREBT 
SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA 93il01-5415 
PHONB {10')549-3101 
FAX {JOS) 549-332.9 
rrv 111 
h!!J!tfwww.dotc1.&9V/djsl1l5/ 

September 18, 20 13 

Chad Broussard 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office 
:Z800 Cottl\ge Way 
Sacramento CA 95 825 

Dear Mr. Broussard: 

Ropr JK1Wrl 
& mfll)' tffleitlft.' 

SB 154PM08.00 
SCR 2013084004 

COMMENTS ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT OF TilE SANTA YNEZ 
BAND OF CHUMASH INDIANS CAMP 4 FEE-TO-TRUST PROJECT 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) appreciates the opportunity to 
comment on the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Santa Ynez Band ofCbumasb 
Indians Camp 4 Fee-To-Trust project. 

Caltrans has the following comments on the tra:ffic sturly contained in the EA: 

1) Tacorrect State Level-of-Servke (LOS) Tbnsbold 
The traffic study states ''The Caltrans Transportation Concept Report shows LOS 0 as 
the minimum operating standard for both SR 154 and SR 246." (pg. 6). This is a 
misapplication of the CallronJ Transportation Cowcept Report {TCR). This document 
is only intended as a general long range planning tool and not to determine proj~ 
specific level impactS or mitigations. The consultant ATE has been informed of this on 
many other projects and we regret to see tbts misapplication here again. The cnrrent 
minimum standard for all state highways i~ LOS C, as outlined in the Caltrans Guide 
for the Preparalion o/Traffic impact Studies. 

2) Peak Hour Factor 
A Peak Hour Factor (PHF) of 1.00 WIIS used for all traffi.c analysis in this traffic Sllldy. Due to 
inaccurate design-hour flow u.tes through the lack of a PHF, the algorithms employing these 
desigxl-bour flow (volumes in this case) rates produced i:nlK=rale results. The lack of a peak­
hew- factOr is inconsistent with the methodology ollliin.ed in the Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM), and would only reflect better than actual operating conditi.ons. Caltnlns request a 
revisit of the prope< calculating procedures oudioed in the Highway Capacity M1111ual. We 
S1r0ngly recommend that the calculations follow HCM procedures aild to cease using volumes 
in place of the required flow rate, as per HCM methodolQgy, As the HCM makes clear: 

"• Volillne-lhB total number ofvehlcle& that pass over a given point or section of lane or 
roadway during a given time interval; volumes can be expressed in ttrrms of arrnual, daily, 
hotJr /y, ()r subhollT'Iy periods. 

"Ca/Jro-. i"'PN.,.t mobUit7-C<>liforoia' 
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• Flow rate-the equivalent hourly rate at which vehicles pass over a gillen point or section of 
a lane or roadway during a given time interval of less thtm 1 h. usually 15 min. 
Volume and flow au variables thot quantify lkmand. that is, rhe number of vehicle occupants 
or drivers (usually expressed as the number of vehicles) who tksire to use a given facility 
during a specrfic. time period. Congestion can irlfluatc.e tkmond, and observed volumes 
sometimes reflect capacity constraints rather than true demand. 

The distinction between volume and flow rate is important. Volume is the number ojvehides 
observed or predicted to pass a paint during a ttnre interval. Flow rate represents the mnnber 
of vehicles passing a point during a time interval less than I h. but expr«ssed as an equiwllent 
hourly rare. A. flow rate is the number of vehicles observed in a subhourly period, divided by 
the rime (in hours) of the observation. For example, a volume of 100 vehicles observed In a 
15 -min period Implies a flow rate of 100 veh/0.15 h or 400 vehlh. 

Vohmre and flow rate can be il.lustrated by thQ volumes observed for f our consecutive 15-min 
periods. Thef011r counts are 1,000, 1,100, 1,100, and 1,000. The total yo/u11U1for the hour is 
the sum of fhese counts, or 4. 300 veh. The flow rate, huwever, varies for each 15-min period 
During the 15-mlnperiod ofmQ:rimumjluw, the flow rate is 1,200 veh/0.15 h, or 1/,BOOveh/h. 
Note thal 4,800 vehicles do not pcrss the observation point during the study hour, but they do 
pass at that tate for I5.mirz. 

C~Jnsi.Uration of peak flow rates is Important in capacity analysts. If the capacity of the 
segment of highway studied is 4,500 vehlh, capacity wo11ld be exceeded during the peak 15-
min period of flo w, when vehicles arrivt at a rate of 4,800 vehlh. even thcugh vohtme is less 
than capacity during the full hour. This is a serious piV)b/em, because dissipatiag a 
breakdown. of cgpacity can. exund congestion for up to several hours." (HCM, Pg 7-1) 

"Consideration of Puiks is Important. Congestion due to inadequate capacity occurring for 
only a few minutes cm1 take $Ul;stantialtime to tlissipllte because of the dynamics of 
breakdown flow. Fifteen-minjlctw rates have been selected as the basis for prOCI!dures of this 
manual. The relationship between the peak 15-min flow rare and the full hourly volume is 
given by tJ~~t peaJv.lwur factor (PHF). Whether the tksign hour is measured, established from 
the analysis of peaking patterns or based on modeled demand, the PHF is applid to 
detumille tles~our jlqw rl11es. "(HCM, Pg.8-9) 

3) Ttro-way Stop Controlled Iotenedion (TWSC) at State Roate 246 alld State Rowte 154 
The consultllllt has repeatedly misapplied the Highway Capaclty Manual. Interset:tion LOS is 
determined by the LOS of the minor approaches and major approaches, separately. However, 
the consultant has performed a weighted average on all the approaches to determine the 
intersection' s LOS. The averaging of LOS for all .approaclles of a TWSC intersection violates 
HCM methodology. By applying a weighted average to detennine overall delay, the minor 
movements (those that carry the highest delay with lowest volumes) will be overshadowed by 
fhe larger volume of traffic that doesn't have a stop control. This tllctic will yield results that 
show a better scenario than what would actually be eKperienced in the field. Again, Calttans 
requests that the consultant revisit proper calculatilig procedures outlined in the Highway 
Capacity Manual. The worksheets demonstrate that a significant number of studied 
intersections fall below the State's LOS standard of C. As the HCM makes clear: 
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"LOS is determiMdfor each mb1or~treet movement (ar shared movement) as well as 
major -street left turns by 11.1lng crireria giVOI iPI Exhibit 19-1. LOS is nor defined for the 
intersection as a w!UJ!e or for major-street approaches for three prtmory reasons: (a) 
major-1treet through vehicles areasSllmed to experience zero delay; (b) the dlsproportioru:lie 
number ofmajor-f!treet through vehicles ar a typical TWSC intersection skews the weighted 
average of all mi:IV8menJs. resulting In a very law overall average delay for all vehicles; and 
(c) the r~sulttng low delay can mask important LOS deficiencies for minor movements" 
(HCM, 19-1). 

"Lewl of service (LOS) for a TWSC lnters~ctiqn i.r determined by the computed or measured 
conJrol delay and iS defuredjor each minor movemenJ. LOS is not defined as the intersection 
asawhole. ''(HCM, Pg.l7-1) 

"LOS fs not defined for the overall intersection". (HCM, Pg. 17-1) 

4) Mitigalion J 
A significant nUlllbet of inrer.!ections have been shown to be negatively impacted, having 
fallen below the LOS C/D cusp with the introductiQ!l of this project. Yet there is no mitigation 
analysis for the project's impects. Caltrans requests a reanalysis of all inter.;ections to 
detcnlline appropriate mitigation. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at (805) 549-3131 or 
adam.fuJ,:ushima@dot.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~~·=··.~~;::> 

Adam Fukushima, PTP 
Development Review 
Caltrans District 5 

·-· 
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Comment Letter S2 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is solely correspondence between the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, South Coast Region regarding the end of the comment period 
on the EA.   

Comment Letter S3 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is solely correspondence from the State Clearinghouse regarding comment 
letters received at the State Clearinghouse during the comment period on the EA. 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA 

1 am employed in the County of Santa Barbara, State of California. I am over the age of 18 yeaill 

and not a party to this action. My business address is &3 1 State Street, Santa Barbara, California 
93101. On October4, 2013, I served the foregoing document described as Commeats on tl\e 
Euvlronmental Assessmeut (EA) for tbe Santa Yue.z Band of Cba'Dlash IDdillDS (Tn"be) 
Camp 4 Fee--to-T ... st Aequisitiou Pr4jectOU the interested partles in this action: 

D 

0 

0 

0 

SEE A 1T ACHED SERVICE LJST 

BY 'U.S. POSTAL SERVICE: This document was served by United States mail. I enclosed 
the d<x:ument in a sealed envelope or pac~e addressed ·to the person(s} at the address(es) 
above and placed the envelope(s) for collecnon and mailing, following our ordinary business 
practices. I am readily familiar with this :firm's practice of collecting and processing 
correspondence for mailing. On the samo day that correspondcoce is placed for collcctioo 
and mailing, it is deposited in the ordinary course of business with the United States Postal 
Service at Santa Barbara, California, in a sealed em~lope with postage fully paid. 

BY FACSIMILE: The docurnent(s) were served by facsimile. The facsimile transmission 
was without error and completed prior to 5:00 p.m.. A copy of the transmission report is 
available upon request 

BY OVERNIGHT DELIVERY: The docurnent(s) were served by overnight delivery via 
FedEx. I enclosed the document in a sealed envelope or package addJessed to the person(s) 
and the address(es) above and placed the envelope(s) for pick-up by FedEx. I am readily 
familiar with the firm's practice of collection and processing correspondence <>n the same day 
with this courier service, for overnight delivery. 

BY E-MAIL OR ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION: Based on a court order or an 
agreement of the parties to accept service by e·mail or electronic transmission, I caused the 
documents to be sent to the persons at the e-mail addresses listed above. J did not receive, 
within a reasonable time after the transmission, any electronic message or other indication 
that the transmission was unsuccessful. 

BY BAND DELIVERY: The document(s) wi:rc delivered by hand during the normal course 
of business, during regular business hours. 

(State) I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that 
the foregoing is true and correct. 

(Fedetal) I declare that! am employed in the office of a member of the Bar of this Court, 
at whose direetion the service was made. I declare under penalty of perjury under lhe 
laws of the United States of America that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed Oil October 4, 2013, at Santa Barbara, Califom~) 

· Anne Marie ·Balash 



S3-01

Comment Letter S4 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

Amy Dutschke 
Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
BY U.S. MAIL 

11011.001 · 125)14.1 

SERVICE LIST 

Chad A. Broussard 
Envirorunental Protection Speciulist 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Re.gional Office 
cbad.broussard@bia.gov 
BYE-MAIL 
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Sta!t of C81if2m!a - Natura! Resoyrces Aaenoy 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 
South Coast Region 
3883 Ruffin Road 
San Diego. CA 92123 
(858) 467-4201 
www.wiJdlift.ca.gov 

October 4, 2013 

Amy DlAschke, Regional Director 
Bureeu of Indian Affairs, Pecific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
Amy.Dutschl<e@bla.gOII 

EQMUND G. BROWN JR •. Gov!mot 
CHARLTON~BONHAM,~ 

Subject: Envirol"tiMirtal Assessment for the Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust Project, 
SCH #2013084004, Santa Barbara County 

Dear Ms. Dutschke: 

The California Department of Flsh and Wildlife (Department), has reviewed the Environmental --, 
Anessment (EA) for Impacts to biological resources. The EA has been prepared for the United ___j 
Stales (U.S.) Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) to support an application from the Santa Ynez Band 
of Chumesh Indians {Tribe) for lands to be placed iflto federal trust. The lands proposed for trust 
acquisition are currently owned in fee by the Tribe and are known as the Camp 4 site. The 
proposed trust parcels/project site consists of approximately 1,411 .1 acres located within an 
unlncorpon~ted ~ of Santa Barbara County (Couoty), eest of the Town of Santa Ynez. and 
3.95 mileS east of the City of Solvang. The proposed project includes assignment to Tribal 
members a total of 143 five-acre realdentiallots and acoess roadways (793 aaes) for re8idenlial 
development. The remainder of the proposed project site would consist of 300 acres of 
agricultural vineyards (256 existing acres with 44 acres dedic:ated for expansion); 206 acres or 
open space/recreational, 98 acres of rlperian corridor and 33 acres of oak. woodland 
conservation as a protected resources management zones (RMZ:), and 3 aores.of Special 
Purpose Zone- Utiities. The proposed open space areas would be utilized for runoff control 
and would include the development of detention basins and vegetated swales. The proposed 
project site Is zoned AG-U-100 (Agriculture, minmum 10D-acre parcels) in the Santa Ynez 
Valley Community Plan (County of Santa Barbara, 2009). 

The project site contains the vineyard operation, an operating horse stable, and a ramch house 
with a barn. The remainder of the project site is undeveloped p-astureland consisting of roning 
hills end elevated stream terraces used for cattle graz:ing. The project site is bordered on the 
north and east by agricultural land and nnJ residences, on the west by egricultural land and 
oak savannah, end on the south by oak savannah. Surroonding land uses consist of agricultural 
fields, low-density rural residences, and undeveloped pasture lands. 

Habitat types described in the EA as occurring on the proposed project site include annuel 
grassland (943.64 acres), blue oak (Qu81'CUS douglasif) savannah (158.77 acres), ephemeral 
~ralnages (6.85 acres), vema! pools (0.36 acres), and a seasonal wetland swale (0.10 acres). 
Wildlife with the potentiel to be Impacted by the project Includes the Federally Threatened and 
State Special Concern Species California red-legged frog (Rsna aurora dr.ayton/1) and the 
Federally Threatened vemal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinactalynchl). 

The total wildlife habitat acreage estimated to be impacted by the proposed project would be 
843.94 acres. Of that tota l, the wildlife habitat types described in the EA o~:~ the proposed 
project site estimated to be impacted by the protect include 711.65 11cres of annual grassland, 

Conserving Ca£ifornia's 'Wildlife Si11ce 1870 
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·130.01 acn~s of blue oak savannah, 2.13 acres of ephemeral drainages, 0.05 acres of vernal 
pools, and 0.10 acil!s of a seasonal wetland swale. Proposed project Impacts Identified in the 
EA also Include th~ removal cif approximately 70 blue oak trees . . . . 
Measures propose£! in the EA to m~igate Impacts to biological resources lflclude: 

• . ao o~k t~-:-,revegation plan that includes proposed planting locations within the project 
site and a five-year monitoring plan to ensure a no net loss of oak trees; 

• construction activities that would occur within the vici1ity of potentially jurisdictional 
waters of the U.S. resbicted to the dry season (i.e., April15 through October 15); 

• implementation of protective measures to minimize impacts to california red-legged frog 
and vernal pool fairy shrimp, and; 

• nesting bird surveys during cornstruction from March 1 to September 15 and 04!$ting bird 
protections to include construction buffers from active nests of 500 feel and tree 
removals restricted from March 1 to September 15. 

State Trustee Agency 

. ,. 

The fish and wildlife resources of the state of California are held In trust for the people of the J 
state by the Department (Fish and Game Code Section 711.7(a)). The Department provides 
these recommendations as slate trustee agency with jurisdiction. over the com>ervation, 
protection and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat ne<:ee$ary for biologicaUy 
viable populations of those species (Fish and Game Code Section 1802). 

TnteRemoval 

The EA proposes to mitigate the loss of blue oak trees by replacement at a ratio that em;ores no 
net loss. The CO\.Illy of Santa Barbara recommends a deciduous oak tree replacement ratio cA 
15:1 (County of Santa Bar:bara Oak Tree Protection Program Final EIR, 00-EIR-07). This ratio 
takes into consideration the less than 1 00% long-term survival of replacement trees, but also 
mitigates for the habitat which is temporarily lost until the replacement trees reach functional 
meturity. The Department concurs with the recommendations in the County's Oak Tree 
Protection Program. 

The sucx:esa of replacement' oak tree plantings would be optimized with a minimum spacing of 
20 feet. Long-term survival would be maximized If trees were protected within the dr<ipline and 
monitored and nurtured for a minimum of 5 years. 

lmpaeta to Nesting Birds 

All migratory noogame native bird species are protected by int.e · treaty under the 
Federa.l Migratof'y Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (50 C.F.R. §1 _ . e ~proposes 
nesting bird surveys during construction from March 1 to S~ . ~ling bird 
protections to include tree removals restricted to outside the bird nesting season .March 1 to 
September 15. Several raptor species, such as hawkS, r~~~.tll~ """T~on the 
proposed project site. These species often begin nesting nY ~bfi.fi11y'anha1 early as January. 
The Department recognizes .raptor nesting season to be Febr-uary 1 thrquQ.h September 1.5. 

,.'ClU3"H: P~ 



S4-01

Comment Letter S4 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

S4-07

S4-06

. 
Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs •. Pacifrc Regional Office 
0Ctober4, 2013 
Page 3of4 

Urban-WHdlife lnwrhlce 

The proposed project site is located adjacent to large expanses of oak savannah .and annual 
grassland wildlife habitats. The proposed project site and surrounding habitats support a variety 
or wildlife species (e g, , deer, mountain lion, hawks, etc.}. The currently propo$ed residential 
development corliguration will modify the I.Wban-wildlife interface and create edge effects to 
surrounding habitats both on and off-site. 

Examples of adverse edge effects include invasion by non-native plants and animajs, chemical 
drift, displacement of wildlife by lightilg and noise, nulsanoewaterfrom summer irrigation, 
vehicle traffic, domestic pets, and other factors. Adverse edge effects can degrade natural 
hllbitats where they abut development and extend for many hundreds of feet beyond the 
development foolprint. 

During the development ot the project configuration, the Tribe may consider the placement of 
RMZs in Inactive o~ passive land-use areas, linkage development between the RMZs, and size 
maximization of the RMZs to the greatest extent feasible. These strategies will anow for animal 
movement and the exchange of plant and animal life throughoUt the RMZs. 

County-required fuel modification, which Is designed to minimize the risk of wildfJre to the 
proposed dev~lopment, may result in addition edge effects anct.loss of habitats both within the 
project site and potentially exteAding offsite of the property. Fuel modifications typically involve 
mechanical removal or reduction of vegetation, and reslit in substantial degradation of wildlife 
habil.al values associated with oak woodl;~nd and annual grasslands. even if il)dividual oak trees 
or specific shrubs are retained. F1re safe bailding design and incot:poratlng roadways into the 
fuel modlncatlon zones are technics to maintain and preserve natural habitat within the project 
footprilt The use of hand tools for fuel modification activities will minimize ground disturbance. 

The Invasion of non-native ants would be minimized if landscaping plants and ti:leir containers 
were inspected for ants prior to delivery to the project site, with the rejection of plants containing 
ants. A 300-foot-wide zone that includes non-Irrigated native landscaping as a buffer between 
the development and the natural llreil$ would avoid the introduction of the non-native Argentine 
ant in the natural open space areas and RMZs .. 

Proposed Alternatives 

The Tribe considered eight alternative concept plans for development on the project site, in 
add~ion to the proposed profect . All alternatiVes induded a reduction in size for the 143 
assigned lots from 5 acres to 1 acre, decreasing the reSidential acreage from approximately 
793± acres to approximately 19% acres. An additional30 acres of the project site would be 
reserved for approximately 80,000 square feet of tribal community facilities. 

One alternative {AlternatiVe B) was chosen for detailed analysis in the EA, along with the no­
project anemalive. Alternative B would arrange 1-acre lots in three clusters In the northeastern, 
oen!Jal, and south-central portions of the proposed project site. Alternative£ would almost 
quaauple the amount of open ·spaoe and recreation land uses, from 206 acres to 776 acres. 
The number of blue oak trees removed would be reduoed lo an estimated 50 trees. An 
addlt1onal alternative not analyzed in the EA (Concept Plan- Option J.0.1) would cluster al1· 
acre assigned lots in the northeastern corner or the proposed project site. 
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•' 

The Department encourages the Tribe to retain its open space and maintain connectivity of the J 
RMZs for wildlife resources. In addition, the Department is available to assist with or consult on 
strategies to maintain fish and wildlife resources within the project scope. 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comment. Questions regarding this letter aAd further J 
coordination on these issues should be-directed to Mr. Martin Potter Senior Environmental 
Scientist (Specialist). at (805) 640-3677. 

Sincerely, 

~~· 
Edmund Pert . 

. Regional Manager 
South Coast Region 

References utilized: 

Conservation Biology Institute, 2000. Review of potential edge effects on the San .fernando 
Valley spineflower (Cflorizanthe parryi vw. fernandina). Prepared for the Ahmanson Land 
Company. 43 pp. 

Suarez, A. V., D.T. Bolger. and T.J. case. 1998. Effects of fragmentation and invasion on native 
ant communities in coastal southern Caflfomia. Ecolbgy 79(6):2,041- 2,056. 

ec: Ali Aghili, CDFW, Los Alamitos 
Martin Potter, CDFW, Ojai 
Natasha Lohmus, CDFW, Carpinteria 
Mary Meyer, CDFW, Ojai . 
Betty Courtney, CDFW. Santa Clarita 
Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse, Sacramento 
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August21 , 2013 

Ms. Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 
United States Department of the lnt.rior 
Bun- of Indian .Affairs 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Sent by U.S. Mail 
No. of Pages: 2 

~(A~ 

fdmtqt i "WP .It .gqyernqc 

RE: NEPA documant; SCIIIIN!Gt3881868, .for the "Snvin»nmental As-sment 
(U) for~ Canlp 4 F_. Trust P1oject of the Santa Ynez Bancl of 
Chumaah Indiana of Callfomia;" located in Santa Barbara County, California 

Dear Ms. Dulschke: 

The California Native American Heritage Commission {NAHC) has reviewed the 
proposed action by the U.S. Oepartmentof the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affan (BlA) 
and has no obiections to it. The proposed land schedule for acquisition is within the 
ancestral area of the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians. 

fn the 1985 AppeUate Court decision (170 Cal App 3"' 604). the Court held that the 
NAHC has jurisdiction and special expertise, as a state agency, over affected Native 
American resourcas impacted by proposed projects, including arcllaeological places of 
religious significance to Native Americans. and to Native American burial sites. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at (916) 
37:>-3715. 

Cc; State Clearinghouse 



Comment Letters S6 through S8 

Comment Letter S6 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is a duplicate of Comment Letter S5.   

Comment Letter S7 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is solely correspondence from the State Clearinghouse regarding comment 
letters received at the State Clearinghouse during the comment period on the EA.   

Comment Letter S8 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is solely correspondence from the State Clearinghouse regarding comment 
letters received at the State Clearinghouse during the comment period on the EA.
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iced A'\llilability· EmiroomeOO.I Assessment IIJr Propoeed T rusl Acqui9i~on 

RE: Notice of Availability -Environmental Assessment for PropoSed Trust 
Acquisition 

Wallar, Chandra <cwallar@co.santa-barbara.ca.us> 
To: Chad Broussard <chad.broussard@bia.gov> 

Tue, Aug Zl, 2013 at 4:55PM 

Thank you Chad 

--· -.......................................... --··-·-·-·····----

A'om: Chad Broussard [mallto:chad.broussard@bia.gov] 
Stint: Tuesday, August 27, 2013 4:49 PM 
To: Wallar, Chandra 
Subject: Re: Notice of Availability- Environmental Assessment for Proposed Trust Acquisition 

Receipt confirmed. As we discussed, an email request is sufficient. We are considering your request and will get 
back to you ASAP. 

------·-------·-·--·-···--·- ........................... . 

A'om: Wallar, Chandra [mailto:cwallar@co.santa-barbara.ca.us] 
sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2013 04:42 PM 
To: 'chad.broussard@BIA.gov' <chad.broussard@BIA.gov> 
0::: Marshall, Dennis <dmarshall@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>; Russell, Glenn <grussell@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>; 
Bahl, Renee <rbahl@co.santa-barbara.ca.us> 
Subject: R.E: Notice of Availability - Environmental Assessment for Proposed Trust Acquisition 

Mr. Broussard, please confirm receipt of this email. It was my understanding you did not require a formal written, 
certified m3il, mall. If this Is not the case please adlise and I will submit more formal request . As we discussed 
time Is of the essence on this decision. 

Regards, 

Chandra Wallar 

A'om: Wallar, Chandra 

..... .......................................... __ _ 

Stint Monday, August26, 201312:09 PM 

lltl!lG:/Jmo~.google.ocm'rreilluiOI?IJi•2&iiooo9c3749536&~.,...pt&se.ll'd'Firi>coo&lh=140e2347~70G 

- -----.. ··-.. ·----..... 
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&'2&'13 OEPARTMENTOF THE INTERIOR Mil · RE: N.,.._dA~Ity- EIN10it i18 G!I "e• • !idltr f'l'apooedTrust lloqli•iti<n 

To: 'chad.brous.sard@BrA.go'l 
Q:: Marshall, Dennis; Russell, Glenn; Bahl, Renee 
Subject: Notice of Availability- EnVironmental Assessment for PropOsed Trust ACQuisition 

Mr. Broussa!d: 

The Colriy of Santa Berbers (County) requests a 30-day extension to the public comment deadline for the 
'Em4rorrnental Assessment for Proposed Trust Acquisition C>f Fiw Parcels Known as the Camp 4 Property, 
Santa Ynez Band C>f Chumash Indians. Santa Bartlara County, California' li'Om September 19. 2013 to Octob&r 
19, 2013. This request Is based oo the foiJooMng gromds: 

1. The County has numerous departments with speclllc functional expertise coordinating on nl\lew of this 
w ry large (930 pages including 14 technical appendices) and compk;x document. 

2. The property in question represents owr 5% C>f the total rural lands Vllithin lhe Santa Ynez Valley 
Community Plan Area and is thus a highly substantlaJ proposed project within the context C>f the Santa 
Ynez Velley community. 

3. Gi\en its large contextual scope, th& proposed project could haloE! a substantial impact oo the 
erl'.irooment, local communities, local ser.ices, as well as various other land use implications. 

4. We ha1oE! pre'Viously requested the cultural resource-s technical appendix, which we think Is of critical 
importance to our reloiew. To dale, we haloE! not recei\ed a response from the Bureau on this request. 

We hope to hear from you soon regarding the fa\orable response to our request . Please conirm receipt of this 
email. 

Regards, 

Chandra L Walar 

County Executlw Officer 

County of Santa Barbara 

J 



Comment Letter L2 

Comment Letter L2 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is solely a request from Cathy Christian, Attorney for Santa Barbara County 
to receive notice of any information regarding the EA, the associated NEPA process, the associated fee-
to-trust application, and the Tribal Consolidation Area (TCA). 
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Broussard, Chad <chad.bro~ZS~a rd@bia.gov> 

Notice of Availability • Environmental Assessment for Proposed Trust 
Acquisition of five Parcels Known as the Camp 4 Property (1 of 5} 
1 message 

Van W ingerden, Cam <c\enWingenlen@co.s~ca.us> Moo, Oct 7, 2013 at 12:26 PM 
To: •amy.dutschke@bla.goV' <amy .dutschke@bia.gao.P 
Cc: "chad.broussard@bia.goV' <chad.broussard@bia.go\1>, · sam Cohen (scohen@sybml.org}" 
<scohen~ybrni~ 

sent on bellalf of Cbclnclra L • WaiiW 

Dear Ms. Dutschke: 

Atlllched please find tne subject correspondence and ~ents. Due Ill the size of ltle documen!s, there wiS 
be tt1ree separate e-ma ils. 

Thank you. 

cam Van Wi19efden 

ExeaJtlve Secretary 

CAlulty Executive Offr::e 

lOS Ellst Anaparru StJ-eet 

S<mCa Bartla111, CA 93101 

805-568-3404 

Z at1achments 

!l EA reapon1e Chumallh Camp 4 FTT.pdf 
726K 

~ EA Commenta_JR_RVM_100313.pdf 
428K 

. . _ .. __ ,. __ . ........ -..~ 

l 
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Chandra L. Wallar 
Onmzy Ex«Mliw Olfiur 

October7, 2013 

County Of Saota Barbara · 
,. 

. .. •·. •.·. ~-..:.. ·' ~ .-~ . 
!n. C.l , l . . . 

~ ·~ ,.._. • •• "'t-~~ - ~' ;. . . . . . . 

Executive Offoce 

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

E-mail: amy.dutschke@bia.gov 

105 r.-ast Antpun:w Slroc:~t , Roum 406 
s ..... s.rwr •. C.Wfocnla 93101 
80S-568-3400 • Fax ~568-3414 
........ ..... ouyol>b.O<i 

Re: Notice of Availability - Environmental Assessment for Proposed Trust Acquisition of Five 
Parcels Known as the camp 4 Property 

Dear Ms. Dutschke: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Availability - Environmental J 
Assessment for Proposed Trust Acquisition of Five Parcels Known as the Csmp 4 Property. 
Attached are COfUJJeflls 1'9flecting concerns related to the inadequacy of the Environmertal 
Assessment (EA) and the need for a complete assessment of al possible Impacts via an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS}. 

The County of Sarna Barbara ("County") requests that the UMed Slates Department of the 
Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs, ("BIA") prepare a complete Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Mission lndiaflS' Csmp 4 Fee-to-Trust Proposed Federal Action 
("Camp .4"). The August 2013 Envirorvnentaf Assessment is inadequate because there are 
substantial questions as to whether Camp 4 may ca~:~se significant envronmental impacts. Si'lce 
an Environmental Assessment is appropriate only "where no effect on the environment Is 
possible; the National Environmental PoUcy Act ("NEPA") requires p(eparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statemenl (Natural Resources Oaf. Council v. Duvall 777 F.Supp. 1533, 
1538 (E. D. Cal. 1991.)) 

Additionany it must be noted that the ColJlty has been hampered in preparing and delivering our 
response as a result of the October 111 shutdown of the federal government. we have been ooable 
to contact .BIA staff to get answers to spedfic questions and additional information necessary to 
adequately response to the EA. The County offiCia!y requests that the comment period be 
extended by the ruTtier of days of federal government shutdown. 

Ra>&:E.a.l.l 
A.ul.1t4l'ft Ct~~.m'J ~CJflkv 

rl>ol>l@oo.-·h- uo.u 

t ..nMoowlit<i<'h 
Aslulll/llll ~ Ex"rdJ)-.. QJ;ctr 

'"'~"'11 

l:lolmK~ 
- -.,"" """"'>-OJ/I«• ...... ~.~ 
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If you should have any questions or require additiOnal information, please contact my office at 
(805)568-3404. 

Sincerely, 

'(__.\.-.~\,~ \~ o-\.\~ 
Chandra L. Wallar 
County Execwoe Officer 

cc: Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors 
Glenn RusseU, Director, Planning and Development Department 
Dennis Marshall, County Counsel 
Sam Cohen, Government and Legal Specialist, Santa Ynez Band of Ctlumash Indians 
Chad Broussard, Environmental Protection Specialist, BIA chad.broussard@bla.gov 

Enct: County of Santa Barbara's Comments on the Environmental Assessment for Camp 4 

' 

J 
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COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA'S COMMENTS ON 
TH.E ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR CAMP 4 

lNTRODUCfiON 

The Cotu1ty of Santa Barbara ("County") requests that the United States Department of 

the £nterior, Bureau of Indian Affairs, ("BIA'') prepare a complete Enviromnental Impact 

Statement for the Santa Ynez Band ofChumash Mission Indians' Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 

Proposed Federal Action ("Camp 4"). The August 2013 Environmental Assessment is 

inadequate because there are substantial questions as to whether Camp 4 may cause significant 

environmental impacts. Since an Environmental Assessment is appropriate only "where no 

effect on the environment is possible.~ the National Environmental Policy Act ("NEP A") 

requires preparation of an EnvirOD.mental Impact Statement. (Natural Re.~ources Def Council v. 

Duval/777 F.Supp. 1533, 1538 (E.D. Cal. 1991.)) 

BACKGROUND ON P:ROPOSED FEDERAL ACTION: C AMP 4 

!11 March 2013, the Santa Ynez Band of Chumesh Mission Indians ("Tribe'') submitted 

the Proposed Tn'b.al Consolidation and Acquisition Plan ("Consolidation Planj to the BIA The 

Consolidation Plan includes approiCimately l i ,SOOacres of the Santa Ynez Valley. including 

Camp 4. (EA p. 1-6.) The BIA approved the umsolidation Plan on June 17,2013. 

ln July2013, the Tribe submitted an Application for Transfer of Title for Fee Lands into 

Trost for Camp 4. Camp 4 is 1,433 acres located in the middle of the Sanlll Ynez Valley in 

Santa Barbara County, California, directly off of State Highway 154 between Baseline Avenue 

and Armour Ranch Road The 1,433 acres includes 21.9 acres of rights-of-way. The property is 

zoned.exclusively for agricultUl'e. The project proposes 143 residential dwellings ranging from 
I 
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3,000 to 5,000 square feel as well as an on,site wastewater treatment plant, roads, and other 

infrastructure on a largely pristine set of parcels that are home to an intact, self-sustaining oak 

woodland and active agriculture. (EA p. 2-14.) 

The Tribe curren11y bas an approximately 138-acre Reservation located on the south side 

of highway 246 in the Santa Ynez Valley, approximately 1.6 miles west of the intersection of 

highways 246 and 154. Of the 138 acres, at least 26 acces currently has residential capacity, 

and 16 acres has economic development cap-acity. (BA p. 1-6.) The Tril>e has 136 tribal 

members and appro:tima.tely I ,300 lineal descendants. The stated purpose of Camp 4 is to 

provide housing for tribal members because the current Reservation is claimed to be insuff'~eient 

in size. Camp 4 is located 1.75 miles from the Tribe's Reservation and does not have any shared 

boundaries with the Reservation. 

Camp 4 is under an existing Williamson Act Contract which is a I 0-year rolling contract. 

The p!'operty has been preserved for agricultural use by a Williamson Act Contract since at least 

1971. In August 2013, the Tribe submitted an application for non-renewal, meaning the contract 

will expire in Oecembe.r3 1, 2022. On July I, 2013, the Tn'be passed Resolution 931 which 

requires compliance with the existing Williamson Act contract until the contract expires. (EA p. 

4-22.) 

In August 2013, the BIA released an Environmental Assessment for public review and 

comment Tbe Environmental Assessment identifies two Alternatives. Alternative A consists 

of 1,433 acres to be converted to 143 five~acre residential lots. A total of793 acres woul~ be 

covered by residential homes and transportation infrastructure. The project site would also 

include 300 acres of vineyards (256 existing and 44 acres dedicated for expansion}, 206 acres of 
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open space/recteational, 98 acres of riparian corridor and 33 acres of oak woodland conservation 

and 3 acres of Special Purpose Zone for utilities. 

Alternative B consists of 143 one-acre residential lots for tribal members. The residential 

lots and roadways would cover approximately 194 acres of the project site. 1be project site 

would include 775 acres of open space/recreational use and 30 acre$ of Tribal F.acilties and the 

same acreages of vineyard, riparian corridor and oak woodland conservation, and utilities. (EA 

p. 2-3.) The Tribal Facilities include a Community Center with a Banquet Hall/Exhibition · 

Facility, an office complex and tribal community space. (EA p. 2-13, 2-14.) The Community 

Center proposes 100 special events per year with potentially up to 1000 attendees at each of the 

special events. This equates to events two nights a week, with an increase of2000 visitors to the 

Valley each week. (EA p. 2-12; Append be C, p. 3-l.) 

Comments were due on September 19, 2013, but the County requested an extension of 

time to comment. The BlA granted the County's request and extended the comment period to 

October 7, 2013. The Environmental Assessment was reviewed by operational County 

Departments including Planning and Development ("P & D"), Sanra Barbara County Fire 

District ("Fire" or "Cow1ty Fire'~. Santa Barbara County Sheriff (''Sheriff'), Public Works 

("PW''), Agricultural Commissioner's Office, Assessor, and the County B:>tecutive Office 

("CEO''). The Discussion section below incorporates all of the comments and expertise of those 

Departments and cites to a primary source department as -appropriate. 
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D£SCUSSION 

An Environmental hnpact Statement must be prepared. The August 2013 Environmental 

Assessment is inadequate beca~ it fails to take ihe require "hard look" at potential significant 

impacts, fails to disclose all project components, uses an inaccurate baseline, contains 

inadequate mitigation, incorreetly describes Camp 4 as an "On-Reservation~ acquisition request, 

and provides insufficient discussion and analysis of alternatives. 

Camp 4 is substantial in size, scope, and may have significant environmental impacts on 

land use, agriculture, public seiV!ces including ftre and sheriff, water resources, biology, air 

quality, traffic, and visual resources. Camp 4 is inconsistent with land use regulations including 

lhe County Comprehensive Plan, Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan, the Williamson Act and 

the Cmmty Uniform Rules, County zoning ordinance, and County codes including Agricultural 

Buffer and Grading. The project would remove land from the County's jurisdiction and reduce 

tax revenues necessary to provide public services. 

An EnvironmenlliJ hnpact Statement is necessary to do the following: 

• Disclose all project components and correct a n\lJllber of factual errors; 

• Establish a clear and acxurate baseline from which to analyze potential environmental 

impacts; 

• Analyze all potentially significant direct and cnmulative impacts; 

• Require substlllltial measures to mitigate or avoid all potential significant impacts; and, 

• Evaluate a full range of alternatives. 
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Without an Environmental Impact Statement that provides the correct information, 

neither the BIA nor the public can make a proper, informed evaluation of the environmental 

impacts of Camp 4. 

I. AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT IS NECESSARY BECAUSE 

THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FAILS TO DISCLOSE MAJOR 

COMPONENTS OF THE PROPOSED FEDERAL ACTION. 

An Environmental Impact Statement is necessary to disclose and analyze the reasonably 

foreseeable uses of Camp 4 including level of residential development and the proposed Tribal 

Facilities. NEPA requires the study of what is "reasonably foreseeable" from the proposed 

action. Agencies conducting NEPA review must also consider tbe indirect effects of the 

proposod project - i.e. effects caused by the agency action that are later in time or farther 

removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. (Center for Environmental Law and 

Policy v. US Bureau of Reclamation (9d1Cir. 2011) 655 F.3d 1000, JOll .) The Camp 4 project 

description is not adequate because it fails to disclose components of Camp 4 that are vital to 

evaluating the impacts and what is reasonably foreseeable. 

Camp 4 includes I ,433 acres but 21.9 acres are rights-of-ways, and the Environmental 

Assessment does not adequately address County ownership of those rights-of-way. To establish 

County ownership of the rights-of-way, chain of title research must be conducted. In the short 

time frame available for cormnem on the Environmental Assessment, the County did not have 

adequate time to complete this research. If, however, the research shows that the County OW!lll 

the rights-of-way, then the 21.9 acres of rights-of way cannot be taken into trust and the 
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Environmental Impact Statement will need to be revised to reflect that. (County of Amador v. 

City o[Plymowh, 149 CaL App. 4th 1089, 1100-1101 (CaL App. 3d Dist. 2007) 

In addition. both Alternatives A & B mention the development of one single-family dweUing 

per proposed residential lot, but do not indicate whether additional residential developme-nt 

would be constructed. Without this information, it is not possible to estimate the in<naSe in 

future residents or to adequately identify potential impacts. [n addition, the project description 

fails to fully explain the proposed Tribal Facilities, making it impossible to accurately evaluate 

the proposed impacts from the increase in employees, increase in visitors and large commercial 

structural development in an agricultural setting. 

A. Resideatial Development 

Camp 4 proposes 143 new residential lots. The project description is unclear whether the 

project includes 143 siogle-family homes or 143 multi-family homes and unclear whether 

residential structures include any accessory structures. (EA p. 2-4 .) Potential accessory 

structures on the lots include a residential second unit, agricultural strucnms, and residential 

accessory structures, greenhouses under 300 square feet, or an artist studio or guesthouse. 

(P&D.) Additionally, for Alremative A, the lots would also be able to apply for approval of a 

farm employee dwelling in addition to the above structures. (P&D.) 

All of these components dictate the mlfllber of new residents that will be accessing the 

site and that will be in need of public services. Without adequate detail of the residential 

development, tbe BrA and the public cannot analyze or fully evaluate the potential impacts of 

Camp 4. 
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B. Tribal Facilities 

The BIA's NEPA Handbook states at page 16, section 4.4(D}, that "[t]he discussion of 

the proposed action should clearly answer the questions: Wbo? What? Where'? and V.'hen?" The 

Environ.mental Assessment does not answer these questions for the proposed conference center. 

The Environmental Assessment states that there will be I 00 events ptrr year, and in the 

Appendix C Wastewater study, estimates the attendees to be 1,000 people per event. (EA p. 2-

1 Z; Appendix C, p. 3-1.) It is unclear if the I ,000 people per event is part of the project 

description or an estimate used only for wastewater analysis; however, it is clear that this 

estimate is not used throughout the Environmental Assessment to evaluate potential impacts of 

the influx of visitors to the Santa Ynez Valley two days per week, all year long. The 

Environmental Assessment lacks details such as the timing of the events, day or night, bow 

often the events are open to the public, how large each event will be, and what types of events 

are anticipated (EA p. 2-12.) All of these details impact the evaluation of such things as 

increases in traffic, need for public services, night liahting, impacts to on-site agricultural uses, 

impacts to surrounding agricultural and rural residential uses, noise and compatibility with land 

use plans. (EA pp. 4-46; 4-44.) 

II. TBE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT BASELINE .IMPROPERLY ASSUMES 

THAT NO NEW PEOPLE WILL MOVE TO THE VALLEY. 

The Environmental Assessment has a flawed baseline because it improperly assumes that 

there wiil be no increase in residents to the Santa Ynez Valley. The flawed logic is that the 

lribal members that will move into Camp 4 already live in the Santa Ynez Valley so there will 

be no increase. However, even if that is aocurate, as the tribal members vacate their cumnt 
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residential accommodations. new residents will move to the Santa Y nez Valley to occupy the 

newly vacant residential units. This incorrect baseline assumption leads to false and 

unsupported cooch1sions for multiple impact areas, including Traffic, Air Quality and Public 

Services including Fire, Sheriff, Solid Waste, Schools, Parks and Recreation. (EA pp. 4-25; 4-

47; 4-26; 4-47; 4-46; 4-24.) 

The stated purpose of Camp 4 is to provide "housing within the Tribal Co.nsolidation 

Area to accommodate the Tribe 's current members and anticipated growth" and "all curretlt 

land assignments on tlle existing Reservation shall continue to be maintained uncbanged as it is 

difficult to cancel any existing land assignment on the Reservation." (EA p. 1-6, emphasis 

added.) Yet, the Environmenllll Assessment concludes that minimal impacts will occur in a 

number of areas because people moving into the houses already live in the area. The 

Environmental Assessment fails to take the required "hard look" at the fact that this project will 

construct 143 new homes bringing new residents to the area and potentially construct a Banquet 

Hall/Exhibition Facility that will both employ people and bring large numbers of visitors to the 

area for events. 

DL AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT lS REQUIRED BECAUSE 

THERE ARE SUBSTANTIAL QUESTIONS THAT CAMP 4 MAY CAUSE A 

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT TO LAND USE, AGRICULTURE, PUBUC S~RVICES, 

WATER RESOURCES, BIOLOGY, AIR QUALITY, TRAFFIC, AND VISUAL 

RESOURCES. 

NEPA requires the BIA to take a uhard look" at the environmental consequences of 

Camp 4. (Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Councl/ 490 U.S. 322,350, 109 S.Ct. 1835 
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(1989).) AI1 Environmental Assessment in only appropriate "in those obvious cirourustan<:es 

where no effect on -the environment is oossi.ble." (Natural Resources Def Council v. Duvall 777 

F.Supp. 1533, 1538 (B.D. Cal. 1991) emphasis added.) As discussed below, Camp 4 has the 

potential to cause many significont impacts to the environment. Thus, NEP A requires the BIA 

to prepare an Ellvironmeutallmpact Statement because there are substantial questions about 

whether Camp 4 may have a significant effect on the environment (Greznpeoce Aelion v. 

Franklin (91h Cir. 1992) 14 F.3d 1324; Blue Mountain Biodiversity Project v. Blackwood (9~ 

Cir. 1998) 161 F.3d 1208. 

A. Land Use and Agriwltare 

The Land Use section of tbe Environmental Assessment is fatally flawed because it fails 

to take the required "hard look'' at the following: 

• Agricultucal Resources. including existing grazing operations; 

• Applicable policies of the County Comprehensive Plan and Santa Ynez Community Plan; 

• Camp 4's inconsistency with the Williamson Act. County Uniforin Rules. and the Tribe's 

Williamson Act Contract which does not expire until 2023; and, 

• County ZXlning, agricultural bu:ffec and grading ordinance. 

I. Agriculture 

The 2012 Santa Barbara County Agricultural Production Report indicated gross farm 

production to be $1 .3 billion. Agriculture is the leading contributor to the County's economy 

and has a positive local impact to the County tlmiugb the multiplier effect in excess of$2.5 

billion. (P&D.) Despite the importance and necessity of protecting agricullure in the County, 

there is no mention of agriculture in the entire Land Resources section. (EA p. 4-1 - 4-3.) The 
9 
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brief discussion of agriculture in the Land Use section addresses the impact from the perspective 

of compliance \Yitb local land use plans, rather tbao the direct impact to ex.ist4lg on-site and 

ne~ghboriog off..site operations. The Environmental Assessment contains inaccurate statements 

and flawed conclusions and completely fails to address the impact of Camp 4 on Agricultural 

Resources, including existing graziog operations. Thus, an Environmental Jmpact Statement is 

necessary. 

2. Conversion of Agricultural Land 

Camp 4 and both Alternatives will result in the conversion of prime agricultural 

farmland acreage to a residential subdivision. Both project alternatives will convert large 

amounts of fannland acreage (793 or 194 acres), that will result in a significau1 unavoidable 

impact. In particular, Alternative B's !-acre sites constitutes the "urbanizatioo" of an e:xisting 

agricultural area. (County Comprehensive Plan, Laud Use Element p. 148.) The Environmental 

Assessment states additional acreage (206_or 775 acres), is proposed to be used as Open 

Space/Recreational Area. The conversion of the acreage tn Open SpaceiR.ecreationaJ Area will 

add to the loss of farmland acreage to a total of999 or 969 acres. (EA pp. 2-3, 3-56- 3-63.) 

Tilere is no mention of the historical or current cattle grazing operation on the project site that 

will be totally eliminated. Any Joss of prime f.!rmland -is a significillllt impact that cacnot be 

mitigated. 

3. Og-site Grazing Operatioos 

Of the 1433 acres of Camp 4, 704 acres have historic and current primary use as a 

grazing operation. Grazing operations are agriculture, and the Environmental Assessmont fails 

to recognize this ftu;t. As a result of this flawed baseline, the Environmental Assessment 
10 
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incorrectly concludes that Camp 4 and both Alternatives will not impact on-site agricultural 

operations. (EA p. 4-20.) 

The project proposes most of the development on existing graziug land yet there is no 

description of the cattle grazing operation or analysis of impact resulting from the conversion of 

704 acres of grazing land. There are multiple inconsistent statements in the EA regarding 

impacts to agriculture: for example, the EA states: 

• "With the implementation of AlteiDAtive A, land currently being used for agricultural 

production will coutiuue to operate and will not ellperience a change in land use" (EA p. 

4-20.); 

• "Alternative A would impact approximately 704 acres of the totall,04l.l acres of 

grazing land" (EA p. 4-20.); 

• "This land is non-prime fannland and is not currently being used for agricultural 

purposes therefore, impact to agricultural on these parcels would be minimal". (EA p. 4-

22.); and, 

• "The current agricultural and grazing land uses would be maintained on these parcels 

with the exception of three acres on Parcel l which would be developed into a 

wastewater treatment plan (WWTP).» (E.A p. 4-l.) 

These statements are inconsistent because the cattle grazing operation is agricultural production, 

and the proposal is to convert .all of it to residential uses and non-grazing land uses. Because the 

majority of the ellis ring agricultural operation is grazing and the Environmental Assessment 

dismisses grazing as agricultural use of 1he land, the Environmental Assessment grossly 

underestimates the impacts. {EA Figure 4-L) 
11 
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The Environmental Assessment's failure to recognize grazing operations is funher 

exacerbated by the reliance on the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating system (Form AD-

1006). The completed fonn is provided, however, there are no instructions showing how the 

points are assigned and the public cannot assess whether the analysis is accurate. (EA, 

Appendix G.) Based on County Planning staff's research, it appears the Farmland Conversion 

Impact Rating system does not include gr~ing land in the assessment because the definition of 

"Farmland" only includes Prime Farm!~ and Farmland of Statewide, Unique or Local 

Importance, which includes the vineyard. Grazing lands are not considered "farmland" 

according to the model This flaw is illustrated in Part Vf, Percent of Site Being Farmed (Factor 

#3) of the Form. Only 1 of 20 points was assigned to each of the sites. The En"ironmental 

Assessment should fully assess impacts to the ()nsite grazing operation as a result of the project 

through a rangeland study or other analysis that uses a threshold of significance such as the 

number of animal units that the land can support 

4. Off-site A!!ricul1Ural OperatiO!lS 

The Environmental Assessment fails to analyze whether Camp 4 is compatible with the 

adjacent properties to the southeast, south, and west. Camp 4 ' s proposed high density 

residential development in the middle of an exclusively agricultural community and a potential 

Banquet Hall/Exhibition Facility in Alternative B are not compatible with agriculture. (P&D) 

Camp 4 would create the potential of impacts to neighboring agricultural production such 

as trespassing, vandalism, nuisance complain~ and decreased farming potential. Fencing to 

deter trespassers is costly and may hinder the movement of equipment and crops out of fields. 
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The close proximity of a residential development to agricultural operations will require special 

management practices and may result in loss of crop productivity and add additional time, cost, 

and labor to agricultural production. 

Additionally, the Environmental Assessment docs not analyze tQe potential impacts to 

agriculture as a result of the proposed Open Space/Recreation Zone. (P&D) Open 

Space/Recreational Areas provide a potential segway for the public to access adjaceot 

agricultural areas, which may be likely to lead to trespassing, theft, littering, grass fires, and 

vandalism. Cowrty staff reports that with easy access fann equipment that is not locked while 

not in use and may become & target for theft and vandalism. (P&P) The high value of recycled 

metal has xesulted in ao increase in the number of cases of sprinklers and copper wiring being 

stolen. According to Planning and Developmen1 staff, one grower in Santa Maria had over 80 

sprinkler bea.ds stoleo from his field ovemigbt. {P&P) 

The Banquet Hall/Exhibition Facility would likely cause significant impacts to the 

surrounding agriculture. The increases in traffic, noise, and proximity of attendees at special 

events would necessitate changes to the surrounding agricultural operations II.Dd should be 

analyzed more extensively in an Environmental Impact Statement. 

5. County Comprehensive Plan and Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan 

The County Comprehensive Plan, including the Santa Ynez Valley Comm1:1Dity Plan 

(SYVCP), governs appropriate land use types and densities within the inland Rural Area. The 

proposed plan for the Camp 4 property greatly exceeds aDowable uses and densities currently 

allowed for in the area and is inconsistent with the County's land use plans. Despite that the 
13 
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County has a community plan specifically for the Santa Ynez Valley as well as many County­

wide agricultural policies, the Environmental Assessment fails to consider l!W( County 

Comprehensive Plan policies. The Santa Ynez Community Plan is attached as Exhibit A. 

The EA states, "Adverse impact of land use would result if an incompatible land use 

within Alternative A would result in the inability of.the County to continue to implement 

existing land use policies. In addition, adverse impacts to land use would result if the 

implementation of Alternative A resulted in the conversion of a s ignificant percentage of county 

desi:gnated prime agricultural lands Gr other prorected agricultural lands." (EA p. 4-19.) This 

statement sets a threshold of significance for land use impacts, and in applying this threshold, it 

is clear that Camp 4 will have significant impacts to land use. If Camp 4 moves forward, the 

County will be 'WUible to apply Comprehensive Plan policies and land use plans to the site 

because the County will lose land use jwisdiction, and as discussed above, the project wiH result 

in a conversion of a significant percentage of agricultural grazing land. 

Camp 4 conflicts with numerous Comprehensive Plan policies including the following: 

• GOAL LUA-SYV: Protect and Support Ac,"T'i<--ultural Land Use and Encourage 

Appropriate Agricultural Expansion. 

• Policy LUA.-SYV-2: Land designated for agrfculture within the Santa Ynez Valley shall be 

preserved and, protected for agricultural use. 

• Policy LUA -SYV-3: New development shall be compa1ible with adjacent agricultural 

lands. 
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• Policy LUG-SYV"3: The urban boundary line surrounding the town.~hips of Santa Ynez, 

Los Olivos and Ballard shall distinguish principally urban land uses from rural artdlar 

agricultural uses. These boundaries shall represent the maximum extent of urban area In 

the Santa Ynu Valley. These boundaries shailool be muved except as part of a Ccullty­

initiated update of the Plan. (Santa Ynez Community Plan) 

Camp 4 proposes significant residential developmenl of a higher density than anticipated 

by the ·Comprehensive Plan in a nlfBl area. Other nearby small lot subdivisions that exist outside 

the urban area were developed prior to lhe adoption of the Comprehensive Pl.au. 1be proposed 

Alternatives A & B propose five-acre aud one-acre residential lots, respectively. nus 

contravenes rural area policy countywide, including the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan. 

6. Wjl!jam§on Aqt. UnifOtm Rules and the Tribe's Williamson Act Contract 

The Environmental Assessment dismisses~ 4' s inconsistency \'l-ith the Williamson 

Act, the County's Unifonn Rules, and the Tribe's existing Williamson Act Contract as less than 

significant However, the .Environmental Assessment misstates the requirements of llle 

Williamson Act, does not address the County's Uniform Rules which implement the Williamson 

Act, and·provides conflicting information about the Tribe's compliance with the existio,g 

Williamson Act Contract. 

The Williamson Act enables the County to enter into a cootract to restrict the Camp 4 

parcels to agricultural use. (Gov. Code § 51200 et. seq.) In retntn, the Tn'be and previous 

landowners receive property tax assessments which are much lower than fair market value 

because they are based upon farming. The Camp 4 parcels bave been subject to a Williamson 
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Act Contmct since 1971. Under the County Unifonn Rules, all land under contract must be in 

agricultuml production except for 2 acres, wherein all non-agricultural use must occur including 

aU residential and personal use. (Uoifo.nn Ru·le 1-4.1.) 

The Tribe has applied for non-renewal of their contract, but the oontract has a 10 year 

rolling term and is not set to expire uoti12023. The Environmental Assessment states that the 

property would comply with the Williamson Act colltracts until they expire in 2023. (EA p. 4-

22.) As evidence of this, the EnvirownentaJ Assessment states !hat in July2013, the Tribe 

passed a Resolution requiring compliance with the existing Williamson Act Contract. (EA p. 4-

22.) However, the construction date for the project is projected to be 2014, completely in 

conflict with the Williamson Act and the Tribe's existing contract. (EA p. 2-9.) Camp 4 and 

both Alternatives are not consistent with the WiDiamson Act or the local Uniform Rules because 

they fail the 2-acre minimum for non-agricultural development, including the 143 residential 

units and the Tribal Facilities. Any construction ofCamp 4 would be in violation of the 

Will.irunson Act contract and Unifonn Rules. 

7. County Codes (Zoging. Agricultural Buffer. and Grading> 

Camp 4 is inconsistent wi1h current Agricultural zoning. the County zoning ordinance, 

and other County Codes such as the Agricultural Buffer and Grading ordinances. The proposed 

Camp 4 plan greatly exceeds the allowable uses and densities for the area. The land use 

designation of the property is Agricultural Commercial (A C) and the Zooe is Agricolture 1l, 100 

acres minimum lot size. The maximum theoretical subdivis.ion/deve!opment potential for t.he 

property, after expiration of the Williamson Act conlract, is 14lots with 14 main residences, 

which could only be realized if environmental review indicated such development was 
16 
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appropriate when considering the carrying capacity of the land and the suitability and 

productivity of the resultant parcels could sustain agriculture. (P&D) An increase from l4 1ots 

to the proposed 143 lots in substantial increase and should be anal}'2;ed more thoroughly. 

The Environmental Assessment completely fails to analyze Camp 4 's impact on night 

and outdoor lighting which is regulated by the Coonty zoning ordinance. County's Outdoor 

Lighting Regulations fur the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan Area COiltains requirements 

that " minimize light pollution, glare and light trespass" and preserve the night sky. (County 

Land Use and Development Code section 35.30.120.) Camp 4'sresidential propos!d as well as 

the potential Banquet Hall/Exhibition Pacillty will likely cause substantial light pollution and 

interfere with the night sky throughout the Santa Ynez Valley. These impacts· should be 

analyzed in an Environmental Impact Statement. 

The Environmental Assessment also incorrectly states that that Resideorial Agricultural 

Units are allowed on agricultural land. However, the ordinance permitting Resideotial 

Agricultural Units tltpired on July 6, 2008 and is no longer an option for landowners. (EA p. 3-

59.) 

The Environ menta.! Assessment claims tbe proposed housing development would be 

similar in natw-e to existing low density, rural residential development but does not address the 

fact that rural residential development on sunoWJding parcels is on layger parcels. Adjacent 

nJral residential lots to the east are 5_ acres in sir.e and adjacent rural residential lots to the north 

arc a mixture of 5, 10, and 20 acres in size. (EA p. 4-31.) There arc no lots less than 5 acres in 
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the area. The proposed 1- acre lots in Alternative B, as well as the Banquet Hall/Exhibition 

Facility are in no way compatible with the e.xisting land uses. 

Proposed residential uses adjacent to farmland do not include agricultural buffers and are 

not sited to minimize potential land usc conflicts. (P&D.) County's Agricultural Buffer 

ordinance requires a 100-300 foot buffer between the incompatible residential or commercial 

uses and !Jle property line of the agricultural parcel. (P&D; County Land Use and Development 

Code§ 35.30.025.) The Enviroruueotal Assessment fails to analyze the increased pest risk and 

threat to crops from insects, diseases, and weeds spreading from residential uses that would no 

longer be regulated by the Agricultural Buffer ordinance. (P&D.) Buffer zones that are created 

to mitigate complaints about fanning operations can result in a reservoir of pests if not 

adequately maintained. (P&D.) Noxious weeds and harmful insects and diseases can spread 

into adjoining agricultural fields and lead to crop losses or an ina-eased use of 

pesticides. (P&D.) The Environmental Assessment dos not address how the public safety 

benefits of the California pesticide regulatory program- which protects people and the 

environment from unsafe pesticide use -would be accomplished if the land is taken into trust. 

Additionally, agricultw:ai/residential conflicts create a financial drain on pub6c agencies due to 

the amount of time spent investigating associated complaims and it is unclear who will deal with 

those complaints if taken into trust (P&D) 

Camp 4 's proposed grading, including all cut and fill, should be completely explained. 

Alternative A says the total amount of cut is 180,000 cubic yards and the total amount of fill is 

190,000 cubic yards, therefore 10,000 cubic yards of till would be sourced from the proposed 

18 



L3-13
Cont.

L3-03
Cont.

Comment Letter L3 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L3-22

L3-25
Cont.

L3-01
Cont.

L3-15

L3-26

L3-17

L3-19

L3-27

on-site drainage basins. (EA p. 4-2.) The total amount of cut should include the cut necessary 

to construct the drainage-basins. Similarly, Alte.rnative B says the total amount of cut is 75,000 

cubic yards and the total am01mt of fill is 160,000 cubic yards, therefore 75,000 cubic yards of 

fiU would be sourced from the proposed on-sire drainage bas~. {EA p. 4-Z.) The total amount 

of cut should include the cut necessary to construct the drainage basins. Additionally, it is 

unclear how Alternative B, which has smaller drainage basins can produce the larger amount of 

fill material necessary for construction. 

B. hblic Services 

The Enviroruuental Assessment fails to take the required "b11rd look" at Camp 4's impact 

on public services. There are substantial questions that Camp 4 may cause a significant impact 

on Fire, emergency medical services, Sheriff, solid waste, schools, and parlts and recreation. 

Thus, a complete Enviroomental [mpact Statement is required. 

1. Fire Protection ant! Emggencv Medical Services 

The Environmental Assessment's analysis of the impact of the project on fire protection 

servius is inadequate because it is incorrect in several important. aspects and fails to evaluate a 

number of issues including an increase in need for services and an increase in the number of 

residents in the valley both permanent and temporary for special events which impacts the 

firefighter ratio. Because the project's increase in population and infulstmcture would increase 

call load and thus increase the possibility that emergency responders will be committed to an 

incident when another emergency occars, both Alternatives have a signif'IC3llt impact oo the 
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delivery of emergency fare and medical services provided by the Santa Blllbara County Fire 

Department ("County Fire"). 

First, the Environmental Assessment errs in staring that County Fire will provide 

structural fire protection services to the project site. (EA p. 2-7.) lftbe project moves forward 

and Camp 4 is taken into trust, it would no longer be located in the Santa Barbara County Fire 

Protection District., and Coonty Fire would not have jurisdictional or response authority. There 

is CWTently no agreement in place givin,g County Fire permission to access tile Reservation or 

tribal trust land for emergency response or fire prevention pmposes. Because the County woultt 

no longer be able to collect taxes on the project site and due to the project's size and potential 

negative impact on response resources and County revenues, the historical response services 

pro.,.ided to Camp 4 parcels in emergencies would need to be reevaluated. 

Second, the Environmental Assessment iJlcorrectly states that wildland fare protection for 

dte project would be primarily served by County Fire through an existing service agreement 

with California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (''CAL FIRE"). (EA p. 4-25.) 

A I though County Fire contracts with CAL FIRE to protect State Responsibility Areas ("SRA "), 

the California Master Cooperative Wildland Fire Management and Stafford Act Response 

Agreement specifically prohlbUs County Fire from assuming .CAL FIRE's role of assisting 

federal agencies such as the BIA. (Fire.) The Environmental Assessment fails to consider that 

the Tribe would need to establish a separate local agreement with County Fire to provi.de 

wildJand fire protection to the project site. (Fire.) 

Third, the Erwirorunental Assessment falsely states that 1he CountY Fire employs a 

firefighter-to-population ratio and a response time standard (EA p. 3-66); whereas, the County 
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Fire in fact uses a more prescriptive method from the Center for Public Safety Excellence as the 

basis to determine Standards of Cover. (Fire.) Moreover, the response time standard in the 

Environmental Assessment does not apply to the project site due to the distances involved and 

beoaose the Santa Ynez Valley is not an urban area. (Fire.) An Environmental Impact 

Statement is necessary to fully evaluate the current level of fire protection services in the Sllllta 

Yne-z Valley and whelher capacity exists to serve the project site. 

Fourth, the Environmental Assessment acknowledges that the use of the site for 

residenti.aJ purposes .could create additional demand for fire protection and would require more 

frequent responses from local fl.refighters, but makes no attempt to quantify that increase or 

determine if the increased need is significanl (EA p. 4-25.) Also, the Environmental 

Assessment says the fire trucks operated by County Pin: in the vicinity of the project site-can 

typically handle small structural fires such as residential fires, but does not address whether the 

fJte trucks have the ability to serve the much larger, potentially nmlti-story, and tmi.que to the 

Santa Ynez Valley Banquet Hali/EKhibitiou Facility. (EA p. 3-66.) Although the 

Environmental Assessment makes reference to stored water and a water system meeting 

residential demand, the Enviroll1J\ental Assessment does not address the fire protection 

capabilities of the water mpp~y system or the details of the system. (Fire.) Additiooally, it is 

unclear whether the suppression system meets the fire flow requirements for the Banquet Hall 

/Exhibition Facility, the most demanding structure in the development (Fire.) 

Addit\onally, the Environmental Assessment makes the faulty assumption tbat because a 

majority of the project's expected future residents currendy live in the Santa Ynez Valley, no 

significant advase impact of emergeocy calls to 9.11 would occur. (EA p. 4-25.) Regardless of 
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where tbe future residents of the project site may relocate from, the purpose of the project is to 

"provide new tribal housing" (EA p. 1-1 (emphasis added)), not replacement tribal housing and 

the EA must consider all impacts related to the project's creation of 143 new residential units, 

and potentially a Banquet Hall /Exhibition Facility, in the Santa Ynez Valley without 

considering where future res!dents win be relocating from. It is logical to assume that as tribal 

members move into Camp 4, new residents will move into the members' existing housing. 

Either way,. there will be an increase in residents to the Santa Ynez Valley. 

Finally, County Fire reoommends the Tribe adopt the Santa Barbara County Fire Code or 

at the very least the California Fire Code to address specific local needs. The International Fire 

Code C'IFC") is merely a model code and suggested template for jurisdictions to use wbeo 

determini-ng what standards are necessary to serve their unique needs and the California State 

Fire Marshall's Office adopts certain applicable sections of the LFC along with many other 

referenced documents to form the California Fire Code ("CFC"). The Santa Barbara Cmmty 

Fire Code consists of tbe CFC as well as additional requiremeniS designed to address specif10 

local needs. Examples of more restrictive Santa Barbara County Fire Code requirements include 

those related to: automatic sprinkler systems; fire protection water supplies; fire apparatus 

access roads; photovoltaic systems; prohibition of fireworks; and defensible space. 

The Environmental Assessment.should, at minimum, require compliance with National 

Fire Protection Association Standards, fire flow requirements in Appendix BB of the 2013 

California Fire Code, ftre hydrant flow rates and spacing based on the Santa Barbara. Couoty 

Fire Department Developmeot Standard 112, meet Santa Barbara County Fire Department 

Development Standard #3 regarding Stored Water F.ire Protection Systems, the defensible 
22 
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space/vegetation management requirements of California Public Resources Code 4291, that 

interior roadways follow Santa Barbat-a County FiTe Department Development Standard Ill , and 

that all fire protection sprinkler systems comply with National Fire Protection Association 

Standard 13. (Fire.) 

2. Law Enforcement 

Tile Environmental Assessment discusses whether oalls for service from the project 

would be "disproportionate" to other residential or commercial development in the County, but 

fails to discuss the actual consideration - whether the project will increase the need for law 

eofOTcementservices (EA p. 4-46.) and thus fails to take the required "hard look" at Camp 4's 

impact on law enforcement services. 

As with the fire protection analysis, the Environmental Assessment makes the faulty 

assumption that because future residents are expected to relocate from existing housing in the 

Santa Ynez Valley, no significant adverse impact to law enforcement would occur. (EA p. 4-

24.) Regardless of where the future residents of the project site may relocate from, the purpose 

of the project is to "provide new tribal housing" (EA p . 1-1 (emphasis added)), not replacement 

tribal housing. The Environmental Assessment must considec all irnpacta related to the project's 

creation of 143 new resi~tial units, and potentially a Banquet Hall/Exhibition Facility, in the 

Santa Ynez Valley without coosidering where future residents will be r.elocating from. 

The Environmental Assessment is incorrect that County Fire provides search and rescue 

assistance for incidents in the Santa Ynez Valley (EA p. 3-65) or that the Santa Barbara County 

Emergency Medical Services Agency is the local 911 dispatch provider (EA p. 3-67); both 

services are provided by the Sheriffs Office. (Sheriff.) 
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To ensure that events do not inter-fere with roadway operations, the Environmental 

Assessment includes a mitigation measure requiring that the Tribe contract with CHP for speed 

enforcement, lane closures, traffic breaks, and queuing control (EA p. 4-46); however, there is 

no consideration of the potential need for additional law enforcement services to serve the needs 

of the event itself, and the EA fails to consider that law enforcement services for events at the 

Banquet HalVExhibition Facility would need to be provided through a specific contract for 

services for each event (Sheriff.) Because the specific uses of the Banquet HalVExhibition 

_Facility are so poorly defined by the EA, the Sheriff's Office is unable to determine whether a 

!fignificant amount of law enforcement services would be needed to serve the project and the 

public because of the project.. (Sheriff.) 

3. Solid wil~e 

The Environmental Assessment fails to accurately describe the existing State 

requirements regarding waste diversion, the ability of the Tajiguas Sanitary Landfill to accept 

additional solid waste, or the total solid waste expected to be generated by Camp 4; therefore, an 

EIS is necessary to correct these errors and adequately analyze the impact of the project' s 

generation of solid waste on the: environment. 

Among other errors, the Environmental Assessment incorrectly states throughout the 

document that the management of non-hazardous solid 'IVllSre in the Co\mty is prescribed by AB 

939, when in fact the Environmental Assessment should refer to and consider the more recently 

adopted AB 341, which requires the diversion of 75% of total waste stream from landfill 

disposal by 2020. (EA p. 3-64; PW_) Additionally, the existing diversion rate should be 

included as a benchmark to analyze the impact of the project. The Environmental Assessment 
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also incorrectly states that the daily average intake at the Tajiguas Sanitary Landfill is 650 tons 

per day, when it is actually 796 tons per day, and that the Tajiguas Sanitary Landfill is estimated 

to reach its capacity in 2032, when it is actually expected to reach capacity 6 years earlier, in 

2026. (EA pp. 3-64;4-24; PW.) 

'The Bnvirorunental Assessment claims the Tribe would recycle as much of the 

construction waste as possible, making the impact of non-recyclable construction waste 

minimal; however, the EA makes no attempt to quantify the total amount of construction waste 

that will be generated, nor the percentage of construction waste that the Tribe can realistically 

recycle. (EA p. 4-24.) 1be conclusion that the non-recyclable construction waste will be 

minimal is unsupported by any facts or analysis. 

The Environmental Assessment's discussion of soUd waste only includes the residential 

waste in Alternatives A and B and the waste generated by the full time employees in Altemative 

B, but fails to CQilsider any other project elemen.ts, for instance the solid waste expected to be 

generated by the agriculroral ope.rotions. (EA pp. 4-24; 4-46.) The EA also fails to quantify !he 

amount of solid waste generated by events at the Banquet Hall!Exbibition Facility other than to 

conclude tha1 the waste would be collected and "collected at the time of the event ... and 

disposed of accordingly." (EA pp. 4-46.) With up to 100 events a year of up to 1,000 attendees, 

the generation of additional solid waste would be significant, an .issue which the EA fails to 

analyze. (EA p. 2-12.) 

Additionally, the Environmental Assessment makes the faulty assumption that because 

expected future residents already live within the County, no significant advene impact to solid 
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waste disposal would occur. (EA p. 4-46.) However, with 143 new residential units, this 

increase in residen1s to the Santa Ynez Valley must be analyzed. 

4. Schools. Parks. and Recreation 

The Environmental Assessment make$ the faulty assumption that because expected future 

residents are expected to relocate from existing housing in the Santa Ynez Valley, no significant 

adverse impact to schools, parks, and .recreation would occur. (l'age 4-25; 4-26; 4-4 7 .) 

However, as discussed p~eviously, the project is to "provide new tribal housing" (Page 1-1 

(emphasis added)), not rep/acemem tribal bousmg and the EA must consider all impacts related 

to the project's creatioo of 143 new residential units. 

Based on the methodology in the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan, projected student 

growth from the project is estimated to be 22.78 elementary students, 15.73 mjdd)e school 

students, and 25.74 high school students. (P&D.) The Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan 

includes a discussion of school enrollment issues, but because Santa Ynez Valley Community 

Plan is four years old. an Environmental Impact Statement is necessary for an updated analysis 

of the capacity of neatby schools to serve the project. (P&D.) Similarly, the increase in 

residents in the·Saora Ynez Valley will lead to an ~ease in the need forparlcs aod recreation , 

and this impact should be fully analyzed in an Environmental Impact Statement. 

C. Water Resources 

The Environmental Assessment contains inadequate analysis of Camp 4 ' s potential 

impact to groundwa1er resources, groundwater quality, and wastewater. An Environmental 

Impact Statement is necessary to evaluate all potential significant impacts to \Vater Resources. 
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L Orounclwater Resources 

The EA acknowledges the past designation of an overdraft in the Santa Ynez Uplands 

Groundwater Basiu, but fails to analyze the potential for ~p 4 to exacerbate that overdraft. 

(P&D.) Moreover, the Santa Barbara County Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines 

Manual, attached as Exhibit B. defines the withdrawal of 61 acre-feet-per-year ("AfY") or more 

to be significantly adverse (Santa Barbara County Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines 

Manual, Table 2; pg. 61). Yet, the Environmental Assessment concludes that use ofa projected 

335 AFY in Alternative A and 110.3 AfY in Alternative·B - five times or two rimes that 

threshold -- are not significant. (EA pp. 4-5; 4-34.) And without any proposed well locations, it 

is unclear whether the necessary new wells can be located so as to prevent adverse impacts to 

neighboriug wells. Therefore. there is no analytical support for the conclus.ion that the new 

wells "would cause minimal to no off-site impacts." (P&D; EA p. 4-6.) Additionally, the pump 

tests 011 irrigation well # 2 a.od #3 were performed in 1984 and 1999 (EA, Appendix. C, p. 2-8.) 

and are no longer relevant due to potential changes in pressure bead, well condition, and other 

factors. (PW.) 

An E£S is necessary to properly consider that supplemental supplies currently obtained 

from the State Water Proje(;t, that the Cacbum.a Project does not constitute an additional water 

soun:e, and that any additional water extracted from the basin (minus return flows) will increase 

the magnitude of any existing overdraft. (P&D.) The EA fu.ils to analyze long-term water 

supply or that water supply withia the basm depends on 1he availability of supplemental sources 

including State Water and Cachuma. (P&D.) The EA should include a more thorough 
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discussion of water sources including the reliability of State Water, climate change 

considerations,_ and the long term reliability of the Santa Y nez River reservoirs. (PW .) 

2. Grourulwater Ouality 

The Environmental Assessment.acknowledges that severe septic problems in the Uplands 

Basin have "'ed to significant nitrate contamination of the main groundwater body of the 

southern portion of the basin." (EA p. 3-1 5.) However, water quality samples .for Baseline 

Avenue Well #2 were obtained in 1999 ( EA p. 3-16) and are no longer indicative of water 

quality as there has been amble time for changes in land use, accurnula.tion of selected 

contaminants, and other factors. to impact the results. (PW.) The lack of current and accurate 

infonnation about water-quality in the project area 1uakes it unclear whether filtering or 

treatment facilities would be necessary to ensure United States Environmental Protection 

Ageocy standards regarding maximum contaminant levels can be met An Environmental 

Impact Statement is necessary to fully study the WJ!Ier quality, and if the water quality is poor, 

the potential .methods to bring water to the site which could have significant environmental 

impacts. 

3. Wastewater 

The Environmental Assessment fails to address that the Wastewater Treatment Pla.nt will 

generate some solid waste from screenings and liquid sludge wb.icb wi11 need to be bauled away 

and the environmental impacts of this waste. (PW.) An Environmental Impact Statement is 

necessary to address Camp 4 's impact to wastewater in the Santa Ynez Valley. 
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D. Biolol)' 

l. Oqk Trees 

Tile Environmental Assessment fails to take the required "hard look" at the potential 

biological impaets of Camp 4: There are substantial questions that Camp 4 may cause 

significant biological impacts, but the Environmental Assessment contains iosufficient 

information and analysis to make this determination. The Environmental Assessment does not 

address the biological impact of removing the oak trees or that the number of oak trees proposed 

to be removed under either Alternative may cause significant biological impacts. 

Oak trees "support a di'Verse wildlife population, and offer abundant resources to wildlife 

including food sources, shade in summer, shelter in winter, perching, roosting, nesting, and food 

storage sites." (Santa BaJbara County Enviro.runwtal Thresholds &lid Guidelines Manual, page 

32.) The Environmental Assessment does not consider the biological value or location of 

particular trees, the potential for habitat fragmentation, the removaJ of understory, aJteration of 

drainage patterns, disruption of the canopy, disruption of animal movement through the 

woodland or whether any trees are native specimen trees. Also, under the current proposal, tbe 

remo~·al of oak trees is based oo the construction fuotprint of the proposed development (EA p. 

5-4), not the health, age, or type of oak tree. Additionally, the TribaJ Ordinance Regarding Oak 

Tree Preservation for. the S:tnla Yoez Band of Chumash Indians provides little to no assurance 

that the biological impacts of the removal of oak trees will be considered because the Ordinance 

permits the loss of oak trees if they "pose a threat to hurnaJl heaJth or impede development of 

Triba/facifitles." (EA p. 3-28 (emphasis added).) With that definition, depending upon the 

29 



L3-13
Cont.

L3-03
Cont.

Comment Letter L3 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L3-35
Cont.

L3-29
Cont.

L3-01
Cont.

L3-36

L3-32
Cont.

L3-19

proposed project, any or all of the oak ttees on the property could be removed without 

considering the resulting impact to biological resources. 

Based on an aerial photo, there are estimated to be 333 oak trees on the project site. 

(P&D.) Alternative A's proposed removal of70 trees is a 21% reduction of oak trees ou the 

project site, and AlternativeS's removal of 50 trees is a 15% reduction of oak trees on the 

project site, botb of which may cause significant biological impacts that are not adequately 

analyzed in the Environmental Assessment. The Environmental Assessment fails to assess the 

impact of the removal of oak trees to the. biological resources of the property. (Santa Barl>ara 

County Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manua:l, page 32.) 

2 . Vernal Pool Fajry Shrimp 

Under Alternative A, 330. 11 acres of critical habitat for Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp would 

be removed from designation, and under Alternative B, 65.28 acres would be removed from 

designation. (BA pp. 4-13; 4-39.) The southern portion of the project site occurs within an area 

designated by United States Fish and Wildlife as Critical Habitat Unit31 (BA p. 3-41) and th.e 

Environmental Assessment acknowledges that Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp are considered to have 

the potential to occur within the project ·site, but the Environmental Assessment n:mkes no 

attempt to do standard Vernal~ Pool Fairy Shrimp sampling to determine the presence or absence 

of federally listed species. (P&D-) Because the project site is located within a core area of the 

Vernal Pool Recovery Plaa (EA p. 3-39) and tre Environmental Assessment fails to identify the 

nature and severity of potential impacts to Verno I Pool Fairy Shrimp, an Environmental Impact 

Statement is necessary 10 tWly aoalyze the projeet's impacts to Vernal Pool fairy Shrimp. 

(P&D.) 
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3. Western Pond Turtle- A State Listed Soecies 

The Environmental Assessment briefly mentions that a California Species of Special 

Concern, the Western Pond Turtle, has the potential to occur within the project site, but states 

that because state listed species do not receive protection when land is taken into trust and are 

oot necessarily afforded protection under the Federal Endangered Species Act, the 

Environmental Assessment dismisses the state listed species as "not further addressed within 

this EA." (EA p. 3-42.) Exactly because this state listed species will no longer receive 

protection if the project s.ite is taken into trust, the Environmental Assessment should discuss the 

impact to biological resources including to this currently-protected and state listed species. The 

Environmental Assessment also fails to address that this California Species of Special Coocem 

is also considered a Species of Concern by the United States Fish and Wildlife Services a.nd that 

the greatest single threat to this species is habita1 destruction. An 'Environmental Impact 

SIBII:nlellt is necessary to fuUy analyze the impact of the project on this biological resource and 

the baseline in the Enviroomental lmpact Statement should take into consideration the cwrent 

protection that western pond tunics receive under State law. 

E. Air Quality 

The Environmental Assessment refers to a County 2010 Climate Action Strategy 

document, as weD as Environmental Protection Agency Greenhouse Gas {GHG) Reporting 

Program Requirements, but makes no attempt to analyze the potential significance of GHG 

impacts. (P&D.) The Environmental Assessment relies merely on conclusory statements based 

on vaguely described measures frorn a County ClimAte Action Strategy 
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document. (P&D.) Although this County document is a report on potential approaches to a 

strategy, the County has not yet adopted a Climate Action Sttategy. (P&D.) 

F. Traffic 

The Environmental Assessment lacks enough specific information on Camp 4 to fully 

evaluate traffic impactS. However, it is apparent that Camp 4 would increase traffic and 

congestion on County roads, particularly under Alternative B 's special event proposal of I 00 

events with up to 1,000 attendees per event (EA p. 2-12; Appendix C, p. 3-1.) There are 

substantial questions that Camp 4 may cause a sjgnificant impact on traffic such that NBPA 

requiTes preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement 

Camp 4 parcels are currently accessed by County roads, Baseline Avenue and Armour 

Ranch Road, and Camp 4 will be creating new connections to those County roads. Yet, the 

Environmental Assessment fails to include any discussion about County regulatory setting on 

the roads accessing the project site. (BA p. 3-52.) For instance, the new access points which 

would serve Camp 4 usually require an Encroachment Permit from the County and must be 

designed in coordination with the County Traffic Engineer to assure safe turning movements 

and sight distance. (PW.) Additionally, County Oversize Load Permits and/or Haul Pen:nits 

would be necessary for hauling oversize loads on Baseline Avenue and Armour Ranch Road. 

(PW.) 

The Environmental Assessment discusses the project' s fair share contribution to traffic 

improvements related to the state highway system, yet fails to address how the project will 

contribute its fair share to any improvements to CoWity roads made necessary as a result of the 
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project. (EA pp. 5-8; 5-9.) The traffic study fails to analyze the impacts of the new COIUlections 

to Baseline Avenue and Annour Ranch Road and the study should be revised to include 

appropriate analysis as well as turu lane warrants. (PW.} Ail analyses should be done for both 

daily operations as well as times when the Banquet Hall/Exhibition Facility holds events. (PW.) 

Because the specific uses of tbe Banquet Hall/Exhibition Facility are so poorly defined 

by the EnvironmentBJ Assessment, the Environmental Assessment fails to adequately analyze 

potential traffic impacts from the Banquet Hall/Exhibition Facility. (PW.) The project 

description and traffic study should be refined to provide a more detailed explanation of wbat 

will occur at the Banquet Hall/Exhibition Facility as well as the anticipated peak times of use. 

(PW.) For instance, if concerts, conventions, or other uses become part of tbe scope of the 

project, the trip generation estimates based on its use as a "Recreational Community Center" 

would not be appropriate. (PW; EA, Appendix_ I, p. 11.) 

The Environmental Assessment states that to ensure visitor access to the site does not 

interfere with roadway operations, die Tribe will be required to contract with the California 

Highway Patrol for speed enforcemeot, lane closures, traffic breaks, and queuing control during 

special events. (EA pp. 4-46; 5-lO.) However, iJUs mitigation measure is in fact meant to 

reduce adverse impacts to law enforcement services and the mitigation measure interferes with 

roadway operations by providing for lane closures, traffic breaks, and queuing oontrol. 

Additionally, should lane closures be necessary on County roads for any constmction or event, a 

CounJ:y traffic control plan and permit would need to be obtained. (PW.) 
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G. Visual Resources 

There is a substantial question that Camp 4 may cause significant impacts to visual 

resources. Camp 4 is located adjacent to State highway 154, and there is a scenic design overlay 

over and sutTOunding Highway 154. Adding 143 residential units and potentially 80,000 square 

feet of Tribal Facilities, including an office contplex and potentially multi-story Banquet 

HalVB:Utibition Facility wiU likely cause significant visual impacts. 

The Environmeatal Assessment claims the proposed housing 6evelopment would be 

similar in nature to existing low density, rural residential development but does not address that 

TUl"al residential development on surrounding parcels are on larger lots, and some development is 

subject to review by the County design review board. (EA p. 4-31 .) Adjacent ntral residential 

lots to the east are 5 acres in size. (P&D.) Adjacent rural residential lots to the oorth are a 

mixture of 5, 10, and 20 acres iu size. (P&D.) There are no lots less than 5 acres in the area 

(P&D.) The Environmental Assessment in no way addresses how 1-acres lots are similar in 

visual ch.a.racter to surrounding development (EA p. 4-49 .) 

The Environmental Assessment completely fails to address the visual impact ofa 79,164 

square foot Banquet HalVExhibition Facility which is not similar to any surrounding agricultural 

uses or nual residential uses. (EA p. 4-49.) The EA identifies that the Coml)lUoity Center is 

proposed to have an agricultural/equestrian theme but there is no additional discussion as to 

whether the building will be one or multiple stories tall or whether it will be compatible with the 

visual resources of the surrounding area. (EA p. 2-! 2.) No mitigation measures are in pl.ace to 

ensure development on the property is consistent with the distinctive style of tbe Santa Y nez 

Valley so as to be consistent with surrounding visual resources. (EA p. 5· 11 .) 
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The Environmental Asses81Ilent also neglects to analyze Camp 4's impact on night and 

outdoor lighting which is regulated by County's Outdoor Lighting Regulations for the Santa 

Ynez Valley Community Plan Area. (County Land Use and Development Code section 

35.30.120.) Camp 4 's residential proposal as well as the potential Banquet Hall/Exhibition 

Fac1lity wtlllikely cause substantial light pollution, interfere with the ~gbt sky throughout the 

Santa Y nez Valley and cause a significant impact to visual resources. 

The E!Mronmental AssesSJnent is completely inadequate in its analysis of visual 

resources, both in the lack of detail and the lack of Tecognition of the significant change tbat this 

project will cause to the relatively undisturbed, agriculturally centered Santa Ynez Valley. 

Thus, a full EIS analysis is required for visual resources. 

lV. THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT'S GENERALIZED AND 

CONCLUSORY STATEMENTS REGARDING CUMULATlVE IMPACTS DO 

NOT CONSTITUTE THE " HARD LOOK" REQUJRED BY NEPA. 

The Env1ronmental Assessment's discussion of cumulative impacts consists of 

perfunctory gen.eral statements about possible effects and fails to provide a useful analysis of the 

cumulative impacts of past, present, and future projects. (Ocean Advocates v. United States 

Army Corps of Eng'rs, 402 F.3d 846, 868 (9th Cir. Wash. 2005).) Tbe Environmental 

Assessment fails to provide quantified and detailed informatioo regarding cumulative impa~s 

aod thus does not constitute the "hard look" required by NEPA. (ld. at 864-865; Kern v. US 

Bureau ofLa!uJ Management, 284 F. 3d 1062, L075(9th Cic. 2062).) Additionally,lhe 

Environmental Assessment's cumulative impact section incorrectly focuses an lhe impacts of 

the project, rather tban the combined impacts resulting from the activities of the project along 
35 



L3-41
Cont.

L3-03
Cont.

Comment Letter L3 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L3-29
Cont.

L3-01
Cont.

L3-32
Cont.

L3-19

with past, present, and reas<mably foreseeable projects. (Te-Moak Trihe of Western Shosho11e of 

Nev. v. United States DO!, 608 P.3d 592, 603-6<>4 (9th Cir. Nev. 20 I 0).) An Environmental 

Impact Statement is necessary to fully analyze and mitigate the cumulative impacts of all 

applicable past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects. 

A. Generalized Conclusory Statellleob 

The EnvirODJDental Assessment's "generalized condusocy stlltements that the effects are 

not significam or will be effectively mitigated" are tbe type of statemen.ts that "do not constitute 

a hard look." (Bering Strait Citizens for Responsible Res. Dev. v. United States Anny Corps of 

Eng'r.s, 511 F.3d l Oll, 1027 (9th Cir. Alaska2008); Neighbors of Cuddy Mtn. v. U.S Forest 

Serv., 137 F.3d 1372, 1380 (9th Cir. 1998).) Consideration of cumulative impacts "requires 

some quantified or detailed information" in order to result in a useful analysis. (Center fof 

Envirorrmental Law and Policy v. U.S. Bureau of Reclamotion, 655 F.3d I 000, 1007 (9th Cir. 

2011).) Without such infonnation, "neither the courts nor the public .. . can be assured that the 

(agency) provided the hard look that it is required to provide." (Te-Mook Tribe of Western 

Shoshone of Nev. v. United States DOl, 608 F.3d 592,603 (9th Cir. Nev. 20 10)(quoting 

Neighbors of Cuddy Mt. v. United States Forest Serv., 137 f .3d 1372, 1379 (9th Cir. Idaho 

1998).) The Environmental Assessment's cumulative ;rnpact section consists largely of 

conclusmy statements and contains little quantified or detailed information. 

For instance, the Environmental Assessment's Land Use subsection concludes that "The 

proposed development of residential and governmental uses on land that is currently zoned for 

agriculture would not contribute to the conversion of surrounding agricultural land. Existing 
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agricultural operations in tbe area would not be converted; therefore, implementation of 

Alternative A or Alternative B would not contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts to 

agriculture in the region." (EA, p. 4-64.) Another ex.arnple is the Environmental Assessment's 

Public Services subsection which states "the combined need for public serv~s may create a 

cumulative impact." (EA, p. 4~7.) Such discussions are insuffioient·under NEPA because they 

consist entirely of oonclusory statements and comain no quantified or detailed information to 

result in a useful analysis. 

Additionally, in almost every subsection the Environmental Assessment states that 

compli8JJ.Ce with codes, standaxds, or ordinances means that no potential cumulative impacts 

would occur. For instance in the Visual Resources subsection, the Environmental Assessment 

concludes that because SUiroonding lands are subject to local land use regulatious and lighting 

ordinances "the approved and pending projects that would occur in the immediate area would 

not result in substantial impacts to visual resources or result in significant new sources of light 

or glare." (EA, p. 4-68.) However, the "incremental impact[s]" of past, present, and £easonably 

foreseeable future actions, even if all development complies with codes, standards, and 

ordinances, are e~tactly what the Environmental Assessment is required to consider. (40 C.F.R. 

1508.7.) 

B. The E.viroomental Assessment Oaly Considers tbe Impacts of the Project 

A cumulative impact is defined as "the impact on the environment which results from the 

incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and ~:easooably fOreseeable 

future actio.ns re.ganlless of what agency (FedereJ or non-Federal) or person uoderta.l..-es such 
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other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively 

significant actions taking place over a period of time." (40 C.F.R. 1508.7 (emphasis added)). 

Throughout the cumulative impact secri<ln, not only does the Environmental Assessment fail to 

identify any past activities in the project area, the Environmental Assessment only considers the 

impacts of the particular project in isolation, not envirooroenlJII impacts that result from the 

project when added to otherproj~ts. For instance, the Air Quality subsection only discusses 

that this project would not result in adverse effects to the regional air quality environment or 

California's OHG reduction goals. (EA, p. 4-55-4-58.) Another example comes from the 

Public Services subsection, which concludes "Alternatives A orB would not result in significant 

cwnulative impacts to public services." (EA, p. 4-67.) An Environmental Impact Statement is 

necessary to fully analyze and mitigate tbe cumulative impacts of all applicable past, present, 

and reasonably foreseeable projects. 

V. MlTIGATION MEASURES ARE INADEQUATE BECAUSE TREY LACK 

DETAIL AND CONTAIN NO DISCUSS10N OF EFFECTIVENESS. 

The mitigation measures identified in the Environmental Assessment are inadequate 

because they are a "mere listing" of mitigation measures and are insufficient to qualify as the 

reasoned disaussion required by NEPA. (Neighbors of Cuddy Mt. v. United States Forest Serv., 

137 F. 3d 1372,1380 (9th Cir. [daho 1998); Okanogan Highlands Alliance v. Wil/iams, 236 F.3d 

468, 473 (9th Cir. Or. 2000).) The Environmental Assessment discussion of mitigation fails to 

contain "sufficient detail to ensure that environrnenlial consequences have been fairly evaluated." 

(Robenson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 350, 109 S. Ct 1835, 104 L. Ed. 

2d 351 (1989).) Additionally, the Environmental Assessment fails to provide an estimate of 
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bow effective mitigation measures would be if adopted, or give a reasoned explanation as to 

why such an estimate is not possible. (Neighbors of Cuddy Mt, supra, 137 F.3d at 1381 .) 

A. Mitigation Measures tbftt Purport to Minimize Impact 

The defioition of mitigation includes "[m]inimizing impacts by limiting the degree or 

magnitude of the action and its implementation" (40 C.F.R. § l508.20(b))., which the 

· Environmental Assessment pmports to do in the areas of Water Quality, Air Quality, and Public 

Service Resources (fire}. 

For Water Quality, the Environmental Assessment acknowledges that severe septic 

problems in the Uplands Basin have "''ed to significan1 nitrate contamination of the main 

groundwater body to the southern portion of the basin," (EA p. 3-15) yet inexplicably relies on 

water quality samples -fix>n11999. Since 1999, there n1ay have been changes in land use, 

ac<JUmulation of selected contaminants, and other factors that imp3et the results. (EA, p. 3-15; 

3-16.) Water Quality mitigation measures lack suffiCient detail to ensure dlllt environmental 

consequences have been fairly evaluated and lack any data as to the effc:<:tiveness of the . . 

measures. 

For Air Quality, the Environmental Assessment says d1e mitigation measures in Section 

5.3 would minimize criteria air pollutants under the cumulative year 2030 (EA, p. 4-55), but the 

mitigation measure merely refers to the Bes1 Management Practices section which lists a number 

of general measures such as siting buildings to take advantage of shade, without providing an 

estimate of how effuctive the mitigation measures would be if adopted. (EA. p. 5-3; 2-10.) The 

Bovironroental Assessment also states the Tribe would assist the City of Solvang in expanding 
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the current public transportation system, but the mitigation only vaguely says "{t]be Tribe shall 

work with the Santa Ynez Valley Transit t.o extend public transportation to the project site and 

constroct public. trlWsportabon stops oo Baseline Road east ofSR-1 54." (EA, p . 5-4.) The 

Environmental Assessment merely lists this mitigation measure, making it insufficient to qualify 

as the reasoned d1scussion required by NEP A. Additionally, regarding climate change, the 

Environmental Assessment says the Tribe will increase diversion from landfills by recycling 

50% of the solid waste generated on-site; however, compliance with this measure does not meet 

the current 75% diversion goal required by AB 341. (EA. p. 4-57; 5-3.) Tbis mitigation 

measure fails to contain sufficient detail to ensure that environmental consequences have been 

fairly evaluated. 

FOI' Public Service Resources, the Envirt>nmental Assessment states that for Alternative 

A, strocturnl fire protection would be provided through compliance with 11 tribal ordinance and 

an assurance that appropriate water supply and pressure would be available for emergency fire 

flows (EA, p. 2-l l). For Alternative B, fire protection for the tribal community facilities would 

be addressed through an early detection system that ensures an initial response to any tlfe alarm 

as well as smoke detection and automatic sprinkler systems. (EA. p. 2-14.) Code compliance 

does not mitigate the need for emergency fire response services to the project, and illustrates that 

the impact on klcal tire and emergency medical services responders has not been fairly 

evalUated or mitigated. 

B. Mitiga!Mo Measure$ that Purport to Compemate for l.npact 

The definition of mitigatioo includes "f c] ompensating for the impact by replacing or 

providing substitute resources or environments" (40 C.P.R.§ 1508.20(e)), which the 
4(} 



L3-46
Cont.

L3-45

L3-03
Cont.

Comment Letter L3 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L3-29
Cont.

L3-01
Cont.

L3-32
Cont.

L3-47

En"i ronmental Assessment purports to do in the areas of Biological Resources (oak trees) and 

Public Services (law enforcement, fire). 

For Biological Resources, the 8n virorunental Assessment states that the impact of the 

removal of oak trees will be compensated for by a future Arborist Report which will provide a 

re-vegetation plan including proposed planting locations to ensure a "no net loss" of oak trees 

(EA, p. 54); however, the Environmenlal Assessment provides no estimate of how effective this 

measlll'e would be to compensate for the biological impacts of habitat frasme.ntation, the 

removal of understory, alteration of drainage patterns, disruption of the canopy, or disruption of 

animal movement through the woodland. 

For Public Services, the Environmental Assessment states that the impacts of special 

even1s on law enforcement will be oompensatod for by the Tribe entering into contrac·ts with 

California Highway Patrol for speed enfoo:ement, land closures, traffic breaks, and queuing 

control during special events (BA, p. 5-10)~ however, the Environmental Assessment's 

mitigation looks only to road impacts and provides no estimate of how effective this measure 

would be to compensate for the increased cattload Tequesting law enforcement services 

anticipated with special e~. The Environmental Assessment in.cocrectly states that there will 

be no impact to law enforcement or fire services because the Tribe will continue to fund the 

Sheriff and County Fire. (EA pp. 3-65; 3-66; 4-24.) ln fact, past and future contributions to the 

Indian Gaming Special Distribution Fund may only be released by the lndian Gaming Local 

Community Benefit Committee for grnnt applications that "mitigute impacts from casinos on 

local jurisdictions." (Gov. Code§ 12715(b) (emphasis added).) Therefore, the impacts of the 

project on law enforcement and fn sen~ are not mitigated through current ftDanCial support 
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from the Tribe and would not be mitigated by increased financial support through tbe Tribal­

State Gaming Compact. 

VI. THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT INACCURATELY DESCRIBES CAMP 

4 AS AN "Ol~·RESERVATION" ACQ UISITION REQUEST; HOWEVER, CAMP 

4 1S NOT CONTIGUOUS TO THE EXISTING RESERVATION AND MUST NOT 

BE TREATED AS "'N-RESERVATION." 

The Environmental Assessment inaccurately describes Camp 4 as a co.atiguous, "On­

Reservation" acquisition. However, this is a fatal error that c~tes a misunderstanding 

throughout the Environmental Assessment This error underlies the evaluation of impacts and 

creates an inaccurate analysis by implying that a contiguous acquisition has less impacts than a 

non-contiguous acquisition. In reality, Camp 4 is located 1.75 miles from the Tribe's existing 

138-acre Reservation, and there are no shared boundaries. On September 11, 2013, the County 

filed a Notice of Appeal of the BIA' s decision to approve the Consolidation. A copy of tbe 

Cowtty's Notice of Appeal ("Notice") is attached as Exhibit C. 

VII. THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT SHOULD PROPERLY DESCRIBE 

THE NO-ACTION AND OTHER REQUIRED ALTERNATIVES. 

NEPA requires agencies to study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to 

recommended coorses of action wlrich involve unresolved conflicts coocern.ing alternative uses 

of available resources. (42 USC § 4332(2)(E).) Consideration of alternatives is critical to the 

goals ofNEPA even where a proposed action does not nigger an Environmental lrnpact 

Statement. (Bob Marshall Alliance v. Hodel (9111 Cir. 1988) 852 F.2d 1223, 1228-1229.) NEPA 
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requires an Environmental Assessment to include a brief discussion of the need for the proposal, 

of alternatives as required by 42 U.S.C. section.4332(2){E), and of the environmental impacts of 

the proposed action and alternatives. (Native Ecosystem Council v. US Forest Service., (ct" Cir. 

2005) 428 F.3d 1233, 1245.) Section 4332(2)(E) requires all agencies of the Federal 

Government to "study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses 

of action in any proposal whlch involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of 

available resources." "The scope of reasonable .alternatives that an agency must consider is 

shaped by the purpose and need statement articulated by that agency." ( '/lio"Ulaokillani 

Coalition v. Rumsfleld #.4 F .3d 1083, I 097-1098 (2006).) An agency "must consider all 

reasonable alternatives within the purpose and need it has defmed." NEPA requires that 

alternatives be given full and meaningful consideratioa (Native Eccsystem Council v. US Forest 

Services 428 F.3d atp. 1245). 

The Environmental Assessment failed to adequately analyze the "No Action" Alternative 

and failed to analyze reasonable project altematives such as an off-site, re--build, clustered 

development, or reduced acreage fee-to-trust acquisition. 

A. No-Action Alternative 

The Environmental Assessment improperly assumes that under the No-Action 

Altemative " the 1,433± acre project site would not be placed into trust fur the benefit of the 

Tribe and the property would not be developed as identified under Alternatives A ll!ld B. As 

described in the EA, the Tribe would reta1n ownership of the propel'ties in -fee title, alld 

jurisdiction would remain with Santa Barbara County. The existing vineyard would continue to 

operate on the project site." (EA p. 2-lS.) That assumption describes the b!ISeline. not the No-
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Action Alternative. The No-Action Alternative should analyze f.he development that is 

reasonably foreseeable on the site if the proposed project does not go forward. 

The Environmental Assessment states that if the property is not taken into trust, it would 

not be developed·in the near future due to laad use restrictions (EA p. 4-S I); howeve(, 

development on the property is not barred. U oder current County regulations of the project area, 

even withoot seeking a rezoning or lot split, two additional sio.gle family dwellings could be 

constructed onsite, one each o.o two undeveloped parcels and the remaining parcel would be 

allowed up to four agricultural employee dwellings so long as justification is provided for the 

use of onsite employees. (P&D.) 

An EIS should be prepared to investigate and assess the extent to which the true No­

Action Alternative would meet the project's stated purpose and need, either by itself or in 

conjunction with other, off-site residential development. The EIS should further disclose that 

such development would not only be consistent with the adopted policies of the County, it could 

reduce both the cost of site improvements and the environmental consequences of the proposed 

development 

B. Off-Sit e, Re-build, OttStered Develop meAt, u d Red a ced Fee-t~ Tnut Alternative 

An Environmental Impact Statement is required to correct the errors of the 

Environmental Assessment and analyze off-site alternatives, a re-build alternative on the current 

Reservation, a clustered development alternative, and a reduced acreage fee-to-trust acquisition. 

The purpose of the proposed action is "providing housing within the Tribal Consolidation Area 

to accommodate the Tribe' s current members and anticipated growth_" (EA p. 1-6.) When the 

purpose of a project "is not, by its own telliLS, tied to a specific parcel of land", off-site 
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alternatives are reasonable 1111d should be considered as part of th~ BfS. (See 'llio'ulaoka/.ani 

Coalition v. Rumsjeld, 464 P.3d 1083, 1098 (9th Cir. Haw. 2006).) 

The Tribal Consolidation Area encompasses approximately 11.500 acres and housing for 

tribal members could be met by far more limited development on the-project site itself, and/or in 

corijunction with nearby residential development consistent with local general plans and zoniug. 

Such development could avoid land use conflicts, the removal of oaks and productive 

agriculture, the need for a site-specific wastewater treatment plant, and other significant adverse 

impacts. An E!S should be prepared to identify and analyze off-site locations that Cllll 

accommodate housing development or other project components. 

A re-bui ld alternative should be analyzed that wonld study the impacts of redeveloping 

the existing reside1.1tial area on the Reservation with a mixed-use, higher density 143 unit 

housing development with pedestrian and multi-modal transportation COilllectiollS to the urllan 

area of Santa Ynez. and the Chumash casino. This would accompJjsh the stated purpose of 

providing more housing for tribal members and greatly reduce tho identified significant impacts 

to the Camp 4 site and surrounding areas. 

The Environmental (mpact Statement should also consider a clustered development 

Alternative. Altemarive A attempts to cluster development; however, with large S·acre sites, it 

is difficult to reduce the impacts. Alternative B, which includes 1-acre home sites, does not 

cluster the sites and iustead distributes d1e proposed lots across the entire property, which results 

in significantly more impact to biological and agricultural reoources than if the lots were 

clustered. This altemative should be revised or replaced with a 1-acre clustered lot alternative. 
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The Environmental Impact Statement should consider an Alternative which takes less 

land into trust To accomplish the goal of provi<ling more tnbal housing, it is unnecessary to 

take all I ,433 acres into trust. This alternative was mentioned but rejected in the Environmental 

AssC$sment without adequate explanation. (EA p. 2-1.) Even with one-acre sites, which ate 

large for many Santa Barbara County subdivisions, the needed a.creage is only 143 acres, with 

perhaps a few more acres to accommodate circulation but not all 1,433 acres. The existing 

Reservation already provides open space, economic development, recreation and commercial 

enterprise- other .stated goals of Camp 4. 

lo sullUllary, the Environmental Assessment' s analysis of alternatives is completely 

inadequate. Alternative projects are possible and reasonable to accomplish the goals of Camp 4 

without causing so many significant impacts to the environment and to Santa Barbara County 

residents. 

CONCLUSION 

Prior to any decision on Camp 4, the BIA, the County, and the public need to be fully 

infonned about all potential significant enviroDJ11euta.l impacts. Therefo<e, the County 

respectfully requestS that the BIA prepare a complete Environmental Impact Statement for 

Camp4. 
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Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians 
Camp Fire 4 Fee to Trust Acquisition Project from Santa Ynez River Water 
Conservation District, Improvement District No. 1 
1 message 

Caplll, Ivy <ICapii@bhls.com> Mon. Oct 7, 2013 at 5:01 PM 
To: •chad.broussard@b!a.gov" <chad.broussard@bia.goiP 
Cc: "De Felice, Diane" <DDeFelica@bhfs.com>, "KIAstad, Gary" <GKIAstad@bhfS.com> 

Mr. Broussflrd, 

Please see attached commEri letter submitted on behalf of Santa Ynez RNer Water ConseNBtion Dlatrict, l 
lmprmement District No. 1 for your consideration. The letter wtM also go out IAa first class mail to Mt. Dutschke. 

Ivy Cap Ill 
Legal Secretary 
Btown&l8in Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP 
2029 Century Park East, Sl.ite 2100 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 
310.500.4610 tel 
!Caplll@bhfs.com 

To ensure compliance with requiren~Eas Imposed by the RS, we infonn you that any fBder8l tax adl.lov 
contained ·In this communication Oncluding arry lllte.chments) is not intended or WT11ten to be used, and car.-.not be 
used, lot purposes ol (i) a\O!ding penalties under the Internal Rewnua COde. or (ll) promoting, m<rtetlng or 
recommending to another party any transaction or ta~t-ralated matfer addressed herein. 

STATEMENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY & DISCLAIMER: The information contained in this email message is 
attorney priiAieged and conlidential. intended ody for the use ol the indi14dual or enllty named abole. If the reader 
of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notiied that any disseminatiOn, distribution or copy 
of this email is strictly prohibited. lr you haw recslwd this em aU in error, please notify us immediately by caning 
(303)-223-1300 and delete the message. Thank you. 
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I Brownstein Hyatt 
Farber Schreck 

Odober 7, 2013 

VIA FIRST CLASS MAIL AND ELECTRONIC MAIL 

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

Gary M. Kvisltld 
Allomey ~ Law 
005.882.1414 lei 
805.965.43331ex 
GKvlllad@l>hfu :om 

RE: Environmental M-ment (EA) for the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians 
Camp 4 Fee to Tru$t Acquisition P~o;eet 

Deer Me. Dutschke: 

I. INTROOUC110N AND SUMMARY OF 'COMMENTS 

We ..e general counsel for the Santa Ynaz River Water conservation DistriQ. Improvement 
District No. 1 (the "District"). The Dis1lict appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for Camp 4 Fee to Trust Acquisition Project of the Santa Ynez 
Band of Chumn:h Indians (the "Tribe'). These comments are being submitted to help ensure 
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Ad. ("NEPA") (42 U.S. C. § 4321 et seq.). This 
tetter has been pr&parwd hwgh the joint effort of the Oistlict, the Oismcfs water right engineers, 
Stetson Engineers, and our finn. The District req uesis tl)at this comment letter and the attacned 
reference materials be included as part of the administrative record in this matter. 

The District was fotmed in 1959 under the Water Conselvalion Disi!ict Law of 1931, Division 21, 
Section 74000 et seq. of the California Water Code as an lrnprowment District of the Santa Ynez 
River Water Conservation District for the purposes of furnishing w.ii!lilr 1'rithin the District's 
booodanes, and has operaled continuously since 1959. The District functions as an Improvement 
District, which means it is an independent local governmental agency. 

Located in the cenir.il portion of Santa Baroara County, the District serves the communities of 
Santa Ynez, Los Olivos, Ballatd, the City of Solvang, the Tribe's R-rvation a.nd rural portions of 
the County. With a population of approximately 8,920 (excluding the City of Solvang), the District 
currently provides water directly to 2,608 municipal and industrial customers and including 110 
agricultural customers. 

llEast<An11toSt•ett. 
S.m Bolb•"· CA 9U01-2l06 
--.7000 
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The District currently has foot sources of water sctpply: 1} groundwater pumped from the Santa 
Ynez Upland Groundwater Basin, which underlies ttte Oislrict; 2) the District's righls to undefllow 
of 1he saoca Ynez River, 3) the water purchased from the Uniled States Bureau of Reclamation's 
Cachuma Project and 4) State Water Project entitlement which the District began receiving 
September 12, 1997. The District's Cachuma Project water entitlement, which was unfiltered and 
disinfected, is noN equally exchangeO for State Project water e. ~itlement owned by water 
agencies on the SOUth coast of Saom Balbara County, which is treated. The District receives 
delivery of 4% of its water from the State Water Project, 37% of.the total supply as Cechuma 
Projectlstate Water exchanoe, 1 '¥.of its water supply directly diverted from the Cachuma Project, 
and pumps approximately 37% of its water supplies from the Santa Ynez Upland Grou>'ldwalel' 
Basin with approldmately 21% from the Santa Ynez River alluvium. A map of the District's serv.ice 
area is attached hereto as Exhibit• A." 

The EA arises from the Tribe's requesl that the Bureau of Indian Affairs ("BIA") take five parl:ets 
of land that are owned by the Tribe into trust (the "Proposed Action"). The five parcels tolal1,433 
acres and are located east or State Route 154 and norttt or Armour Ranch Road, in an 
unincorpo.atecl area of Santa Barbara County, east of the Town of Santa Ynez, 3.95 miles east 
of the City of Solvang, and 22.2 miles northwest of the City Of Santa Barballil, California {the 
"Parcels"). The Parcels are within the 11,500 acre "Tribal Consolidation Area• for which a Tribal 
Consolidation aRd Acquisition Plan (TCAP) was approved on June 17, 2013. The Parcels are not 
contiguous to or within ttte exterior boundaries of the Tribe's existing reservation. The Parcels do 
not overlap with, but are lmmedialely adjacent to, the District's $et\liee area. The Proposed Action 
will rely on grounct.mer pumped from the Uplands Basin, which Is one of the District's significant 
water wpply aources. 

The altemalives evaluated in the EA consist or: 

Almrnative A -1,433i: acre (1.411.1 acres plus rights of way} trust land acquisition within 
a Tribal Consolidation Area and assignment of 143 riVe-acre residential lots for tribal 
members. The residential lot assignments and access roadway& would cover 
approximately 793 acrtl$.of the project site. The project si!B woutd include 300 acres of 
vineyards (256 existing acres with 44 acres dedicated for expansion), 206 acres of open 
spe.ce/recraational, 96 acre5 of riparian oonidor and 33 acres of oak woodland 
oonservation,and three acres of Special Purpose Zone-Utilities. Eatimated annual water 
demand for Alternative A is 335 acre-feet per year (AFY}. 

Alterm~tive B -Identical trust land acquisition and development of 143 one-acre 
residential lots for tribal members. The residential lot assignments and access roadways 
would cover approximately 194 acres of the project site. The project site would include 
775 8CTT1S of open space/recreational, 30 acres of tribal community facilities (Including 
80,000 square feet of trilal f~;~cilities), and the same aaaages of vineyard, riparian conidof 
and oak woodland conservation. and utilities land u10es as proposed under Alternative A. 
Estimated annual water demand for Altetnative B is 106 AFY. 
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Alternative C (No Action Alternative) - No federal action or proposed development 

As a threshold mattlllr, the Secretary of the Interior lacks the authority to place the Parcels into 
trust because the Tribe was not under federal jurisdiction in 1934. Se• Carcieri v. Sa/ao:ar, 555 
u.s . 379 (2009) (holding that Secretary lacks the authority to place lands into trust for tribes not 
under federal jurisdiction by 1934 ). Moreover, the EA in i!s a.rrent form rs defective for the 
following reasons and therefore cannot be used to support a decision by BIA on the Proposed 
Action : (1) the EA is based on an Improperly adopted and therefos- illegal TCAP; (2) the EA 
applies the wrong standard of review; and (3) the EA violates the NEPA by failfng to consider a 
reasonable range or alternatives, adequately describe impacts associated with the Proposed 
Action's use of groundwater and by faUiog to properly consider the cumulative impacts or the 
propo&ed trust ~uisition and other similar acquisitions based on the TCAP. 

II. THE SECRETARY DOES NOT HAVE THE AUTHORITY TO PLAce THE.PARCI!LS INTO 
TRUST 

The Proposed Action is based on the secretary of the Interior's ("Secretary"} purported authority 
to take the Parcels into trust status under 25 U.S.C. § 465\ a provision of the Indian 
Reorganization Act (IRA). The United Stales Supreme com has held, however, that the 
Seoetary does not haw the authority ID take Ianda into trust for tribes that were not under federal 
jurisdiction in 1934,the date of the enactment of the IRA. See Carr:leri v. S8lazar, 555 U.S. 379 
(2009). 

To the District's knowledge, the Tribe was not Wlder federal jurisdiction in 1934. II was first 
organized as a tJibe under the Mides of Organization, which its membershfp adopted on 
November 17, 1963. The Secret:aly approved the Articles of Organization on August 23, 1963, 
and tater approved the Ar1icles as a Constitliion In 11l64. Therefore, the s.cr.tary does not have 
the authority to place the Parcels into trust forth& Tr1b&. See CarciM, 555 u.s. 379. 
Contequently, any environmental review associated w!th the Proposed Action should cease as 
the underlying federal action- the tal<lng of lands into trust for the Tribe - is not authorized. 

l l THE EA IS lASED ON A.N IMPROPeRLY ADOPTED TCA.P 

In the EA, BIA states that the purpose and need for taking the parcels into trust "is to fulfil the 
purpose of the Conaolldation and Acquisition Plan." EA. p. 1-6. The TCAP, howevar, which was 
approved by BIA on June 17, 2013. was improperty adopted and th-fora may not serve as the 
basls for the Proposed Action. The TCAP was improperty adopted because: (1) the BIA failed to 
give notice to interested parties before approving the TCAP; (2) BIA failed to apply a reasonable 
set of criteria m evaluating the TCAP; and (3) BtA faHed to comply will NEPA. As a result of 

1 25 U.S.C. § 465 pi'OVIdM : 

The SecnlaiY of thot lntoli()T is aUiholized, in hie discretion, 1o a~ ~ pur chace, rellnqulahmeril, 
gift, excheroge, Of 8110gnm.nt, any lnlorest in lands. watw rfgtlts, or SU!f""" right$ to lands, wlthln or 
~existing ...,,,..os, indudlng tUil 01 othe....._ r..uicled a!ocmerb, 'Whetl>e< 110 llllottce be 
IMng Of cfeceasod, lor llle purpose of l'f'O>Ading lend for lndB>s. 

_j 
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these improper procedures, on Sepwmbt!r 1-1, 2013 the County of Santa Barbara filed a Notice or 
Appeal challenging the dilcislon to approve the TCAP. This appeal ia currently pen<ing and if 
suctMSful, could render this EA invalid. For a• the reasons set forth below, the District requests 
review of the EA be stayed until the County appeal process is comp!Ble. 

A. BIA Failed to Provide Notice of its Consideration of the TCAP 

The Tribe submllied its TCAP to BIA for approval in March 2013. The TCAP covers over 11,000 
acres of both pubfic and privately owned land, aod has ao obvious potential to significantly affect 
the <Mtlefahip and usa of that land. Notwithstanding that fact, BIA failed to give notice to any of 
the landowners within the area oovered by the TCAP of the Tri>e's request and afford them an 
opportunity to OOITliTleAt. BIA should thus re~~ol<e or suspend its approval of the TCAP, and 
should suspend Its consideration of the Proposed Action, until it solicit5 and considers the 
oommeuts of all parties Interested In the TCAP. 

B. B&A Failed to Apply a Reasonab4e Set of Criteria in !!valuating the TCAP 

The Interior Board Of Indian Appeals has ruled that a TCAP may only be adopted upon the basis 
of a reasonable set of criteria. Absentee Shawnee Tribe Of II'ICAns of Oklahoma v. Anadarkon 
Area Director, BIA.IBIA 69-48·A. In approving the Tribe's TCAP, BIA faRed to apply any CTiteria 
at all-let alone reasonable ones. BIA gave its apprtlllal in a two senteace decision that provided 
no explal'lation or rationale tor approving the TCAP. BIA's approval of the TCAP was therefore 
arbHrary and capri<:lous and must be reiiOI(ed. 

In this regard, It should be noted that BIA adopted without examlnatioo and without any record 
evidence the Tribe's self~ description of the complex ownership history of the lands 
covered by the TCAP. If the BIA is to rely on the ownership histcfy of the land as a reason for 
approving the TCAP, it must examine the title re<lOrds and make apecific findings on that history. 
It cannot simply take the Trile's word for it. 

It should also be notwd that, contraTY to the Tribe's claim, the TCAP is not a consolidation plan. 
The Tribe does net Identify in the TCAP any fractionated interesta or unconnected interests in 
lands that are owned by~ or its members within the area covered by the TCAP and that the Tribe 
would flke to be oonsolidatied. The TCAP is nothing ITI()(e than a tribal land expansion pian into 
an area that Is publicly owned. 

C. BIA Failed to ComplY with NEPA 

The TCAP covers over 11 ,000 acres of pubfic and privatMy-owned land ·and clearly 
oontemplaCes ~. was meant to facililat-.expanslon of the Tribe's land base into that area. 
N. a minimum. BIA's approval should have contemplated the District's title to land and existing 
easements, and whether it clouded tiHe. Thus BIA's action was a federal aelion of significant 
consequence. Yet BIA failed \Q even consider whether NEPA applied to its approval of the 
TCAP, let alone to evaluate the environmental consequences of its action. For that reason, the 
TCAP must be revoked. 



L4-02
Cont.

L4-05
Cont.

L3-03
Cont.

Comment Letter L4 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L3-29
Cont.

L3-01
Cont.

L4-03

Amy Dutschke Regional Director 
Re: Santa Yne;: River Water Conservation District, Improvement District No. 1 Comment re: 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians Csmp 4 F&e to 
Trust Acquisition Project 
October7,2013 
Page6 

IV. THE EA APPliES THE WRONG STANDARD OF R£VEW 

Even It the TCAP had been properly approved, and could therefore be used u the basis for the 
Proposed Ac6on, BIA failed 10 understand the legal significance of that approval and therefore 
appfJed the wrong standllfd of review in conducting its EA. BIA states in !he EA that •property ... 
locatlld wilhin a Tribal Consolidation /Vea [Is to be) given the samai41Vel of scrutiny as land 
acquilil!ions on or adjacent to a1ribe's reservation." EA. p. 1-5. BlA is wrong. Thus, 10 !lle extent 
BfA's mlsundersblnding of the law influenced Its consideration of the emironmentaf impscts of 
!he Proposed Action in lhe EA. the EA must be corrected. 

BIA baHs Its assertion on 25 C.F.R. § 151 .3(a~. which states that 'land may be acquired for a 
tribe in trust statua ... (1) [w)hen the property is located within the exterior boundaries of the tribe's 
reservafioo or a~ !hereto, or within a tribal consolldation area." 25 C.F.R. § 151.3. Because 
land •within a tribal consolidation area• is included in !he same liefltence as land "located within 
the exterior boundaries of the tribe's reservation or sdjaoent thereto; BIA wrongly sssumes that 
the standard for-reviewing a request to acquire land ''wRhin a tribal consolidation area" In trust (off 
reservation) is the same as the standard for reviewing a request to acquire maservatjon land in 
trust. 

The standards for reviewing proposed trust acquisitions are found in 25 C.F.R. §§ 161·.10 and 
151.11. The standards il section 151.10 apply only to on-reservation acquisitions, not to 
acqui$iti01'1 of lands outside the reservation that happen to be wthin a tribal consolida!ion area. 
For on-reservation tribal acquisitions, the secretary must consider: (1) the existence of any 
statutory authority for the acquisition; (2) !lle tribal need for the land; {3} the purpose for which the 
land wal be used; (4) the impact of the land's removsl from state and local tax rolls; {6) the 
jurisdicfiooal problems and potuntial conflicts of land use that may arise; (6) whether the BIA is 
equipped to discharge the additional responsililities resulting fi'om the acquisition of the land il 
trust status; and (7) environmental compliance. 25 C.F.R. § 151.10. 

The S1andard for reviewing off-IUI!!'y3tion acquisitions of land - i.e., acquJ.Itlons of IMds that are 
located outside of and noncontiguous to the tribe's reservation -even if they are wilhin a lnbal 
consolidation area. Is fou1d in 25 C.F.R. § 151 .11. For off-reservation ~isitions. the Secretary 
must consider the factors Hsted in 151.10 ru:lQ.. in addition, give •greater scrutiny to the tribe's 
justifallon of anticipated benefits from !lle acquisition• and "greater W'eight" to'the "concerns 
raised by the state .00 local governments having regulatory juriSdiction over !lle land to be 
acquired." Specif!Clllly. Section 151.11 (b) proYides: 

(b) The location of the land relative to state boundarlas. and Its 
distance rrom the boundaries of !lle tribe's reservation, shall ba 
considered as follows: as the di$tance between the tribe's 
reservation and the land to be acqvited in«Haas, the 
Secretary shall give gruter scrutln!f ro the tribe's justification 
of anticipated benefits from tha .acquisition. The Secretary 
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shall give gr-eater weight to the eoocarns raised pursuant to 
paragraph (d) of this section. 

25 C.F.R. § 151.11(b) (emphasis added). 

This standard applies to all off-reservation acquisitions, without exception, and therefore must be 
applied to BIA's consideration of the Proposed Action. Thus, BIA must demonstrate in the EA 
that "s analysis of the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action was not influenced in any 
way by its misunderstanding or the level of scruiiny that must be applied to the Proposed Action. 

V. THE I!A VIOlATES NEPA 

A. BIA's Obligations -under NfPA 

NEPA oompels federal agencies to consider the consequences of their proposed activities on the 
human environment 42 U.S.C. § 4331. M EA is a concise pubfic document which has three 
defi1ed functions: 

( 1) It briefly provides sull'lcient evideooe and analysis for determining whether to 
prepare an environmental Impact Slatement (EIS); 

(2) It aids an agency's CQITlpllance with NEPA when no EIS is necessary, i.e., it helps 
to identify better allemllli\<es and m~tion measures; and 

(3) It facaitates ptepa(ation of an ElS when one is necessary. 

40 C.F.R § 1508.9(a). An EA shan indude brief discussions of the need for the proposal, of 
alternatives as required by section 1~2)(E) of NEPA, of the environmental impacts of the 
proposed action and alternatives, and a fisting of ageocles and pef$005 consulted. 40 C.F.R § 
1508.9(b). 

In determining v.nether to prepare an EIS, the federal agency must prepare an environmental 
asseMment and involw environmental agencies, applicants, and the public, to the extent 
practicabla, in preparing the EA, and then based on the EA make Its determination whether to 
prepare an environmental impact statement 40 C.F.R. § 1501.4(b){c). The agency must then 
determine whether it wij! prepare an ElS. ~ C.F.R. § 1501.4(c). If an agency determines an EIS 
wiD be prepared, it must begin the scoplng process, wt if 1M agency de1emlines on the basis of 
the EA that no EIS wiH be prepill'ed, it must prepare a finding of no significant impact (FONSI). 40 
C.F.R. § 1501.4(d)-(e). 

In preparing the appropriate envfronmentllll dOCLIIllllr't, the SIA is governed not only by the text of 
the NEPA statute and the Council on Environmental Quality' II (CEQ) implementing regulations, 
but also by the Department of the InteriOr's NEPA implementing procedures. See, e.g., 65 Fed. 
Reg. 52212 (Aug. 28, 2000). These procedures require that the underlying environmental 
analysis 
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factuaRy, objectively, and comprehensively analyze the 
environmental effects of the proposed actions and their reasonable 
alter11atives. [The agency should] systematicaRy analyze the 
enVironmental impacts cA altema!ives, and particularly those 
alternatives and meast~res th•t would reduce. mitigate or prevent 
adveree environmer4al impacts or which would enhance 
environmental quality. 

65 Fed. Reg. at 55213. 

Under NEPA, the Intergovernmental Coordination Act of 1968 (31 U.S.C. § 6506), and the 
lntergovemmenllll Coonlinatlon Executive Order {Exec. Order No. 12,372, n1printed in 31 U.S.C. 
§ 6506), federal agencies 11re required to solicit and consider local views on their projects to the 
degree to which the potential impacts may produce serious contllcts with local entilie$ and 
conditions. 

Specitiallly, the CEQ NEPA Regulations "encourage• integration with state and local land use 
requin~mera (with the goal of •one project-one document"). As part of this process the lead 
agency am designate "cooperating agencies" that are involved in the NEPA document 
preparation and may u~>e the document to satisfy their own environmental review requirements to 
the extent allowed by law.I>J. the request of the lead agency, any federal, state, local or tribal 
agency wah jlri;dlctlon by law or specllll .xperiise can be a coopera6ng agency. 

To the extent possible, all national, regional, State, and local viewpoints shalt be considered in 
planning development progams and projects of the I.Jnjtsd states Governm•nt or assisted by the 
Government. State and local govemment objectives and the oo;ectives of regional organizations 
shan be oonsidered Within a framework of 11atiooal pubfic objeciives expressed in laws of the 
United Slates. Available projections of fui!Jre oond~ns in the United Stales and needs or 
regions, States, and localities shall be considered in plan formula~on, evalua6on, and review. 31 
U.S. C.§ 6506(c). 

Moreover, CEQ NEPA Regulations require federal agencies to addrell$ inconsistencies between 
a proposal and state/local laws or plans. The NEPA document should describe the extent to 
which the federal agency would reconcile the inoonsistency. 40 C.F.R. § 1506.2(d); ~also 
Village of Plllatintl v. U.S. Postal SeM::e, 756 F.Supp. 1079 (N.D. II. 1990) (addressing the 
extent to which a federal agency must document GOIT1lliance with the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act, explain a decision to conflict with local regulations, and consider project 
alternatives). 

B. The EA Does Not Consider AI Reasonably ForeseMble Alternatives. 

NEPA requires the consideration of a reasonable range of alterl'latives to any proposed action. 
40 C.F.R § 1502.14. The EA does not comply with this requirement. It considers only those 
alternatives that ns11ect the Tribe's present plans for the development ot the parcels. Onoe the l 
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land ls tal\en into trust, however, the Tribe wiD presumably be free to change its development 
plans and , unless ttlose changed plans require further BIA approval, they wm escape review 
under NEPA. Thus, for BIA to comply with NEPA in approving the Proposed Aotion, it must 
amslder all reasonably foreseeable development scenarios lOr Ule Parcels, and not just the ones 
!hat reflect Ule Tribe's current plans. 

c. The EA's AnalysisofWalerRnour<:es andAnoci.at.cllmpacts is Def!C~Mt 

The EA states that for both Alternative A and Altemative B, the Tribe would develop an on-site 
water supply aystem that relies on groundwater. EA, pp. 2-7. 2-14. Agricultural rrrigation 
demands are estimated to be 265 M=Y with those demands being met through mixing 
groundwater from existing agricultural wells and recycled water from a westewater treatment 
plant (WWTP). 

The groun~ supply to be refied on fof bolh Alternative A and Altematlve B is groundwater 
pumped from the Upland& Ba!ln. Flgure 1 (attached) depictll the location of the Uplands Basin 
relative to !he TCAP area. FigiJre 2 depicts the location of the. Uplands Basin relative to the 
Parcels. About half of the TCAP area overlies th-e basin. The Parcels are entirely within the 
boundaries of the Uplands Basin. As noted in the EA, the Uplalds Ba&in is In a &'late of overdraft 
(EA. pp. 3-1 1, 4-5.), meaning the annual extractions from the basin exceed annual recharge to 
the basin and without taking CO(rective actions to balanoe extractions and reci'taJ"'je, the volume 
d waer in the basln will steadily. decrease over time. The EA states thlll despite this.~rtate ot 
overdraft. altered pumping patterns throughout the County and the inlXlriallon of supplemental 
water bas resu•ed in more balaAced gfOI.fldwater oond~lons. It further notes that these changes 
ill water use and the rising weter t.ble in the area· of the Proposed Action suggest !hat the Wee 
existing Willis can be relied upon for agricultural use. EA. p .. 4-5. This conclusion Is incorrect. 

As noted in the technical comments below, !he llydrograph in Appendix C of the EA indicates 
dedinir.IQ water levels in the Uplands Basin for the peliod 2003 to 2012. More importantly, the 
additional extractions asaociaied with the Proposed Action will eXIIcerbate the overdraft 
conditions in the basin and as groundwater levels continue to drop, the District wells may 
experience a<lverse ~acts such as lower water levels and resulting decreased production. The 
Proposed Project's pumping may require tt:le District to lower pump levels, deepen weBs or add 
1reatment due to changes in WOlter quality. In addition, the concept that the Proposed Action can 
rely on groundWater because Ule importation of supplemental wster by the District in the Uplands 
Basin has decreased total extractions igoores the fact that the District expended significant funds 
to purchae that supplemental water to offset its decreal!ed reliance on gi'OUI'l(tHater. In other 
words, the Proposed Action dQes not include equitable cost sharing of the actual CO$Is of water If 
the Tribe is simply permitted to extract groundwater while the Oisb1ct Is spending signlf.cant sums 
on supplemental water. It is not dear !hat the proposed mttigalion lloil adequately mitigate 
potential impacts to the District. The mitigation measure will certainly not avoid the general 
adverse impacts to the Uplands Basin associated with illa'eased extraction& since tt:le basin ls 
already in overdraft. 

J 
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The EA also faH s to provide dew, consistent infol'matioo about water demands for the Proposed 
Action. For example, in the Project Alternatives discussion for Alternative A, the EA states that 
implementation of Alternative A would result in an increased water demand of 380 AFY. EA, p. 2-
7. However, in the Atemative 6 discussion, there is no corresponding explanation of estimated 
inaeased water demand. See EA, p. 2-12 to 2-14. 

Below are more specific technical oommerts regarding the deficiencies in the EA's impact 
anlllysls of water demand: 

Water Qual ity ResuHs. Appenclix C, Table 2·6, page 2-11 shows electrical conductivity (EC} at · 
827 umhoslan. M. this EC level, additional irrigation water wil need 10 be added to leach sal1s 
from the soi. The vineyard water demand calculation does not pw.~lde rae additional teaching 
water. If the additional leaching water requirement is 12% of tile net irrigalion requirement then 
the estimated a~ditlonalannual water use will be approximately 28 AFY. 

Frost Protection Water Demand. Many vineyards In the Santa Ynez Valley use water for frost 
protection. The proposed/existing 300 acre vin!IYWd water use assumes 0.75 acre-feet per acre 
for irrigatiOn but does not inc!ude water use for frost protection. The EA also fais to chcuss the 
potential location of storage ponds needed to supply the water demand for frost proledion, which 
oould be up to 50 gallons per minute (gpm) per acre or 15,000 gpm for thtlll!lti'e 300 acre 
vineyard. A conservative estimation for the water supply needed to combat frost is alx frost 
events lasting for six hours each. The estimated • ddltional annual water use to addreS'J this 
scenario is approximately 100 AFY. 

Residential Otltdoor Water Demand. Appendix C, Page 2-2 (Potable Water Demand} 
estimates the -ter demand for Allemati\18 A, wnich involves construction of 143 single famiy 
home sites that ate fiVe acres each. The ou!door water use assumes 1.85 acres of each five 
acre lot will be irrigated with lowwater use ·landa~ing with an annual water use of 1.85 acre­
feet or 1.0 acre-feet per acre. Other outside water use assumes 0.15 acreti of lawn at 3.0 acre­
feet per acre per year. The EA omits an estimate of water use for gardens, swimming pools 
and/or irrigated pastures that may occur on the five-acre residential parcefs. Many fiVe-acre 
paroels localed in the Sarta Ynez area are used f« grazing horses on inigaled pasture. If 5~ 
of the five-acre lots have epproximately 3 acres of irrigllled pasture at 3.0 acre-feet per acre the 
estimated additional annual water use will be approximately 644 AFY for Alternative A. If each 
one aae parcels proposed for Alternative B has 0.5 acres of irrigated pasture then the estimated 
additional annual water use will be approximately 108 AFY for Allema!ive B. The potential 
additional annual water use is significant in oomparison to the total eStimated annual water 
demand for AHemative A and Alternative B. which are 335 AFY and 106 AFY, respectively. 

Total Water Demand. The EA's omission of water demand for froll1 protection and 
underestimation of outdoor water use, as described above, has resullied In underestimation of 
total water demand tor both Al!'em8tives A and B. Tha EA estimates that Alternatives A and B 
would resU:t in an inaeased water demand of approximately 380 AFY and 155 AFY, respectively. 
EA. p. 2-7. Adding in the a<kitional water demands for leaching (28 AFY), frost protection (100 

J 
J 
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AFY), and Irrigated pastlKe (644 I>J=Y and 108 AFY respectively) that were overlooked in the EA 
as described above, the increased water demand 1'0 estimated at 722 AFY for Alternative A and 
236 AFY for Atternalilte B. As noted above, aU demand wUI be satisfied by extractions from the 
Uplands Groundwater Basin but the bastA is already overdrafted and cannot sustain any increase 
in demand. The Thirty-Fiftl:l Annual Engineering and Sulvey Report oo Water Supply Conditions 
of the Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District 2012-2013 (dated April19, 2013) reports 
annual change in groundwater storage of -2,400 acre-feet (i.e., annual overdraft) tor 2012 to 
2013 and an accumulated overdraft of 41,800 8Cre..feet from 2001to 2013. (Thirty-Fifth Annual 
En!jneering and Survey Report on Water Supply Conditions of the Santa Ynez Ri'<er Water 
Conservation District 2012-2013. p. 38, Table 16.) The Dmrict spent a considerable amount of 
money on delivery infrastructure neoe&sary to import supplemental water from the State Water 
Project (SWP) into the District's water system to reduce its groundwater pul1fling and mitigate 
the annual and accumulated OV«dfaft in the overdFsfted Uplands Basin. Alternative A Is 
expected to result in a 30% increase (additional demand or n2 AFYiexisting overdraft of 2,400 
AFY) in the annual overdrafling of the basin and wfll exacerbate the aoct.rnulated overdraft. In 
the long term, the exacertlstion of the overdraft condition will lncrean pumping costs and 
eventually exhaust the avaiable groundwater supply. The increased water demand associated 
with the Proposed Action is not sustllinable. 

Water Table. The EA. asserts that the groundwater table in the project area "is rising' which 
suggests that the SfOU!ldwater supply •can be relied upon. • EA. p. 4-5. But !hi$ assertion is 
refuted by information in Appendix C. page 2-18, Figure 2-Swhidl shows well hydrograph for well 
32R1. wen 32R1 extract~> water from the Uplands Baeln and is located near the two production 
wells used to irrigate the existing vineyard. The vineyard was planted in 2003, and since that 
time well 32R1 hydrograph shows a steady decline from 2003 to 2012. The well hydrograph 
suggests that the groundwater table In the area of the Proposed Action Is in a state of decline, 
which is consistent with the trend and olt8rall state of overdraft in the Upland~; Basin. The ded ine 
in the weii32R1 hydrograph supports the oondusioo that the increased water demand 
associated with the Proposed Action Is not su&tainlltble. 

Sewer Service. In Appendix C, FJ91.1re 3-1 (Sewer Collection System Layout) Alternative A show J 
the gravity sewer line at a higher elevation !han the five. acre lots located at the south boundary of 
the property just north of Amour Ranch Road. An additional sew« ~ne should be located at 
AmotK Ranch Road for the southern parcels or each pareel wiU need a sewer lift pump. 

D. The EA Fails to Properly C011sider Cumulativo Impacts, Re&~Jtllng In Improper 
Sugmeatation. 

Under NEPA, an EA must as$ess the cumulative effectll of the proposed action. The CEQ 
regulations define cumulative ~fleets as • ... the impact on the envil"onment which results from the 
incremental lmpad of the action when added to other past. present, and reasonably 
f01aaeeallW future actions regardless of what agency (Fe(!el'lll or non-Federal) or person 
undertakes such actions." 40 C.F.R. §1508.7 (emphasis added.) See Te-Mottk Tribe OfWestem 
Shcoshone of fV&.Iada v. United Slafe3 Def)Mfmerii of The Interior, 608 F.3d 592 (9th Cir. 2010). 
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The purpose of cumulative effects analysis is to en51.1re'that the federal decision-maker!! 
consider, and di&CIO$e to the public, the full range of oonsequences that may flow from a 
proposed action. 

As discussed, the TCAP includes the "geographical area ... encompassing approximately 
11,500 acres. • The Parafs StJbject to the EA. hovolever, encompass only 1.433 aaes within the 
Tribal Consolidation Ate<J . The TCAP prO'olides that: "[t]the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash 
Mission Indians has Clear connections to the Tribal Consolidation Area based on law •nd cultural 
use. The tribal government ha& the opportunity to return theloat land- wtlictl lt has had 
to pLII'Chase back - to its juriac:trction and stewardship once more through ~I trust 
status. The Intent of this Plan is to uaistttle Tribe with that goal." TCAP, p. 3 (emphasis 
added). 

Based on the TCAP, It Is reasonably fOfeseeabie that the Tribe will seek to place a<lditienal lands 
within the Tribal Consolidation Area into trust status. However, the EA falls to contlider "the 
incremental impact of the [proposed action] action when added to" these •reasonably 
foreseeable" future actions by the Tribe and limits it& environmental analysis to the Camp 4 trust 
acquisition. This deferral of oonsideretion of impacts amounts reveals the "piecemeallng• or 
"segmentation" of a 1arg« integra~ project into smaller projects that has occurred because a~; 
observed abOve, no environmental review of the broader TCAP was conducted prior to 
consideration of the Proposed Action. The additional acquisitions am r~~a&onably expected as 
part of the TCA~ and should be accounted for in ~e Draft EA by the Tribe. For ex•mple. 
potential water de rnand for the governme.nlal. housing and eoonomlc development for the 11,500 
acres under the TCAP woold be substantially hlgher than the development under the Proposed 
Action. The EA is thet rJio(e defident. Unless and until the TCAP is mvol(ed, for the reasons 
described above, the reasonably toreseeable actions that may be taken pursuant to it must be 
taken Into account in the cumulative effects analysis of the Proposed Action. 

VI. CONCL.U&ION 

FOf the reasons rJve above, the District respecttJRy l'flqoests that BIA ceue its COil$ldera5on of 
the Proposed Action uress and until it: (1) determi teS that ~ has junsdictioo to take land into 
trust fOr the Tribe; (2) has property evaluated and adopted, following public notice aod comment, 
a TCAP; and (3) has fully comp!'ted w~h NEPA In considering both the TCAP and the Propood 
Action. 

Ill 
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Sincerely. 

Gary M. Kvistad/Diane C. De Felic& 

GMK:ibc 

Attachments 

cc: Chad Broussard, Environmental Protection Specialist 
Chris Dahlstrom, General Manager 
Santa Ynez River Water Conservation Dislrlct, Improvement District No. 1 
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Comment Letters L5 and L6 

Comment Letter L5 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is solely correspondence from Cam Van Wingerden, on behalf of the Santa 
Barbara County Executive Officer Chandra Wallar, regarding submission of a comment letter from the 
County. 

Comment Letter L6 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is solely correspondence from Cam Van Wingerden, on behalf of the Santa 
Barbara County Executive Officer Chandra Wallar, regarding submission of a comment letter from the 
County. 
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I Brownstein Hyatt 
Farber Schrecl< 

20130CT21 Pi'i 1~ 37 

PACIFiC REGlON,q 
OFFICE 

October 18, 2013 

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

Ryan A. Smilh 
MomeyarLaw 
202.747.0507 tel 
202.296.7009 fax 
rsmith@bh1s.com 

Re: Supplement Comments on the Land Consolidation and Acquisition Plan of the 
santa Yn.z Band of Chumash lndlanslEnvlronmentlll Assesament (EA) for the 
Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians Camp 4 FM to Trust Acquisition Project 
Based on New Information 

Dear Director Dvtschke: 

We are writing on behalf of Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District, 'lmpravement 
District No. 1 (ltle "Dish1ct"} conoerning the ( 1) San1B Ynez Band of Chumash Indians' (tl;le 
"Tribe/Land Consolidation and Acquisition Plan ("LCAP"} and (2) the Environmental 
Assessment (EA) prepared in connection with the LCAP for the for the Santa Ynez Band· of 
Chumash Indians Camp 4 Fee to Trust Acquisition Project {the 'Fee-To-Trust Application•}. BIA 
approved the LCAP on J~:~ne 17, 2013, and Is cvrrently considering. the Tribe's Fee-To-Trust 
Application. On October 7, 2013, the District pravided you with comments on the EA. Since the 
Dfstlict's submission of its comments, re"i infoml8tion has become available that directly impacl$ 
rhe EA. Accordingly, the.Distri<:t is submitting these supplemental comments on the EA to 
specificall~ address this new information. 

As discussed below, the underlying rationale for the EA is the Tribe's LCAP. Since the 
District filed ·us comments, the Tribe has wilhdraiM'l its LCAP. On October 11, 2013, the Tr-ibal 
Chairman wrote to you stating tnat the Tribe "wlthdraw{s} without prejudice" the "Tribal 
Consolidation Area (TCA) application d.ated March 27, 20 13 as approved on June 17, 2013." 
Enclosed with the letter is lnbal Resolution #926A. dated OcrobeF 9, 2013, in which the Tribal 
BIJSiness Committee resotws that the TCA Application be withdrawn and in which it authorizes 
the Tribe's Chairman "to negotiate, sign, and execute any and all documents required or 
necessary to implement such WITHDRAWAL WITHOUT PREJUDICE.' 

bhlu:om 

13$0 I SU .... Hilt Sulto SlO 
W.SII._ DC :ZOOOS-3!105 
'"'"' 202..296. 73S1 
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As you know, BIA's approval of the TCA Application (also referred to as the LCAP) has 
sparked significant controversy afTl0119 the citizens of Santa Barbara County where the TCA is 
located. Among other things, there are presently six separate appeals of BtA's decision pending 
before the Interior Board ot Indian Appeals (ISlA). The Tribe's letter, which was copied to IBIA. 
requests that •any appeals to such TCA" also be dismfssed without prejudice, which should only 
occur if BtA approval o1 the TCA Application is revoked. 

In view of the Tribe's withdrawal of its TCA Application, we respectfully request that the 
BIA immediately take the following actions to c,arify the exact status of this matter for all 
concerned; 

1. Confirm in writing and announce publidy that BIA's June 17, 2013, approval of the TCA 
Application is revoked and that BIA will take no further actions in reliar:~ce on it. 

2. Confirm in writing and announce publicly thai if the Tribe re-submits its TCA Application 
for approval, whether fn Its original form or with modifications, that the public will be given notice 
of the submission and will also be given an opportunity to comment on the LCAP before BIA 
takes any action on it. 

3. Confirm In writing and announce publicly that BIA is ceasing its consideration of the 
Camp 4 Fee-To-Trust Application and has relurned the application to the Tribe. 

Request No. 3 is based on the fact tl:tat the draft EA. which was prepared by BIA in 
connection with the Fee-To-Trust Application, states that ' (l]he Tribe's purpose fOf taking the 
1.411.1 acres plus rigf1ts of way [of Camp 4] land into .trus1 is to fulfdl the purpose of the 
ConsoNdatlon and Acquisition Plan." As the underlying rationale for the Camp 4 fee-tc>-trusl 
application t:las now been removed, BIA has no basis fOf continuing its consideratlon of it. 

Moreover, even if BIA had a basis for continuing Its consideration ot the Camp 4 
application, the draft EA. In light of the Tribe's withdrawal of its TCA Appllcation, has a fatal flaw. 
As the EA states on page 1-5, it was prepared on the assumption that because the Camp 4 lands 
were· within an approved TeA, they were to be "given the seine level o1 scrutiny as land 
acquisition[~) on or adjacent to a tribe's reservation," even though the Camp 41ands themselves 
are all off-reservation lands. However, as the Camp 4 lands are now no longer within an 
approved TCA, they must be given the "greater scrutiny" required by BIA's regulations for 
acquisitions of off-reservation lands. The regulations state that in suCh cases BtA "shaA give 
greater scrutiny to the tribe's justification of Qnticlpated benefits from the acquisition,• and •greater 
weight to the concerns raised" by state and local gowmments •as to the atqulsition's potential 
Impacts on regulatory jurisdiction, real property taxes and special assessments. • 25 CFR 
§151 .11(b). In addition, In order to justify taking off-reservation lands into trust, BtA must 
affirmatively find that the ·acquisition of [the) lands is necessary to fecl~tate tribal self­
determination, economic development, or Indian housing." /d. at 151.3(a)(emphasis added). As 
the EA. was not prepared with these legal considerations in mind, it Is fatally flawed. 
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We look fOI'W8rd to a prompt response-clarifying the status of this matter for the District J 
and it customers as requested above. 

cc: Chris Dahlstrom, General Manager, Santa Ynez Rl~er WatBr coRservation 
District, Improvement District No. 1 

Gary M. Kvistad, General Counsel, Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck · 

-. 
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Comment Letter L8 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter only provides comments from Santa Barbara County Executive Officer 
Chandra Wallar on the fee-to-trust application associated with the EA. 

Comment Letter L9 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is from Gary M. Kvistad and Ryan A. Smith, Attorneys for Santa Ynez River 
Water Conservation District, Improvement District No. 1 regarding legal actions associated with the 
TCA.  

Comment Letter L10 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is from Gary M. Kvistad and Ryan A. Smith, Attorneys for Santa Ynez River 
Water Conservation District, Improvement District No. 1 regarding legal actions associated with the 
TCA. 

Comment Letter L11 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is from Gary M. Kvistad and Ryan A. Smith, Attorneys for Santa Ynez River 
Water Conservation District, Improvement District No. 1 regarding legal actions associated with the 
TCA. 
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October 2, 2013 

AmyDu~ke 
Pacific Regional Office Direc,tor 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

11u: City of 

~~~~ .. #c 
~9 RD IS~·--­
Rout" li:r'l 
Response Required..:.....--
Ouc Date ____ _ 

Mano_Ltt---
Fu------

RE: Suta Y oez Blllld of CblliD8sb Indiall3 Camp 4 Fee to Trust Acqui!lition Eaviroumeo.tal 
As;w.ssme.t Review 

Dear Ms. Dutschlce: 

The City of SoJ'Vllllg has reviewed the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Sa.nta Ynez Band of J 
Cbmlash Indians Camp 4 Fee to Trust Acquisition and has the following comment regarding the 
Txaffic Impsct Study, Appendix I to the EA. 

On page 36 of the Study it states: 

"It is 1Wred that the SR246/Alamo Pintado Rowi irrtersection lie.J within the Cily of Solvtmg. The City 
prepared a Project Study Report to address the foture tkjzciency. T11e project is •ww in the P A/ED 
phase and preforred altul'lalive I.J to ccm'f!rt the intersectiQm illlo a modem roundabout. The project 

is anJicipoted to be ccmtructed in Year 2015." 

The City of Solvang did prepare a PSR and moved into the PAlED phase. but due to a Caltrans 
requireme-nt fur the City to sbow a full project funding commitment to receive approval of the 
Env.iroomellllll Document the project was sbelved by the City Council on February 13, 2012. 
Additionally while a rotmdabout was an alternative in the PSR. the City Council did not endorse it as 
the p!rlem:d altomative. So it is iuaccurate to iodk:ate that the project is anticipated to be constructed 
in 2015 or make that assumption that the improvement wi11 be made ln the analysis of the traffic 
impacts. 

If you have any questions feel free to contact our City Manager, Brad Vidro at (80S) 688-5575 or 
email at hrad•:lj':citvOf.wlvang.c~»'l· 

~": ~ M>~\ 
City :A~~~:8 

J 
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Comment Letter L13 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is a duplicate of Comment Letter L3.   

Comment Letter L14 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is a duplicate of Comment Letter L4.   

Comment Letter L15 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is a duplicate of Comment Letter L3.     

Comment Letter L16 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is a duplicate of Comment Letter L8.     
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Comment Letter L17

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

I Brownstein Hyatt 
Farber Schrecl< 

October 30,2013 

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

R••· f''•j .. ~J . 
I" .,_, -

~ . ~· ·· ---~= 
R .. ~,.. ,.; ,:,\ :;·,l ti•. · ··--· · -

C:h fl.-tll! _ ·-·- ·-

' ·Ryan A. Smltto 
Attomey at LIIW 
Z02. 7 .. 7.0507 tel 
202.298.7009 fax 
rsmitll~bhfs.oom 

RE: Environmental Assessment for the Santa Y nez Band of Chum ash Indians 
Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust Acquisition Project 

Dear Director Dutschke: 

On October 18,2013, we wrote to you on behalf of the Santa Ynez River 
Water Conservation District, Improvement No. 1 concerning the (1) Santa Ynez 
Band of Ch\Jmash Indians (the "Tribe") Land Consolidation and Acquisition Plan 
("LCAP") and the (2} Environmental Assessment (EA) prepared in connection with 
the LCAP for the Santa Ynez Band of Chum ash Indians Camp 4 Fee to Trust 
Acquisition Project (the ''Fee-To-Trust Application"). By a letter to you dated 
October 13,2013, we noted that the Tribe had withdrawn its LCAP. In tight of the 
Tribe's action, we requested that you take three specific steps to clarify for all 
concerned the status of the Tribe's pending request to have land taken into trust in 
accordance with the LCAP. As Step 1, we requested that you confirm that your 
approval of the LCAP is revoked and that l3IA will take no further actions in 
reliance on it. 

On October 29, 2013, we received the attached Order from the Interior Board 
oflndian Appeals (IBIA). The Order dismissed as moot the several appeals of your 
June 17,2013 decision that had been filed :with ft. Then, "in the interest of clarity 
and because parties sometimes seek to atta;ch significance to a moot decision," IBIA 
did what we had requested that you do as ftep 1-i.e., it vacated your decision. 

! 

bh(s.com 8rownsteln Hyott - 5clnck, LLP 
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Comment Letter L17 (Cont.)
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(Cont.)
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Cont.

L12-02

Ms. Amy Dulschke, Director 
October 30, 2013 
Page2 

While we welcome and applaud IBIA 's decision, we wish to make clear that 
it is still imperative that you take Steps 2 and 3, as set forth in our October 18letter. 
We repeat our request that you, "in the interest of clarity": 

1, Confinn in writing and announce publicly that if the Tribe re-submits its 
TCA Application for approval, whether in its original form or with 
modifications, that the public will be-given notice of the submission and will 
also be given an opportunity to ·comment on the LC.AP before BIA takes any 
action on it. 

2. Confirm in writing and announce publicly that BIA is ceasing its 
consideration of the Camp 4 fee-to-trust application and has returned the 
application to the Tnoe. 

As we explained in our earlier letter, our request that BIA cease consideration 
of the Tribe's Camp 4 fee-to-trust application is based on the fact that the draft 
Environmental Assessment (EA) which was prepared by BIA in connection with the 
application states that "[t]he Tribe's purpose for taking the 1,411.1 acres plus rights 
of way [of Camp 4] land into trust is to fulfill the pwpose of the Consolidation and 
Acquisition Plan." As the Tr1be bas now withdrawn its LCAP, and as IBIA has 
vacated your decision approving the LCAP. there is now no basis for continuing to 
consider the Tribe's application. 

Moreover, even ifBIA had a basis for continuing its consideration of the 
application, the draft EA, in light of the Tribe's withdrawal of its LCAP, has a fatal 
flaw. As the EA states on page 1-5, it was prepared on the asswnption that because 
the Camp 4 lands were within an approved TCA:, they were to be "given the same 
level of scrutiny as land acquisition[s] on or adjacent to a tribe's reservation,'' even 
though the Camp 4 lands themselves are all off-reservation lands. However, as the 
Camp 4 lands are now no longer within an approved TCA, they must be given the 
''greater scrutiny" required by BIA' s regulations for .acquisitions of off-reservation 
lands. The regulations state that in such cases BIA "shall give greater scrutiny to 
the tribe's justification of anticipated benefits from the acquisition." and "greater 
weight to the concents raised" by state and locaf governments "as to the 
acquisition's potential impacts on regulatory jurisdiction, real property taxes and 
special assessments." 25 CPR §151. ll(b). In addition, in order to justify taking 
off-reservation lands into trust, BIA must affirmatively find that the "acquisition of 



L17-02
Cont.

Comment Letter L17 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L17-03

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

Ms. Amy Du18chke, Director 
October 30 •. 2613 
Page3 

[the] lands is necessary to facilitate tribal self-determination, economic J 
development, or Indian housing.;, ld at l51.3{a) (emphasis added). As the BA was 
not prepared with these legal considerations in mind, it is fatally flawed. 

We look forward to a prompt response cll¢fying the status of this matter for J 
ourselves and the public generally as we have requested. 

Sincerely, 

Ryan A. Smith 

cc: 

Mr. Gary Kvistad 
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(Cont.)
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L18-02

I Brownstein Hyatt 
FaJber Schreck 

November 11, 2013 

VIA FIRST CLASS MAIL AND ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Amy Outschke, Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacinc Region Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento. CA 95825 

Gary M. KVISI8d 
Attorney at Law 
80~.882.1414 tel 
805.965 4333 fax 
GKVI~.com 

RE: Environmental Asses5ment (EA} for the Santa Ynez Band or Chum&8h Indians Camp 4 Fo. 
to TrU$l A~tlon 

Dear Ms. Dutscllke: 

This letter supplements Santa Ynez River water Conservation District, Improvement District No. t 's J 
(Dislricl) comments submitted to the &lreau of Indian Affairs (BIA) on October 7, 2013 and October 18, 
2013 regarding tile Environmental Assessment for the Santa Ynez Band or Chumash Indians (Tribe) Camp 
4 Fee-to-Trust (EA) appllcatiOil (Application). Copies of those comment letters are attached M rl!to as 
Exhibits A and B, respectively. In sum. the District req uests reconsiderabon of trle Appllcation's 
completeness. as the underlying basis of the application, non-contiguous parcels sought to be put into trust I 
within the Tribe! Consolidation Area, no longer "xists. _j 

As you know, the EA arises from the Tnbe's request that trle BIA take fiVe parcels of land that are owned 
by the Tribe Into trust (the 'Proposed Action'). The live parcels total1,433 acres end are located east of 
State Route 154 and north of Armour Ranch Road, in an unincorporated area of Santa Barbara County 
More particulaJ1y, the parcels are east of the Town of Santa Ynez, 3.95 miles east of the City of Solvang, 
and 22.2 miles nofthwesl of trle City of Santa Barbara, California (the 'Parcels'). When the AppriCation 
was submitted on July 12, 2012, the Parcels were Within the 11,500 acre '"Tribal Consolidation Area• lor 
which the Regional Director of the BIA approved a Tribal Consolidation and Acquisition Pian (TCAP) on 
June 17, 2013. The Parcels are not contJgucus to or within the exterior boundaries or the Tribe's existing 
reservation. The Parcels do not overlap with, but are Immediately ad)8Cent to, the District's service area. 

By letter dated October 11 , 2013, the Tribe Withdrew Its TCAP ror the 11,500 aaes of land, including the 
lands that are involved In the Tribe's Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust Application. See 68 IBIA 58, 59; see o/so 
October 11, 2013 letter attached hereto as Exhibit C. Accordingly, by order dated October 24, 2013, the 
Interior Board of Indian Appeals (IBIA) vacated the Regional Director's decision to approve ·the TCAP. 58 
IBlA at 60. In its Ordef, the IBIA further commeoted that in approving the TCAP. •[t)l appears that BIA 
neither sought public comment on the Plan nor Issued a public notie41 of the Decision." /d. at 58. IBIA 
further stated trlat "should the Tribe resubmit its originlll Plan, or submit a new plan for approval, BIA must 
consider the situabon with a 'clean siab!t,' [citation omitted) without regard for (its prior decision).' /d. at 60. 
IBIA thereafter also dismissed as moot the 11 appeals filed chaltenglng BIA's June 17, 2013 approval of 
the TCAP. ld. at 59. 

1020 State Street 
Santa &Mboro, CA 9310l-27U 
- 805.963. 7(lfl(l 
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Amy Dutschke Regional Director 
Novernber1 1, 2013 

, Page 2 

The EA states that the Tribe's fundamental purpose for taking the 1 ,411. 1 acres of land plus rights of way 
into trust is to fulrlll the purpose of the TCAP by providing housil'lg '"ithin the Tribal Consolidation Area to 
accommodate tho Tribe's current members and anticipated growth. EA. p. 1-6. ~lowever, given tha( tile 
Tribe has withdrewn its TCAP and the IBIA vacated BIA's decision approving tho TCAP, this slated 
purpose Is no longer accurate. As a result, IM Apptic&tlori and the EA rely oo a set of underlying faclual 
circumstances that no longer exist (Le. an approved and operative TCAP} and thus BIA has no basis for 
continuing to cons<del' the now incomplete Application. Accordingly, BlA should cease its coMideration of 
the Appllc<ltion untH the Tribe submits an updated Application accurately setting forlh the underlying facts. 
If the T ribe submits an updated A pplication. the BIA would need to prepare an updated EA as indicated by 
the IBIA. 

Even if the BIA had a basis for continuing its consideration of the Appicabon as submlt1ed, a new stricter 
scrutiny s tandard of review applies to consideration of the Application . SH 25 C.F.R. § 151.11. According 
to the EA. the BlA's approval of the TCAP means that •the trust application for the proposed trust parcels 
constitutes a request for land acquisition within an approved Tribal Consolidation Area undi!r the authority 
granted to the federal government under 25 CFR 151.3(a)(1) ." EA. p. 1-5 . Accordingly, the EA asserts 
that the decision regarding Whether II> take these lands Into trust Is to be ' given the ~me level of scrutiny 
as land acquisition on or adjacent to a tribe's resen~ation." ld. Even assuming that is the proper standard 
of re\liew where an approved TCAP is In place 1, under the present clrcumstances (i.e. no TCAP} this.ls 
clearty the incorl'e(;t standllrd of review. As tile Camp 4 lands are no lon~r within an approved TCAP. 
they must be given the •greater scrvtiny" required by BIA's regulations for acquisi tions of off-reservation 
lands. See 25 C.F.R § 151.11. Because the EA is now predicated on an liT1)(01)er standard of review, a 
new analysis must be conducted to demonstrate that analysis of the Proposed Action's enviroomenlal 
impacts has met the stricter review standard, and was not influenced in any way by the BIA's 
misunderstanding of the rt'l()('e lenient standard previo11Siy given II> the Proposed Action. 

Given that the Tri>e has withdrewn its TCAP and the IBIA vacated the decision approving the TCAP, and 
for all the reasons above, the District respectfully requests that BIA cease Its consideratron of the Proposed 
Action or alternatively re-consider the Proposed Action after either a new TCAP is approved or the Tribe 
submits an updated Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust Appr.canon. 

Please feel free to contact me d irectly with any questions regarding this request 

Sincerely, 

·=-= 

GMK:ibc 

Altachments 

cc: Chris Dahlstrom. General Manager 
santa Ynez River Vllaler Cons..."Wation District, Improvement District No 1 

'In it.s October 7, 2013 letter, the District contested this characterization otthe applicable slandard of 
review. See Exhibit A at p . 5-6. 
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I Brownstein Hyatt 
farber Schreck 

Octobef 7, 2013 

VIA FIRST CLASS MAIL AND ELECTRONIC MAIL 

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

Gary M. Kvistad 
Atlomey at law 
805.882.1• 1•111 
805.965.4333 fax 
GKvlstad@bhfs.com 

RE: Environmental Asseument (EA) for the Santa Yn.oz Band of Chumash Indiana 
Camp 4 Fee to Trust Acqu laltlon Project 

Dear Ms. Dulsetlke: 

I. INTRODUCTION AND S\JIIIIIARY OF COMMENTS 

We are genera l counsel for the Santa Y nez RiVer Water Conservation Dis lrict, Improvement 
District No. 1 (the ·District"). The District appreciates the opportul'lity to comment on the 
Environmental Assessment {EA) for Camp 4 Fee to Trust Acquisition Project of tho Santa Ynez 
Band of Cllumash Indians (the "Tribe'). These comments are being submitted to help ensure 
compliance with the National Environmental Polley Act ("NEPA") (42 U S .C.§ 4321 et seq.) This 
letter has been prepared through the joint effon o f the District, the District's wates- right engineers, 
Stetson Engineers, and our firm. The District requests that lhla comment letter and the attached 
reference materials be included as part at the administretive reoord in this m alter. 

The District was formed in 1959 under the Water Conservation District Law at 1931, Division 21. 
Section 74000 et seq. or the california Waler Code as an lmPfovement District of the Sarna Ynez 
River Water Conservation DiSiric! ror the purposes of furnishil'lg water within the District's 
boundaries, and has ope rated contlnOOU$Iy since 1959. The Dis1rict functions as an Improvement 
District, which means it is an Independent local govemm ental agency. 

Located in the central portion of Santa Barbera County, the District serves the communities at 
Santa Ynez. Los Olivos, Ballard. the City of Solvang, the Tribe's ReservatiQn and rur al ponions at 
the County. With a population of approximately 8.920 (excluding the City of Solvang), the Oistric:1 
currently provides water directly to 2.608 municipal and industrial eustomers aod ir1cluding 110 
agricultural customers. 

a1 £tst c.""" s.-. 
SJflta tarban~, CA 931Dl•2?06 
Mall! 805.963,1000 
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Brownstein·Hyatt 
Farber Schrecf< 

Ms. Amy Dutschke, Director 

October 18, 2013 

Bureau of Indian Affairs - Pacific Region 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

RyanA.Smi111 
Attomey et Law 
202.747 J)5(Jl tel 
202296.7009 fax 
rsmi111@bhfs.com 

Ra: Supplement Comments on the Land Consolidation and Acquialtlon Plan of the 
Santa Ynh Band of Chumash Indians/Environmental AM&asment (EA) for the 
Santa Ynez Band of Chumuh Indians. Camp 4 Fee to Trust Acquiaitlon Project 
Based on N- Information · · 

Dear Director Dutschke: 

We are writing on behalf of Santa Ynez Rlver Water Conservation District, Improvement 
District No. 1 (the "Disbict") concerning the (1) Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians' (the 
"Tribe•) Land Consolidation and Acquisition Plan ("LCAP") and (2) the Environmental · 
Assessment (EA) prepared in connection with the LCAP for the for the Santa Ynez Band of 
Chumash Indians Camp 4 Fee to Trust Acquisition Project (the "Fee-To-Trust Application"). BIA 
approved the LCAP on June 17, 2013, and is currently considering the Tribe's Fee-To-Trust 
Application. On October 7, 2013,-the District provided you with comments on the EA. Since the 
District's submission of its comments, new'informatlon has become available that directly impacts 
the EA. Accordingly, the District is submitting these supplemental comments on the EA to 
specifically address this new lnfonnation, 

Ato discussed below, the underlying rationale for the EA is the Tribe's LCAP. Since the 
District flied Its comments, the Tribe has withdrawn its LCAP. On October 11, 2013, the Tribal 
Chairman wrote to you staling that the Tribe "withdraw{s] without prejudice• the "Tribal 
Consolidation Area (TCA) application dated March 27,2013 as approved on June 17,2013: 
Enclosed with the Jetter is tribal Resolution #926A. dated October 9, 2013, in which the Tribal 
Business Committee.resolves that the TCA Application be withdrawn and In which it authorizes 
the Tribe's Chairman "to negotiate. sign, and execute any and all documents required or 
J)ecessary to implement such WITHDRAWAL WITHOUT PREJUDICE." 

bMs.com 

WO I $Utet..NW, SQt• 510 . 
Washington, OC 20005-35'05 
.. ,.. 202.296.7$53 



Comment Letter L19 

Comment Letter L19 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is a duplicate of Comment Letter L17.   
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Comment Letter P1

P1-02
(Cont.)

Aug 2613 11 :269 STAND UP FOR CALIFORN!A 916663-1415 p.1 

Stand Up For California! 
"Citizens making a difference" 

_,..,standupe:a.OI!J 

FAX 
DATE: August 26, 2013 Pages 2 in eluding cover pllie 

~ SellmK- Dlrector 
P. O. Box 355 
Penry:n, CA. 9S663 

Attn: Amy Dutsehke Regioual Direetor q 1/.o - ct?? -~ 

FROM: Cheryl 
cherylschmit®,att.net 

Schmit PH: 91~3-3207 Fax: 916-663-1415 

Message: 
Reg Oir MJ t ·· · ,/ 
Oep Reg Oir J 1 
Reg Adm Ofcr ~ 
Route I?.J?rl'S ~LS 
Response Required -=~~~..4_---
0ue Dale 2 - 3-!3 

Request for a 30 day extension. 

~~emo Ur '--
·s:e --·----· Ot!1rJr -- - ..... -.==--

Thank you .. . .. .. .. ·····- ''' '·- -·-··· 

Cheryl 
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Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)
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(Cont.)

P1-02

P1-01

P1-03

~ . Aug 26 13 11:269 STAND UP FOR CALIFORNIA 916663-1415 

Stand Up For California! 
11Citizens making a difference1

' 

p.2 

P. 0. 80)1355 

Pecuyn, CA. 95663 

Amy Dutschke 
Regional Director 
2&00 Cottage Way, 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
FAX: 9169786099 

August 26, :Z013 

RE: Request for an Extension 

Dear Regional Director Dutschke, 

I reoei:ved via Fed X the Notice of Availability (NO A) and CD of the Envirorunemal 
Assessment (EA) for the Santa Ynez Dan.d of Chumash lndians of Santa Barbara, on 
August 22, 2013. I note that the EA is some 900 pages in length and covers significant 
subjects of land and water resources, land use, air qWIIity, federally listed wildlife, 
transportation and. citc11lation, cul1ural resources and the list continues. These subject 
areas require cornpreheo.sive readiDg and tho118ln:ful analysis in order to provide 
appropriate comment. Clem:.ly, the Tribe and the Bureau of Indian Affairs have el<Pended 
considerable tixru: and effon to prepare and present this document 

Considering this fee to trust application is within our states first ever "Tribal J 
Consolidation Plan Aa:aM and encompasses more than .1400 acres of bmd, our 
organization request an c:x1ell5ion of 30 days beyond the September 19"' deadline in order 
to provide suitable comment. 

Tho .Bureau of Indian Affirirs has a history of granting 30 days extension when fu; to trust J 
acquisiti<>JJS are this extensive. SUlnd Lp For California/ would like to provide 
rnesni»gful commeot for your review and ~nsideration. We await your timely response. 
Thank you for your consideration. 

';;t:L o~~Q~ 
Cheryl Schmit~- .._/ 
916 663 3207 
chcrvischmi!cw.al t.net 

1 
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Comment Letter P2
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(Cont.)

P2-04

P2-03

P2-05

P2-02

P2-01

SY Band of Mission Chumash Indians, 1,400 acre fee-to-trust application, 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Jonathan Paulson <jrp@jonathanpaulson.com> 
To: Chad.broussard@bia.gov 

Tue. Aug 27, 2013 at 5:50 PM 

C<;: inb@polosyv.org 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

Please understand the Impact that this 1,400 acre fee-to-trust application will J 
have on communities in Santa Barbara County and why I am requesting a 60 
day extension of the comment period on the recently released Environmental 
Assessment (EA). 

The 1,400 acres in this fee-to-trust application and EA analysis is the size of J 
one of the largest cities in the valley, Solvang. Because of the size of the 
area, and the complexity of the EA, the County and our community members 
need a minimum of 60 additional days to review the EA for comments. 

In addition, the EA includes and references the Tribal Consolidation Area. J 
This is an overlay that includes hundreds of privat ely owned homes. This is 
unprecedented. Because the "TCA" is included and referenced in the EA, the 
County and property owners must have time to research the TCA, and how it 
relates to the EA. 

In addition, 25 CFR 151 does not authorize the Department of the Interior to 
Impose restrictions on a tribe's future use of land which has been taken into 
trust. I f the tribe can change the use of the land, then this EA becomes 
meaningless. 
Assistant Secretary Indian Affairs: Carl Artman, 2008 

http://www.polosyv.org/hotTopics/pdf/DOI_to_Congressman_ Hunter-no_ 
restrictions. pdf 

Please extend the comment period by 60 days to allow a thorough J 
examination of this Environmental Assessment to ensure that the needs of all 
people are considered. 

Respectfully, 

Jonathan Paulson 

V1 
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Comment Letters P3 through P7 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.
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8128113 DEPARTMENT OFT He INTERIOR Mel I · Eldsnsl<>n 

Extension 

Pamela Zwehi-Burke <milkjug@me.com> 
To: Chad.broussard@bia.gov 
Cc: Pamela Zwehi-Burl<e <milkjug@mac.com> 

Tue, Aug 27, 2013 at 6:52PM 

Please extend the public comment phase In addressing the fee-to-trust proposal by the Chumash Indians. The J 
en\Ofronmental assessment is recently !Miilable for perusal and citizens need time 10 consider its ramifications. 
Thank you, Pamela Zwehi-Burf<e 
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Comment Letters P9 and P10 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  
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DEPARTMENT G' THE IN'TCRIOR Mall- f<elotruol 

fee to trust 

Nancy Englander <nenglanden@gmail.com> 
To: chad.broussard@bia.gov 

Tue, Aug 27. 2013 at 8:01 PM 

Cc: info@polosyv.org 

August 27, 2013 

Dear Mr. Broussard. 

I am writing regarding the En>ironmental Assessment that Is part of fee-t<>trust application filed by the Santa 
Ynez Band of Mission Chumash Indians for what we know as Camp-4, a 1400 acre property on Baseline Awnue 
between Happy Canyon and Edisoo. As I am sure you realize, the use of a property of this size has implications 
not only for the immediate neighbors but also for the greater community. Gi\en the s ize of the area and the 
complexity of the En>ironmental Assessment (EA), I belie\e that we need more than 30 days to re>iew and 
comment upon the appfication and therefore request that you consider a SO day extension ofthe comment 
period-bringing it to 90 days. 

1 am also deeply troubled by the fact that once the land is taken into tiust, there is no way to assure that the 
tribe's use of the land is consistent with their application and the EA- in other words, unless there is a way to 
build into the process restrictions on use of the land so that It must remain consistent with the EA, one has to 
question the wlidrty of the EA. 

Finally, the EA mentions a "Tribal Consolfdatioo Area• {TCA). As I am sure you realize, this is an o-..eriay that 
includes thousands of acres and hundreds of privately owned homes. I am not sure of the significance of this 
oo.erlay. why it is mentioned in the EA and what the ramifications are. As far as I know, this is unprecedented and 
the implications are immense. As a neighboring property owner, I need to understand this O\er1ay, what it means 
and how it relates to the EA, if at all. This takes time. 

So it is my hope that you and your colleagues are willing to extend the comment period by an additional 60 days­
- to allow the time for a thorough rev.ew of the EA and the issues it raises and to enable members of the 
community to intelligently comment, in the expectation that the needs and best Interests of all of us are 
considered. 

Sincerely yours, 

Nancy Englander 
6660 Happy Canyon Road 
Santa Ynez 

1ft 

J 
J 
J 
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Comment Letters P12 and P13 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  
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OEPAATMEN T OF THE INTERIOR Mall - 1,400 acre S8nla Ynez Vall&yE"A arr:IIG$-t>-lrUSt. TA ChLrn80h proposal 

1,400 acre Santa Ynez Valley EA and fee-to-trust, TA Chumash proposal 

Beth Horvalh <horvath@westmont.edu> 
To: Chad.broussard@bia.gov 

Please see attached. Thank for your consideration. 

~ BIA EA letter for extension.docx 
146K 

Wed, Aug 28, 2013 at 7:02AM 
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P14-03

P14-04

P14-05

To: Mr. Broussard1 Bureau of Indian Affairs 

From: Concerned citizen of the Santa Ynez Valley in Cali fornia 

Date: August 281 2013 

RE: Santa Ynez Band of Mission Chumash I ndians/ 11400-acre fee-to­
trust application1 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Dear Mr. Broussard1 

I am very concerned that you fu lly understand the Impact that this 
1,400-acre fee-to-trust application will have on communities in Santa 
Barbara County and why I am requesting a 60 day extension of the 
comment period on the recently released Environmental Assessment 
(EA). 

The 1,400 acres in this fee-to-trust application and EA analysis is the 
size of one of the largest cities in the valley1 Solvang. Because of the 
size of the area, and the complexity of the EA, the County and our 
community members need a minimum of 60 additional days to review 
the EA for comments. 

In addition/ the EA includes and references the Tribal Consolidation 
Area. This is an overlay that includes hundreds of privately owned 
homes. This is unprecedented. Because the "TCA" is included and 
referenced in the EA1 the County and property owners must have time 
to research the TCA, and how it relates to the EA. 

In addition1 25 CFR 151 does not authorize the Department of the 
I nterior to impose restrictions on a tribe's future use of land that has 
been taken into trust. If the tribe can change the use of the land1 then 
this EA becomes meaningless. 
Assistant Secretary Indian Affairs: Carl Artman. 2008 

http: //www.oolosvv.ora/hotTopics/odf/DOI to Congressman Hunter­
no restrictions.pdf 

The significant and negative impact t hat the proposal submitted by the 
Chumash Band (note: Band, not Tribe) has for all of Santa Barbara 
County, and most particularly the other residents of the Santa Ynez 
Valley is VERY significant (and rather insidious). All people who live, 
work or visit 1 simply want to live in/enjoy a rural setting1 and raise 
their children with safe access to the "out of doors." The severe 

J 
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Comment Letter P14 (Cont.)

P14-05
(Cont.)

P14-02

P14-03

P14-04

P14-05

Impact this proposal wil l have on fut ure water supply and usage, and 
which will completely undermine the very carefully laid out valley 
community plan for further development and the essential agricultural 
usage that occurs In the valley, demands that there be t ime to fully 
review the proposed plan. 

Please extend the comment period by 60 days to allow a thorough 
examination of this Environmental Assessment to ensure that the 
needs of .all people are considered. 

Respectfully, 

E. A. Horvath 
Concerned valley resident 
and college ecology professor 

J 



Comment Letters P15 through P18 

Comment Letters P15 through P18 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.
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P19-04

P19-05

DEPARTMEN T OF Tt-IE INTERIOR Ma l • \«<l Acr"' 

1400 Acres 

Mike Shuler <mlkersh2003@yahoo.com> TIJe, Aug 27. 2013 at9:28 PM 
To: "Chad.broussard@bia.goV' <Chad.broussard@bla.go\1> 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

I am a loog time resident of the Santa Ynez Valley. ~here in 1974. 

This is a W<llldemJt Valley. and great place to rr.e. 

Since the 'Indians• opened the Chumash casino, and hotel, plus some of the other acquisitions in Sol1eng. the 
crime rate has gone up substantialy. 

As a long term resident of the Santa Ynez Valley, I'm totally against the de~~a!Oj)ment of the 1400 acres that Fess 
Parker sold. 

Many Issues ans at stake, water, roads, and In general the fact they ans trying to become a "so-..erelgn" nation 
status? 

This is ridiculous! Why should the 'Indians• be allowed to pay no property, and other taxes, when they like us 
li~ In a beaut! lUI area, and some hale become filthy rich because of gambling, which I pers00811y feet is riOden 
by crime, $imilar to when prohrbilion was run by the Mafia. 

I would be glad to expand bther. please take this note as my personal feeing. I em not connected 'Nith any 
cill.:ens ~against the expansion or the acres In quest.Joo. 

Sincerely, 

Mike Shuler 

Mike Shuler 
Mikersh 2003@yahoo .. com 
Cell- (806) 350-0063 

, 



Comment Letters P20 through P22 

Comment Letters P20 through P22 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.
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Comment Letter P23

P14-05
(Cont.)

P23-01

P23-02

P14-04

P14-05

1400 acre "Camp 4" lands of the Santa Ynez Valley 

ttgomam@aol.com <ttgolham@aol.com> 
To: Chad.broussatd@bia.goy 
Cc: cllan@coontyolsb.org 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

Wed, Aug 28, 2013 at 10:11 AM 

My wife and I own a home In the Happy Canyon area adjacent to the lands described abo-..e. The Chumash 
Indians are attempting to transfer this land in the "Fee to Trust• process to their resoM!tlon. This would ha-.. 
serious negative en~ronmental Impact to the area Including the impact to the water supply by increased usage. 
tralfic and the ovarall pristine em.ironment of the area. We in the VaHey have already seen the deveJopment 
impact the Chumash have already done on their present lands with casinos, gas s~ and other de\elopment 
projects. Please consider the many hl.lrdeds or good citizens in the Valley and how they >Mll be negatl\ely 
Impacted by allowing the Chumash to transfer Camp 4 lands into their reser.etlon and 8\0id County d4MIIopment 

restrictions. 

We are the people that would be impacted by your decisions. Please consider our side of the story. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Gotham 
5285 Btlse6ne Rd 
Santa Ynez, Ca 93460 

J 
~ 

J 
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Comment Letter P24
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(Cont.)

P24-01

P24-02
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P14-05

P24-04

812&'13 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mal · ~ As-tmonl, SaiD Ynez Band or Chlmlsh ltd.-. 1«ll ocre le&lr:Hru!;l "R'fi 

Environmental Assessment, Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians 1400 acre 
fee-to-trust application 
·; i1U!' :a~':10 

Bill Krauch <blllkrauch@aol.com> Wed, Aug 28, 2013 at 10:32 AM 
To: "Chad.broussard@biagov" <Chad.broussard@bia.goV> 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 
A$ a boiQe(ing property owner to the 1400 acres I hereby request a 60 day extension of the comment period on 
the recently released Em1ronmental Assessment fi:>r the fOIIa.Wig r<!aSons: 

This document was probably in preparation fi:>r one yN/f and it is difficult to thoroughly study in less than 30 days. 

The 1400 acres is the size of one at the largest citJes in the wiley, Solwng, and If epp!Oioed as requested would 
have many adverse impacts upon the community. 

The inclusion of the Tribal Consolidation Area needs extensive legal research. 

Please extend the r&l<iew period by 60 days. 

Respect lilly, 

BIIIKrauoh 

Sent from my iPad 
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Comment Letter P25

P14-05
(Cont.)

P25-01

P25-02

P14-04

P14-05

P25-04

Please extend the Comment Period on the Environmental Assessment for 
Chumash application 

Kyle Abello <kabello@ucsd.adu> 
To: Chad.broussard@bia.gov 

Wed, Aug 28, 2013 at 11:51 AM 

Re: Santa Ynez Band of Mission Chumash Indians, 1400 acre faa-to-trust application. En\olronmental 
Assessment . 

Dear Mr. Broussard. 

I am a resident of the Santa Ynez Valley and neighbor of the Chumash Tribe and just became aware ofttle 
pending En.•I"OIV'Ilelltal Assessment br their 1400 acre fee-to-trust application In rural Santa Ynez. Please 
extend the comment period so the many people Uke me who have just bund out about this applicatlon and who 
would be profoundly afected by the development or this agriculturally zoned property can adequataly re\olew the 
En\olronmental Assessment. 

The aheer soze o{ the proposed area is larger than the largest City, Solvang, in the Santa Ynez Valley, and the 
complexity ot the document demands more time to re~ew. especially since there is reference to even more land 
that the Tribe would like to take Into trust (!he TCA map shown on the En\olronmental Assessment~ 

Please extend the comment period by 60 days to allow a thorough examination of this E~w 
Assessment and make sure that all of the afected residents of our Valley and County are able to comment. 

Sincerely, 
Kyle Abello 
Sol~.ang 

J 
J 
J 
J 
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Comment Letter P26

P14-05
(Cont.)

P26-01

P26-02

P14-04

P14-05

P25-04

&'26113 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mai · Sa-D Yne<BanddMicsionCh.JI'I't15h lll(!lans, 1,400acre le&-10-lfllltlllClilclll!iOn. ENVIRONMENT I 

Santa Ynez Band of Mission Chumash Indians, 1,400 acre fee-to-trust 
application, ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
~ ~n;:u~~)(.jC 

hlddenlakeranch@earthlink.net <hiddenlal<eranch@earthlink.net> 
Reply-To: hiddenlakeranch@earthlink. net 
To: Q1ad. broussard@bia.gav 
Cc. tnfo@polosyv.org 

Wed, Aug 28,2013 at 11:59 AM 

RE: Santa Ynaz Band or Mission Chumash Indians, 1,400 acre r*to-trust application, ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT 

Dear Mr. BltlUSsard, 

Th& impact that this 1,400 acre fee-to-trust application will haw on my home of 33 years. which back up to this 
1400 acres and the rest of the communities in Santa Barbara County Is why I am requesting a 60 day extension 
of the comment period on the recently released ErMom!ental Assessment (EA}. 

Tho EA includes and references the Tribal Consolidation Area. This Is an owrfay that includes my home. As a 
property 0\11/ner that both borders the 1400 acrss and is wUh in the Tribal Consolidation Area I must hale the time 
to research the TCA. and how it relates to the EA. 

Please extend the comment period by 60 days to allow a thorough examination c:/ this Em.ironmental 
Assessmenl to ensure that the needs or all people are cooside!ed. 

Respectfully, 
Caryn cantella 
1551 Linda Vista Dr. 
Santa Ynez, CA 

J 
J 
J 



Comment Letters P27 and P28 

Comment Letter P27 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2. 

Comment Letter P28 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P25.
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Comment Letter P29

P14-05
(Cont.)

P29-01

P29-02

P14-04

P29-03

P25-04

• 

&28113 DEP.ARTMENT OF ll-4e INTERIOR Mail- RE: Requeotlor tr1 EldQ<,olon 

RE: Request for an Extension 

Ginny Burroughs <glndog562000@yahoo.com> 
Reply-To: Ginny Bu11"0U9hs <gindog562000@yahoo.com> 
To: "chad.broussard@biago\1' <chad.broussard@bia.gov.> 
Cc: "lnfo@syiCOOCemedcitizens.com• <info@sy..concemedcltizens.com> 

August 28,2013 

RE: Request for an Extension 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

Wed, Aug 28, 2013 at 12:32 PM 

I note that the EA is some 900 pages in length and covers 
significant subjects of land and water resources, land use, air 
quality, federally listed wildlife, transportation and circulation, 
cultural resources and the list continues_ These subject areas 
require comprehensive reading and thoughtful analysis in order to 
provide appropriate comment. Clearly, the Tribe and the Bureau of 
Indian Affa-irs have expended considerable time and effort to 
prepare and present this document. 

Considering this fee to oust application is within our state 's first 
ever "Tribal Consolidation Plan Area" and encompasses more than 
1400 acres ofland, I am requesting an extension of 60 days beyond 
the September 19th deadline in order to provide suitable comment. 
The Bureau of Indian Affairs has a history of granting extension 
when fee to trust acquisitions are this extensive. 

I live close to the Camp 4 property, and am very concerned about 
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Comment Letter P29 (Cont.)

P29-03
(Cont.)

P29-04

P29-05

P14-04

P29-03

P29-06

DEPARlMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail- RE: Requesl IN an ~icn 

the negative consequences of its annexation by the BIA. Camp 4 
would effectively be removed from County and Santa Ynez Valley 
juristiction if annexation is accomplished. With no restrictions on 
this land's use, the value of my home, as well as the quality of 
living there would ahnost ce1tainly diminish. I have already 
experienced increased light pollution, traffic, and noise from the 
existing casino. 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Virginia BwToughs 
1185 Mustang Drive 
Santa Ynez, ca 93460 
805 688-6836 
gindog321 @verizon.net 
Cheryl Schmit- Director 
916 663 3207 
cherylschmit@att.net 

J 
J 
J 
~ 
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Comment Letter P30

P29-03
(Cont.)

P30-02

P30-03

P14-04

P29-03

P30-04

Chumash Tribal Consolidation Plan/Environmental Assessment deadline 
extension request 

Michelle de Werd <micheUe@dewerdfamily.com> 
To: chad.broussard@biagov 

Wed, Aug 28, 2013 at 12:52 PM 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

I write to urge you to give our eom.munity more tilne to evaluate the dramatic impact that the Chumash's 
Tribal Consolidation and Acquisition Plan will have on our town. Tbia Plan was Neently approved by the 

BIA on June 7th with no public notification. I believe our government should provide ~s with more 
transparency. 

This Plan will have considerable impact on water and funding for our public schools and public safety. 

l urge you to please allow for an extension d. the September 19th deadlioe so we may review the 900 page 
application to com~Xehend the representations made in the Environmental Assessment. 

I look forward to your r~panse even if it is just to let me know you have received this emaiL 

Best regard$, 

Michelle de Werd 

Michelle de Werd 

P.O. Box 277 

3345 Foxen Canyo11 Road 

Lo.s Olivos, CA 93441.0277 

Home: 805-688.()553 

MobUe: 805-350.0300 

J 
~ 

J 
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Comment Letter P31

P29-03
(Cont.)

P31-02

P31-03

P14-04

P29-03

P30-04

EA for Santa Ynez Band of Mission lndians,Chumash 

LINDA KASTNER <lkast6945@aol.com> 
To: Chad.broussard@bia.gov 

Wed, Aug 28, 2013 at 12:57 PM 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

Thank you so much for your time today on the phone. 

As I said. I receil>ed a copy of the 930 page Em.ironmental Assessment (EA) regarding the Santa Ynez Band of 
Mission lndians,Chumash,request to the BIA to taka approximately 1400 acres of land in the Santa Ynez Valley 
from fee to trust. 

There is reference in the EA to a Tribal Consolidation Area, TCA, which was ~ in JU1e by the BIA that 
profoundly affects all who own property in the Sants Ynez Valley .We resideol5 and the Santa Barbara County 
Super.isors were !'lEM1f made aware or this document until the application by the Tribe was made to the BIA. 

l,and my attomey, need more time to digest this TCA and the Emironmental Assessment. 

I am asking, for a extension of the comment period on this Emironm&ntal Assessment. A 60 day extension 
shoUd be enough for us to read this 930 page Assessment and the TCA and fully understand its impacts. 

Thank you so very much. 
Linda and Sid Kastner 
PO Box 402 
Santa Ynez -CA.93460 
805-895-6343 
ikast6945@aOI.com 

Unda Kastner 

VI 
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P29-03

P30-04

8126113 OEPAATMENT Of THE INTeR~ Mllil - e.NniiQn lot E...,._ •osoo1 1al ,..,loTt\61 

Extension for Environmental Assessment Fee to Trust 

Mary Jane Edalatpour <mjmcrthre@aol.com> 
To: Chad.broussard@bia.gov 

We<J. Aug 28, 2013at 1:09 PM 

Please extend comment period for the fee to trust In Sante Ynez Valley bat least 60 days. More time J 
needed to fairly represent the comlll'.Mlity at 1~. 

Mary Jane Edalatpour 
8615 Santa Rosa Road 
Buellton CA 93427 
805 688-1017 
949 683-6287 ceU 
maryjaneedalatpou@me.com 

1/1 
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Comment Letter P33

P29-03
(Cont.)

P33-02

P33-03

P14-04

P29-03

P33-04

Tribal Consolidation & Acquisition Plan 

Tucker <tuctlp@comcast.net> 
To: chad>broussard@tlia.gov 
Cc: lnfo@&Y\C(lnC81Tl9dcitizens.com 

Sirs: 

Wed, Aug 28, 2013 at 1:29PM 

We are concerned that the Bureau of Indian Affairs Is considering annexatioA of properties under discussion to J 
the Chumash tribe in the Santa Ynez Valley. Further. the Tribal Consolidation & Acquisition Plan, included In the 
application, goes against the Santa Ynez Valley community Plan. 

Our concerns remain: 

1. Impact on the communities in the Santa Ynaz Valley, 
ie: pofice. lire, emergency agencies and sernces 

increased traffic on congested highways 
devaluation of properties in the valley 
use of water supplies 
impact on ranches that haw long been a part dour communities 
impact on local businesses 
lost tax monies 

2. Legitimacy of the tribe. its members. and. therefore, Its rights 

We consider that the seriousness of the Chumash requests and the lack of public notlftcation, mal<es it 
lmperatiw that the public haw an extended time to absorb the impacts of these Issues and to format relevant 
comment 

We respectfully request a 60-day extension of the ~- period. 

Robert P. and Ann 1\Jcker 
253 Alisal Road 
Solvang, CA 93463 

~ 

J 

VI 
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Comment Letter P34

P29-03
(Cont.)

P34-02

P34-03

P14-04

P29-03

P34-04

P34-05

P34-06

P34-07

P34-08

P34-09

&'2&'13 DEPARTIJENT ~ lliE ii'ITERIOR Moil- request Elkloy~ 

request GO~day extension 
~ M&laU~C 

Michael/Mary Jane Delgado <mmjdelgado@comcasl net> 
To: chad.broussBid@biagov 

Wed, Aug 28, 2013 at 1:34PM 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

I am writing to s\rQngly reayes! 60=<!ay ext ens jon of comment peOod to giw me enough time to understand the 
930-page long FTI application, and these are the reasons: 

1. The Enl>ironmental Assessment Sl:lbmittad by the tribe in connection with Its Fe&-To-Trust application Is 
930 pages long. More than 30 days are needed to read, \elily and ewluate the representations made In 
the EA before relel.ent comment can be articulated.. 

2. On Jooe 7, 2013 1t1e BIA appro\ed a Tribal Consolidation and Acquisition Plen encoolp3SSing Camp 4 plus 
approximately 10,000 ad<it:ional acres, with no notice to the community, geMming bodies or pri\ftte 
landowners~ own land inside the TCA. The community needs additional time to determine options for 
action that can be taken to protect property owners, both inside and adjacent to the TCA. 

3. The action by the BIA in approving the TCA is unprecedented and needs to be evaluated, particularly as 
there was no public notic'e giwn of this action. 

4 The TCA's impact is Inconsistent with the County Board of Superusors-adopted Santa Ynez Valley 
Community Plan and needs to be evaluated. 

5. The mer-reaching of the BIA in appra.ing the TCA has the legal effect of an [n~«Se condemnation (a 
'taking') for the properties inside and adjacent to the TCA. 

6. The TCA incorporates property v.illl an estimated ~gregate w lue in the bilions ol dollars. The tax 
consequences to the state, county and local gol.()mments are astronomical and need to be 91/aluated. 

7. Real properties in escrow in the area prior to the disclosure of the BIA's TCA approval haw now fallen out 
of escrow. Realtors in the area need more time to evaluate these impacts. 

8. There is a cloud on the title of all properties owned Inside and adjacent to the TCA. 

Thank you for your ser.ice, 
Me.ry Jane West -Delgado 
SantaYnez 

111 



Comment Letters P35 through P37 

Comment Letter P35 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2. 

Comment Letters P36 and P37 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P1.
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Comment Letter P38
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P38-04

P38-05

P38-06

P38-07

P38-08

P38-09

• 

2roussa:d Chad <chad.broussard@bl.a gov>-

Chusmash TCA designation~ request for extension of comment period, if not 
outright reversal of request. 
' 1r~SSCIQC 

Rob Walton <rob.walton.coosulting@gmael.com> Wed, Aug 28, 2013 at 2:08PM 
To: chad.broussard@bia.gov 
Cc: info@s~tizens.oom, robyn. walton@gmail.com. feedback@ios.doi.gov 

Rob Walton 
305 White Oak Road 
Santa Ynez, CA 93460 

Voice: 805-722·0693 
email: rob.walton.consulting@gmail.com 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

As a property owner 11\ing within the Chumash elfected area, which the BIA has decided to confirm llS a Tribal 
Acquisition Area, I protest this designation and al$0 demand an extension of the thirty-day comment period. 

The TCA designation ls typically applied to property that has ALREADY been acquired by a tribe, not property 
that belongs to pmete owners. Such as desiglatioo can nagatively effect my property \elues, and has AO 

business being applied to pnw te lands. 

The existing property that the Chumash are requesting a F-tc-Trust designallon is almost ten times (I!) their 
existing land. They wish to remow that land and other future ac<Psitions in the area from tax roles and any sort 
of local owr.olght and planning. 

This Is not appropriate, we all object, and I am ·writing &lefY representatiw In the area. This is not right. It is not 
fair, and it is clear how the power of Indian casino money is influencing decl~lons that affect the local populace. 

This TCA plan reftects how out of control the BIA and the tribal gowmments are. 

There exists an insidious creeping of fa-..oritism tm.vards the natiw americans, 0\el' lands which are not ewn in 
their possession. 

The expansion of tribal inHuences Is not only inappropriate but is scary. Casinos are being built on out stationed 
lands that are not contiguous with tribal property. This Is wrong and the BIA appears compllclt. 

1. The Environmental Assessment submitted by the tribe in connection with its Fee-To­
Trust application is 930 pages long . More than 30 days are needed to read, verify and 

evaluate the representation~ made in the EA before relevant comment can be 

articulated. 

J 
J 
J 
J 
=:J 

J 
J 

J 
l 2. On June 7, 2013 the BIA approved a Tribal Consolidation and Acquisition Plan 

encompassing Camp 4 plus approxima~ely 10,000 additional acres, with no notice to 

hlljls:l/mall.gOOQie.comtfTiliVw'OI'Iu1=2&ilo<e9o37oiQ538oW<!W'~140o6o311o4dc082 112 
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Comment Letter P38 (Cont.)

P38-09
(Cont.)

P38-11

P38-12

P14-04

P29-03

P38-13

P38-14

P38-15

P38-16

P38-08

P38-09

8128113 DEPARTMENT OF TH£ INTERIOR Mal - Ctuomlcl1 TCA desfgflltjan • reqUiOSt for &ensi<n o1 CGn'l'I'O't porbl, lf m1 cotrigt( re>el'oa' c 

the communty, governing bodies or private landowners who own land inside the -, ..... ~. 
The community needs additional time to determine options for action that can be 

taken to protect property owners, both rnside and adjacent to the TCA. 

3. The action by the BIA in approving the TCA is unprecedented and needs to be 

evaluated, particularly as there was no public notice given of this action. 

4. The TCA's impact is inconsistent with the County Board of Supervisors-adopted Santa 
Ynez Valley Community Plan and needs to be evaluated. 

5. The over-reaching of the BIA Jn approving the TCA has the legal effect of an inverse 
condemnation (a 'taking') for the properties Inside and adjacent to the TCA. 

6. The TCA incorporates property with an estimated aggregate value In the billions of 

doDars. The tax consequences to the stat e, county and local governments are 
astronomical and need to be evaluated. 

7. Real properties in escrow in the area prior to the disclosure of the BIA's TCA approval 
have now fallen out of escrow. Realtors In the area need more time to evaluate these 
impacts. 

8. There Is a cloud on the title of all properties owned inside and adj acent to the TCA. 

As an effected lndi\oidual, I am requesting tha re\A9rsal of TCA or at minimum an extension of the comment time. 

Sincerely, Robert Walton 

J 
J 
J 
J 
J 
J 
~ 
~ 



Comment Letters P39 and P40 

Comment Letters P39 and P40 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.
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P38-15

P38-16

P38-08
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTE!liOR Mall· Ctwrreshlee-to-lnJot EA. .. _..,Iho..,... 

Chumash fee-to-trust EA ... extend the time 

Jordan Mo <jotdanrno@l.erizon.net> 
To: Chad.broVssard@bia.goy 

Wed, Aug 28, 2013 at 2:33 PM 

It may be U(l(air that ~.erious Indian Nations ha~ been wry badly treated In the past: it ls also unfair to place the I 
burden of reparaticn on only a few present day citizens. __j 

We want to add oonoices to those of the many, many afour community that deeply resent ha\ing our property I 
nghts lliolated by a distant bureaucracy. __j 

Our former neighbor, a Chumash tribal member. recefwd her monthly "stipend" from Casino eamlngs of J 
$30,000/month. We all got on well, and we had no objection to her wealth. We do object to losing oor homes to 
Washington politics. 

At least giw us another 60 days to study the EA and evaluate our situation. ~ 

Joroan Mo & Janet I. Hines 
753 Hillside orne 
sor.oog, CA 93463 

l\llll&;/fmail.googlo.r.>,nvlll!lii/IJIO/?IJi~2&11ooc9a740036&~-pl&sea-ctF-140cededi>3S806o7 111 



P38-10

Comment Letter P42

P38-09
(Cont.)

P41-01

P41-02

P14-04

P29-03

P41-03

P41-04

P38-15

P38-16

P38-08

P42-01

&28/13 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mall - FW: \Oto no en~ 

FW: vote no on annexation 

Susie ·snow <ssnow@uclabruins.net> 
To: chad.brovssa«<@bia.gov 

Wed, Aug 28, 2013 at 2:54 PM 

_ .................. , _______ _ _ , ___ .,, .................. ·----

Ftom: Susie Snow [mallto:ssnow@udabruins.net) 
Sent: Monday, August 12, 2013 2:26 PM 
To: 'sbcob@co.santa-barbara.ca .us' 
Subject: vote no on annexation 

August 12, 2013 

---·---·-------------------......... ---- - -

Chad Broussard, Environmental Protection Specialist 

Dept. of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Pacific Regional Office, Suite 2820 

2800 Cottage Way 

Sacramento, CA 95825 

Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors 

We need your help! 

We are writing regarding the possible annexation of addit ional land to the 
Santa Ynez Valley Chumash Reservation. With the income from their 

hlllls://meil.google.OMIIm(lilfvJOI?t.i=2&1~<-c9c3149536&-.IOW'pl&.-d'Fi-..140o&!be3eblildc3 

l 
112 



P42-02

Comment Letter P42 (Cont.)

P42-01
(Cont.)

P42-03

P42-04

P14-04

P29-03

P42-05

P41-04

P38-15

P38-16

P38-08

P42-01

8'26113 DEPARTMENT OF ll11! NTERIOR Mall- FW: 10te OOCil ~ 

gaming casino the approximate 150 members are now able to ooy any J 
property in the valley, for which we are very happy for them. According 
to the news releases the Tribe wants to annex any land they buy to the 
Reservation thus removing it from any State and County restrictions. We 
feel this is wrong and that they should be required to follow the same 
ordinance laws and zoning that we all have to follow. 

We are afraid if you approve this annexation that a precedent will be set J 
allowing the use of this "loop hole" to bring their massive development to 
an area zoned agricultural and our beautiful rural valley will be changed 
forever. To give 150 people or anyone the right to do this is wrong. =:J 

We are sure this letter is mild compared to some you will be getting but 
the request is the same ...... Save our rural paradise. 

PLEASE vote NO on any land annexation to the Chumash Reservation 

Sincerely, 

Susie Snow, Pat Wall and J eon Wall 

285 Meadowlark Road Santa Ynez, California 93460 Ph. 805 688-0486 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR~ -Clw..mlol! Fee to Tnst/lfc>C<mnent Period~ 

Chumash Fee to Trust App Comment Period Extension 

Karas Kenneth <kenkarast28@gmail.com> 
To: chad.broussard@.bia.goy 

Wed, Aug 28, 2013 at 3:21 PM 

Cc: fnfo@sy...::~itizens.com 

Mr. Brousswd. 

Pis find attached a letter requesting an extension of the comment period related to the Chumash's fee-to-trust 
application in Santa Ynez. 

Thank you. 

Ken Karas 

~ Chum ash Ur to BIA026.pdf 
139K 
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August 26, .20 13 

1\-ts. Amy Dulscbke 
Regional DirectiJr 
Bureau oftndian Affiairs 

4500 Via IUncheros Road 
S311ta Ynez. CA 93460 

kenkarast28@gmailcom 

United States Departmeot of the Interior 
2800 Cottllge Way, 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

RE: Request for u Eitea3ioo re Clau.mub Indian Tribe, Suta Y aez. CA 

~r Regional Director Outsehke: 

We j ust learned that the Chumash Indian Tribe io Santa Ynez, CA submitted to the 
Bureau of indian Affain; (BlA) a "Fee-to-trust" application to annex a piece of property 
in our community known as ··Camp 4 ··.and that the comment period ends on September 
19, a mere 23 days from now. The Eovironalenrzl Assessment associated w1th this 
application is over 900 pages in length and covers signifieaDt issues such as land and 
water resources. land use, air quality, federally liSted wildlife, transpoltation and 
circulation. cultural resource and more. These subject areas require compn:hcnsive 
reading and thoughtful analysis in order to provide appropriat~ comment. Clearly, the 
Tnbe and the Bureau of lndiao Affairs have expended considecable time and effort to 
prepere and pttSCnt this docwuc:nt and we need adequate time to consider it 

Given the magnitude of this app!;cation and its porential impect on our cocnmunity, we 
are requesting an extension of 60 days beyond the September 19.., deadline in ord~r to 
provide suitable comment. 

Thanlc you for your consid~tion. 

- ltol~ 
Kenneth C. Karas 



Comment Letter P44 

Comment Letter P44 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P1.
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Environmental Assessment. Extension Request 
i ~es~uyd 

kelly rose <kelly.rose1@verizon.net> 
Reply-To: kelly rose <ke!ly.rose1@-erizon.ne1> 

Wed, Aug 28. 2013 at 3:26 PM 

To: "Chad.broussa«<@biagov" <Chad.broussard@bia.gov:> 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 
I am a resi:l.ellt and property owner in the Santa Ynez Valey. We opernte a oorse ranch which is located J 
near the 1,400 acres owned in fee by the Saota Ynez Band ofChuruashlndians. r was mule aware of an 
Envi:rontllmtal Assess~rent submitted .il August 20 13 by the Chumash to the .Bureau oflndian Aftairs in 
connection with a request for trans.ter of this property from ree to trust I ~o 1.D1derstand that the co~ J 
pemd estabmbe<l by the BIA ends September 15, 2013. Addili>nally, I am sure youknow1bn tbe 
Em>iromnental Assess men! is more than 900 pages long, 

TOO Envronroental Assessment Document, the proposed Fee to Trust reqteSt, and the infumntion regarding 
the Tri>al Consolidation Area personally impact tre, myilu:nily and the valle and future of our pmperty. For 
example, Proposal A provid~ fur 200+ acres of open space and Proposal B provi:l.es for nearly 800 acres 
of open space. Both200 acres and 800 acres are substantial in size and would alk>w substantial future 
dewlop!retlt which would not be r~tttred once the property was transferred to trust Also, any fiture 
development would make all of the ilfunnation and plms regarding water use, disposal of waste water, 
tra1fu and oilier ixl>ac1s iTelevant and useless. It wouki be worse than co~q>arilg appils to oranges - - it 
would be comparing apples to elephants. 

r am reqmsti:1g an extension of at least 90 days so that my wile, my attorney and I can understand what ti in 
these 900+ pages that directly impact l.l'l, our property, our livelihood, our direct enviroll!l'lenl and our quality 
oflive so that we can resporxi ittenigemly with our concems. 

Thank }QU for your objectM! assessmeu: of my request fi>r a extension oftbe comment period. 

KeDy and Sandy Rose 
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Comment Letter P46 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.
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&'29113 OEPIIRTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Moil· S..nto Ynez Bard 01 Chumash Indians 1M 10 host 

Santa Ynez Band Of Chumash Indians fee to trust 

wendyo9l!O@aol.com <wendye950@aol.com> Wed, Aug 28, 2013 at 4:03 PM 
To: Chad.broussard@bia.gov, info@polosyv.org, ' info '@concemedcitizens.com, wendye950@aol.com 

Dear Mr Broussard, 

Please understand the impact that the 1 ,400 acre fee -to -trust application of the Santa Ynez 
Ball1of 
Chumash Indians will have on communities in Santa Barbara County and why I am requesting 
a 60 day extension of the comment period on the recently released Environmental 
Assessment. 

The Envirormental Assessment submitted by the Tribe is 930 pages long. More than 30 days 
are needed 
to read, verify and evaluate this application. 

In addition, the BIA approved a Tribal Consolidation and Acquisition Plan encompassing 
Camp4, 
1,400 acre site PLUS approximately 10,000 additional acres, with no notice to the community. 

Because of the size of the area , the 1400 acres site equal to one of the largest cities in the 
Santa Ynez Vaney, 
Solvang, and the greatcomplexltyofthe EA, 1he County and our community need a minimum 
of60 day.:; to review the application. 

Because the Department of the Interior does not impose restrictions on a tribe's future use of 
land taken into trust, 
the consequences to our communities, our way of lit~, needs Immediate attention. 

Please heed our concems . 
Respectfully, 
Wendy L. Eisler 

~l.goagle.ocm'mailiul!li?<Jic2&i1Fo9c374~-~-~140c12Mil978foe 
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Request for Extension for Review of Chumash Fee to Trust Action 
I Messagd' 

MCHUGH HAROLD <mchughhr@yahoo.com> Wed, Aug 28, 2013 at 9:05 PM 
Reply-To: MCHUGH HAROLD <mchughhr@yahoo.com> 
To: "chad.broussatd@bia.goV' <chad.broussard@bia.gw> 
Cc: Mike Hadley <mhadley@sllcom.com>, "lnfo@sy'A':oncernedcltizena.com• <info@syl.()()ncemedcitizens.com> 

Mr . Brouss ard: 

There h as b een no public review of the Chumash Tribe Fee to Trust 
action. The property rights of people r es iding in the Santa Ynez 
Valley wil l be adversely affected by this action . The tribal 
member s each have a monthly income exceeding $45,000 . 
They presently have property rights equal to all other valley 
residents and should not be exempt from state and local zoning 
and land use regulations. They already operate a large gambling 
casino i n the Santa Ynez Valley that adversely impacts everyone 
who lives here . Another la rge gambling ent erprise wou ld rui n the 
rural aspects of this valley and destroy our p r operty values . 

Please d elay your action until the residents of the Santa Ynez 
Valley can express their concerns about the fee to Trust action. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Harold McHugh 

'Ill 

J 

J 
J 
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P38-16
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P42-01

Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust Review and the TCA 

Gary Wapln <gary.waples@gmail.com> Wed, Aug 28, 2013 at 9:23PM 
To: chad.broussard@bla.gov 
Cc: info@sy~oncEmedcitizens.com, Supero.!sorCa!bajal@s bcbos 1.otg, jwolf@sbcbos2.org, dfarr@colnyofsb.org, 
peter.adam@coontyofsb.org, stew.IIM.lgnino@countyofsb.org 

Mr. Broussard, 

First, I would like to protest the way the TCA was thrust upon the people who 11-e in the Santa Ynez Valley. No J 
notice, no time to appeal or ewn comment and it gets approwd. That was and is a -.ery deceitill and sneaky 
way to get things done. 

Now, as to the Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust Re>4ew, please extend the length of the re-.iew process by at least another J 
60 days so that competent people can te\oiew and analyze the impacts of rem oiling the land &om the United 
States of America and placing it under the control of a different nation. 

E..en if an extension is granted, I have read the law reliiew report published by Pepperdine Law School that shows J 
that 1n the peat decade or so, 100% of all application to the Fe&-to-Trust process in the Western states ha~oe 
been appro~oed. 

Regardless, please do grant ao extension. ::::::::J 

Sincerely, 

Gary E. Waples 
3063 Horizon ome 
Santa Ynez, CA. 934SO 
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Comment Letter P50 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.
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OEPIIRTI.IENT OF THE INT£RIOR Moll - SarU y,_ Land CQnocAdal., 

Santa Ynez Land Consolidation 

Jon Quirt <jonqulrt@gmail.com> 
To: chad.broussard@biagtW 

Thu, Aug 29, 2013 at 6:49 AM 

Cc: info@sy~oeoncemedcitizens.com 

Mr. Broussard. 

I am writing to request that you extend the public comment periOd from 30 days to 60 days. 

I just acquired a home In Santa Ynez Valley within the Consolidation area. 

Had this Consolidation Plan been conducted in an open, rather than the secret manner it was, I may not ha-.e 
purchased property withio the consolidation area. 

This has had an immediate e.'lect of reducing my property value and Is causing me hardship with the uncertainty 
it produces as to the future dispositiOn of my property. 

Thank you br ytu coosidelatlon. 

Sinc&rely, 

Jon Quirt 
195 Meadowlari< Road 
Santa Ynez, CA 

111 
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'S;v.,ss:ud, Ch&d ·~•:ha d. broussa rd@bla . gov> 

Extension of Comment period 
1 MMSi:\J~ 

Tami Bollny <tami@bollay.com> 
To: chad.broussard@bla.gov 

'Thu, Aug 29, 2013 at 7:19AM 

Cc: lrrfo@syconcemedcitiZens.com 

Dear Sir: 

We are teqJeSting a 6Q.(Iay extension or the public comment period regarding the application for the Chuma~~h 
Tribal Consolidation Plan plus Camp 4 Annexacion Application. 

This document was NOT DISCLOSED 10 TI-E PRIVATE PROPERlY HOLDERS until recently! 

1. The Environmental Assessment submitted by the t ribe In connection with its Fee-To­
Trust appliCation is 930 pages long. More than 30 days are needed t o read, verify and 
evaluate the representations made in the EA before relevant comment can be 
articulated. 

2. On June 7, 2013 t he BIA approved a Tnbal Consolidation and Acquisition Plan 
encompassing Camp 4 plus approximately 10,000 additional acres, with no notice to 
t he community, governing bodies or private landowners who own land inside the TCA. 
The community needs additional time to det ermine options for action that can be 
taken to protect property owners, both Inside and adjacent t o t he TCA. 

3. The action by t he BIA in approving the TCA is unprecedented and needs to be 
evaluated, pl!!rtlcularly as there was no public notice given of this action. 

4. The TCA's impact is inconsistent with the County Board of Supervisors-adopted Santa 
Ynez Valley Community Plan and needs to be evaluated. 

5. The over-reaching of the BJA in approving the TCA has the legal effect of an Inverse 
condemnation (a 'taking') fo r the properties Inside and adjacent to the TCA . 

6. The TCA incorporates property with an estimated aggregate value In the bir10ns of 
dollars. The tax consequences to the state, county and local governments are 
l!!stronomical and need to be evaluated. 

7. Real properties in escrow in the area prlor to the disclosure of the BIA's TCA approval 
have now fallen out of escrow. Realtors in the area need more time to evaluate t hese 
Impacts. 

8. There is a cloud on the title of an properties owned inside and adjacent to the TCA. 

Santa Ynez residents agree that this manell\19r at the hands of the Federal Goverrment 
constitutes a taking of our private properties and clearly Is a step towards wiping out the United 
States Constitution and Bill of Rights, while pitting one ethnic group against another. look no 
further than the Middle East to understand the end result of class and etmic injustices to find the 
result of actions such as this. Shame on you for harming good citizens and neighbors, while 
sowing the seeds of hatred. Your are not American and sholAd be tried in Federal Court for 

J 
~ 
J 
~ 

J 
J 
=:! 
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acts of war against private citizens. 

Regards, 

Tami & Denison Bollay 

162 White Oak Road 
Santa Ynez. CA 93460 

_j 



Comment Letters P53 through P61 

Comment Letter P53 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P1. 

Comment Letters P54 through P60 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2. 

Comment Letter P61 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P1.
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OEPARTNENT 01' THE INTERIOR Mal - e.w.lm b: NOiiO$ & PIJblie C<:mr1111t • SW. YMz V!l!eyTCA 

Elr:>w;s<; r<:, C~&<! <ch.ad.brouliSa ;d@bia. gov:.o 

Extension for Notice & Public Comment- Santa Ynez Valley TCA 

SJBol4444@aol.com <SJ8ol4444@aol.com> 
To: chad.broussard@biagov 
Cc: info@sy~.eoncemedcitizens.com 

chad.bloossard@.bia.gov 

To Whom 1 May conoem: 

Thu, Aug 29, 2013 at 11:06 AM 

Please grant an extension ofsl)(ty- ninety days for the normal public comment period regarding the "TCA" J 
for the Santa Ynez Valley ( CA) promoted by the local Chumash Tribe. 

The Valley Public has had fittle or no notice or time to consider and comment on the Impacts of this J 
unprecedented action and procedure. 

RespectlJUy, 

Stew & Somle Bollinger 
4062 Paseo Poco 
Santa Y nez, CA 93460 

sjbol4444@aol.com 
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Comment Letters P63 through P67 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.
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3rco.oss;; rc, 0-lac. <c!IPd.broussnrd@blll.gov> 

1400 acres in Santa Ynez Valley 

Mark C. Rick. DVM <mrick@alamopintado.com> 
To: Cllad.broussard@biagov 

Thu, Aug 29, 2013 at 12:20 PM 

Dear Mr. Broussard: 

Please strongly consider the rights of the concerned citizens of the Santa Ynez Valley to rel.iew the documents 
before ~llQ "fee to trust" of the 1400 acres that that CI'Turnash Tribal Nation wishes to annex. This small 
rural valley needs to be very careful of any changes of thls magnitude and we need plenty .of time to re..;ew and 
ewluate the documantii. A 30-day period is simply not long enough for this to occur. Taking this entire 
property off tax roles and out of any <71e1Sight or jl.wlsdiclion could potentially destroy this area which Is kllO'III'Il for 
its raw natural beauty, rural character, -.ineyards, horse farms and robust restrictions on de\.elopment ,;thout 
adequate and open public inpuL We need to m01.e slowly and with care and ooncem on this complex issue. 
Thank you. 

MalkC Rick 
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Sroussar-.: Ci•~11 <chad.broussal!l@bla.oov> 

August 29, 2013 Letter to Chad Broussard, Environmental Protection, BIA 

Carol Herrera <IIICarol@gmail.com> Thu, Aug 29, 2013 at 12:22 PM 
To: chad.broussen:!@bla.gav, Doreen Farr <drarr@countyofsb.org>, "Famum, Elizabeth" <efamum@coutltyofBb.org>, 
Lois CapP3 <lois.capp$@maiLhouse.goV> 

8/29/13 

TO: Chad Broussan:!, Enloironmental Protection Specialist 
Department of the lntelior. Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office, Sacramento, California 

RE: REQUEST DEADLINE EXTeNSION; Fee to Trust Application by Santa Ynu Band of Mi&lion 
(Chuma sh) Indians b 1,400 acre Camp4 and Tribal Consolidation and Acquisition Plan. 

Dear Sir: 

I am writing in ~ponse to the Fee to Tf\Jst application submitted by the Santa Ynez Band of Mission (Chumash) J 
Indians. You ha'IB gi-..en 30 days with a September 19, 2013 deadline to comment on the document. In order to 
caretllly reloiew the Enloironmental Assessment and the Tribal Consolidation and Acquisition Plan property, I am 
requesting that you extend the deadline by 60 days fOr the ~loY.ting reasons. 

The multiple concerns of the CQilltllunity and local gowmment of the Santa Ynez Valley in addressing the J 
emlronmental and economic Impacts will take time to property formulate. What is known at the present, is that 
both the 1,400 acres in this fee to lr\Jst application and the Inclusion ot the Tribal Consolidation and Acquisition 
Plan totaling 11,000 acres is unprecedented. 

Up to noo,v, Calibmis communities impacted by fee to trust ha'IB thrown up their hands in resignation and been J 
unable to stem the tide of the ine\itable gambling expansion by tribe's circum'A!IIltiog community land use policy. 
More than likely this application and the TCA Included war be the •straw that broke the camel's back". 

My property's title is now under a ciood since it is within the so called Tribal Consolidation and Acquisition P1an 
area. Neither I nor my neighbcxs wiU stand by and allcw em.!ronmentel and economic harm to our private 
properties or to our rural enloironmentally sensiti~e community. Through Improper process and lenient 
interpretation of your 0\\11 f\Jles, the BlA'a Paciic Regional Office has appro\ed a mapped out area of Santa 
Barbara County ror a special purpose. The stated purpose is to consolidate the Tribe's land base to an e..entual 
11,000 plu$ acres. This v.ill be IMt with strong legal response and action from Santa Barbara County, private 
property owners and community organizations within the County. 

In order for our family to address the multiple impacts and defend our home, enloironment and community, I J 
respectfully req~st that the deadline to respond be extended ~at least SO days. 

Thank you, 

Carol Ann Herrera 

VJSte Verde Ranch 
3900 SkyiC111< Road 
saru Ynez. CA 934QO 
605~0-2225 
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Request for extension of Environmental Assessment 

Lee and George Weir <leeandg8orgeweir~on.net> 

To: Chad.broussard@bia.gov 
Cc: lnfo@polosyv.org 

Thu, Aug 29, 2013 81 12:35 PM 

Re: Santa Ynez Band of Mission Chumash Indians, 1 ,400 acre fee-to-trust application, EI"Mronmental 
Assessment 

Dear Mr.Broussard. 

As a 36 year resident or the Santa Ynez Valley in california. I ask you to please extend the COilliTlet"t period by 
60 days on the recently released aboiA! mentioned ErMror:tm&ntal Assessment (EA). Please understand the 
impact that this 1,400 acm fee..to-tn.JSt application will ha\oe on communities in &na Barbara COII1ty and wtry I 
am requesting a 60 day extension. 

The size of the area, the complexity or the EA. the County and our commumty members need a minimum of 60 
additional days to re\1ew the EA for comments. 

The EA Includes and references the Tribal Consolidation Area. This Is an o-.eriay that includes hundreds of 

privately OIM'Ied homes. This is uprecedented. Because 1he "TCA" ls included and referenced In the EA, the 
County and property owners must ha\oe more-time to research the TCA, and how it relates to the EA. 

My husband and I were supporters of the Chumash when they wanted to build their first casino. I WOitt at the 
local hospital and saw many tribal members with no Insurance or only Medi-Cal come into our Emergency 
Department or be admitted to the hospital with no insurance and no primary care physician. I thought it would be 
good b them to hiM enough money to ha\.e health Insurance b their members and a better standard of 11-.ing. 

WeU .... v.'&lch out v.flat you wish for. They haiA!I made so much money in thelr casino that I no longer support 
them, as their objectiiA!I seems to be to change the way the rest of their neighbors (myself and the other 
residents of the Santa Ynez Valley) li-.e. 

J 
~ 

J 

They ha\A!I enough money to bulld houses on the 1,400 acres, after going through the same process any other 1 
builder needs to go through in Santa Barbara County. Unfortunately. they are not willing to do that. but Instead __j 
want to control the 1,400 completely by the fe&-to-tn.JSt process. They haiA!I hired -.ery expensi\9 lawyers (more ---, 
expensiiA!I that us SY Valley Residents can alford) and are "hell bent' on getting their way. __J 

Thank you b listening and hopefully granting the 60 day extension. =::=) 
Sincerely, 

Lee and George Weir 
leeandgeorgewelr@IA!Irizon. net 
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~roussu:J, Chcc! <chad.hro<.~ssarcl@bla.gov> 

Chum ash Fee to Trust Application 

Steve Raftopoulos <st~os@me.com> 
To: chad.broussard@bia.gov 

Thu, Aug 29. 2013 at 1:52PM 

Cc: inlo@sy~ens.com 

Chad Broussard, Environmental Protection Specialist 
Dept of the .-rterior, Bureau of .,dian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office, Suite 2820 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

I am v.Titing to respectfully ask that you extend the public comment period for the Chumash fee 
to trust app6catlon by a meaningful time period of no less than 90 days, and hopefully more. 
Due to its size, particular location, and the history of the Chtmash tribe in this community, this 
win be, by far, the most public, and most controversial fee to trust process ever undertaken by 
the BIA/001. 

The opposition to this transfer is particularty deep and broad. Santa Barbara and Santa Ynez J 
are recognized nationally and internationally for their natural beauty, and as a world class 
equestrian center and wine market. Due to the demographics our communities, which attracts 
full..time and part-time property owners from far reachi~ places this fee to trust action will have 
a broader impact than normal as It affects people with roots in many other locales around the 
country and world. Accordingly, this process will receiw sigrilicant media attention and scrutiny 
at both the state and national level. 

As yo.u are aware, the sheer size of the application is daunting .. A thirty day comment period is J 
woefully inadequate for our community and legal advisors to digest the appfication and impacts 
and to appropriately react. In fact, a thirty day comment period seems expressly designed to 
prevent us from doi~ that 

Sincerely, 

Steve Raftopoulos 
91 7 7472225 
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Comment Letters P72 and P73 

Comment Letter P72 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  

Comment Letter P73 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P1.
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URGENT ATTENTION: Request for Extension 
• 11e-::S: .. f;d 

Nancy Eklund Hunsicker <fairoakfarm@hughes.net> 
To: chad.broussard@bia.gov 

Chad Broussard 

En-.ironmental Protection Specialist 

Department of the lnterlor, Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Paci11c Regional 011\ce, Suite 2620 

2800 Cottage Way 

Sacramento. CA 95825 

Chad.Broussard@bla.gov 

29 August 2013 

RE: R&quest for Extension 

Dear Mr Broussard, 

Thu, Aug 29, 2013 at3:47 PM 

With respect to the recent Fee to Trust Application. TCA Plan and Errvironmental Assessment lied by the 
Chumash Tn"be In Santa Ynez Valley: We note that the EA Is some 900 pages in length and COioef'S signfficant 
subjects of land and water resources, land use. air quality, feclemlly listed v.11d!ife, transportation and circulation, 
cultural resources and the list continues. These subject areas require comp;ehensi..e reading and thoughtful 
anatys~ in on:1er to prolide appropriate comment. Clearly, the Tribe and the Bureau of Indian Affairs have 
expended considerable time end effort to prepare and present this document 

Additional points for consideration include: 

1. The En.,.ronment.al Assessment submitted by the tribe in connection with its Fee-To-Trust application Is 
930 pages long. More than 30 days are needed to read, ~~erify and ewluate the representations made in the 
EA before rekNmt comment can be articulated. 

2. On June 7. 2013 tne BIA appf'0\,!1!d a Tribal Conso!lda!ion and Acguisition Plan encompassing Camp 4 

hll;1i;ol'maU .googl._com'lmil~i=2&ilrellc374!1636&~ew=pl&s.,..c:h=~1~78cc1c9 
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plus approximately 10 000 additiooa! acres. with no notice to the community Q9'&!I!!ng bodies or llri\ate J 
landowner's vmo !7MJ laod inside the 'TCA. The community needs ad<itiooa! time to detennine options for 
action that can be taken to protect property owners, boUl inside aod adjacent to the TI::A. 

3. The action by the BIA in approlling the TCA is Unpn!Cedented and need$ to be evaluated, particularly as 
thttre was no public notice given of this action. 

4. The TCA's Impact is inconsistent with the County Board of Supef\o!sors-adopted Santa Ynez v aney 
Community Plan and needs to be evaluated. 

5. Tht oyer~achino of the BIA lo approVing the TCAbas the legal effect ¢ an lnyerse 
coodemnati on Ia 'takjng'l for the proDtrtles Inside and adjacent to the TCA. 

6. The TCA incomorales oroperfv w ith an utim•trd aggregate va lue in the billions of dollars. The 
tax CO!'!S&OUences to the stale. countv and local governments are astronomlca I and need to be 
evalyajed. 

7. Rea l oropertjes In eJC(ow in the aru prior to the disclosure of the BtA's TCA aooroval have 
now fallen out of e!ICrow. Realtors in the area need more time to evaluate theee Impacts. 

8. !bert Is a cloud on the title of all pmppdles owned joside and adjacent to the TCA 

Considering this fee to trust application Is within our s tate's first ewr "Tribal Consolidation Plan Area" and 

encompasses more than 1400 acres of land. we r.equest an ext.enslon of 60 days beyond the September 19th 
deadline in order to pl'OI4de suitable comment. 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs has a history of granting extensions when fae to trust acquisitiOn$ are tljs extensr.e. 
We would Uke the opporturity to prol!de meani llgful comment for your ~ and consldelation, and 3\vait yOlK 
timely response. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Da~d L HuMicker 

1340 Quail Ridge Rd. 

Solvang,CA 93463 

falroakflsrm@hughes.net 

dlhunslcker@hughes.net 

805.686.2851 

Nancy Eklund Hunsicker 

J 
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DEPARTMENT (; TI-E INTERIOR Mllil • Request Elcension on Carrp 4 EIA pttliiC camww 

Request Extension on Camp 4 EIA public comments 

Michele Hlnnrlchs <micheleh@patinc.com> 
To: chad. broussard@bia.gov 
Cc: lnfo@sy~oncemedcitizens.com 

Chad Broussard 

Thu, Aug 29, 2013 at 3:53 PM 

Please flnd attached my request lor an exterusion to the public comment period for the Camp 4 EIA an additional J 
60 cays. 

Michele 

Michele Hinnrichs 

CEO/Founder 

Pacific Advanced Technology 

Gas Imaging Technology wholly owned subsidiary 

2029 Village Lane. Suite 102 

POBox 140 

S<ll-.mg, CA 93464-0140 

80569~12~t 

605 688-2088 

www.gitint.com 

!;! Camp 4 St4 Review Oe~ay Requost.pdf 
1841< 
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August 29, 2013 

Amy Dutschke 
Regiona I DIrector 
2800 Cottage Way, 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
FAX: 916 978 6099 

Michele Hlnnrichs 

RE: Request for an Extension for the Fee to Trust Application Environmental Assessment for 
camp 4 in the Santa Ynez Valley 

Dear Regional Director Dutschke, 

I understand that the EA is some 900 pages In length and covers signifteant subjeas of land and 
water resources, land use, air quality, federally listed wildlife, transportatiOn and circulation, 
cultural resources. and more. These subjects require a thoughtful analysis on my part in order 
to provide appropriate comments. Clearly, the Tribe an<l the Bureau of Indian Affairs have 
expended considerable time and effort t!iJ prepare and present this document and it w<~rrants 
my careful review. 

Considering this fee to trust application is the first ever "Tribal Consolidation Plan Area" in our 
state and encompasses more than 1400 acres of land, I am request ing an extension of 60 days 
beyond the September 19th deadline in Ofder to provide meaningful comment. 

I know that the Bureau of Indian Affairs has a his tory of granting extension when fee to trust 
acquisitions are this extensive. l would like to provide meaningful comment for your review and 
consideration. 1 await your timely respon se. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Michele Hlnnrlchs 
560 Rancho Alisal Dr. 
Solvang, CA 93463 
micheleh@lpatlnc.com 
BOS 688-6452 

560 Rancho Alisal Dr., Solvang, CA 93463 80S 6813-6452 

J 
J 
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Comment Letter P76 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.
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St:.-"!;Sard ~flod <chacl.brol;ssard@bl:;:.gov> 

Environmental Assessment- Santa Ynez Band of Chum ash Indians 
Annexation Application 
1 r:tE:ssa~::; 

Gerry Shepherd <shepherd@westnet> 
To: cnad.broussanl@bia.gov 

Th..o. Aug 29, 2013 at 7:28PM 

Mr. Chad Broussard, Enviromnental Protection Specialist 

Dept of the Interior, Bureau ofindian MlRirs 

Pacific Regional Office, Suite 2820 

2800 Cottage Way 

Sacl.'ll.mmto, CA 95825 

via chad. broussard@bia.gov 

Dear Mr. Broussard: 

Please add this ermi1 to t:he many you have already received voicing opposition to the 30 day con1mmt 
petild, enmg September 19, 2013, in \Wich the publi: tmy sdnnit cotnrrents to lhe Environmer¢al 
Assessment fur the Sarna Ynez Band ofChumsh £.od.iam 'Catql 4' anooxati>n application. "Ire 
Fnviromrental Assessm.mt is 930 pages k>~ wih signitX:ant potential itqlacts to tbe conm.mi:y phn, 1alxl 
use, water resources, ar qually, to narm a few. The publi: needs more than the albttcd 30 days to 

comprehend, assess and analyze the impacts contained in this lengthy doclllnlnt. 

I berein request that your office extend the comnent period fOr at !east 30 days, to October 19. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Gerry B. Shepherd 

P0Box30 

SaW. Y~ CA 93460 

V2 I 
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Comment Letters P78 and P79 

Comment Letters P78 and P79 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.
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Stop itl 

Jeanne Hollingsworth <jeanneholilngsworth@mac.com> 
To: Chad.broussard@bia.gov 

Thu, Aug 29, 2013 at 11:03 PM 

Chad, 

Please extend the 1,400 acre application by this group of "Indians" who are not Indians, they ere megabuck 
reapers of gambling addictions. ·This Is a complete scandal and Wllf affect America in an unfeloOrable way. You 
cannot take land from the United Sates and speak to a band of people Who no longer hal.l!! any more than 1/16 
Chumash blood as a separate go~.emment. That taw that made fee to trust Is archaic and should be cancelled 
just like homesteading or mining claims. 

If it were a situation of an Lnlwlalthy tribe that \"JO!Ad be one thing, but this tribe is so well to do and so small with 
a population ot less than 300 people, it is not right that they take this land oot of county ~sdiction especially 
since the population of the Santa Ynez Valley is only 24.000 people. It was 20,000 people 20 years ago and 
cannot gel aboW 28,000 people, e1.er, because of zoning. 

The impact of 1 ,400 acres is too much for the community to bear. 

Please wake up and see the truth and the danger in what is proposed. 

Best Regards. 
Jeanne 

JeMne Ho!llngswor1h 
jeannehollingsworfl@me.oom 

1/1 

~ 
J 
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Comment Letters P81 through P83 

Comment Letters P81 through P83 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.
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Fee to Trust Application by Chumash 

Shella@sbpr.org <Sheila@sbpr.org> 
To: Chad.broussard@J:lia.gov 

Fri, Aug 30, 2013 at 12:23 PM 

Cc: info@poJoeyv.org 

Hello Mr. Broussard, 

I was just made aware that the comment period on the Enlironmentaf Assessment (EA) of the 1400 Acre fe!Ho­
trust application by the Santa Yne~ Sand or Ctunash lndJans expires soon. I am writing to ask for an eX1ension 
of a minimum 60 days to gi\18 the Santa Ynez Valley <XliTVTlUOity at large a chance to e'\01uate and send 
comments on the EA. which is overy lengthy and extremely complex. 

It is my understanding that this EA references a Tribal Consolidation Area (TSA) that ooverlaps oo hundreds of 
privately owned homes and land. I find thie unprecedented and think that property owners must ha\18 the time to 
research the TSA as it relates to the EA and other items. 

Reading 25CFR151, I find that the Interior Department imposes restrictions on future land use and that is a 
concem with the trust as spelled out klr if this change is authorized. what happens to the EA? 1$ It m&ani~s 
at that poJnt?. 

ThiS te\1ew of the complexities of the TSA is sincerely requested to make sure ewryone in the Santa Yn~ 
Valley has a chance for comment as the needs of ewryone must be considered. 

Thank you for the opportunity to address this 118fY Important issue. 

Respectfully, 

Sheila Benedict, 

Resident- Santa Ynez Valley 

111 
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SP:.zssar::l Chad <('.hao .oroussa;d@b ia.gov> 

Camp 4 Fee to Trust-- Request for Extension of Review Time 

Klaus Brown <klausbrownsy~yahoo.com> 
Reply-To: Klaus Brown <klausbroYinsy11@yahoo.com> 
To: "chad.broussard@bia.goV' <chad.broUssard@biagov> 
Cc: "info@s~ens.com• <info@sy~oncemed<:itizens.com> 

Fri, Aug 30, 2013 at 2:08PM 

To Mr. Chad Broussard, Environmental Protection Specialist 
Dept. of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office,Suite 2820 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Mr. Broussard, 
My wife and I are home owners in the Santa Ynez Valley of Santa Barbara 
County. Our home is located a short distance from the Camp 4 property, the 
subject of a recent Fee To Trust Application by the Chumash Tribe. Our 
home is also within the Tribal Consolidation and Acquisition Plan filed by the 
Chumash. Therefore, the Camp 4 application and the associated 
Environmental Assessment is very important to us and we need more time 
beyond the current 19 Sept 201 3 deadline to make known our comments on 
the topics listed below. 

1. The Environmental Assessment submitted by the tribe in connection with 
its Fee-To-Trust application is 930 pages long. More than 30 days are 
needed to read , verify and evaluate the representations made in the EA 
before relevant comment can be articulated 

2. On June 7. 2013 the BIA approved a Tribal Consolidation and 
Acquisition Plan encompassing Camp 4 plus approximately 10,000 
additional acres, with no notice to the community, governing bodies or 
private landowners who own land inside the TCA. The community needs 
additional time to determine options for action that can be taken to 
protect property owners, both inside and adjacent to the TCA. 

3. The action by the BIA in approving the TCA is unprecedented and needs J 
to be evaluated, particularly as there was no public notice given of this 
action. 
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4. The TCA's impact is inconsistent with the County Board of Supervisors-
adopted Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan and needs to be evaluated. 

5. The BIA in approving the TCA has the effect of an inverse condemnation 
(a 'taking') for the properties inside and adjacent to the TCA. 

6. The TCA incorporates property with an estimated aggregate value in the 
billions of dollars. The tax consequences to the state, county and local 
governments are astronomical and need to be evaluated. 

7. Real properties in escrow in the area prior to the disclosure of the BIA's 
TCA approval have now fallen out of escrow. Realtors In the area need 
more time to evaluate these impacts. 

8. There is a cloud on the title of all properties owned inside and adjacent to 
the TCA. 

9. The EA covers significant subjects of land and water resources, land 
use, air quality, federally listed wildlife, transportation, and cultural 
resources. 

Given breath and scope of these topics and the extensive review needed, I 
am requesting an extension of 60 days beyond the 19 Sept deadline in order 
to provide suitable comment. Such an extension is befitting the important 
local and state issues at hand. Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully, 

Klaus and Lois Brown 

5465 Baseline Ave 

Santa Ynez, CA 93460 

Mobile-- 512 694 3750 

email - klausbrownsyv@yahoo.com 

J 
J 
J 
J 
J 
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Comment Letters P86 and P87 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.
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EA, Santa Ynez Band of Chum ash Indians, 1400 acres 

Kathy Cleary <kcleary@cfginc.us> 
To: Chad.broussard@bia.gov 

Dear Mr. Broassard. 

Fri , Aug 30, 2013 at 4:17 PM 

Preservation of Los Olivos, P.O.l .O. Is a grass roots citiz.en group. We represent o~.er 1,000 residents in the 
Santa Yn~ Valley and Santa Barbara County who believe all property owners should be treated equally. We are 
requesting a 60 day extension of the comment period on the Santa Yn~ Band of Mission Indian's En>;ironmental 
Analysis (1,400 acre fee-to-trust application). 

Santa Barbara County has an established process for development that includes rigorous standan:ls that are 
guided by the Santa Barbara COunty Master Plan, and In the Santa Ynaz Valley the Santa Ynez Valley 
Community Plan (SYVCP~ The SYVCP was 10 years in the making and included thousands of hours by not 
only county employees, but cit izens who wluriteered their time. 

The Santa Ynez Band's proposed Environmental Analysis (EA) is O\,.,.r 900 pages long. It is an analysis of an 
area that is 1,400 acres. The transfer of this 1,400 acres into trust could ha~.e significant affect on surrounding 
property values. tt is vitally important to our community that the County go~.emment. and its citizens, ha~.e 
adequate time to comment on this EA. The 1,400 acre parcel is accessed by three rural two lane highways. 
Water depletion of the aquifer is a paramount coocem in this agricultural dependent valley. This is why the 
County, and the V~tley ha~.e Community Plans. The SYVCP carefully outlines de\<elopment to ensure all 
property owners can ha~.e reasonable expectation for future de~.elopment. The EA must be evaluated to ensure 
its compliance with the established SYVCP. 

The EA also references the Tribal Consolidation Area. This ''TCA" overlays hundreds of properties surrounding 
the 1,400 acres. The County, and property owners. must ha~.e sufficient time to understand this TCA. 

In addition, P.O.L.O. requests additional time to comment as the EA does not appear to ensure that the use of 
the land will not be changed in the future, once the land is transferred into federal trust. Assistant Secretary of 
Indian Affairs, Carl Artman, explained in a 2008 1etter that 25 CFR 151 does not allow the Secretary to impose 
restrictions on the future use of land by a tribal g01.emment, in order to allow them ftexibility for the future. 
(http:/lwww.polosyv.org/hotTopicsl pdfiDOJ_to_Congressman_Hunter-no_restrictions.pdt). If the 1,400 acres is in 
trust and the tribal g01.emmenl begins with this da~.elopment plan for housing but there are no restrictions on 
future de~.elopment, no future EA's may be required and this EA would be meaningless. 

For the abol.e reasons, P.O.L.O. respectfully requests that you respect our COunty Gowmment and the many 
citizens who are requesting an extension on this comment penod. 

lhank you ~.ery much, 

Kathy Cleary, 
P.O.L.O. Soard President 
805-693·5090 

J 
J 
J 
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Comment Letter P89 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2. 

Comment Letter P90 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P1. 

Comment Letters P91 through P95 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.



Comment Letter P96

P74-03
(Cont.)

P96-01

P94-06

P74-03

P94-02

P94-05

P94-03

P94-04

P94-06

P94-05

Q13113 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mal • R.: Sara Ync ba'od ol Chumaoh 111dlal\$, 1400 ocr• It&-~ · ""'* ~-n:rmenlal 

Re: Santa Ynez band of Chum ash lndians,1400 acre fee- to- trust application 
environmental 

Alice Olla <ollarealty@aol.com> 
To: "Chad.broussard@bia.goV' <Chad.broussard@bla.gov> 
Cc: "lnfo@polosyv.org" <inb@polosyv.org> 

Fri, Aug 30, 2013 at 7:51 PM 

Dear mr Broussard 
We are lllQlleSOOg a 60 day extension on the comment penod you and residents need mora time to explore the J 
ea ramilcations Thank you joe and Alice Olla 

Sent liom my iPhone 



Comment Letter P97

P74-03
(Cont.)

P97-01

P94-06

P74-03

P94-02

P94-05

P94-03

P94-04

P94-06

P94-05

ll/3/13 D EPAATMENT 01' THE INTERIOR Moll • CIL<nmh issue -.on roqUOOI 

Chumash issue extension request 

Kathleen Ealand <kathle~m.ealand@gmail.com> 
To: Chad.broussard@bia.gov 
Cc: info@pOiosyv.org 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

Broussar d Chad <ciH'Ici .broussard@bta.gov> 

Fri. Aug 30, 2013 at 8:37 PM 

As an interested citizen of the Santa Ynez Valley. I kindly ask you to extend the comment period for the 
Emironmental Assessment of the 1400 acre property known as Camp 4, currently owned by the Band ci 
Chumash Indians. 

Respectfully yours, 

Kathleen L E.aland 

1153 West Hwy 248 

Eluellton. CA 93427 

805 68&Q826 

J 



Comment Letter P98

P74-03
(Cont.)

P98-01

P94-06

P74-03

P94-02

P94-05

P94-03

P94-04

P94-06

P94-05

DEPARTh1ENT OF THE INTERIOR Mall· Elrllrclan 

8ro<JSSl rd, Child <ch3cl.broussnrd@bia.gov> 

Extension 

Richard Nagler <naglen@mac.com> Fri, Aug 30, 2013 at 8:53PM 
To: "Chad.brouseard@bia.goV' <Chad.broussard@bia.goV> 

Dol\1 ruin the Santa Ynaz Valley. More time is needed. 

Rich Nagler 



Comment Letter P99 

Comment Letter P99 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2. 



Comment Letter P100

P74-03
(Cont.)

P100-01

P94-06

P74-03

P94-02

P94-05

P94-03

P94-04

P94-06

P94-05

!113f13 OEPARNENT OF 'Il1EINTERIOR Mill · Sanm Ynez Baooafr.tissicn CtuTas11 

Br.::usaarrl ::nac: ·~Cil3d.b:oussard@bia.gov> 

Santa Ynez Band of Mission Chumash 

eherie rlvas <cri~A:Js1330@hotmail.com> Fri, Aug 30. 2013 at 9:16PM 
Yo: "Chad.broUSit&rd@bia.gaV' <chad.broussard@bla.gaV> 
Cc: "info@sy-.concemedcitiz.ens.com• <lnfo@sy-.concemedcitizens.com> 

I am writing In regards to the Santa Ynez Band of Mission Chumash Indians' 1400 aMt fee-to-trust application 
En'lironmental Assessment. 
I am requesting a 60 day extension of the comment period on the recenlly released Em4ronmental Assessment. J 
1 tS a ~ large report that will take a bit of time to go thrOugh and abso!b. It is important to ha..e that time so I 
can make well inbmed comments. · 
Thank you for your considemtion on this matter. 
Very truly yours, 
Cherie Rl..as 
Santa Ynez Valley Resident 



Comment Letter P101

P74-03
(Cont.)

P101-01

P94-06

P74-03

P94-02

P94-05

P94-03

P94-04

P94-06

P94-05

DEPARTMENT Of THE INTERIOR Mail-CIO.lmash Tribe St-.)l.lld PhrtBy The Same RUes 

erous:><:rd, Chzod <c.h~d.orcussard@bia.gov> 

Chumash Tribe Should Play By The Same Rules 

Brad Ross <stirmach@verizon.net> 
To: Chad.broussard@bia.gov 

Fri. Aug 30, 2013 at 9:42 PM 

Please do nol allow 1,400 aae fee-1D-trustlransaction to happen. Thls would allow11le Chumash to do whatever !hey J 
want on the land. It is more reasonable for 1hem to playbyth& same rules that e>'ef)IOne else does. The fee-to-trust 
trans action will further isolate 1he tribe from the rest oflhe oommuni\y. Don't do it. 

Brad Ross 
Los OU..os 



Comment Letter P102 

Comment Letter P102 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.



Comment Letter P103

P74-03
(Cont.)

P103-01

P94-06

P74-03

P94-02

P94-05

P94-03

P94-04

P94-06

P94-05

P103-02

DEPARTMENT OF THE. INTERIOR Mail · 1-400acros 

1400 acres 

Susan Vasek <javsal@peoplepc.com> Sat, Aug 31 , 2013 at 6:05 AM 
To: "Chad.broossard@bia.ger.' <Chad.brousaard@bia.goiP 

I respec~ly ~further J"e\.lew on Santa Ynez land request by Chumash irldianS. This ad\eJSely affects our =::J 
community and I am opposed to any further expansion of reser.etion IMds. ==:J 
Thank you, 
Susan 8 -.esek 
Sent from my iPhone 



Comment Letters P104 through P108 

Comment Letters P104 through P108 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.



Comment Letter P109

P74-03
(Cont.)

P109-01

P106-04

P74-03

P94-02

P106-03

P94-03

P94-04

P94-06

P106-05

P106-02

913113 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mall - C""1>4 

2irc:.:ssa!'d Cl':~:d <chad.broussard@bla.gov> 

Camp4 
; l1e$saf,Ei 

Steve W wood <ste-ewvJood@hughas.net> Sat. Aug 31, 2013 at 8:36AM 
To: "chad.broussard@bia.IJOY" <chadbroussard@bia.gaiP 

Chad, I am another person requesting you extend the application period for "Camp 4" in Santa Ynez. It's a small J 
thing to extend this application and a huge Issue fer thousands of residence In this area. We simply need time to 
study the appllcalion. 

StEM Wood 



Comment Letter P110 

Comment Letter P110 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.



Comment Letter P111

P74-03
(Cont.)

P111-01

P106-04

P74-03

P94-02

P106-03

P94-03

P94-04

P94-06

P106-05

P111-02

Q/S/13 DEPARTMENT ~ THE INT~ M.1il - 1400 acre lee to truotappilcalion by lt1e Ch~ Bani d hi-. Sana Y""-". CA 

3 ro:.;ssard, Ch;:d <c:msd.l>rou,;s:::.rd@bla gov> 

1400 acre fee to trust application by the Chumash Band of Indians, Santa 
Ynez, CA 
1 UlZSS~C 

Virginia Cooper <art-ac!wntures@hotmail.com> 
To: Chad.brouasard@bia.gov 
Cc: '"P.O.L.O." <info@polosyv.org> 

Dear Mr. Broussard. 

Sat, Aug 31. 2013 at 9:15 AM 

Please grant the residents of the Santa Ynez VaJJey a 60 day extension in Older to allow time to study the =:=J 
en\1ronmental assessment on the land owned by the ChOOl&Sh. The effects of the fee to trust are the remowl of J 
local go'£mment's ability to husband the land for all residents. Fee to trust agreements remow the local 
gowmmental authority owr the land while local infrastructure is greatly impacted. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Yours truly, Virginia Cooper 



Comment Letter P112

P74-03
(Cont.)

P112-01

P112-04

P74-03

P94-02

P112-03

P94-03

P94-04

P94-06

P112-05

P112-02

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail • Chummh Fet 10 Trust Appi!CIIIIon-ENVIRONMENT AI. ASSESSMENT 

Chum ash Fee to Trust Application-ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
.. -r.ess<ige 

Stan Freedman <sten13094@yahoo.com> 
Reply-To: Stan Freedman <stan13094@yahoo.com> 
To: "Chad.broussanl@bia.QO'J' <Chad.broussard@bia.gov> 
Cc: "inb@poklsyv.ocg" <lnb@polosyv.org> 

Dear Mr. Broussard: 

Sat, Aug 31, 2013 at 9:36 AM 

I am a long time (23 years) resident/homeowner in the Meadowlark 
Ranches subdivision of Santa Ynez, which is located near the intersection 
of Highways 246 and 154. lam vehemently opposed to the Chumash's 
plan to annex the Camp 4 property to their reservation and forever 
remove the 1400 acres from the County tax rolls. 
The Chumash have been essentially given an exclusive right to operate a J 
very profitable casino and have amassed great wealth, individually and 
collectively, as a result. By putting their relatively recent real estate 
acquisition into a fee to trust, they will no longer pay needed property J 
taxes and wll develop the property any way they wish, with no regard to 
the same rules the rest of us must follow. Our beloved Santa Ynez Valey 
will be ruined forever. 
As a very concerned, tax-paying citizen., I implore you to not allow the 
Chumash tribe to take that scenic property off the County tax rolls and 
develop it any way they wish to the detriment of the other citizens of 
Santa Ynez and Santa Barbara County. I am one of many who are 
opposed to their annexation. 

Please understand the impact that this 1,400 acre fee-to-trust application J 
will have on communities in Santa Barbara County and why I am 
requesting a 60 day extension of the comment period on the recently 
released Environmental Assessment ( EA). 

Respectfully, 

Stanley S. Freedman 

3985 Edgehill Lane 
Santa Ynez, CA 93460 
(805) 688-6098 



Comment Letters P113 and P114 

Comment Letter P113 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the as the letter is a duplicate of Comment Letter P112. 

Comment Letter P114 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.



Comment Letter P115

P74-03
(Cont.)

P115-01

P112-04

P74-03

P94-02

P112-03

P94-03

P94-04

P94-06 P112-05

P115-02

lr.l/13 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Moil • ChLII'IMh F.., to TtUGI 

Chumash Fee to Trust 

Marguerite LePley <marguerite!p@hotmaii.com> Sat, Aug 31, 2013 at 11:18 AM 
To: • chad. brous saro@bia.go\1' <cllad.broussard@bia. go-P 

Dear Mr. Broussard -Please be tt.loughtful of the lllSidents of Sarna Ynez Valley and do what you can to ha~ the 
Chumash Tribal entities be required to go through the en\ironmental lmpact reports just like the ~~ of us do. 
Their property is VERY \Osible to all who 11-.e and 'lis it here arid WE h<M been so careful to p~eM it's beauty. 
Please do not be BOUGHT OFF by the tribe. 

Thank you so much. We trust you to do r9W tlr our county. 
Sincerely, Ma19uerite LePley, Santa Ynez 

~ 

J 



Comment Letter P116 

Comment Letter P116 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.



Comment Letter P117

P74-03
(Cont.)

P117-01

P112-04

P74-03

P94-02

P116-03

P94-03

P94-04

P94-06 P112-05

P116-02

O~TMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail- F .. 1o !rust 

BrocSSilr.i , C."'~o <Ghlld.brou= rd@blll.gov> 

Fee to trust 

Natalie <natred64@aol.com> Sat, Aug 31, 2013 8112:54 PM 
To: "Chad. brousaard@biagoV' <Chad.broussard@bia.gov.> 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

Please understand the impact that this 1,400 acre fee-to-trust application wiQ hale on communities in Santa J 
8arbar8 COI.flty and ....ny I am requesting a 60 day extension of the comment period on the recently released 
EnWoolnental Assessment (EA). 

Natalie Kaplan 



Comment Letter P118

P74-03
(Cont.)

P118-01

P112-04

P74-03

P94-02

P116-03

P94-03

P94-04

P94-06 P112-05

P118-02

913113 OEPAA1M91T Of THE INTERIOR Mail · S.ntJo Ynez terd <ll Cl'llrmoh 1,400 aae""' 1D tust 

8:t>us!Otrrl. Cn.&o <chaci.iirous.sa rd@b:a.gov> 

Santa Y nez band of Chum ash 1 ,400 acre fee to trust 

Patricia Murphy <secretsS@wrizon.net> 
To: chad.broussard@bia.gov 
Cc: info@polosyv.OtQ 

Dear Mr Broussard, 

Sat, Aug 31, 2013 at 2:01 PM 

Please study carefully the incredible impact that the 1 ,400 acre fee-to-trust application will have J 
on the communities in Santa Barbara C<:lt.rrty, There will be big problems with substandard 
country roads, traffic,and water levels There is also great concern with future crime problems 
as these have greatly escalated since the Chumash Casino opened. Property owners must J 
have additional time to study the impacts on their homes and peaceful way of life. We need a 
minimum of 60 additional days lo study the EA.-Thank you, Patricia P. Mt.rphy-land ovmer 
adjacent to the 1,400 acres. 



Comment Letter P119

P74-03
(Cont.)

P119-01

P112-04

P74-03

P119-04

P119-03

P119-05

P119-06

P94-06 P112-05

P119-02

P119-07

P119-08

913'13 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR t.llil · RE: Sen!a Ynez BanclofMiaslonC~i.mtiSh lndl<11s, 1.,400a<:ralee-ll>lr~.&~lql(lcs!lcrl, ENVIRONMENTAL ASS 

Sro~rd, Ch3d <ch.ad.broussard@IJia.gov> 

RE: Santa Ynez Band of Mission Chumash Indians, 1,400 acre fee-to-trust 
application, ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENTRE: 
1rr:ESS3g6 

ftk9@aol.com <flk9@ool.com> 
To: Chad.broussard@bia.gov 
Cc: info@polosyv.OI!! 

Dear Mr. 6roussarrl, 

Sat, Aug 31, 2013 at 2:13PM 

As a Sltnta Ynez Valley resident since 1986, 1 have lived 'side by side' with the 
Chumash. I have witnessed the negative impact of the gaming casino on what was onc:e 
our beautiful and peaceful Valley. 1 do not appose the Tribe purchasing land for homes. 
I do appose any dlanc:e that a fee to trust might oet:Ur with the potentkll for funher 
negative impacts on our environment and country lifestyle. I would hope ro live 'side by 
side' followfng the same rules, laws, permit processes, and land use guidelines that we 
all must CUITf!ntly a bide by. 

I am including this letttN supporting an extension for discussion and feedback, and hopefully s final end 
w the fee-fr>..trust possibilities. .. 

Please understand the Impact t hat t his 1,400 acre fee-to-trust application will have on 
communities in Santa Barbara County and why I am requesting a 60 day extension of t he 
comrent period on t he recently released Environmental Assessment (EA). 

The 1,400 acres in this fee-to-trust application and EA analysis is t he size of one of the largest 
cit ies In t he valley, Solvang. Because of the size of the area, and t he complexity of the EA, t he 
County and our community members need a mlnlrrum of 60 addit ional days to review the EA for 
comments. 

In addition, the EA Includes and references the T ribal Consolidation Area. This Is an overlay that 
includes hundreds of privately owned homes. This is unprecedented. Because the "TCA" Is 
included and referenced in t he EA, t he County and property owners ITil.JSt have t ime to research 
the TCA, and how it relates t o the EA. 

In addition, 25 CFR 151 does not authorize the Department of the Interior to l111>0se restrict ions 
on a tribe's future use of land which has been t aken into t rust. £f the tribe can change the use 
of the land, then this EA becomes meaningless. 

Assistant Secretary Indian Affairs : Carl Artman, 2008 

htt p://www .polosyv. org/hotTopics/pdf/OOl_t o_ Congressman_Hunter- no_restrictions. pdf 

Please extend the conment period by 60 days to allow a thorough exanW\ation of this 
Environmental Assessment t o ensure that the needs of all people are considered. 

RespectfuUy, Mary Ann 

Mary Ann Sampson 

tolt;Jo;l/mail.google.oom'maillofOI?uJ~2&l..,c9c3749500&"-Jll&s-'*"'inll<l1&(tp140cf.l381'a81 11'dc1 

J 
J 
J 

J 



Comment Letter P119 (Cont.)

P74-03
(Cont.)

P119-01

P112-04

P74-03

P119-04

P119-03

P119-05

P119-06

P112-05

P119-02

9'3'1:1 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail· RE: S:rG Ync Band of M15&1on Oh..,.,., tndians, 1,400 acre fil&-»-Nt ~ ENVRON!.IENTAL AS! 

110 White Oak Road 
S<tnta Ynez, CA 



Comment Letter P120 

Comment Letter P120 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.



Comment Letter P121

P74-03
(Cont.)

P121-01

P74-03

P119-04

P119-03

P119-05

P119-06

P119-02

P119-07

P119-08

DEPARTMENT CF THE INTERIOR Mall· BIA ..... ronmel:alasaoorrent. 

BlA environmetal assesment. 

David Wyatt <dftlyatt39@~erizon.net> 
To: Chad.broussard@bla.gov 

Dear Mr Broussard, 

Sat, Aug 31, 2013 at 2:50 PM 

This is a monumental decision affecting life In the Santa Ynez Valley. 

Please delay the hearing by at least 60 days to give us time to study the impact of J 
such a decision. 

Thank you, 
David & Nancy Wyatt 
Solvang, CA 



Comment Letters P122 through P125 

Comment Letters P122 through P125 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.



Comment Letter P126

P74-03
(Cont.)

P126-01

P74-03

P119-04

P119-03

P119-05

P119-06

P119-02

P119-07

P119-08

913113 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Moil· Sanla Yne:t Band of Mission Chumash Indians Fee ID TriAIIt'""'lc:olion, en.lrcrrnenlal A$SII&~ment 

i5rousl;!;:-;:,, C'r.ad <chacl.brcussard@bls..gov::> 

Santa Ynez Band of Mission Chumash Indians Fee to Trust Application, 
Environmental Assessment 

James Riley <]lmhriley@comcast.net> 
To: Chad.brous$ard@bia.gov 

Dear Mr. Broussard: 

Sat, Aug 31, 2013 at8:16 PM 

Please consider the impact this 1400 acre Fee to Trust appUcabon will haw on our Santa Ynez Valley and J 
why I am requesting a 60 day extension ofthe comment period on the recently released En\lronmental 
Assessment (EA). Because of the size of the ·area under consid81ation (1400 Acres), and the need to study and 
understand the EA, The county and 01..1t community members need a minimum of 60 days to re-.iew the EA and 
to make comments. 

Thank you. Dr. James and Nadine Riley Long time Santa Ynez Valley residents 



Comment Letters P127 and P128 

Comment Letters P127 and P128 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.



Comment Letter P129

P74-03
(Cont.)

P129-01

P74-03

P129-04

P129-03

P129-05

P119-06

P129-02

P119-07

P119-08

RE: Santa Ynez Band of Mission Chumash Indians, 1,400 acre fee~to·trust 
application, ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
1 n:assoye 

Jeanne Holling-orth <jeannehollngsworth@mac.com> 
To: Chad.broussatd@bia.gov 

Dear Mr Broussaro, 

Sun. Sep 1, 2013 at 7:55AM 

Please request a 60 day extension for the comment penod of the Eo~ronmental Assessment of the fee to trust 
application and EA analysis for the Santa Ynez Valley. 
The small community with a population of 24,000 which Is separated by 01oer 30 miles from any other city and 
has limited county resouroes has specffic demographics Yotlich make the impact of 1,400 acres morunenlal. 
The tribal consolidation area includes pri\Gte property. The future use of trust land is solely in the hands of 134 
people who distinguish themsel\es as "Chumash Indians• and hcr.e billions of dolars to spefld, gair.~ed solely 
·rrom the gambling addictions of the surrounding cities. 
Consideration is due to the members of this community who li-e wholesomely and by the rules. The only trouble 
brought into the community is from the people who lAs it the Casino from out of town. 
The Cost \61'SUS bene11t must be analyzed for the EA and a 60 day time BXtension Is necessary for an 
assessment. 

Respec!NMy, 

Jeanne Hollingsworth 

jeannehollingsworth@mac.com 



Comment Letters P130 through P134 

Comment Letters P130 through P134 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.



Comment Letter P135

P74-03
(Cont.)

P135-01

P74-03

P129-04

P129-03

P129-05

P119-06

P135-02

P119-07

P119-08

Environmental Assessment for SYV Band of Mission Chumash 1400..acre fee­
to-trust application 
1 rre:,sa;.e 

Sybil Clin& <eybllcllne@gmail.com> 
To: chad.broussard@biagov 

Dear Mr. Broussard: 

Sun, Sep 1, 2013 at 4:24PM 

Would you please grant a sixty-day extension of the comment period for the recently released Em.ironmental 
Assessment? At o~r 900 pages It Is currently an all-loa-brief period of time in which to digest a document of this 
magnitude. 

An issue of such importanCe must be gi\en in-OOpth. serious deliberation and study by ail of the al'lected parties. 
The EA, with the inclusion d mfetences to the Tribal Consolidation Area, cone ems thoosands or property O'Nners 
within the Santa Ynez Valley and beyond. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Sybil K. 0 1ne 

J 

J 



Comment Letter P136 

Comment Letter P136 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.



Comment Letter P137

P74-03
(Cont.)

P137-01

P74-03

P129-04

P129-03

P129-05

P119-06

P119-07

P119-08

OEPMllooiENT ~THE INTERIOR Mllil· Santa Vnez BanddCIUt1nll hlln 

Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians 

Ethel LarrabeG <e.larrabee@\!Brizon.net> Moo, Sep 2, 2013 at 6:01 AM 
To: "BIA Broussard, Chad• <chad.broussard@bia.gov> 
Cc: "P.O.L.O" <lnfo@polos~ag>. Concerned Citizens <lnfo@sy~oeoncemedcltizens.can> 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

Regarding the Emnronmental Assessment of the Camp 4 foe-to-trust application submitted by the Santa Ynez J 
Chumash Indians, please extend the re\iew period by at least 60 days. 

Thank you, 
Ethel larrabee, 
Resident or the Santa Ynez Valley 



Comment Letters P138 through P145 

Comment Letters P138 through P145 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.



Comment Letter P146

P145-06
(Cont.)

P146-01

P145-06

P146-03

P146-02

P146-04

P146-05

QIJ/13 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mill · 110 *t""*""kn e..lronrrenllrl Asses!lmlflt corrrrent period oo Clumlh 1«X>acre -~~don 

~rnu5S3 ~d. Chad <chad.bro~;ssard@bia.gov> 

60 day extension: Environmental Assessment comment period on Chumash 
1400 acre fee-to-trust application 
1 mes sa;1e 

Gerry Schroeder <genyschroeder@gmail.com> 
To: Chad.broussard@biagov 
Cc: !nfo@polosyv.OI'g 

Mon. Sep 2, 2013 at 6:09 PM 

RE: Santa Ynez Band of Mission Chumash Indians, 1,400 acre fee-to-trust 
application, ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

I live In Solvang, CA. I am very concerned about the potential loss of open 
space in the Santa Ynez Valley. As an Individual I hope you listen to all those 
concerned instead of only attending to special interests backed by money. 
There is no doubt in my mind that the Chumash intend to develop this land for 
additional gaming/casino use. The development of these 1400 acres, which 
would be contrary to the general plan for the valley, would have a huge 
negat ive Impact on this valley and the people living here. 

Please understand the impact that this 1,400 acre fee-to-trust application will J 
have on communities in Santa Barbara County and why I am requesting a 60 
day ex t ension of the comment period on the recently r e leased 
Env ironmental Assessme nt ( EA) . 

The 1,400 acres in this fee-to-trust application and EA analysis is the size of J 
one of the largest cities in the valley, Solvang. Because of the size of the 
area, and the complexity of the EA, the County and our community me-mbers 
need a minimum of 60 additional days to review the EA for comments. 

In addition, the EA includes and references the Triba l Consolidation Area. 
This is an overlay that indudes hundreds of privately owned homes. This is 
unprecedented. Because the "TCA" is included and referenced in the EA, the 
County and property owners must have time to research the TCA, and how it 
relates to the EA. 

In addition, 25 CFR 151 does not authorize the Department of the Interior to 
impose restrictions on a tribe's future use of land which has been taken into 
trust. If the tribe can change the use of the land, then this EA becomes 
meaningless. 
Assistant Secretary Indian Affairs: Carl Artman, 2008 

http://www .pol os yv .org/hotTopl cs/pdf/DOI_to_Cong ressma n_H unter-no_ 
restrictions.pdf 
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Please extend the comment period by 60 days to allow a thorough J 
examination of this Environmental Assessment to ensure that the needs of all 
people are considered. 

Respectfully, 

Gerald Schroeder 
1490 Aarhus Dr. 
Solvang, CA 93463 
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aro;.rSEa ro, ::::had < cha 1!. b1·o;.o.;sa rd@b!a.gov:o 

f400 acres fee-to-trust/Chumash Indians 

Kathi <klharinger@aol.com> 
To: Chad.broussard@biagov 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

Mon. Sep 2. 2013 at 8:30 Pl\1 

I cannot put it any better t han the following letter. It would be 
completely unfair to the residents of Santa Barbara County and 
especially the Santa Ynez Valley for you to allow the Chumash 
application to proceed without allowing our community sufficient time to 
review the EA for the massive project being discussed by the Chumash 
Indian Tribe: 

Please understand the Impact that this 1,400 acre fee-to-trust application will J 
have on communities in Santa Barbara County and why I am requesting a 60 
day extension of the comment period on the recently released Environmental 
Assessment (EA) . 

The 1,400 acres in this fee-to-trust application and EA analysis Is the size of J 
one of the largest dties In the valley, Solvang. Because of the size of the 
area, and the complexity of the EA, the County and our community members 
need a minimum of 60 additional days to review the EA for comments. 

In addition, the EA includes and references the Tribal Consolidation Area. J 
This is an overlay that includes hundreds of privately owned homes. This is 
unprecedented. Because the 'TCA" is included and referenced in the EA, the 
County and property owners must have time to research the TCA, and how it 
relates to the EA. 

In addition, 25 CFR 151 does not authorize the Department of the Interior to 
impose restrictions on a tribe's future use of land which has been taken into 
trust. lf the tribe can change the use of the land, then this EA becomes 
meaningless. 
Assistant Secretary Indian Affairs: Carl Artman, 2008 

http://www. polosyv.org/hotTopics/pdf/DOI_to_Congressman_Hunter·no_ 
restrictions.pdf 

Please extend the comment period by 60 days to allow a thorough J 
examination of this Environmental Assessment to ensure that the needs of all 
people are considered. 
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Respectfully, 

Kathleen Heringer 
Solvang 
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P148-03

P148-02

P148-04
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Fw: Fwd: !400 acres fee-to-trust/Chumash Indians 

william h&ringor <wjheringer@yahoo.com> 
Reply-To: willi&m heringer <wjheringer@yahoo.com> 
To: "Chad.broussard@bia.goV' <Chad.broussard@bia.gov> 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

Mon. Sep 2, 2013 at 8:49PM 

I cannot put it any better than the following letter. It would be 
completely unfair to the residents of Santa Barbara County and 
especially the Santa Ynez Valley for you to allow the Chumash 
application to proceed without allowing our community suffident time to 
review the EA for the massive project being discussed by the Chumash 
Indian Tribe: 

Please understand the Impact that this 1,400 acre fee-to-trust application will J 
have on communities in Santa Barbara County and why I am requesting a 60 
day extension of the comment period on the recently released Environmenta l 
Assessment (EA) . 

The 1,400 acres in this fee-to-trust appl ication and EA analysis is the size of J 
one of the largest dties In the valley, Solvang. Because of the size of the 
area, and the complexity of the EA, the County and our community members 
need a minimum of 60 additional days to review the EA for comments. 

In addition, the EA includes and references the Tribal Consolidation Area. 
This is an overlay that includes hundreds of privately owned homes. This is 
unprecedented. Because the "TCA" is included and referenced in the EA, the 
County and property owners must have time to research the TCA, and how it 
relates to the EA. 

In addition, 25 CFR 151 does not authorize the Department of the Interior to 
impose restrictions on a tribe's future use of land which has been taken into 
trust. If t he tribe can change the use of the land, t hen this EA becomes 
meaningless. 
Assistant Secretary Indian Affairs : car1 Artman, 2008 

http :/ jwww. pol osyv .org/hotTopics/pdf/00 I_to_Congressman_Hunter-no_ 
restrictions. pdf 

Please extend the comment period by 60 days to allow a thorough J 
examination of this Environmental Assessment to ensure that the needs of all 
people are considered. 
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Respectfully, 

OEPARTMBIT OF THE INTERIOR Mal · F w: F...t !400acres t'ee-lr>~ lrdre 

William Heringer, MD 
Solvang, California 
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Allen M. Segal 

Mr. Chad Broussard. Environmental Protection Specialist 
Dept. of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office. Suite 2820 
2800 Cottage Woy 
Sacramento, Co. 95825 

August 30. 2013 

Deor Mr. Broussard: As a citizen who is directly affected by the proposed Trust J 
Acquisition of five parcels l:nown as the Camp 4 Property by the Santo Ynez Band of 
Chumash Indians I om writing you to request o siXty day extension of the public 
comment deadline !Of the Environmental Assesment. 
The County of Santa Barbaro has extenslve review requirements that must review the J 
entire 930 pages of the submittal document. The 1400+- acre acquisition represents the 
largest non-contiguous Trust transfer to o n Indian Tribe in the Stole of Colifomio and 
represents over 5% of the Agricultural designated and protected land within the Santa J 
Ynez Volley. The impact on the surrounding area will be enormous if this transaction 
proceeds and most likely w~l be the subject o f extensive fitigaffon, both locally and 
no tionally. 
Mt. Broussard I realize that yoo ore operaffng with a tacit m andate and bios which is 
understandable but I urge you to weigh the implications of this transaction very 
carefully as there is a lot a t stake. both for the fu ture of otherTri.bal expansions and the 
political ramfficotions that moy follow. 
Please conside~ my request for the time extension so an equitable review at the County 
level can take place. 

~ ">~.(._ vt~ ; 
Sincerely, Allen M. SegV.0.'sox 717, Santa Ynez. Co., 93460 
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Comment Letters P150 and P151 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.
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(Cont.)
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S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P152-02

P152-03

P152-05

P152-06

P152-07

OEF'ARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - Clunash lndlon Tribe Fee To l rust 

Hrol~:lSl;·cl, C:1:.d ~c(.e;d. broustiB rd@bic'.gov> 

Chumash Indian Tribe Fee To Trust 
1 ~1£3s.:ge 

linleebaum@aol .com <linleebaum@aol.com> 
To: chad.broussard@bla.gov 

Tue, Sap 3, 2013 at 8:34AM 

This letter is to "Mr Chad Broussard and the BIA" 

Dear Chad, 

Concerning the Fee To Trust situation herv in the Sanl.a Ynez Valley. I am ..mting to ask why lherv is ewn 
consideration being gil.4!n to the request of the Chumash Indian Tribe to take Camp 4 into Fee to Trust. 

The ClxJmash lncian Tnbe of Santa Bart:Jare County has been purchasing land. hoCels. building hotels alld 
building gas stations to the tune of probably 01.er $100,000,000 ... That figure is probably a conseM!Iiloe estimate. 

The Chumash Indian Tribe as a nation and as indilliduals could buy and sell most of the people within 
Santa Barbara County and, for that matter, ...,.thin the con1ines cl all America. 

There is no neea on their part to have the rtght to take land 
that has been, under the law, designated for 100 acre 
parcels. This beautiful land that has been taken care ot by land owners for many 
years. These land owners haw played by lhe rules 8!1 set forth 
in order to keep our air clean, our water as clean as possible, our 
traffic manageable and maintain the beauty cl the Santa Ynez Valley 

The Chumash Indian Tribe can abd to buy any ranch. home, condo, and lalld that they wish for their 
members. They call themselves rnembels not family 

I would like to know your definition of Fee to Trust and why any organization, nation or indil.idual would qualify to 
tak& o~oer land Into Fee To Trust. As it is written, Fee to Trust could be considered If there is a dire need not 
just because an organization wants to add land to their trust in order to 8\0id County rules and taxes. 

The Chumash Indian Tribe with their very large casino, 3 hotels 3 gas stations, etc are not In Need. 
As far as I know and kom what I have heal"d If they want to build homes on the 1400 acres It will be 
not b themsel\es, but to sell. How do you suppose they WOI.Ad &.ef gel back the $40,000,000 
they spent to purchase the land called "Camp 4"?: If they built 14 ranches plus a guest house on ea<:h per parcel 
ol land they could house probably 28 or so families, or they could sell each parcel and make probably ol.4!r 
$3,000,000 per 100 acres. 

As a business person. it is my contention that they will need to 
recoup their $40,000,000. How do you euppose th&y wil do that? 
It was alweys in their plans to build anolher casino and hotel on 
that land. Wouldn't that be a very strong business decision. 
so, by taking that land Into Fee To Trust, they can build anything they want. 

I come from sewml generations of fami~es as do many thousands hens in Santa Ynez and across our country. 
These families ha\4! struggled, tolled, suffered, no di11arent from the lndtans. These families are and h81.4! been 

. . . .... ___ ........_ __ ~., 
V2 
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(Cont.)
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Cont.

L12-02

P152-09

P152-10

P152-07
Cont.

DEPARTMENT Of THE IHTERIORMail-CI'omlsl\lrdanTrll>e N1e 10 '""' 

playing by the rules of our federal go-.emment and our local go-.emments. 
As you know tom the 900 pages in your hands, there haloe been numerous studies as to enW'onrnent Impact 
when organizations and individuals want to build. 

When the Chumash Indian Tribe purchased these 1400 
acres there ~re rules and regulations they signed off on just like 
the rest of the laRd owners In and ai"OI.Ild our community. 
Other lands owners played by the rules and if the Chum ash build 
140 homes , 8 casino 8 hotel, it will not only be wrong it will destroy 
the ell\ironment of the our beautiful community. 

If. by chance, any of the members of the BIA or any segment of gcMmment has accepted any funds from the 
Chumash Indian Tribe, they should not be allowed to nAe on ltlis request 

1 know that there is a request for a 60 day extension so the panles in\01~ can 1\a\e an opportunity to 
read and understand the 900 pius pages orthe EA .... That Is a fair request but it is my feefing that because there 
is no NEED for the Chumash lncian Tribe to be gl-.en land that they do not need because they cannot afford land 
or homes, etc for their members. They can purchase 140 homes for their entire tribe members with Milions left 
()1.6!'. 

Please protect the people and the land or our county. ll 15 not fair for the Chumash Indian Tribe to take land and 
not abide by the laws or our county. 

Sincerely, 

Undalee Baumgarten 

• ·•• - -- • - "'•:•-.. ""'---? .. ~..._i--.c:n.t..~~~nM!t&thc 140a47Seme70043 

J 

J 

J 
J 
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Comment Letter P153 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.
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914/13 

Chum ash lndian ... request for extension 
1 l''1f>:!~)~f.;::l 

Wendy Worgele• <wergeles@earthlink.net> 
To: Chad·.broussard@bia.gov 
Cc: "P.O.L.O. ' <lnfo@polosyv.org> 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

Tue, Sap 3, 2013 at 10:03 A~ 

I am writing to you as a longtime resident of Santa Batbara Col.rlty regarding the 1,400 acre fee-to-trusi 
appl1callon by the Chumash Indians. 

To ensun~ that the needs of all people are CXlnSidered and respected, please extend the comment period by 60 J 
days to allow a thorough examination of Uis en~o~ronmentsl sssessmert. 

Most Sincerely, 
Wendy Wargeles 

P.O. Box653 
Los Alamo~. CA 93440 



Comment Letters P155 through P157 

Comment Letter P155 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2. 

Comment Letter P156 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P34. 

Comment Letter P157 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.
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Comment Letter P158

P158-02

P158-03

P158-04

3tQussa rd, Ch~d <che::.l>rous.v.rd@bla.go·.,;. 

RE: Santa Ynez Band of Mission Chumash Indians, 1,400 acre fee-to-trust 
application, ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Andi Culbartaon <mac@aculbertsonlaw.com:> Tue, Sep 3, 2013 at 3:48 PM 
To: "Chad.broussard@bia.gov' <Chad.broussard@biago¥> 

Dear Chad -

1 amrequestingan ex!ensimoftire to review the EA fur 60 days. 

I ampritmrily con:emed with the :fact that the Project Descriptixl does not adequately account fur public 
doctments dJstrinlted by Ire Band which do not 1imit the use of the property to housing. Pursuant to 25 
CFR 151.11, under those ci'ctmStances the Band IlliSt submitaddfuW ir00rma1ion crtt:alio an adequate 
assesSirent. Because this infbrrmtion was not inchlded, the ana~ ofaltematives, CUilllliative impact 
asse.ssmett, growth- iDducing effects and, indeed, the mire document 5 flawed. 

J 

The very met that thl; entire document is comprised of over 900 pages strongly suggests that an EIS would J 
be the Blx superor course. 

Please grant a 60-day extension so that I nmy offur carefully crafted COl'lllmnts fur the consideration of your J 
agency. 

And! Culbertson 

CUlbertson, Adams end Associates, Inc. 

(805) 688-5327 

(805) 688-5357 {fax) 

mac@aculbBrt.sonlaw.com 
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OEPARTlJENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail · &Mr~ AsSessmert 

Environmental Assessment 

Saint Lion <saint_llon@hotmail.com> Tue, Sep 3, 2013 at 4:20PM 
To: "Chad.broussard@bia.gol/' <chad.broussard@bia.goiP 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

Please understand the impact that this 1,400 acre fee to trust application will haw 011 CQmmunities in Santa 
Barbara County and why I am requesting a 60 day extension or the comment period on the recently released 
Em1ronmental Assessment {EA). Due to the size of the area inloOIIoed and the ccmplexlty of the EA. the county 
and our community members need a minim001 of 60 additional days to rel>iew the EA for comments. 

Please extend the comment period by 60 days to allow a thorough examination of the EA to ensure that the 
needs of all people in the community and county are considered. 

RespectfUlly. 

Ann Young 
236 White Oak Road 
Saria Ynez, CA 93460 

J 
J 

1{1 
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P160-02

PETER VAN !DERSTINE 

282 White Oak Road. Santa Y ne: CA 93460 (805) 688-0257 

August 30,2013 

Chad Broussard 
Environmental Ptotection Specialist 
Dept. of the Interior, Bureau of lndian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office, Suite 2820 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sac~nto, CA. 958 

Re: TCA in the Santa Yne% Valley 

DearCbad. 

l own five acres in the SaJ1ta Ynez Valley and recently became aware of the 

approval (with no public notification) of the local TCA. 

Frankly, I aro. shocked something like this could. happen without public notice 

or any consid.et"a.tion u to the potential impact this could have on the 

landown«s. Everyone concerned about this issue should be allowed to voice 

their opinion on this important matter. 

The ChumMh tribe ill s lowly trying to overpower much of oll.r valley. You mp¢ 

uant a. 60-dfloV wen•ion to the Connty and our community to review the 

Environmental A.Aessment. J 
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Comment Letter P161

DEPARTMENT OF THE I'ITERIC:1R- • Urw:1 n.t 

Land trust 

Kefli Pappas <kelllsnailart@icloud.com> Tue, Sep 3, 2013 at 8:16PM 
To: "Chad.broussard@bia.gw <Chad.broussard@bia.gov> 

Please extend your decision on the ree to trust decision for at least 60 days. The wealthy tribal members need to 
respect this commi.Jlity and WQI'k together. This is America, we need to compromise. 

Thank you, long time \lillley gir1 

Sent from my iPad 

111 
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Comment Letter P162 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.
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P163-01

Comment Letter P163

P163-02

Au:ust :26, 2013 

As.uy Duuollke 
Bw-eau ofindi1111 Affains- Paci.fic Region 
.legional ~ar 
2800 Cottage Way, 
SacrameMo, CA 9SS2S 
FAX: 916 m 6099 

-.....-- ··--... -·--- ... --·- -----·-·-·-.. --
J.Ut: Re41uest for u Extenalon 

De~~r Rciional Director DutJchb:, 

I haw beet~ illlowmg the Santa Ynu &nd of Chumll!b Indians' (The Tribe) actions 
re~ the 1,400 acres 'rbQ Tribe Q\UU.lltly owtl9 in file in the SAnta Yttat Vtlley 
(Camp 4). Very shortly after the Land Consolidation Plan Atea was approved by ~ur 
offiee, without any prior notice lbat I was aware of 10 myone, let alone private land 
OWIIenl whose property is Included in the Area, I lemned that Tbe Trlbe bed filDC! a. Fe&­
to·Tr.lst application for Ctmp 4. 

The 'Irib4's ~ A.ssassmeDt (EA), 5\lhm~d separately tD che BIA. 15 930 
pagei long. The 30 day comment period IOitllltly explm on Septembor 1!1, 2013. the 
EA. covers sigolficant subjects of land and water '1'CS01ltCe8, land use, air quality, fi!>deraiiy 
lisied wildlife, trottSpOrtat!on and circulation, cu111l.tal resoatee6 and tbo llst continues. 
1'heae. subjecl mas require extensiv~ ~sive read.lnJ and fbauahlful analysis ln. 
o.rder to pnMde appropriate COIIlll1mt 

Coosid.erinJ the f~ lbat CaDP 4 repmenta fee aer.ge in excess of 10% of au 11 1 Fee. 
to-Trust appliealioos end lUUlting ti8nsfm tbst OCCIIll'ed durin& the period ZOOJ tbtough 
20 II, !llld this la the first time a 'Tribal Con!olfdati011 Plan Area" has been approved in 
califurnia, I submit that there are sfanificant :i&NJs to be rovioWlld aod ~llluated before 
informed comment can be 6mnulated. Therefare, I am requesting an emnsion of 60 
days b•}'OIId the CII1Tel1t Sept.embar 19'" deadline for oommtllt !l) be &Ubmitted for ymxr 
CO!Isidelation. 

Sincerely, 

:3W> w~ k 
~~ V,w:r r ~ 9'~fJ,t> 

----
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Comment Letters P165 and P166 

Comment Letter P165 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P163. 

Comment Letter P166 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P1.
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Comment Letter P167

P167-02

Sep 03 13 09:5&1 Rona Barrett Foundalion 

Amy Douchke 
RJ:giooil Director 
2800 Conage Way, 
Sacramentc, CA 95825 
FAX: 916 978 6099 

Augllit 31, ~013 

.RE: Request for an Kxtemlon 

Dear Regional Director Dutschke, 

p.1 

This Jetter is 1o request an exlensi.on of 60 days or IDOre ~ood the current September 19111 J 
deadlin& !or coJntnent conceming the Santa Yna Cbumasb Indians 3CtioM reprding the 1400 
acres, knoWD as Camp 4 , and the application they submitted tD place this property from Fee-10-
Trust 

The Tnbe's Enviroll!llellbl Assessm.ent (EA), mbrnitted separately to the BJA, is 930 pages 
long. The 30 day comment period pn~~Sendy expires on September 19, 2013. The E.A covers 
s ignificant subjects of land and water resources, land use, ail quality, federal!)' listz:d y,ildlife, 
1Ia!.1Sp0It8lion and circulation, cultural re30urces and the list continues. 1llese subject areas 
require extensive, comprehensive reading and thoughtful analysis in order to provide appropriate 
comment. 

I submit thAt there are slgr~ificant issues to be reviewed and evaluated before informed comment 
can be formulated. Therefore, I am requesting an extension of 60 days beyond the c.mrent 
September !911! deadline for comment to be submitll:d for your consideration. 

r thank you for considl!ll'ing this letter and its reque~t for an ext~nsion beyond r.he September 19"' 
deadli.oe. 

M0111 sincerely, 

'? -~~~ 
R. B~by {home owner) 
760 Hill,ide Drive 
Solvang, CA 93463 

J 
J 
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Comment Letter P168

P168-02

LitCEr lEO ·tJ.August 29, 2013 

Reg orr {) 1),/ v" 
Dep Rag Dir =;:c. 

Am~ Du~e2013 c::n~ _ .. 
Reg~onal Dm:ctor • 
2800 Cottage Way, 
Sac1'81J1ento, CA 95825 
FAX: 916 978 6099 

C:..t """ .. ~: J.l 

Reg Ad~~-----
Route ~--~):;;Bl!.;;;-;;--;;;::--­
Resp~nse R~uired ~ ~ -­
Due uate q. 9~{.jf"---'........,iL_---...: 
Memo 
Tete - Ltr '----

- ~h6r 

---~------====== RE: Request for ao Extension --

Dear Regional Director Dutschke, -------=== 
Like most of the residents of the Valley, I have been opposed to Camp 4 becoming a 
holding of the Cbwnash Tribe's Sovereign Nation. As the owners of Camp 4, a parcel the 
size of Solvang, the Tribe should be subjected to all the same rules, rights, and 
responsibilities of any other land owner io the County. Alatrningly, buried in the 
application for Fee to Trust on Camp 4, was a map, the enonnous 11,000 acre Tribal 
Consolidation Area. 

This community is reeling, and needs time. An extension of at least 60 days seems 
appropriate. 

1 await your timely l'eSPQIIS¢. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

.otn~ -w~ 
Donna & Patrick Will 
Solvang Homeowners 
1535 Camby Way 
Solvang, CA 93463 

=:J 
~ 

J 
J 
J 



Comment Letter P169 

Comment Letter P169 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P163.



P170-01

Comment Letter P170

P170-02

RtCErJED -~i~· James Victor 
3980 Skylark Rd 

2013 ~'F :' r>;·j 2: 30 Santa Ynez, CA 93460 

Reg Olr MJ. v 
Oap Re~---:- ...,­
RegAd~ V 
~~~~nse Required 55'-bY 
Due Date q-q -1.3 

,., . "';,,JI. August 29, 2013 
Memo __ Ur _.t::-
Tele ·-- Ot'•er ··--· - ·------.. ..:.llJ ......... 

'~ 
----····------ -·-·-·-··--·---

Amy Dutschke 
Regional DirectDr 
2800 Cottage Way, 
Sacrruuento, CA 95825 
FAX: 916 978 6099 

--- ---·-·-

RE: Request for an Extension 

Dear Regional Director Dutschke, 

Regarding the Clnunasb Tn"bal Consolidation Plan Area, and Fee to Trust, I am very 
opposed to both! 

Considering this fee to trust application is within our state's first ever "Tribal 
Consolidation Plan Area" and encompasses more than 1400 acres of land, I am 
requestina 8!1 enension of at least 6o days beyond the September 19th deadline in order 
to provide suitable comme111. 

1 

] ' 



P171-03

P171-02

P171-01

Comment Letter P171

P171-04

Post Office Box 249 , 
7735 Happy Canyon Roac£fil3 srt - ·, 
Santa Ynez CA 93460 USA 

, , ,JJQ.S 688-6119 Office & FAX 
ll:'ll ~O'S 688-6183 Home 
... ,.11m~linda.jensen@yaboo.com 

.. \1: ... ..ll ':J.\l. 

September 3, 2013 
Reg orr 11B..J. v" 
Dep Reg Oir ~ ??' 
Aeg Adm Ofcr f4=; 
Route J>er.am;:;-:::-:------
Response R~uired Ye & 

Ms. Amy Dutschke Due Date _q"--...... L ..... 3~- 1.....,3'":-:-----
Regional Director Memo Ltr ~.---rare Other 
Bureau of Indian Affairs - Pacific Regional Offl - --
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

RE: Proposed 1 400-Acre Annexation 
Chumash Tribe - Santa Ynez 

Dear Ms. Dutschke: 

I strongly object to annexing 1400 acres to the Chumash 
Reservation in Santa Ynez. Please deny the annexation and 
keep the present zoning on this agricultural property. 

This Is a small sweet pristine Valley. I have lived here for forty­
two years. We all moved here and cherish what we have. We all 
follow the zoning rules. 

I believe it would be a zoning tragedy to have anything but 
what is currently zoned for this property, namely agriculture. 

J 

This property is on one of our Scenic Highways, it has always :=J 
been zoned for agriculture, water is precious, and it is several J 
miles away from the present Reservation. 



Comment Letters P172 through P175 

Comment Letters P172 through P175 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P163.



P176-03

P176-02

P176-04

P176-05

P176-01

Comment Letter P176

9913 

'!o~c:;ss:m:S, Char; <child.bre,.asard@bla.gov> 

Chumash Application for fee to trust application for 1400 acres in Santa Ynez 
Valley 
1 '"'le$SIIgt"l 

Judy llhkanl8n <drish@aol.com> 
To: Ched.broussard@bia.gov 

To: Mr. Chad Broussard, 
From: Nelghbortlood Oefens e League 
Judith lshkanlan, President 

re: The Cho.mash Tribal Acquisition and Consolidation Plan 

Dear Mr. Broussard: 

Wed, Sep 4, 2013 at 10:47 AM 

On August 20, 2013, Our NDLC board members joined sewral hundred Santa Barbara County citizens to a board 
of Sl)j)0(\1sors hearing on the application for Fee to Trust Application of the Chumash tribe of the 1400 acres it 
purchased, adjacent to the resenation. Upon arri\131, attendees were handed a large document tltled: Land 
Consolidation and Acquisition Plan. This document was nothing less than shocking, not only to attendees. but to 
all ftw Su~sors. This document spells out what amounts to a hostile takeo-...ar of non contiguous , deiA!Ioped 
lands amounting to owr 11,000 acres In Santa Ynez Valley. The Board of Supernsors 1.0ted 3 to 2 to direct the 
Chumash tribe to seek de\IBiopment of their own 1400 acres through the regular channels of County Gowmment. 

Regarding the Land Consolidation and Acquisition Plan, and its amazingly brief window for P'Jbllc re-..iew. NDLC 
urges an very lengthy extension and the very least and a thorough rejection at the ITI0$1. 

The credbillty of the BIA, as managers of the trust for Aboriginal peoples is at stake as well as tradlUonalland 
use law. 

Sincerely. 

Judith lshkanian, President 
for the Board of Directors 
Neighborhood Derense Leag"'e 

J 
J 
~ 
J 
J 
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P177-03

P177-02

P177-05

P177-06

7P171-01

Comment Letter P177

P177-04

i:;rou$S'Ird, Cl1ad <chad.brouS!Oard@bi <:.gov> 

Fwd: Santa Ynez Band of Mission Chumash Indians, 1,400 acre fee-to-trust 
application, ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENTRE: 
1'"1le~s~gE: 

syvrancho@aol.com <eyvrancho@aol.com> 
To: Chad.broossard@bia.gov 

Dear Hr. Broussard, 

Wed, Sep 4, 201·3 at 10:45 AM 

As 6 Santa Ynez Valley resident slnoe 1982. I am quite astonished that my prope~ falls 
within the 10, 000 acres being considered for fee to trust conversion. 1 am also 
<Jstonlshed that ANYONE could have property induded with that potential conversion. 
this lades any common sense or re<Json. 

Considering the magnitude of this type of action, it would seem more than reasonable 
for the residents and t<~x payers of tills area to have a MINIHU/If of six montl1s to study 
the ramifications and a course of ac;tion. · 

I strongly object to politicians and other people of ?nfluence' from outside of the Valley, and 
even the County of Santa Barbar.,, substantially Influencing this process without having to five 
with the negative impact and consequences. 

The Chumash have a reservation, and are actually a smau tribe. The casino has afforded them 
the financial means to purchase property and businesses as investments and as places to live 
'outside' of the reservation boundaries. They have made full use of the 'American way' of 
investing their casino generated income into local investment properties to further benefit their 
tribe. What the property owners of Santa Ynez are asking is that they also abide by the laws, 
rules, regulations, permits, environmental impact reviews, etc, that au of the property owners 
in this County, and in California, must follow. Specifically the 1400 acres known as Camp 4, 
and .!!lso the wide net they have now cast over many many additional acres. 

This whole fee t o trust fiasco will only benefit a few of the tribe members at the expense of all 
of the residents and taxpayers of Santa Barbara County and specifically of the Santa Ynez 
Valley. 

I am attaching the letter requesting an extension of the rewew to acknowledge my support ... 

Respectfully, David 

DC!Ivld M. Norcott 
110 White Oak Road 
Santi!! Ynez, CA 

Please understand t he impact that t his 1,400 acre fee-to- trust application will have on 

J 
J 
J 

J 

l 



P177-08

P177-10

P177-09

P177-06
(Cont.)

P177-07

Comment Letter P177 (Cont.)

W 13 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mal-Fv.d: SorAaYnoZ 831dofMi&~lonChunmhlrd.-.$, 1,«011Crefe&-1<>-17U&Ie~ki811on. EN\11RONMENT.ALASj ·· 

cornn.Jnities in Santa Barbara Count y and why I am requesting a 60 day extension of the 
col'l"J1'1ent period on the recently released Environmental Assessment (EA). 

The 1,400 acres in this fee-to-trust appifcatlon and EA analysis is the size or one of the largest 
cities in the valley, Solvang. Because of t he size of t he area, and the COit1llexity of the EA, the 
County and our corrrnunity members need a ninimum of 60 additional days to review the EA for 
COmTentS. 

rn addition, the EA includes and references the Tribal Consolidation Area. This is an overlay that 
includes hundreds of privately owned homes. This Is unprecedented. Because t he "TCA" is 
included and referenced in t he EA, the County and property owners must have time t o research 
the TCA, and how it relates to the EA. 

In addition, 25 CFR 151 does not authorize t he Department of the Interior to irJlxlse restrictions 
on a t ribe's future use of land which has been taken into trust. If the tribe can c hange t he use 
of t he land, then this EA becomes meaningless. 

Assistant Secretary Indian Affairs: Carl Artman, 2008 

http:l/www. polosyv .org/hotTopics/pdf/DOI_to_Congressman_Hunter-no_restrlctfons. pdf 

Please extend the comment perlod by 60 days to allow a thorough examinat ion of this 
Environmental Assessment to ensure that the needs of all people are considered. 

J 
J 

J 



P178-03

P178-02

P178-05

P178-06

P178-01

Comment Letter P178

P178-04

Sret~66iil"d. Chad <chad brou:ssard@bia.gov> 

Santa Ynez Band of Mission Chumash Indians, 1,400 acre fee~to-trust 
appllcat~on , ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
1 l:'lC~Sb!)e 

fred kovol <fi'edllo-.ol@yahoo.com> 
Reply-To: fred ko..ol <fi'edko..ol@yahoo.com> 
To: "Chad.broussard@biagoV' <Chad.broussard@bia~ 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

Wed, Sep 4, 2013 at 10:54 AM 

Please understand t he impact that this 1,400 acre fee-to-trust application will J 
have on communities in Santa Barbara County and why I am requesting a 60 
day extension of the comment period on the recently released Environmental 
Assessment (EA). 

The 1,400 acres in this fee-to-trust application and EA analysis is the size of J 
one of the largest cities in the valley, Solvang. Because of the size of the 
area, and the complexity of the EA, the County and our community members 
need a minimum of 60 additional days to review the EA for comments. 

I n addition, the EA includes and references the Tribal Consolidation Area . 
This is an overlay that indudes hundreds of privately owned homes. This is 
unprecedented. Because the "TCA" is included and referenced in the EA, the 
County and property owners must have time to research the TCA, and how it 
relates to the EA. 

In addition, 25 CFR 151 does not authorize the Department of the Interior to 
Impose restrictions on a tribe's future use of land which has been taken into 
trust. If the tribe can change t he use of the land, then this EA becomes 
meaningless. 
Assistant Secretary Indian Affairs: Carl Artman, 2008 

http://www. polosyv. org/hotTopics/pdf /DOI_to_Co ngress ma n_Hunter-no_ 
restrictions. pdf 

Please extend the comment period by 60 days to allow a thorough J 
examination of this Environmental Assessment to ensure that the needs of all 
people are considered. 

In particular, EA, 2.2.5 WATER SUPPLY has outdated information. No reference 
Is made to Santa Barbara Counties annual assessment of the Santa Ynez 
Uplands Basin current status. Where Is the annual report by the Santa Ynez 
River Water District tasked with monitoring basins from the Uplands and other 
basins to the Pacific Ocean. Will they be allowed to monitor Camp 4 wells to 
ascertain the overall health of the Basin? I served on the Ca lifornia AB3030 
basin water management committee and after 2 years came to a different 



P178-06
(Cont.)

7

Comment Letter P178 (Cont.)

99'13 DEPARTMENT OF THE NTeRIOR Mall · SantsYne:z BonlofMieolon Ch.rnash lrd- IAOO•crc -to-vu$\appllcaia\ ENVlRONMENTAI..ASSI!SSj .. 

condusion than what is provided in the EA. 

Sincerely, 

Fred Kovol 
1676 Nordentoft Way 
Solvang, CA 93463-2115 



Comment Letter P179 

Comment Letter P179 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.



P180-03

P180-02

P180-05

P180-01

Comment Letter P180

P180-04

919113 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail • S..rta Ynez B.'M of Missl<:n Clunash I<Kiai\S, 1,400 acre foe.l:>lrurt G~>J:ll"""on 

BrouSS<J rd, Chad <chad.broussard@bia.gov> 

Santa Ynez Band of Mission Chumash Indians, 1,400 acre fee~to~trust 
application 
' I Jre3S8'!Jt! 

Gregory Schipper <g@whiteassociates.com> 
To: Chad.broussard@bia.gov 

Thu. Sep 5, 2013 at 5:31AM 

Hi Chad, 

Thank you for this opportunity to make you aware of some \elY serious concerns I ha-.e about the fee to trust 
C\pplication for the Santa Y nez Chumash. 

My family recently bought a home near the camp Four property and in the TCA specified by the Chumash and 
want you to put a stop to this insanity. 

We bought our home because of the unique rural nature of the area and don't want to see more de-.elopment that 
wtll unregulated and off the tax rolls . 

My understanding is the tribal members are each currenUy recei\ing $47,000 per month. Do they need more? 
We can't e-.er right the past wrongs, but at some point the rights of other landowners need to be considered. 

Does anywhere need more casinos that take advantage of the people who can least aflbrd it? 

I am ~ing you to grant an e>Ctension to of 60 days to allow a thorough examination of this Enlllronmental 
Assessment to ensure that the needs of all people are considered and to make certain we all think long and hard 
about the consequences of putting this massi-.e piece of land into trust for future unregulated de-.elopment. 

Please feel free to call me if you would like to discuss in greater detail. 

Respectfully, 

Greg 

Gregory A. Schipper 

J 
J 
J 
J 
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P181-03

P181-02

P181-05

P181-01

Comment Letter P181

P181-04

Srouosan:L Chl!cl <chad.broussard@bla.gov> 

Requesting 60 Day Extension-Santa Ynez, California 
'• me.:~sa;G 

B lzabeth Knowlton <ranchoquedito@gmail com> 
To: chad.broussard@bla.gov 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

Thu, Sep 5 , 2013 at 7:42AM 

I haw just leamad of the 30 day period for public comment on the Chumash Indian Camp 4 Annexation plan and 
Tribal Consolidation & Acquisition Plan (TCA). I am requasting 1!f1 extention of at least 60 days in order for 
myself and community to be more inklnned on such a gigantic application by a Sowreign state for cha!lging 
Land Use in our Valley. 

This w!ll haw a de~&tating Impact on our small community, and proceads in the opposite lirectlon of our long 
worked on "Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan". 

My friends and I hine an unending list of concerns if this plan is apprmed: 
>water 
>loss of property tax rewnue lor local, county. & state 
>public serJces I fire/police (they oo,er burcleo the system now with the casino) 
>tra1~c (Hwy 154 is already deadly) 
>Loss in real estate values 
>change In character of the Danish town of Sol~ /Raoches IVineyards ... the reason people ll'lOied here In 1st 
place 
>crime 
>mak1ng exceptions for the ' fevl (Chumash pop. just co.er 100} ~rsus listening to the Impact on the' many' 
-10,000+ 
I can go on and on 

J 
J 

I urge you to do the right thing for our belo~ community and enl.ironment. Some are afi'aid to speak out J 
because they ha~oe accepted $money$ from the Chumash and thereb'a it has unfortunately bougtrt silence l'iom 
many. But pri\alely, the residents of the Santa Ynez Valley are worried sick about the ramifications of the Fee 
To Trust and the TCA. 

Please proloide a 'reasonable' window of lime br all to be Informed. Respectfully, Elizabeth Knowlton, Santa J 
Y nez, resident 



Comment Letter P182 

Comment Letter P182 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.



P183-01

Comment Letter P183

BrouSS<lrd, Chl\<l <C::,ac!.broussard@bla.gov> 

RE: Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians 

Thoma Martinov <thomamartl~ail .com> Thu, Sep 5. 2013 at 10:02 AM 
To. "Chad.broussan:l@boa.QOII' <Chad.brousurd@bia.gov> 

RE: Santa Yncz Band ofChuma&h Indians, 1,400acrc fee 10 Tmst, application, E~"VlRONMENTALASSESSMENT 

Mr. Broussard, As a resident of Meadowlark Ranches, Santa Ynez Va~y. I am deeply concerned for my co.ll1llJUJlily, 

Please exreod the EA cano'lllnt period to sixty days. Silcct-ely, Thoma Martinov J 
RE: Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians 
Sent from my iPadRE: Santa Ynez Band of Cbw:nasb fodians 

111 
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Comment Letters P184 through P188 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P163.



P189-05

P189-02

P189-03

P189-04

P189-01

Comment Letter P189

Sro;;!!Saro, Chad ccnad.broussa!'d@bia.gov> 

60 day extension on comment period re Chumash fee-to-trust application & 
Camp 4 {at the moment, 1,400 acres In the Santa Ynez Valley, CA) 
• rre.<.sa>J~ 

Sheridan Force <sfortor@gmait.com> 
To: Chad.broussard@bia.gov 

Thu, Sep 5, 2013 at 4:38 PM 

Dear Mr. Broussard-

It gnG~oeS me that with all the mistakes we haw all made, that v.'e just can, seem to team how to get •11 right~ 

How does a reactionmy '!lipping' o( 180 degrees, in a misguided 9lbt to rigl'lt-past-wroogs, f!M'Ir justify a future 
lapse of good judgement and intelligent thinking? 

We are not the same nation or the same people of hundreds of ye<¥S ago. And yet we are. We are the same 
created people, but a people 'of today', with issues 'of today', yet with tne same 'ages-old' hopes of a better 
tomorrow for our children. We are from the same cloth. lhe 'where and the when' is just a matter of time on a 
history chart, not a matter of significance or Import on a 'politically correct 'chart. 

I ask that you let wisdom and reflection, foresight and sound reason, re-unite us as a common people. To let 
good judgment take precedence owr hostility and counterproductiw, ewn counterintuitlw decision making. 

I ask that you alow for a 60 day eJctensiOn tor comment on the ~ released EA regarding the proposed fee. J 
to-trust appllcallcn of the Chumash 1.400 sere property caled Camp 4. It Is so tuge1y significant, potentially so 
precedent setting, that we must get this right! An extension would allow for the possibility of a more complete 
community impact report and ultimately, for a better resolw. 

Additionally, I suggest that the fee-to-trust program be f'IHM!Iuated in the context of its current necessity and J 
ultimate e11ectlwness in achie-..ng proper planning goats meant to preserw and imp~ life for OUI' entire 
community. (If only our ancestors had been so wise and perlooned their duties better.) At this juncture I beliew 
the program to be antithetical to good planing and prosperity for future generations. 

But mol'eo-.er, I really ask that you help re-.emp, and redesign, the function of the BIA and how It relatt;ls to 
repairing, not old wounds impossible to repair, but rather to assur.e that all people are treated equally, 
respectfUlly. and fairly, under a common goal and plan. We need \isionaries -.Mlo can assure future progress. and 
yes, heallngs Into a better body of Americans. one end all. No dil.tsion of land, soul, and mind, but cooperation of 
process and agreement, I.Qid of unfairness, that was so apparently wmng of centuries past, fer many peoples 
around the \Wild. 

Let us be cooperati\e In our ultimate goals. And let those goats be worthy ones. 

We haW had a wonderful Sanla Ynez. Valley community come together C1ll8f the years to try and uphold the 
beauty and dignity of her residents and natiw sons and ~ughters. And by that 1 mean all -.Mlo low the valley and 
hal'! been bom into It whether that be from 10,000 years ago or 1 generation ago, and for the 'huddled masses' 
that helped to make thls country great, and to those who honor her lands and her democratic processes. 

May our own children be represented and acknowledge ae Natiw Americans, who were bom of this er.~, who also 
took to the future for Independence, teedom, and unity. 

Did Wll teach our children wen? 

112 



Comment Letter P189 (Cont.)

P189-05
(Cont.)

WI$ OEPAATMENT Of THE INTeRKlR Mall· 60day__, c:na>nroent peri(d recturaoi>,_.IP-1'11Stappticllllon &Colr!>4 (~ihe rn:rnern, 1,4008CRIOJ . . 

History will show, as the generations hence-forth took back at us and say, either. 'You did well, or you did not'. 

Let's do the right thing. 

Thank you, 

Sheridan Force 
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P190-02

P190-03

P190-04

P190-01

Comment Letter P190

~~cL•ssarc!, Chad <ehac brou:ssard@bi~.gov> 

Santa Ynez Band of Chum ash/Fee to Trust Application 
1
! rr '3U::-t ~~e 

William Otto <bo\lnebill@hctmail.com> 111u, Sep 5, 2013 at 10:39 PM 
To: "chad.broussard@bla.gov" <chad.broussard@bla.gov> 

Dear Mr Broussard, 

I recently moled to Santa Ynez and I am disturbed about the Fee to Trust application by the Chl.mash and it's 
elrect on all ~us in our community. I am happy for them that the Gasino is succesillsuch that they can 
p!M"Chase s~lficant amounts ~land in the ll!llley. 
I am requesting a 2 month extension of the comment period on the Em.ironmental Assessment to gi-.e myself 
and otners enough time to read and understand the report and an of it's implications. 
This FTA will ha~ a huge impact on this community and the entire county of Santa 
Barbara. Furthermore, the Tribal Consolidation Area Includes o~r 10,000 acres and includas hundreds c:A small 
ranches, private homes, businesses. 
Please extend the time period so we can really examine the Emronmental Assessment and It's affect on an of 
the thousands of members in our community. 

Thank you for the consideration. 

WNiiam J Olto, DVM 
380 Meadowlark Rd 
Santa Ynez, CA 93460 

J 
~ 
~ 
J 
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Comment Letter P191 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.



P192-01

Comment Letter P192

OEPAATMENT OF THE ltiTl:RIOR Mlil -Emr---.smont- E>t!!n!llon Reqta~ 

Brou56ard, Chsd <chad .broussard@bia.gov> 

Environmental Assessment- Extension Request 
1 mt·ss~gg 

kelly rose <kelly .rose1@\erizon.net> 
Reply-To: kelly rose <kelly.rose1@-..erizon.net> 

Frl, Sap 6. 2013 at 7:31 AM 

To: "Chad.broussard@bla.gov' <Chad.broussard@bla.gov> 

Dear Mr. Brollj;sard, 
1 just receM:d an email ftom the Bu-eau ofl.ndian Affilirs ixlicJJtiog that the com:ncnt peri:>d :fOr the 
EoWormental Assessmmt bas been extended. I appreciate the tact that tbe BlA did listen to the voices of 
those of us who are a.ifected by the proposed Fee to~ transi:r of the 1,400 acres rererred to as Camp 4 
as wei as to the proposed Tribal Consolidation Area. 

Howewr, I would like to point out that a two (2) week extension 5 absolutely ridicuhus aJXi totally 
inadequate to review this 900+ page documeot. It appears to me that the BlA 5 sD11ply going through the 
m:>tion<> of''trying to be helpful" withlut actually mUdng any reasonable concessions. 

Very truly )':)urs, 
Kelly Rose 

---- Forwarded Message---
From: kelly rose <kelly.rose1@\enzon.net> 
To: "Chad.broussard@bia.QO'I' <Chad.broussard@bia.gm<> 

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2013 3:26PM 

Subject: Em4ronmen!al Assessment - Extension Request 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 
I am a resident and property owner in the Santa YnezValley. We operate a horse ranch which is heated 
near the 1,400 acres owned in ree by the Santa YnezBand ofChumash Indians. I was lll<1de aware of an 
Envromrental Assessment submitted in August 2013 by the Chumash to the Bureau of Indian A.tliU:s in 
connection wilha request :fOr transfer of this property &om ree to trust. I also understlnd tbat the comment 
perDd established by the BIA ends September 15, 2013. Additi:Jnally, 1 am sure you know 1hat the 
Fnvronmentxl Assessmett 8 trore than 900 pages hng. 

The Envronralntal Assessxrent Docamnt, the proposed Fee to Trust reques1. and tbe inilrmation l'eg)lidiJg 
the Tribal Consolidation Area personally ilq)act me, my fumily ani the value and future ofO\r property. For 
e~le, Proposal A provides fur 200+ acres of open space and Proposal B provides i>r nearly 800 acres 
of open space. Both 200 acres am 800 acres are substanlial in size and wouki alhw substantial fulure 
devehpment wbi:h would not be restricted once the-propertywas transferred to tnJSt. Also, any future 
development would make aD. oftb.e in:!Onnation and plaus regarding water use, disposal of waste water, 
tr:affic and other irrpacts irrelevant and useless. It woukl be worse than colll'aring apples to oranges - - it 
would be CO.ll\)aring apple$ to ·elephants. 
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Comment Letter P192 (Cont.)

P192-02
(Cont.)

DEPARTMENT OF lME INTERIOR Mall - Enllrotlmei'CaiAssessrY'I!nt- E>w'\&lon Requost 

I am requesting an exrensi>n of at least 90 days so that my wifu, my attom:y and l can understand wbat is in 
these 900+ pages that directly ~act us, our property, our li\elilx>od, our direct etMoM'Illlt and our quaJiy 
of live so that we can respond intelligently with our concerns. 

Thank you fur your objective assessment of my request fur a extension of the COltU'retlt period. 

Kelly and Sandy Rose 

212 
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Comment Letter P193 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.



P194-01

Comment Letter P194- ·-.· 

Santa Ynez Band of Mission Chumash Indians, 1,400 acre fee-to-trust 
application, Environmental Assessment 
1 m~"(J:~ 

Lynotte Peavy <Lynelle@sanlucasranch.com> 
To: "Chad.broussard@bia.gOII' <Chad.broussard@biagcW> 
Co: "lnfo@polosyv.org" <inlo@polosyv.org> 

Please see letter attached. 

Thank yru, 

PE ESac 
OF SHADY L1L STARliGHT ~ 

www .holycowpe rformancehorsea.com 

P: (805) 688-4241 F: (805) 693-1702 

LYNETTE PEAVY ~~ 

~ doc20130906155144.pdf 
289K 

Fri, Sep 6, 2013 at 4:01 PM 

J 



P194-03

P194-05

P194-04

P194-02

Comment Letter P194 (Cont.)

SAIT~IUHKH 

9/06/2013 

Gear Mr. Broussord: 

I e:m :asking you foro $0 day extension for public review of the Environm~ntcl 
Assessment for the 1400 acres in the Santa Ynez Valleykno.wn as.Comp 4. 

Due to the length. of the: document and the et<t6rmlty ·l!)f .th~ techn1'eaf .data :contuiried 
within it, it is impossia/e to fairly comprehend ood respond to it iR such cr short time 
fram-e. 

Also, beccwse my fam/ty was an owner· of this property ft>r over. 80 years, f am 
intimately ftrmillar wntJ the propeFty and the major well on it ( we.drllfed it), 1 wovld 
like to m.oke sure that the· plan~ for that property wifl, not negatfvelr impac;t my 
agrlculwrol property next door. 

Thank you jrJr your prempt attention to .this matter. 

Sincerely, 

C2- r/. ~aw).p/,.,IJ,// 
Anne .v. 'Crowfard-Hall 

EAST H!Gt!W,w U4 
MA!L»-"G ADollf5S P.O.llox 338. 5.\l.'T" YNU. CA 9)<160 

0FPlCd: 80M88.42tl • F.-..~: 805.593.1702 
lnfo@s>nlucasrmch.CIIn\ 

J 
J 
J 
J 



Comment Letters P195 and P196 

Comment Letters P195 and P196 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2. 



P197-03

P197-02

P197-01

Comment Letter P197

Chad Broussatd, Environmental Protection Speci:!&t 
Dept. of tl1e Interior, Bureau oflndian A.Jfaim 
Pacific Regio1.111l Office, Suite 2820 
2800 OJttage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

gO/IJA!. ,_ 

SUBJECf: R equest for an Extension of Conuo.eat Period -- EA for Santa Ynez Band of 
Cbumasb ulliians 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

IJwe ate residents of Santa Y nez Rancho Estates, a rural residential neighborhood contiguous 
with the property known as Camp 4. [n addition, our water provider is the Sanla Ynez Rancho 
Fstates Mutual Water Company with a service area contiguous to Camp 4, and all of that 
company's wells and water storage facilities Oie loca1ed wiiliin the ''Tribal ConsoUdation Area". 

1lte ~to-ttust application, the unprecedented "Tribal Consolidation Plan Area", and the 
potential developmem of Camp 4 without any local control or local taxes all present serious 
impacts to the character of our rommunity, our quality of life, and our property values. The 
subject EA is some 900 pages in length and covers many significant subj~t Oieas. These 
complex issue:~ require comprehensive reading arui thoughtful analysis in order to submit 
informed comments. 

We request an e~tension of at least 30 days beyond the September 19"' deadline so that we and J 
otu Mutual Water Company have a .fair chance to provide meaningful comment for your review 
and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

NAME(s): 

ADDRESS : /7;?./ {/Li 1)/2--

5/1-~nJ '/t.t tJ. Z.. C-! f$/7?0 



Comment Letters P198 through P205 
 

Comment Letters P198 through P205 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P197. 



Comment Letter P206 
 

Comment Letter P206 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P197.



P207-03

Comment Letter P207

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P207-01

P207-02

P207-05

P207-04

Environmental Assessment Submitted by Santa Ynez Band of Chumash 
Indians re: Camp 4 Fee-To-Trust Application 

kelly gray <dailylcw.ma@gmail.com> 
To: chad.broussard@bia.gov 
Cc: Geny Shepherd <shepherd@west.net>, Doreen Farr <clfarr@countyo1ilb.Of9> 

Chad Broussard (..;a email only) 
Emironmental Protection Specialist, 
Bureau of ln<ian Affairs, Pacific Regional Office 

Dear Mr. Broussard: 

Tue, Sep 10, 2013 at 4:16PM 

1 hava read the 930 page EI'!Vironmental Assessment submitted to you by ths Santa Y nez Band of Clunash 
Indians In connection with their Fe&-!<>-Trust application 1br the 1,400 acres of land in the Santa Ynez Valley 
knaMl as ·camp 4". 

What stands out to me In a glaring \.V2ry is the number of unsubstantiated assertions of"fact" which are used to 
support global "conclusions" as to why llltematl~ less than full approval of the single largest Fee·!<>-Trust 
application loceted in the unprecedented, newly appro\00 (with no prior notice to anyone) Tribal Consolidation 
Area, are •not reasonable" and, thus "not evaluated in the EA". As a research report for a high school project, 
this lack of foundation for sV<:h broad-reaching conclusions would merlt a fa~ing grade. 

For axample: 

"To take fewer parcels Into trust would not prollide acreage .for housing assignments; circulation: multiple access 
and egress points tor residential safety; agiculture operations to dNetsify tribally-gowmed commercial 
enterprises; open space, recreation, and conseMltion in accordance with Tribal en..;ronmental ordinances; and 
associated utility infrastructure to support e8<lh of the designated land uses. UNDOCUMENTED 
ASSERTION ... Because lhil purpose and need would not be met, CONCLUSION WITHOUT FOUNDATIO~ 
an altemat lve Ia not considered reaaonabla and therofore is not evaluated within the ErrWCinmental 
Assessment (EA). There are no other available compareble lands that would pro-.1de a sufficient land base to 
support the proposed land uses to meet the purpose and need of the Proposed Action that are within the Tribe's 
Tribal Consolidation Area. In addition, UNDOCUMENTED ASSERTION: lands outside the Tribe's Tnbal 
Consolidation Area would not meet the purpose and need and would constitute an Off-Reservation trust 
acqoisltlon raquest. CONCLUSION WITHOUT FOUNDATION:alterna!ive locations for the lnJ!!t acaujajtion 
am notevaluattd within the EA." {page 2·1 of930 pag& EAl 

UNOOCUMENTB> ASSER110N: "Inclusion of all eight one-acre concept plans as futty-e~eluated altematiws 
within the EA woold rssutt in a high lewt of redundancy, would not prol.ide the contrast In altemati\oes as required 
by CEQ. and would not further educate the decision makers as to the en.,.;ronmental impacts of the Proposed 
Action. Therefore, each '4lliation of the one-acre concept plan has oot been lndl..;dually subject to detailed 
analysis in the EA. In addition, the pctentlal that implementation of the other one-acre concept plans would result 
In significant enW9nmental Impacts not ldenti~ed under Altematiw B I& minimal; and CONCLUSION WITHOUT 
FOUNDATION: lherefort each oneS! ere concept plan does not w arrant jndlvidual assessments within the 
EA." [page 2-2 of 930 pege EA] 

The examples allow are clearly that- examples and oot an exhausti\e Ust. It is YOUR obligation to de!ennine J 
the relevant facls, determine what additional relevant facts are needed to perform your e~eluation and obtain them 
from the Tribe, and only then fom1 your own concfu&ion$. 



P207-08

Comment Letter P207 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P207-06

P207-07

P207-10

P207-09

P207-12

P207-11

M1113 DEPARTMENT~ TH E INT!FUOR Mall -~ Aesessmtnt~eea ~::.f:l'l~ n~o.~,...,VI ._..M , .... , ..,~~c.•o-•• vu .. ., ... , ...... .... - · · - · _. .. .. 

FoiiO>'IIng is a bullet list of some of my additional concerns. I reference the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan. 
The link to the Plan is: 

http -//www.sanlayoezvaDeyalliance.oryj 
inde~_ exlras/SYVCommPian_l0- 15-09[1 ).pdf 

1. On page 2-3, the Chumash plan to pi'0\1de their own waste water treatment plan. Camp4 sits atop of the J 
aquafer that supports a significant portion of Slllltl! Barbara County. Who would represent th& whole population 
that relies on that water In terms ofo\ers ighl of the proposed Chumash wastev;at er treatment? 

2. On page 2-4, the bllo'Mng representation is made: No gam ina would occyr on the '""itct prootrtv. The J 
Chumash obtained 2 gaming permlts .... they ha\e used only one to date. It would be negligent ro.- your analysis 
of the EA to ignore the potential construction of a casino oo camp 4fTCA land. 

3. On pages 2-6/7, the blowing Is stated: The County. Solyanq/Santa Ynez Shtriff Subltatlon oroyldes 
gen•ral oublic saf&tv and law enforcement service far the pmiect area . The Shariff S y blt.ation is 
located jn Solvang. approximat&ly three miles from tile protect sit&. It provides 24-hour service to the 
Santa Ynez Valley and Solvang area.The Countv Fire Depar1ment (Fire Department> provjde$ structural 
tire orotection J~ervlcts to lt!t Project arta. Tilt Fire Department DrPieds orlmari ly rol!identia! areas. 
and responds to calls for atructyra l flres as wtiii!S rrntdlcal ememtncits. 
The Chumash haw said they would be v.illing to pay $10 M il lon to compensate the County for the loss of tax 
I'Sioei1UE! from Camp 4. The $10 Millon in no way pro\ldes adequate compensation for the in perpetuity loss of tax 
~ if the 1,400 acres is taken in Trust, let alone addresses the s igniicant new demands the existing 
County law enforcement and fire sE!Mces that would result from the proposed d81.91opment of this now \lrtually 
undeveloped pristine land. 

4. On page 2-7, the following is staled: To meet increAsed d&mands, tho Tribe would develop an on1ite J 
water supp!v svstem ysing groundwater. There is no information as to how the potential Increased demand. 
let alone the stated Increased dsmand VliU impact all of the existing and future needs <:i all of the populatioos whO 
are dependent upon the aquifer. 

5. On page 2-8, the following is stated: exlljt!ng accpw roads would be Improved and new roadi 
constructed to proyjdo as;coss to tile proposed re!!idences and existing agricultural oPerations. The EA 
does not speak to the impact of the additional t.raftic that would result from the stated proposed dewlopment of 
Camp 4, let alone the potential dEM!Iopment that is NOT addressed but reasonably anticipated to fulfill the 
economic opportunities the Chumash haw stated will be pro'oided to allow 'lhe Tribe to continue to build 
tconom jc &elf sufficiency through diyer§itJeif !ribally=<loyemeif commercial enterpriso&" (Page 1-7) 

6. On page 2·10, the following is stated: "All Identified wetland areas and California Live Oak would be 
ayolded to the maximum extent f9asiblt . R The term "feasible" is subjecti\e. Although not bound by State 
and local laws on Trust lands, the Chumash ha\e 'oOted on State and local measures on their ballots. State and 
local laws h8\e been enacted specifically to protect wetland areas and California Llw Oak for the enjoyment of 
OUR Mure generations. "We tl:le people" - Including the Chumash - ha\e el91eled the future wlue of these 
emironmental protectiOn objectives 01.er aa other potential uses of the land on Which they are located. 

6. On page 2-12, the following Is stated: '7he trjbal faci!jtjeawoy!d jnc!ude development of a 
banqyetfexhibition hall designed with an agriculturn/equestrian theme. a_,ciated administratl'Vl! 
spaces. a tri bal office como lex. and a tr(b1! coromun lty saq !nclydlnq certmony room and 
gymnasium .... Approxlmatalv 400 parking seacu would bt provided for the facilities." 
NoWhere in the 930 page EA does the Tribe address the enl>ironmental impact. let alone the broader community 
impact, of the use of a facility on Camp 4 that necessitates 400 parking spaces. The proposed "community ewnt 
facilities are stated to encompass nearly 80,000 square feet!. (page 2-14~ 
Santa Ynez Valley residents already are gra\oflly concerned about and pursuing laws to regulate and restrict the 
number of special ewnts that may be hosted at wineries and other privately owned facilities due to the traffic. 
light and sound pollution, and other negalt.e impacts caused by these ewnts. 



P207-15

Comment Letter P207 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P207-13

P207-14

P207-17

P207-16

M1113 DEPARTMENT OF ntE MERIOR Mail· Ell\iror'IT'ftUI Assessmmt Subrnl11ll<! by Sara Ynet Blllld dCtu"nlttllntJa"o$ rr C•"1> 4 Fee-Te>-l Mt-... 
7. On page 2·16 the fOllowing is al ated: "Impacts to bloloalcel resources would be qrealtr under 
Alternative A due to the !llu of the a&ignments. UnderAltematiye A. aporoxlmat§ly 330.11 acresqf 
critical habitat tor a protected wecies woyld be removed trom designation. Under Alltmatjve B. 
apDCOximattly 65.28 acres of the critical habitat would be rtmond from designation. Both alternatives 
would adytrsely impact water of the U.S .. sppcial:lt;atus !iptcies. Protected oak trees. and mign~torv 
birds wilbout !be Implementation of m itigation." 
The Chumash concede that their proposed dew!opments for Camp 4 ad~e~Sely Impact biological resources, 
protected species, protected trees and migratory birds. It is your obligati<Jn to determine, as a matter of fact, that 
the proposed dewlopment of Camp 4 by the Chumash warrant t hese adlerse consequences. 

8. On page 2-16, the kl!lowtng Is stated: "No adyorse impact& to soc!oecoMmlc conditions or 
environmental iustl ce would re!i!Jit trom the lmpleme ntation of either proJect attamat;ye ... " 
This Is a brood conclusion ... not a statement of fact. Mr. Broussard, please fulfil your duty to exercise your own 
due diligence so that you may come to your own conclusi<Jns as to what adwrse Impacts would result from the 
ptrSuit of either Altemati"..e A or Altematiw B. Please re'oiew Altematiw A and Altemathe B against the 
background of the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan. 

9. On page <H39, the foll<l'Mng is stated: • A project th1! would lnstuce " d isorderlv" growth (i.e .. would 
conflict with local land UM plans) could indirectlY causa 11dveFS!I environmental or Public service 
impacts. • 
The County has spoken to what is deemed to be "orderty groN!h". This stat ement is incorporated in the Santa 
Ynez Valley Ccmmunity Plan. Neither Altematio..e A nor AltemaUw B are incorporated In the county's 'lis ion of 
orderly gQW!h. 

10. On the same page (4-69) the following is stated:. "No tigruflcant. unmitigated impacts ha·ve been J 
identified that would re51.llt from the implementation of Alternative A or Alternative B. • Please exeteise 
your oo.m due diligence and do not merely adopt these conclusions. The term ' significant• is highly subjectio..e, 
and it is extremely significant to non-Chumash majority members ot this community that any dellelopment of 
Camp 4 haw minimal detrimental impacts on our use and enjoyment of our home. 

l leaw it to the respective experts, those who act on behalf of members c:i the Santa Ynez VelJey community as 
well as those consulted by the BIA, to address the specific statements regarding the land, water, air quality, 
biological resources, cultlxal resources, aocioeconomic and enwonmental justice issues, transportation and 
circulation , land use, public si!Nces , noise, hazardous materials, and \~sua! resources. 

In closing, I inl.ite you to spend some time discretely In our community • tee from lobbying by either the 
Chumash or the non-Chumash residents of the Santa Ynez Valley. Walk around Camp 4. Dri\e Highway 154 
between Lake Cachuma and Los Oli\Os during traftic hours and holidays. View this community as If It were your 
own. Then exercise your own due diligence and trust your spirit liS you come to y(XI( own conclusions as to the 
true en~ronmental impacts that would result l'rom the d8118lopment of Altematiw A, Altematiw B or anything else 
the Chl.mash may freely choose to dewlap on me land In issue. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration of these and all other matters related to the EA. 

Sincerely, 

Kelly B. Gray 
P.O Box 384 
Los OH\OS, Ca!ibnia 93441 
daily lawma@gmail .com 

cc'ooia USPS 
BIA Regional Director, Amy Outschke 
Assistant Secretary, Indian Alfairs, Ke\in Washburn 
U.S. Senator Olane Feinstein 
U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer 
U.S. Congress\YOITlan Lois Capps 

3/4 
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Comment Letter P207 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

L12-02

P207-13

P207-14

P207-17

P207-16

W'\111.3 DEPARTMENT OF THE MERIOR Mail · Emirorn-enlll AssessrrertSI.b'nt110D'/:sat'Cl l'MIZ.ttOII"lDUI \;t......,._.. • ..,.... ,_,, ""'"' '"",.., ~ • .,.., · - · ...,....·· · 

California Go\'&mor Jerry Brown 
California Senator Hanna-Beth Jackson 
California Assemblyman Das Wil iams 
Santa Ynez Valet Aliance Chair Ma:1t Oliler 
Sari.a Barbara News Press 
Santa Maria Times 
Santa Ynez Valley Journal 
Los Angeles Times 

Kelly B. Gray 

4/4 
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Comment Letter P208

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P208-01

P208-02

Ms. Amy Dutschke 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cotlllge Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Jane Quigley 
630 Lillebakke Ct. 
Sol\13Dg. CA.93463 

~:o~:-~u;- &_-1_24_1-==tlj:?:---=v:_~ .. -.~~Ll 
De~J Fleg :;lr ___ y.L_ ____ __ _.·z. 
~eg Admft' ---;r.:;;:;-:;c;-----.....:~ ./Route ~ 
Response r '!~ ~7-y.:;:ie!..-S ___ _ 
p,ue Date -..!i::l .. 1c...-'..,./.; ..... 3:-:---~-,..,emo · · 1i r --. --r _ __,~---""==----e e __ +--- ..; ........ 

. ' ".'"': 

----::-..,..~-
September 3, 2013 

RE: Chumash Indian Tribal exparilittitt fee w tzost HI SfHI~ YPC"t Valle}!._ 

Dear Ms. Dutschke: 

The Ommash Tribe is buying up land all over the Santa Y nez Valley, with 

e~ssed plans to add to the Chumash Reservation. These land grabs are to be added to 

the tribal lands through fee to ttust application. TI1e SY Valley is predominately 

agricultural land. The Tdbe already bas built a large Casino and hotel complex. Those 

of us who live in the VaUey have to live con-tinually with the consequences of these 

Tribal activities. Tile Casino prospers, the Valley businesses struggle; tbe Casino 

prospers, crimes agajnst persons and property increase; the Casino prospers, the traffic 011 

the local streets and highways increase as do accidents and deaths. 

Many in the Valley would have some peace if the leadership of the Tribe could be 

trusted, but the history of this leader.ihip is that it can be counted on to be secretive, to be 

selfish and to be a divisive force in the Valley. Let them read about it in the paper, after 

lt has alreody Ju:ppened, is how they do business. 



Comment Letter P208 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P208-04

P208-05

Finally there is the issue of water. No one is an expert on water issues, at best 

they are amateurs who get paid for their Opinion. Two things are for sure: (1) the Tribe 

doeso 't pay for water and (2) tile availability of water diminishes year by year. So the 

Tribe gets free water and tbe rest Qf us pay more and more , and then the available ground 

water diminishes and the fanners' fJelds, the Valley businesses, and the gardens and trees 

and the lake all wither. Environment degrad es. 

Please listen to Valley residents coooems. En vironmeotal impact is huge. 

Sinoerely, 



P209-03

P209-04

Comment Letter P209

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P209-01

P209-02

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

Edward A. Quigley 
630 Lillebakk:e Ct. 
Solvang, CA 93463 

805-688-1241 
edwardaquigley79@gmail.com 

(i) 
Reg Dir -··;::---::~---.!:......_ lt6ep Rec ;_.;, :-- -r..!-____ _ 
1\el:J.Adr•li,if.:r o;~----­.)lo:ne D~~Rms 
Responr r. fequired ~,----~!::::.. _ _ 
Due Dat;: N·'t -( ?;;{:3 
Memo __ Lrr ~ 
Tere _ _ Other - - -?se'=p=re""m="b=er3,20t3 

Dear Ms. Dutschke: - - --·-·····-· 

The Chumash Tribe is invading the Santa YnezVaUey and the surrounding 
" . ~ . 

territory and taldng prisoners. The invasion is the ongoing attempts at land grabs to be 

added to the tribal lands and the prisoners are the rest of us in the valley who have 1.0 live 

continually with dte consequ.ence.s of Chumash Triba.l activities. The Casino prospers, 

the valley businesses struggle; lhe Casino prospers, crimes against persons and property 

increase; the Casino prospers, the traffic on "the local streets and highways increase as do 

accldellt8 and deaths. 

Many in dte valley would have some peace if the leadership of the Tribe could be 

trusted, but the history of tltis leadership is tbal it can be counted on to be secretive, lObe 

selfish and to be a divisive force in the valley. Ut them rl!ad about II in the po.p<!r, after 

it has already happened, seems to be the Iea.dership mantra. . . . 

.Finally there is the issue of water. No one is an expert on water issues, at best 
., . ' .. 

they are amateurs who get paid for their opinion. Two things are for sure: (1) the Tribe l 



P209-05

Comment Letter P209 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P209-06

P209-04
Cont.doesn' t pay for water and (2) the availability of water diminishes year by year. The 

Tribe's notion of responsibility to the larger public is to Jay down some asphalt and name 

the section after themselves, and redoing the local high school football field. That all 

sounds like something significaot, but compared to the plunder that they ring in every 

week from bumm frailty, it is oothing mucb. So the Tribe gets free water and the rest of 

us pay more and more, and then the available water will diminish and the last folks 

drinking will be the members of the Tribe and their euests. 

Respectfully yours, 

_j 

J 
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Comment Letter P210 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P163.



P211-03

P211-02

P211-01

Comment Letter P211

Amy Dutschke 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Offioe 
2800 Cottage Way 
Saerament.o CA 95825 

Sabject: Santa Ynez Tnbe of Chumash ID<iians proposaJ to change zoning of 1400 acres 
of agricultural land located oB' State Hwy !54 in Santa Barbara County, and place said 
property in a Trust, owned and controlled by the Chwnash Tribe. 

Dear :Ms. Dutschke: 

I am writing this letter as a ooocemed Citizen to protest the proposed plan to remove the ] 
above mentioned la nd from the control of Santa Barbara County . The proposed plan 
would exempt the land from various taxes. It would have a negative impact the General 
Plan of Santa Barbara County. This proposed plan would exempt the Chumasb from 
maoy regulations that all other SamaBarbam CO'I.IIlty residents are subject to complying 
with. 

lf this land was placed into the proposed Trust, The Chumash would have complete 
freedom to develop this land any way they so desired. This move would have a huge 
negative impact on the Santa Ynez Valley and its residents, busiru:sses and resources. I J 
feel that the time has come that the Chumash Tribe i.n Sanln Ynez Valley receive no more 
special considerations. 

Sincerely, 

-)]~f~ 
Nelson E 0\vens 



Comment Letters P212 through P244 
 

Comment Letters P212 through P228 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P197. 

Comment Letter P229 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P163. 

Comment Letters P230 through P232 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P197. 

Comment Letter P233 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is addressed to Santa Barbara County and not the BIA. 

Comment Letters P234 through P244 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P197.
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P245-04

P245-03

P245-02

P245-05

P245-06

P245-01

Comment Letter P245

9/:2(](13 

Camp 4 Annexation 
1 rr.cssc~ 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail· Cwll>4 Amel<Olion 

Gary Charneli6 <chamess@econ.ucsb.edu> 
To: Chad.broussard@bia.gov 

Tue. Sep 17, 2013 at 10:23 PM 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

1 am deeply about the proposed Camp 4 annexation. RemO\otng this large amount of land from the tax rolls 
(especially giw n the de~opment that would ensue) and p!'OIIiding infi'astructure and fire sel'lices is financially 
catastrophic. Further, this will depress real estate values in the proximity and will 1ea11e the goiA!!mment with 
considerable potential liability in the ine\ilable lawsuits. 

I personally don~ think that a group of any people sl\oukl be permitted to buy land in a completely separate area 
and annex it and then coniA!!rt it to their own use. 

Some additional and compelling comments are made below. 

1. The Chumaah plan to proo.ide their own waste water treatment plan. camp 4 sits atop of the aquifer that 
supports a significant portion of Santa Barbara County . Who would represent the whole population that 
refies on that water in terms Of o\Ersight of the proposed Chum ash waste water treatment? 

2. The following representation is made: No aamlng would occur on !tJe subject proPerty. The Chumash 
obtained 2 gaming permits .. .. they ha\e used only one to date. K would be negligent for your analysis of 
the EA to ignore the potential construction of a ca.sino on Camp 4fTCA land. 

3. The following is slated: The Countv. Solvang/Santa Ynez Sheriff Substation wovldes ge neral 
public safetv and law enforcement service tor the prpject area. The Sheriff Substation it located 
In Solvang, approxjmateiY three miles from the project site. lt provides 24-hour !!!trvlce to the 
Santa Yneit valley and Solvang area.The County Fire Department (Fire DePartment) Provides 
structural fire protecti on services to the orojec;t area. The Fire Department prof8cts primarily 
residential areas. and responds to calls for s!ructursl fires as well as medical emergencies. 
The Chumash ha~ said they would be willing to pay $10 Million to compensate the County for the loss of 
tax reiA!!nue from Camp 4. The $10 Million in no wey pi'O\ides adequate compensation for the in perpetuity 
loss of tax re\A!!nues if the 1.400 acres is taken in Trust, let alone addresses the significant new demands 
the existing County law enforcement and fire services that would result from the proposed del.l!!lopment of 
this now -,irtual!y und~oped pristine land. 

4. The following is stated:To mttt jnereued demands, the Tribe would develop an on.~lite water 
suPPlY svstem u$1ng groundwa-ter. There is no Information as to how the potential inclllaSed demand, 
let alone the stated increased demand will impact all of the existing and future needs of all of the 
populations who are dependent upon the aquifer. 

5. The following is stated: Exlstina access roads would be improved and new roads conslructed to 
orovjde access to the proposed residences and existing agricultural operations. The EA does not 
speak to the impact of the additional traftlc that would result from the stated proposed de\elopment of 
Camp 4, let alone the potential deiA!!Iopment that is NOT addressed but reasonably anticipated to fulfill the 
economic opportunities the Chumash haiA!! stated will be pro\ided to allow fltbe Trib1t to s;ontinue to 
build economic self sufficiency through diversified !rjbal!y=<Joverned commercial enterprises.~ 
{Page 1-7) 

6. The following is stated: ftAll ldentified wetland areas and Ca!ifomia Live Oak would be ayoided to 
the maximum extent (easib!e." The term "feasible" is subjecti-.e. Although not bound by State and local 
laws on Trust lands, the Chumash ha11e \Qted on State and local measures on their ballots. State and 

htlps-.1Jinail,sooole.<om'rre111Ui0/?ui=Z81bc9o3749S36&1riov~J:t&-•Gh=inbaoo&lhoo1412ftl5e119b1071 
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Jocal laws have been enacted specifically to protect wetland areas and Califomla Uve Oak for the 
enjoyment of OUR future generations. "We the poopte• - Including the Chumash- have elevated the MuTe 
wlue of these em.i ronmental protection objectilll!ls o-.er all other potential uses of the land on wtich they 
are located. 

7 . The following is staled: '1'he lribal facilltl!f would jnclude deyefopment of a blnquat/exhjbitlon 
hall dasjaned with an agriculture/eooutdan lhemt. assoe!ated admin!strat!ye spaces. a tribal 
office corn pin. and a tribal communjtv mace !ncludjng ceremony room and 
avmnaslum.O'Approxjmately 400 oarklng spaces woy!d be proyjdtd for lht faCil ities," 
Nowhere in the 930 page EA does I he Tribe address the en\'lronmental impact, let alone the broader 
community impact, of the use of a facitity on Camp 4 that necessitates 400 parking spaces. lhe proposed 
"community event facilities are stated to encompass near1y 80,000 square feet!. (page 2-14~ 
Santa Ynez Valley residents already are grawly C<lllCerJ1ed about and pursuing laws to regulate and 
restrict the number or special~~oents that may be hosted at wineries and other prl~ely owned facilitJes 
due to the traflc, llght and soond poillaion, and other~ Impacts caused by t hese -ms. 

8. The following Is stated: "Impacts to bio!oglco! resources would be greawr under A!Jerna!lya A due 
to the !lze of !ht assignmtnts. Uodtr Mematjve A . approximately 330.11 acres of critical habitat 
for a proledtd species would be removed f!om designation. Linder Alternative B. 1pproximately 
65.28 acres o( the critical habitat w ould bt remowd from deAignadon. Both al!emafiws would 
adwrsaly impact wattr of the U.S .. specla!«atus .,.ctu, pco!Bcted oak !rtu and mlgrafpry 
birds w !thoyt !be impltmtntation of mitigation ." 
The Chumash concede that their proposed de~topments for Camp 4 adversely Impact biological 
resources. protected species, protected trees and migratory birds. ft is your obligation to determine, as a 
matter of fact, that the proposed d~lopment of Camp 4 by the Chumash warrant these ad\ef'Se 
consequences. 

9. The foUowing Is slated: "No adyei'JI imoacts to socioeconomic condjtjons or envlroornenl:ll Justice 
woy!d result from !he !mpltmentation of elthtr oro teet a lternative ... " 
This is a broad concJusioo.. .. not a statement of fact . Mr. Broussard, please Mill your duty to eKercise your 
own <bl diligence so that you may come to your own conclusions as to what ad\erse impacts would 
result from the pursuit of either Altemati\e A or Altematlw B. Please reloiew AltematM A and Altemat~ e 
against the backgroood of the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan. 

10. The following is stal ed: "A prolect that would induce "disorderly" growth !l.t, would conflict with 
!ocai land u• pl•nsl could lndjrecttv cauee adyt !'lil environmental or publlc service Impact&'' 
The County has spoken to what is deimled to be "orderly grotM.h". This statement is incorporated in the 
Santa Ynez Valley Communit y· Plan. Neither A ltemative A nor Altemati~ Bare incorporated in the 
county's \Asion ol orderly growth. 

11. The following is stated: MNo a!ooificant. unmjtjaattd imDacts have boon idenlifted that would rtsult 
from the jmplementa!ion of A!toroatjve A or A lti!JJAtlve s .· Please e.xercise your own due (fpligence 
and do not merely l!lopt these conclusions. The term "significant" Is highly subjective, and it is extremely 
significant to non-Churriash majority membefs of this community that any de~lopment d Camp 4 ha\e 
minimal detrimental impacts on our use l!lnd enjoyrnent of our home. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Gary Charness 
763 Alamo Pintado Rd. 
Solvang. CA 93463 
cbamess@econ.ucsb.edu 
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These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P207.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - El>lirc:nroeml Degradalioo ofCamp41Md 

Environmental Degradation of Camp 41and 
·1 mt·ssa;·.l 

Kyle Abello <kabello@ucsd.edu> 
To: chad.broussard@bia.gov 

Wed, Sep 18, 2013 at 1:34 PM 

Dear Mr. Roussard, 

I would urge you to reconsider the numerous irre1.ersible environmental impacts that would occur on the Camp 4 
property were annexation appro\ed and residential de1.etopment mo\19d forward: drawing down the aquifer that the 
rest of the Valley residents and natural ftora and fauna rely on. the lack of nearby waste treatment for the effluent 
generated by these homes, destruction of 1.emal pools on the property, additional traffic c:oocems &om a 
de1.elopment of this size, damage to watershed area that flo11"s directly to the Santa Ynez Ri1.er, possible 
commercial dewlopment that would increase negati\4! impacts by increasing the numbers of people '>isiting the 
fragile Oak/Meadow ecosystem on the property, and the ge~eral degradation of biological resources. 

Please comey my opposition to the placing of this property in trust and remolling the protections that Santa J 
Barbara County has put In place with the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan to ensure that the em1ronmental 
resources and rural character of the Valley will be preserved. 

Sincerely, 

Kyle Abello 
2859 Stadium Dr. 
Sol~~ang, CA 93463 
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The BIA should reconsider Camp 4 Annexation 
1 "'ll>S-3s~~A 

Donald Cart.r <jcdbo@comcast.~ 
To: chad.broussard@blagov 

Wed. Sep 18, 2013 at 2:46 PM 

Chad Broussard 
Environmental Protection Speciartst 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

I am concerned with the Impact on Santa Barbara County water resources from the J 
proposed Camp 4 development by the Chumash tribe near Santa Ynez. My two concerns 
are as follows: 

Additional stres& on a limited resource- The project will impact the same aquifer that 
suppHes nearby communities as well as much of Santa Barbara County. Section 2.2.5 of 
the Camp 4 Environmental assessment states that 2 new groundwater weHs will be required 
to meet the estimated 380 acre-feet per year. That is greater than Solvang city's upland 
welts use now and compares to the 373 acre-feet used in 2002 when ground water was 
more abundant. If this proposed development was not goi1g before the the BIA, but was 
instead going to the county for approval, the significant impact on county water resources 
would be considered. 

Impact of waste water from Camp 4 - On page 2-3, Table 1, of the environmental 
assessment waste water t reatment Is to be onslte. I am concemed with who oversees and 
regulates waste that returns to the ground water passing under Camp 4 from onsite plant. 
Uke water usage, waste water treatment should fall under the jurisdiction and regulation 
Santa Barbara county. 

The environmental assessment for Camp 4 falls short of addressing the diminishing water J 
resources that all Santa Barbara county residents must help preserve. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Don Carter 
Judy Carter 
2878 Quail Valley Road 
Solvang, CA 93463 
805-691-9350 
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DEPARTMENT Of THE INTERIOR Moil - SaD Yn12 Valle)ICamp F<M 

Santa Ynez Valley/Camp Four 
1 ma~t-u.1~:: 

Julie S.nson <julie@panlnoinc.com> 
To: chad.broussartl@bia.gov 

Wed, Sep 18, 2013 at 3:35PM 

>> 
» Dear Sir: I am one of many li\Ang in the Sanla Ynez Valley very concerned about the proposal of the 
Chumaah here to annex Camp Four (or any more of the Santa Ynez Valley). Camp Four, in particular, is a main 
entrance to the ·santa Balba!a Wine Country• - something that is becoming 8\ef more impcrtant to the economy 
of the entire county. I am sure you are aware ot the potential problems l'.ffil the proposed waste water treatment 
plant, ground water concerns, the fire and police Issues and the many unknown results or the dew!opment the 
Chumash propose. Ten million dollars will not remotely pay for the long term cost but awn if the Trile offered 
more it could not mitigate the major change their plans would haw on the Valley. The relaU\Ely few members of I 
the Chumesh tribe deriw wry, o,ery large sums from the existing casino and hotel. There can be no justification __j 
for lM tribe Ulking o..er 1400 acres or the Santa Ynez valley and making it part of their reservation. The Chumash J 
own it and are tn!e to deo,elop it according to the existing ~oning. The reason the Santa Ynez Valley is such a 
desirable place for us to li..e and for others to \!sit Is in no small part because of careful al1entlon to how it has 
been deiA:lloped in the past. Please help us to maintain this very lowly place. 
>> 
» Sincerely, 
>> 
» Julie Benson 
»P.O. Box 158 (2723 Grand A-.e.) 
» lDs Oli\Q6, Ca 93441 
> 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Moil - Catl1>4 ann<ll'!lion 

Camp 4 annexation 

Brandon Amyx <bamyx@mootecito.com> Wed, Sep 18, 2013 at 3:42PM 
To: "chad.broussard@bia.gov' <chad.broussard@bia.gov> 

Mr. Broussard, 

I am writing to ask my g0\el'!1ment to decline the Chumash application for annexation of the 1,443-acre "Camp 4" J 
property into their nearby reseMrtion on the basis that the enloironmental lmpacts on this land will be significant 
and ilT9118rsible. These are not your great. great, great grandfather's indians, who ""-ould ne..er dream of the scope 
of the de\lelopment that the Chumash haYe planned for this land. 

As a Santa Ynez Valley resident, I'Ye witnessed the enloironmental impact of the gaming monopoly held by the J 
tribe. The impacts include traffic congestion, litter, noise, and loss of aesthetic beauty. The Camp 4 property 
sits at the intersection of our two highways. The size and scope of the proposed deYelopment will only add to 
these unfortunate issues. 

Because of the small size of our community and valley. a project of this scope will ha..e a dramatic and J 
permanent impact on our bucolic character. I don't want to hall all deYelopment in the valley. Rather, I bell eYe 
that the emironmentaJ, land use and building codes that have been developed over time for tratlic impacts, 
building materials usage, setbacks, \iew protection, wetland protection, natiw/invasive species protection, etc, 
are well considered and shoUld be evaluated carefUlly with any project, let alone one of this magnitude. The 
Chumash are ..ery wealthy. They no longer need a leg up from our gO\eniment at the expense of our land or 
laws. They certainly don't have a right to dewlop land outside of the established approval process. They should 
be bound by the same rules that g<>Yem the beh8\ior of their neighbor on the other side of the fence. 

It is astounding to me that 1 ha\e to write a letter like this. What could have possibly gone so wrong that our 
g0\ef11ment would 8\ell cons ider a proposal that would permanently gi\e up jurisdiction oll9r this much land that 
is neither contiguous to a reservation, nor needed for housing purposes by a small group of indil.iduals that 
recei..e more than $400,000 each per year? Please consider the scope of their proposed project, the potential 
emirorvnental impacts of unregulated de1!9lopment, and the sOYereignty of our nation against threats toreign and 
domestic. 

Regards, 

Brandon Amyx 

Santa Ynez Valley resident 

Confidentiality Notk:e: The documents accompanying this EHnail transmission are legally protected 
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and Intended onty for the use of the inOOOdual or entity named abow. If you are not t~ intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure. copying, distribution or the taking ot any 
action In re5ance oo the contents of this e-mail inroonation is strictly prohibfted. If you haw 
receiwd this transmission in error, please immediately notl1'y us by return e-mail and destroy the 
original transmission and its attachments without reacing or sa>ing it In any manner. Thank you. 
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provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P207. 
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Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indian Annexation application 

O..vid and Lauren Watts <watts1903@hotmail.com> Wed, Sep 18, 2013 at 4:53 PM 
To: • chad.broussard@bia.goV' <chad. broussard@bia. gov.> 

Dear Mr Broussard, 

1 stand in opposition to the Camp 4 Annexation application 1iled by the S. Y. Band of Chumash Indians. Our J 
valley and county ha\e gone to great lengths to plan the dewlopment of our area with the recently enacted Santa 
Ynez Valley Plan and other instruments. Granting this application would giw carte blanch de\elopment authority 
to a tiny tribal gowmment which has already demonstrated the ability to owrgrcw their own boun<:laries with little 
regard for sanitation, runoff, water resources or traffic. The Camp 4 area is currently used strictly in agricultural ~ 
pursuits which are complimentary to our Valley Plan. The Chumash Tnbe could, If allowed to take this land In 
'fee to trust' by your Bureau, continue their pattern of massi~.e owrdevelopment. This owr· dewlopment may 
result In a large scale o\O!Irdralt of ground water in an area already in the throws of a drought The Chumash 
Casino has also exhibited a pattern of incremental increase in their promotion of alcohol at their facilities which 
disregard the local crime increases and traffic fatalities on our highways. 

The Chumash tribe is not an island. The unrestricted growth of otherwise agricultural land in the same pattern as 
shown abo~.e could be an am;ronmantal and safsty nightmare for their neighbors and Santa Barbara County. 

Please reject this application. 

Da\id K. Watts 
1903 Old Mission Ori..e 
Solvang. CA 934€3 

111 



P260-01

Comment Letter P260

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P260-02

P209-04
Cont.

P260-03

P260-04
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Environmental Concerns-Chumansh Camp 4 annexation application 

Michael A. Dunn <madunn@sbeeo.org> 
To: chad.broussard@biagov 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

Wed, Sep 18, 2013 al 4:58 PM 

I am writing to you to express my many concerns that the Chumash 'Camp 4' amexatlon >vould ha\e upon the f 
population ot the Santa Ynez Valley, if allowed. __j 

First, the stated dewlopment plans to tap into an already &agile and high demand aquifer for its water needs. J 
Indeed, the annexation would allow for many types of de..elopment not in keeping with our Santa Ynez Valley 
Community Plan or our WATER SUPPLY. Please deeply consider what negatile impacts the potential growth 
could be with respect to our flnite natural resources. 

TRAFFIC is also a concern. 1\e driwn the main feeder road for the existing casino lor thi rty (30) years and I have 
witnessed a significant increase In traffic, acc1dents and drunk dllllng arrests specifically essoclated with casino 
traffic. Increasing the de~~elopment as dramatically as allo>M!d uncia- the annexation application would definitely 
have an Impact on AIR QUALITY, SAFETY, INFRASTRUCTURE (ROADS) and LAW ENFORCEMENT. Please 
weigh your deciston against these threats to our em.ircnment and safety of our tlal.eliog residents. 

SEWER/SEPTIC is an issue for many \l!llley areas and, in fact, llas led to "special problem• areas especially 
with regard to WAlER QUALITY. Again, with the potential growth, not in keeping with the Santa Ynez Valley 
Community Plan, that Alternative A and B of the annexation awfie3tlon could result in, please consider the ~ 
detrimental otfe<:ts on the health of our water quality and thereby 01.r population. 

If this was your home, Mr. Broussard. where you and your family li..ed, I am certain you would not want your 
representati~e to simply "rubber s1amp• this application, as proposed, for all of the reasons abo~.e. 

Thank you for your analysis and sincere consideration, 
Michael Dunn 
P.O. Box 774 
Los Olkos, CA 93441 

J 
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The Recent TCA approval 

Sheila Benedict <sheita93460@gmail.com> 
To: chad.broussard@bla.gov 

Thu, Sep 19, 2013 at 3:18 PM 

Hello Mr. Broussard, 
The ..ast majority of residents of the Santa Ynez Valley STRONGLY opposed the TCA that was approved by the 
BIA ~ently and I want to add my 1o0ice to the protest. It is inconceiwble to under.>tand how in addition to the 
1400 acre property, known as Camp 4, the TCA includes 11,000 acres of pri..ately o"ned proi)E(Iies, residential 
and commerolal, many roads, even our local airport. The impact on the residents of this area would be literal 
destruction of citizens rights . It would affect schools, recreation, tax collection, water righ1s and awilabillty, 
businesses, and private property rights. I strongly encourage you to listen to the residents of this area and 
re~~erSe the appro..al of the TCA. Our Santa Barbara County Board of Superoisors has filed an appeal and please 
tell the members of the BIA to respect the opinion of our supel\lisors and the people they represent. 

1f1 
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BRIAN KRAMER 
Rancho Estates, Santa Ynez, California 93460 

September 17, 2013 

SENT VIA FACSIMILE & U.S. MAIL 
FACSIMILE NO. (916) 978-6099 

Amy Dutschk.e 
Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, California 95825 

Chad Broussard 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, California 95825 

Re: Environmental Assessment for Camp 4 Property 
Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians 
Santa Barbara County, California 

Dear Ms. Dutschke and Mr. Broussard: 

04:0::t:SS p.m. 09- 17-2013 

My wife and I reside in Santa Ynez Rancho Estates which is a rural residential neighborhood 
contiguous to and east of the 1,433 acre Camp 4 property. The Environmental Assessment (EA) 
for the Camp 4 project raises many environmental concerns and leaves many questions 
unanswered concerning the major environmental impact the construction of 143 residences of 
3,000 to 5,000 square feet over an estimated 4 to 9 year period will have on the subject property, 
the surrounding community and the Santa Ynez Valley. It appears this project will have a 
significant negative environmental impact if the proposed development goes forward. We 
request an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared to address all of the physical and 
social impacts of the proposed develop(Jlellt. 

Before any consideration is given to the application for land to be placed into federal trust, all 
environmental impacts should be addressed in an Environmental Impact Statement. The 
construction of 143 residences, among other things, in a concentrated area that has been 
traditionally agricultural or rural will have a major impact on the surrounding area and it requires 
further study. Placing the privately owned Camp 4 property into federal trust and removing it 
from County jurisdiction regarding land use will have a significant negative environmental 
impact on the property and the surrounding community. 

The proposed project is inconsistent with and contrary to the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan 
adopted in 2009. The project will negatively impact the environment and place an unreasonable 
burden on the local infrastructure and surrounding community. The alternatives presented will 
adversely impact the environment by causing the removal of at least 50 to 70 protected mature 
and majestic oak trees (70 trees under Alternative "A" and 50 trees under Alternative "B"). The 
remedial measures proposed for the removal of these protected oak trees are inadequate as these 
mature oak trees cannot be adequately replaced. 
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Amy Dutschke 
Chad Broussard 
September 17, 2013 
Page2 

04:04:11 p.m. 09-1 7-2013 

The proposed project will adversely affect jurisdictional waters of the United States, as defmed 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, through the discharge or fill of at least 2.28 acres of 
ephemeral drainages, seasonal weltlands and seasonal wetland swales on the property. The 
proposed project will forever change the contour and drainage of the property. The remedial 
measures proposed are inadequate and further study is required. 

The proposed project and its construction activities will result in the disturbance of nest sites for 
migratory birds and birds of prey through increased ambient nosie and increased human activity 
that will result in abandonment of active nests. The noise and human activity on the proposed 
project will also have a harmful affect on nest sites on adjoining property and the surrounding 
community. The remedial measures proposed are inadequate and further study is required. 

The proposed project will adversely impact Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp (VPFS) habitat which is 
federally protected. Implementation of Alternative "A" will unpact at least 330.11 acres of 
designated critical habitat for VPFS which will adversely impact VPFS. The remedial measures 
proposed are inadequate and further study is required. · 

The prolonged and ongoing construction will have a major environmental impact on the 
surrounding community, especially on the residents east and downwind of the project. An 
increase in noise and negative air quality will result from the construction activities. The EA 
offers no mitigating measures for the negative impact noise and construction activity will have on 
nearby 'residents, including their livestock, pets and wildlife. The construction impact on local 
residents and the community requires further study. 

The EA's proposed alternatives for residential construction reveal residential construction 
immediately adjacent to the present private homes located immediately to the east of the Camp 4 
property. Alternative "B" proposes 143 one-acre lots which is not consistent with the 
surrounding neighborhood. The lack of setbacks, local zoning or local oversight will cause a 
major impact on the properties adJacent to the Camp 4 project, including potential for excessive 
noise, pollution, nuisances, view Impairment, etc. 

The Camp 4 property is bordered on the north and south by rural scenic country roads, i.e., 
Baseline A venue to the north and Armour Ranch Road to the south whiclr are considered scenic 
rural roads. No view corridor is provided along Baseline Road or Armour Ranch Road such as 
the "view shed protection zone" provided along SR-154. Despite Baseline Avenue and Armour 
Ranch Road bemg scenic roads, the proposed residential development is contiguous to the 
roadways thereby impacting the scenic aspect of the roadways. The lack of adequate setbacks is 
not addressed in the EA. Further study is required. 

Both altemati ves for residential development show access off of Baseline A venue and Armour 
Ranch Road. These rural county roads are narrow and lack a paved shoulder or any significant 
shoulder. These roads are commonly used by bicycle riders, joggers and horseback riders as well. 
The EA indicates construction will involve grading and excavation for building pads and 
roadways and "cut and fill" and "structural grade fill" may be imported to meet engineering 
requirements. The trucks bringing building supplies and land ftll will create traffic, noise and 
safety hazards along Baseline Avenue and Armour Ranch Road. Moreover, the delivery times for 
construction materials and arrival and departure of project workers will correspond to the 
morning and afternoon peak traffic volumes for local residents. These local roads will become a 
breeding ground for traffic noise, delays and accidents if construction begins. The adverse 
impact of construction related traffic requires further study. 

2 /3 
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2132501122 . 

Amy Dutschke 
Chad Broussard 
September 17, 2013 
Page3 

04:04:33 p.m. 09-17-2013 

The increase in traffic from the creation of a new 143 resident community, along with its 
anticipated activities, will most likely lead to signalization at SR-154's intersections with Annour 
Road, Edision Street and Roblar A veune, among others. This increase in traffic will have a 
negative impact on the surrounding area and the Santa Ynez Valley. Although the Tribe offers to 
pay a "fair share" contribution for the cost of signalization and road modification to SR-154, the 
mcrease in traffic effectuating signalization and road modification is solely caused by the project. 
Increases in traffic and signalization will adversely impact the area and further study is required. 

Then there is the issue of what actually will be constructed on the project in the event the current 
private land owner of Camp 4 is not subject to local land use reqwrements or procedures by 
which the rest of the community is governed. It is difficult to fully respond to the EA as it is not 
clear what actually is being proposed or what will be constructed. Is it Alternative A? 
Alternative B? Or something else in the future? As mentioned above, Alternative "B" offers 143 
one-acre lots abutting the rural roads and/or the adjacent residential commtinity which is not 
consistent with the surrounding area. No matter what Alternative is considered, it will have an 
adverse environmental impact and it will forever change the environment, landscape and scenic 
nature of the land. 

An Environmental Impact Statement is warranted and is needed to address the issues raised in the 
Environmental Assessment (EA). 

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me at my 
office located at 1230 Rosecrans A venue, Suite 410, Manhattan Beach, California 90266. 

Thank you for your courtesy and cooperation in this matter. 

cc: 

~ry r:ul~_:__ 
/~~ 

U.S. Congresswoman Lois Capps 
California Senator Dianne Feinstein 
California Senator Barbara Boxer 
S.B. County Supervisors: 

Dorren Farr (Fax: 805-568-2883) 
Salud Carbajal (Fax: 805-568-2534) 
Janet Wolf (Fax: 805-568-2283) 
Peter Adams 
Steve Lavagnino (Fax: 805-346-8404) 

3 /3 

J 
J 



P263-01

Comment Letter P263

!j 
I 

:I , I 
I I 
'! 
'' . - !. --

1 i 

·I·, 
-- ._,.,. ___ ____ _ .,. ~-- , __ ,. __ -- ... - . .. ,_ ... , __..,_ ___ A --00000 4-----· ···- - ~-· ... ;~ 0 

.f/ . "'' . -·-f.; . 
---·-- . -------· . - .. - -·.- -- ·- --- - . ~ ...... __ . -1-.h ' 

. ·v -;· 
....,. ~ ~; 
~-- ~ -,,.,. .,. 
... .... 



Comment Letter P263 (Cont.)



Comment Letters P264 through P267 
 

Comment Letters P264 and P265 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P163. 

Comment Letter P266 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is a duplicate of Comment Letter P248. 

Comment Letter P267 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is a duplicate of Comment Letter P258.
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Comment Letter P268
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tr ..--:e e Other----..;. __ _ September 16, 2013 .:;,ONN 

Amy Dutschk.e, Regional Director 
Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Dear Ms. Dutschk.e, 

As a citizen with roots in Santa Barbara and specifically the Santa Ynez Valley since 1956, I beseech you to refrain from 
support of Chumash Tribal Council Annexation of Camp 4, (1400 acres) off Armour Ranch Road in the Santa Y nez 
Valley. 

The attempts to garner all possible tangential support in circumventing this local community's clearly spoken and 
majority negative response to this very significant "Fee to Trust" issue, has been without precedent. 

The economic benefit to Chumash as individuals and local and surrounding communities in job potential is clear. Less J 
clear is that some of the many charitable contributions by the Chumash, is in fact the mandate of their compact with the 
State of California as mitigation to gambling's very significant negative impacts in our local communities. 

Having been vocal and clear in my pleasure that my friends and school classmates and my children's friends and J 
classmates in the tribal community now enjoy a very enviable livelihood and quality of life, I must voice "enough". This 
is not an impoverished segment of our community, nor are their opportunities for housing limited by their reservation 
boundaries. When housing is needed, these individuals can and do afford any home of their choice in our valley. 

There is no reasonable benefit to the Tribe being able to circumvent County Zoning, County Planning or County General 
Plan designations for this land. Yes, they purchased it fair and square for a sizeable expenditure! They purchased it 
knowing it's land uses and agricultural zoning. Many other owners have fought long and hard over the past two General 
Plan processes to prevent downzoning on their large ranch properties .... to no avail. The General Plan is to protect us all 
with rules and guidelines for development. Annexation brings Sovereignty and negates all community guidelines and 
protections for itself. . 

We have seen an attempt to annex through special legislation and with petitions for support for annexation presented to 
neighboring community govemments .... folks not impacted by our very real increased traffic and increased crime. While 
spokesmen for the Tribal Council continue to profess that casino expansion is not "in any way a part of their plan", ANY 
land use WOULD be within their SOVEREIGN ability and control if this land were to gain Fee to Trust designation 
through special legislation or Bureau of Indian Affairs action. 

Now we are presented, de novo, with a TCA!! Thankfully, the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors has listened to 
our community and stepped up to Appeal this action. The BIA is wrong on the history, wrong on the law, negligent in 
scrutinizing the tribe's assertions, in violation of the National Envirorunental Protection Act and negligent in noticing 
ANY, nor vested parties. Unprecedented! 

stJ:;}t ~ d---
Della Cosber~ 

J 
J 
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Comment Letter P269 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is a near duplicate of Comment Letter P268.
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Comment Letters P271 and P272 
 

Comment Letter P271 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is a near duplicate of Comment Letter P31. 

Comment Letter P272 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is a near duplicate of Comment Letter P249.
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P207-16

oePAR'TI!EHT OF THE INTeRIOR Mal · Sherllefd Ea:Jemert ~ .,BIA 

Broussard Ch~o ..: ct· .. u .i.b•·cucsa:-d@bln.gov> 

Shepherd Easement Letter to BIA 
1 r.eE><::~gA 

Geny Shepherd ..:shepherd@westnet> 
To: chad.broussard@bia.gov 

Hello, Mr. Broussard, 

Attached is a copy of my letter mailed today to Regional Director Amy Dutschke. 

•bepix:rd@wcst.no( 

~ SCAN_DOC0001.PDF 
28K 

•. ·· - . .... _ ... - --··----.. · . • .._o{,A.<t')M"-'!UUJ!IIin 

Mon. S&p 30, 2013 at 12:40 PM 
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S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

L12-02

P273-01

P273-02

P207-17

P207-16

September 30, 2013 

Ms. Amy Outscnke, Regional Director 

Pacific Regional Offoce 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 

2800 Cottage Way 
SaO'llm~nto, CA 9Sa25 

Re Comments -due October 7, Z013 
Environmental Asseumeot Portion of 

SHEPHERD FARM 

Santa Ynet Band of Chumash lndlans camp 4 Fee-T~ Trust Applitatlon 

Dear Ms. Outschke: 

The followil'€ comments are submlt:t@d <egardlng the subjea ~P 4 Environmental A=ssment =:J 
L Pace Z-4 states: •No P."lnc would o~ur on tht' subjeCt property." The Chumash have utlilled only one of J 
ttl" two gam inti permits issued to tlleir tri be. The possibility of a casino on the subject property Is very real The 
IliA would be negligef'lt In not considerir.g this potenti81 1n your EA. 

2. Page 2.S,et al, Including "Roadw•ys• fails to identify, <k!fine and consider exlstine road easements on the 
property. In particular, it falls to idenUiy, define and consider the adverse condemnation of an existing 40' x 

approximately .5 mile road easement on paro:ll (APN 141·l2l-51). Thheasement was defil\l!d and granted to 
our family rn 1955. 

The BJA,/Regional Oinlaor Dutsehke must require the elimination of aU liens, ~ncumbrances or 
infirmities prior to takins f~nal approval action of this fee-to-trU$l acqui1ition. BIA/Ret:iooal Director Ovuchke 
has not given notice or contacted tbe Shepherd ramily ~gardlng the elimination of or the ensuring of the 
recorded easement. Transferring this land into trust without dfrutly oontadina easement owners represents • 

" taking or Inverse condemnntron• .,.Jithout due prooe$$ Of j ust compensation. 
Elimi~tlon of this easement land-·locks 1!0 acres in the private ownership of the~ Shepherd· family mal<lng 

tflis land unmarketable. Land-locking th!s property devalun it, maklJ18 it worth pennies on tf1e dollar. 
TI1is lee-to-trurt a-eares irreparable hann. 

Copy via emaU: chad.brouSSilrd@bia-1:9V 

• • 
~120 • EAX~ "ol>•~"' 
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S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.

P274-01

P274-02

Chum ash Annexation of Camp 4 Prope rty 

Tafe iSkl, Ma11C Corporate Tecolota <MTafelski@tecolote.com> 
To: "chad.broussard@bia.gov" <chad.broussard@bia.gov> 

Fri, Sep 20, 2013 at 3:21 PM 

I have beeo· resideut ofLos Olivos for 25 yea~ and bave beard about the poSlible pun:hue of the Caiql4 propetty by the J 
SYV Band ofOJUm.ish Indians, the actual purchase of the property and now the annclCltion of the property to the 
Reservation. I am not involved with any of !he oraa.ni?ations opposing the annexation and uniimiliar with wbat annexation 
even rmans. l have friends ofboth sides of this and understand their positions. Ono item! have not heard raised in 
discussions is ownership of the minelllland water rights on tbe property. Although I do not know fur certain, I woukl 
imagine thot •when lbe tescrvations were established way baclcwben that the Indians were gr.mted minetal and water righrs 
fur thai which lies bene.alh th elr property. Unlike trWlY valley res ideots, we do not own any ~I or -ter rights 
beneath our property. JfCal!l' 4 is artne~. whnt becomes oft he mineraiMd water rights beneath tbat property. Will the 
SYVBand of0lulm8h Iodlans be able to pump any unregu!Jlted anxlunt ofMter that they feel fit to "support thwneeds" 
and what is the potentmldevurar.ing effects lO SUtrounding property and water availability. l bring this issue up because I 
have not yet heard this discussed. Since we are currently in a drought and our main reservoir at -SO"/o capa.city, would like 
to have this add~ sed. (fil l8 true that the SYVBand ofCburmsh Indians will retain an ainernland water rights, what 
controls are in pl:w:etolritigatc dannsc to our wells aod watersoun:es. 

I write to you requesting lhnl you inve$tigate and respond so that out Sonrs Ynez Valley does oot have a satuation u:Dlar 
tO that of the Baron a Indian Tribe in 2003 found 31 the link below. 

http:J/www.ci~salliance.or&fMajor%20Issuesflndian~o200aming%201ssuesfrtibai%20Gamlng%20FUnds%20Rights% 

201uu09%20'%20.htm 

Smcerely 

Mark Tafcllld 

PO.BoxS34 

Los Olivos, CA 93441 

805·688-1810 

VI 
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Cont.

P275-01

DEPARTMEI>IT OF THE INTERIOR 1111111· C~4 Santa Ynez. CA 

Camp 4 Santa Ynez, CA 

Jon Quirt <jonquirt@gmall.com> 
To: chad.broussard@bia.gov 

Sat, Sep 21, 2013 at6:53 AM 

0881' Mr Broussard, 

1 am writing to you to express my concern 0'$ the EnMronmental Assessment (EA)submitled with applieation for 
camp 4 in Santa Ynez CA by the Chumash Tribe of Indians. 

My concem is that water rights ha\6 not been fully addressed.(psges 2-7) Camp 4 sits atop a l111rge aqtjfer and 
the entire community depends on it. 

In the EA there Is no assessmert of how the additional water demand muld afect the community. 

For this reason I ask that you set aside the EA for Camp 4 

Sincerely, 

Jon Quirt 
195 MEadov.1afk Road 
Santa Ynez, CA 93460 

1/1 
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Comment Letter P276 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P207.
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DEPARTiol9lT OF ~E INTERIOR Mail-C~ 4Am.,eJcn 

3 ru t;s.t;ara. Ch<td <cheo.oroussard@bia.gov> 

Camp 4 Annexation 
1 rn~:.;su;-o 

Carol Petersen <camp22@<:omcast.nat> 
To: ch<ld .broussard@bia.gov 

Tue, Sep 24, 2013 at 3:39PM 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

I am writing regarding the possible annexation of Camp 4 in the Santa Ynez Valley. 

I am a life long resident of Solvang, my great-grandparents coming to the valley in 1911. 
I grew u p with kids from the reservation and was proud to call them my friends. I have 
seen many changes in the valley in my 64 years. This possible annexation of Camp 4 is 
by far the most disturbing change I have ever imagined. My concerns range from the lost 
of such beautiful land to homes as it does to the environmental and infrastructure for the 
valley. 

Other concerns include water, sewer, traffic, demands on police, hospitals and r oads, all of J 
which the tribe will not be contributing to as t hey will not be part of the tax roll if 
annexed. 

I have no problems with the tribe conducting business as any other land owner in the 
valley, following the rules we must all abide by, put in place for our protection as well a s 
the protection of this amazing valley we live in, for us and future generations to come. 

In tribe bas supported many mrthwhile organizations and events io the valley. I 
personally appreciate it and hope they will continue, being the largest and most 
successful business in the valley, it is a responsibility that they have stepped up to and 
accepted. But I would happily forego all this t o keep this beautiful place intact for many 
generations to enjoy in the future. 

This intended project would have a huge impact on our valley, I sincerely hope you will J 
consider this when making your decision. Just bow long do we h ave to pay for the sins of 
our fathers? I think it has been long enough. 

Sincerely, 

Carol Petersen 

73 Manzanita Dr. 
Solvang, CA 93463 
(805) 688-8617 
camp22@comcnst.oet 

1/Z 
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Comment Letter P278

8'JQ'13 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mall • Carp 4 Am<llcltioo & TCA 01'P01llioo 

Camp 4 Annexation & TCA Opposition 
~ I'H&~SA,;A 

Eric Baumgarten <ericbaumgarten@hwy248.net> 
To: chad.broussard@bia.gov 

Wed, Sep 25, 2013 at 5:13AM 

Mr. Chad Roussard: 

I am writing to gi\e you my thoughts on the Santa Ynez Band cl Missron Indians (Chumash} altempt to annex the 
1443 acres (Camp 4). As I am sure you know, this property has been zoned for 100 acre minimum parcels. 
While we ~'I.e approxlm.ately 3 miles fi'om to this land, there are a lot of ranches that ha\13 been bought and 
dell!lloped assuming this zoning would hold up. Clearly they will be significantly damaged (enloironmentafly and 
financially) if the Oltlmash e>en do just ~hat they say they will do. I am sure you have heard from others that the 
citizens of the Santa Yne2: Vaky are ..ery concerned that the development plans once they haw control will be 
signilicantly greater than ths Initial plans. No matler\'.f\at they do the citizens of our area will have no say; the J 
County of Santa Barbara 'flill also haw no say and will receive no ongoing pennlt fees and taxes from this 
property. No matter what they do, there will be significant strains on the en-Aronment and on our govemments 
budget to take care of all of the people this development wil bring to the Valley. 

We llw in a ranch deiiSJopment North of Camp 4. We, as well as se>eraJ hundred other ranches, are dependent J 
on our own water weUs to proo.ide water. We are all using the same aquife; that Camp 4 uses. With just the 
dewtopment they are talking about we are concerned that we may haw a significant reduction in our water 
supply to the point that we may not meet our mrmmum water requiraments. 

Over 90% of the citizens in this Valley are adamantly against the ktnd of de\elopment that the Chum ash are J 
talking about. lheir current casino has alresdy bn:loghl tratlic and people of questionable character to the VaHey. 
As you may know, there are wry raw members of the Chumash tribe who will participate in this development. 
Each member already makes well over $300,000 a year which puts them in the top 5% income bracket In the 
Valley. They haloe done wry well with the current oasino and ha">e bought siMirallarge properties In the Valley. 
We certainly do not mind them using their money to buy properties as long as they follow the same rules the rest 
of us haw to follow. I see no reason why i1 would be considered fair to gi\e them more pril.lleges to 8\0id taxes 
which will ultimately h!lloeto be paid by those of us who haw less resources than they do. 

I haw not addressed the 11,000 are Land Consolidation & Acquisition Plan since I haw only recently ~ aware 
of il How did something like this ewr get appro-.ed without Informing the people who It will affect? Has anything 
like this e1.er been done before???????? If this plan goes forward, it will RUIN the Valley. We already know 
se1o<at11l people who are going to mow before this gets publicized. What are the people at the BIA thinking when 
they approwd this? Most of the land is delleloped and many people have their life S8Wlgs in their property. The 
property values In the 11,000 acres will go down signilcantly when this is finalized. Surrounding properties will 
also see significant declines in property values. I strongly request that this plan be abandoned or at least 
postponed until you and we can get a better understanding of what the consequences wiU be. 

Eric Baumg<Wten 
•·-.·•tmarr.aoogle<Xlll"'lrorillul0nulw2&ilo<e9e37•ll636&\l<m=pt&i:aarcholnba>oWF141~724 1/2 
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Cont.

P279-01

P279-04

P279-03

P279-02

----- -

PETER VAN !DERSTINE 
_, _ _ , _____ -------

282 White Oak Rd. Santa Inez, CA 93460 805-688-0257 

September 25, 2015 

Chad Broutsard 
&viro.omenta1 Protection Specialist 
Dept. of the Interior, .Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Paci6c Regional 0/.lice. Suite 2820 
2800~We.y 
Sacramento. CA 

Re Chuma.sb Camp 4 Annexation 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

I own five acres of land dose to the Crunp 4 prope.-ty and I am. strongly opposed 

to the annexation for several -'Y importa.ot reasons. 

I. I am on the .Meadowlark Water Board and grOlllld water is limited in thls 
area. One hundred houses, or worse yet a major casino, would cripple the water 

supply. 

2. The Chum.as.h are proposing 400 parking spaces. The contaminates from the 

parked vehicles during rain would be- impossible to collect and remove. 

Therefore. they would drain into the ground wa.t.u. 

3. The Chumash have stated the property is for housing only. Why would they 

need housing when they [the members) area.ll receiving in exce" of$1000 per 

day. It is a pe.-fect reason for anot:be.- ca.sino since they have previously obtained 

two gaming licenses. 

you c., >"''f1"'·~ 
r Van Iderscine~ 

J 

J 
J 
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P280-01

9130113 DEPJIRTMENT OF Ti-lE INTERIOR M<lll - FVt. Qnloslllon to Appr0\!31 of lht TCA 

FW: Opposition to Approval of the TCA 
1 ~~a~s~~s 

Amy Dul3chb <amy.dutschke@bia.goll> Wed, Sep 25, 2013 al12:57 PM 
To: Chad Broussard <chad.broussard@bia.goV>, John Rydzik <john.rydzik@bia.go\1> 

Guess this goes to you guys. 

A-om: Jay Ric:holson [mailtD: jayridlolson@idoud.<Xlm] 
sent: Wednesday, September 2.5, 2013 11:52 AM 
To : amy.dutschke@bia.gov 
Q:: dfarr~countyofsb.~ aaron.shaplro@mail. house.gov; devin_rhinerson@feinsteln .senate.gov 
Subjact: Opposition to Approval of the TCA 

Dear Amy Dutschke: 

rd like to bmally record my opposition to the BIA appro"llal of the TCA tOr these reasons: 

• The BIA Is wrong on the history of the tribe's relationship to this land 
• The B lA Is wrong on the law thai is referenced to j ustify this TCA 
• The BIA was negligent in tailing to scrutinize the t ribe's assertions 
• The BIA appi'CMII was gi\en improperly in IAoJation or the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
• The BIA failed to gliAl proper notice to the County, local goloe0'1lllent agencies, alld affected property 

owners 

Sincerely, 

Jay Richolson 

Jay Rlcholson 

2896 San Marcos A\ell\Je 

P .O. Box 672 

Los 011\QS, CA 93441 

111 



Comment Letters P281 and P282 
 

Comment Letters P281 and P282 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P280.
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Comment Letter P283

SrO~<$S<J.rd, Chad <chod. b roussard@bla.gov> 

Re: (EA) for the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians (Tribe) Camp 4 Fee to 
Trust Acquisition Project 
~ message 

Broussard, Chad <chad.broussard@bla.!}CJ'&> Mon. Sep 30, 2013 at 8:20AM 
To: Anne Marie Balash <abalash@cappellonoel.com> 

Ms. Balash. 

I just left you a ..olcemail but ~ured rd respond to your email as well. This is a received by deadline but you are 
\\"eloome to send yoor comments In by email on that date. Comments in any readable fOrm are accepted. 

Chad A. Broussard 
Erl'o!ronmental Protection Specialist 
U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific Region 
Dil>ision of EnWol1mental end Cultural Resources Management, sod Safety 
Office Phone: {916) 978-6165 
Cell Phone: (916) 26Hl160 

On lhu, Sep 26, 2013 at 10:32 AM, Anne Marie Balash <abalash@cappellonoel .com> wrote: 

I 

Dear Mr. Broussaro: 

I am inquiring about the deadline and bmat for commenting on the Erl'oironmental Assessment (EA) for the 
Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians (Tribe) Camp 4 Fee to Trust Acquisition Project. The deadline is listed 
as October 7, 2013 for making public comments regarding the EA. Are the comments required to be recei-.ed 
by th& Bureau or ln<ian Alfairs by or on the cooent de8<114ne? Or, can the commenls be mailed out by that 
date {October 7, 2013) with a proof of sen.ice? can you please also ad\lise If tllere is a required or preferred 
format for the public comments? 

·. Thank you for your help in this matter. 

I 
i 

J Best regards, 

AM& Marie Balash 

Anne Marie Balash 
' I Legal Secretary 

Cappello & No!!l LLP 

112 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE:~ Moil· &ria Yrcl!mldCI'Umshhlans • C:lo-1>4~. 

Broussard, Chad <c;hacl.brous.""rtl@hla.gov> 

Santa Ynez Band of Chum ash Indians- Camp 4 property. 
t mos~c.;gc 

Charlotte Dodge <COodge@perltusa••«.com> 
To: chad.tllws$31d@bia.goy 

Thu, Sep 26. 2013 at 10:45 AM 

Good momltlg Ch~. 

Thank you i:lr your time in reeding the sttacheclletter. I strongly wookl hope that the Cllumash !Jitle are able to incorpotale 
their land- called Camp 4, into tile Fee foe' Trust sta.'us so that their poople m.y build ~'lome$, enjoying this beautiiJI country 
that was once completely theirs. 

The worlt you've Clone is appreciated Md I hope that my letter does not come across too strong, I dislike the anger that has 
been portrayed by many of the local town people and would hope that 8\eO though I disagree with them, I would M'Ar lower 
myself to acting as they do ... anger is neo.er an anawer. 

Best. 

Hit M&""{'t'r{Office Manager 

Peritw Auet Manag~menl. LLC 

l!6 W. Anapamu SL. Flooc 3 

Santa Borbc>m, CA 9Sl0l 

www.peritwasset.com 

H YLD Peritus High Yield E1'F 
ACTIVELY MNOOES HlGII YIElD. SIXUl RS<S 

ADVISOR . 
:_ ~ :-· - ',,.. . -.. ' 

privHeged or olherw ioe ""''""le<! by work prodUd in'm.n'ly or other logal rulea. The lnfcrm:llioo is intendod to be for the use of lt>o i'ldividUlll or onlily 
llllrred above. I you ar6 not tile int6nded roc~ 0. ""'are tllat any dlsclo$tft, ~ di!lutb•iion or-,_ of lbe ccnl~ ot lhl• i-lfcnretlon is 
prOitied. r y<IIJ...., reeeNecll\ia alednri: ~....mslon 01 - · piHM noey uo by telephone (805a82.11DO) iM>odlatoly. 

l/2 
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September 9, 2013 

To Whom it May Con.:em, 

M a member of the Santa Ynez community, 1 would l'lighiY encourage you to place Camp 4 into fee-to· 
t:nat land. rm quite sure ~m not USing thecorrectver~e and apologize a.s this is nota m.atter to talce 

lightly. Unfortunately my passion for this topic runs deep ant! I can not sit quierty any Ienger. 

I've lived in this area for more than 30 years, and having don~ so have shared my life with many cattle 
farmers, shop owners and oommunlty memlan Na~'e and non-NatiVe Mlericans. Lor\& before the 
movie "Sideways" came out and when the Casino wa.s a«ually a 8in1o Hal~ lsrew up working in the 
cache ~hops. always wondering what drew people to our beautiM valley. I suppose It's always been the 
truly magnlfltent countrvs!de aiY.l quaint bed and breakfast specialty hotels and shops. It's a land 
untouched by time. Truly magical and spet!al ln it's own WaY. Magical In that I truly bellevelt's beauty 
holds many special healing powers. Many years later, as an adult, rve witnessed the local shop owners 
retirln& with their children no longer wanting to carr•t on the traditions, leaving empty business space& 
t o be filled \\lith wine-ta>ting rooms and specialty restaurants. 

Still rna;:k:lll, the valley remains somewhat unchanged, even with the presence of a large castno. This ls 
~use the Chumash have taken greet >teps to make the Ga51no blend In w!dl t~ topography. Not 
only is the buOcllng beautifully concealed as it sits in the river-bed surrounded by feb ulcus gardens of 
trees and shrubbery, it's appealing in that the Chumash have kept: the Spanish style feel th"oughout, 
featuring beautiful fto~s and fountains. E\ll!n the ~ual reservation is hidden from the publlt as 
the Chum ash enjoy and are due their pr1vacy. I believe this Is how they intend to develop C1mp 4 as 
well. I've seen the proposed design, with careful plal'ls loid out lXI honor th~ tribal members in providing 
a beautliut envlrooment to rove in. And after viewing the plans and hearing the testimony, ftnd myself 
asking "isn't this what we're noping to aooompllsh?". Thes!l are a people who hive had .vetything 
taken from them, a society that was once regarded <U the elite members of a class of pe8Ceful 
nders...the Catholic churm once took everything away end 50011 after, the settlers arne in and 
repe~ted the same criminal act! In fact, if I were tD be honest, and I mem no disrespect, tl\e 99 acres 
that were awarded to the Chumash people wu, In rmt boo!(, a bit of 1 slap in the face as It is NOTthe 
nicest land In the valley. To have to have now purchased their land from a weU known farmer (who we 
all love and respect), SMms a bit strange as wei. Now hBVing to fight legal battles, spending a great deal 
of money fighting those people who oppose change, seems .ven more ridiculous. Especially when the 
funds used could go to setUng up various programs ftlr assisUOCI! in education. 

1 suppose my bitt(omess for these people who oppose the development stems from the fact that they're · 
the same people who oppose any growth other than for theit own benefit. These same people are 
most1y ranchers who aregnndfathered into tax rer~fproerams ... yertthey bring nothing to better the 
community themselves. They only look out for their own benefit...ne<~eTBivingto local children's 
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0123niz:atlon'' or community groupS. You would not believe the f1ght the town eotel'@!l Into when many 
wanted to build a recreation park far children. Thankfully a few large bf!~faetol$ stepped forward and 
!he project contln~.ted. The only people who give In this community are In fact the Chut'll<lsh people­
genercU$\y giving hundreds of thousands of doUars to many different organlu.tions every year. 

From everything I've witnessed from Chairman Vincent Armenta. I can tell you that they are a people 
'tAlc Intend to keep ot.r valley beautiful as they truly live through the beauty of the land; and not just on 

lt. 

I i!Mte you to personally come out and visit our area. partake in a meeting and witness the greed that Is 
put forth from the local farmers who oppose the development ot camp 4. Not to sound too harsh, but 1 
believe that it would be a reenadment oftirnes that should not be forgotten .. .a time where the whit~ 
man dictated the rules.-with little tonsldenltlon to the Natives.. I do not understand why thrs is still a 
debate and why we are vr.ostlngso mudl time and money on this battle. 

Thank you for your time and oonslderatlon, I know you will make the rfght choice In granting tht 
Chuma:sh their desire tn place Camp 4 into feHor·trust status, as 1 cannot walt to see how they develop 

the land and In bunding new museums and education centers for all to enjoy I We ail benefit from goad I 

Sincerely, 

Charlotte Slzemore-Dodge 
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!11130113 DEPARTMENT Of' THE INTERIOR Mall - Fw. CHUMASH BAND OF INDIANS TRIBAL ANNEXATION & CONSOUDATION ACT· MAJORITY OPP ... 

B;o~rd, Chcd <ehad.broussard@bia.gov:> 

FW: CHUMASH BAND OF INDIANS TRIBAL ANNEXATION & CONSOLIDATION 
ACT - MAJORITY OPPOSmON 
1 messagf: 

Amy outschke <amy.dutschke@biagov> Thu, Sep 26, 2013 at 12:31 PM 
To: John Rydzlk <john.rydzik@bia.QOIP, Chad Broussard <chad.broussard@llia.gov> 

- - --------- ... __ , __ 
A'om: I..GF msn (mallto:productionlogistics@msn.com] 
sent: Thursday, September 26, 2013 11:28 AM 
To: amy.dutschke@bia.gov 

----- - - --·--····--· .. ·-···----

Subject: OtJMASH BAND OF WJANS TRIBAL ANNEXATION & CONSO~ T10N ACT - MAJORITY OPPOSITION 

26 September 2013 

Ms. Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 

SUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS- P1ci fic Regional Offlu 

2800 CotUge Way 

Sacramento, CA 95825 

My family, neighbors, fri ends, business associates are vehemently opposed to the SIA's approval of the Chumash sand 
of l ndians'TCA - In effect the Taking of County Assets. 

• The Bureau Is wrong on the history of the Tribe's relationship to this l and 

• The Bureau Is wrong on the law that is nlfertneed to ]u1tlfy this TCA 

• The Bureau wu and is ne&f leent in faliln& to scrutin ize tM Tri bes' multiple, non documented and erroneous 
assertions 

• The Bureau iPPf'Oval was given improperly In violation of the National Envi ronment PolicyA£t 

• The Bureau failed to give notice to the County, loca l r;:overnment agencies and hundreds affected private 

property owners -Its acti ons nave been by desi&n whoi·IY opaque and surreptitious 

Camp 41and Is presently In protective contract through th.e California Department of Food & Agricul ture - resulting in 
the California l;Jnd Conservation Al:t, more popularly known as the Wil l iamson Act and subsequent Super Williamson 

hl1ps://trlllil.gct"'. .l 
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9'3CI'I3 DEPARTMENT OF TME INTERIOR Mill· FW: CHUMASH BAND OF INDIANS TRIBALANNEXATION & CONSOLilATlON N;T • MAJORlfY OPP .. 

Act . SV State law this la nd has protected the Public Trust from untold boom and bust developers. Beyond. this !~a! 
protection Is put into a utomatic extensio n evtry 10 years. Over the past dec ad~ the State of Cali fornia has worked 
duti fully on b~half of Its uxpayi ng cltizeory to $lrengthen this law as countlns reel estate developers (including fess 
Pa rker) and now the deep pO<:keted Sal\ta Yne: Band of Chumash l l\d1~ns eo<trt tireless, vor~dous and u nprecedented 
political al\d fi11a ncial pressure upon local governments and their 1!!3ders 10 alte the law and tral\sform it into Fee To 
Trust. makln~~: it not s imply tax exempt from the public tax base but exempt from restriction of any ki nd. Under such 
no-hoi es barred Fee-To-Trust condl tl ons : 

• no buil ding construct is too nigh 

• no qu~ntity of development too much 

• no parking lot hotel, golf course, bar, pmbling casino or dance esta blis hment too bia 

• no neon light tx>o br ight 

• no cost too great 

• no public pi under too extreme 

Ont! need look no further than Foxwoods CT and the Mashantucket Pequot Indian Reservation to see such arossly 
d isproportionate establis hments. The Santa Ynez Band of Cnumas h lndiar>s lr>deed espouse their desire to not simply J 
consolidate the Sa nta Ynez Va llev but an nex 7000 sq uare miles of 'tribal ' California land from Malibu to Morro Bay-
though the 1934 1nd ian Reorganiza tion Act requires thEm to tuve ~recogni zed prior to this date. The Santa Ynez 
Band of Chumash wert not recogro1ted by the US Govtrnment until the mid-1970's. 

Unprotected, Camp 4 's vi rgin 1400 acres would be s ubject to unrestricted deveiO{)m<!nt - tra nsforming open wilderness 
Into Californl~'s newest San Ferna!"ldo Valley· an urban s prawl without l imita tion. Only such Developers' and Santa 
Ynez Band of Chumash Indi ans fi nd this beoefldal to the public J!OOd. What a travesty -· and in the1ictitious name of 
good stewardship of na !lve land. 

SV publ ic vo ice a nd years of input the future development of Camp 4 has been unambiguously settled in the Santa Ynez 
Valley Community Pla n, the one and ONLY offic ia l coonty governm4!11t-sanctioned bl ueprint for development In the 
Sa nta Ynez Val ley. It is the ONLY document which reflects the Inputs, obj ectives and desires of a ll Sa nta Yneo: Val ley 
residents, bus inesses, eovernment _ includinc Taxpayers. 

The Chumash Bal\d of Indi a ns are a prl~te landoWl1er as It relates co Camp 4. There is no tribal government status or 
el.-nent of sovereignty on this property. This so-.:alled TCA and Fee-to-Trust Annexation of the Camp 4 property would 
crtl te of ma) or loss of local control and adverse economl c and envl ron mental Impacts. Good governance rei res upon 
loca l government and elected offici lis, adopted pol icy and comprehtnsive planning, to b<1 lance th4t n~s of the 
commllfli ty and plan for the future. The needs of the Many- outwaigh the needs of the Few. Thousands of taxpayers 
and residents In the ~nta Ynez Valley oppose the camp 4 Anne><ation and Tribal Consolidation a nd Anne><a tion Area 
incl uding but not limited to every major land organization: Ha ppy Canyon Home Owners, Meadowlark Home Owners 
Association, Rancho Estates Home o...,..ers, Rancho Yneclta Home Owners, Nelghbort>ood Oefense League, Preservation 
of Los Olivos, Preservation of Santa Ynez. Santa Ynez valley All ill nee, Sa nta Ynn valley Association of Real tors, Santa 
Ynet Valley Concerned Citizens a nd Women's Environmental Wlltch. This is NOTa small minority of vocal Santa Ynez 
residents as Mr. Armenta would have the public believe -this is the vast maJority o f taxpayers llvinB and worki ng in 
the Santa Yntz Vall ey. Furthermor~ 

1. On page 2-3, lh• Cllu mash plan to provide thei r own waste water ln!etment pla n. Ca mp 4 sits atop of the 

"tlDB:/ItmU.google~Uol"'c9c374~16~-~-~lnf>oo&ho1415tc,_ ~ l 
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WX\'13 .oa>ARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Melt - FW: CHUNASM SPiNO OF INDIANS TRIBALANNEXATION & CONS()U)ATJON PCT ·MAJORITY OPP ... I 
a quater thats~ppo'rts a s ignificant portion of Santa Barbara County. Who would represent tho whole 
population that relies on that water in terms ofoven;ight of the proposed Chumash waste water treatment? 

2. On page 2--4, the following representation is made: No gaming would occur on the subject property. The J 
Churnash obtained 2 gaming pennits .... they have used only one to date. It would benl!l!l igentforyour analysis 
of the EA to ignore the potential constructl'on of a casino on Camp 4/TCA la nd. 

3 . On pages 2·6/7, the fol lowing is s tated: The County, Solvang/Santa Ynez Sheriff Substation prOVides gEnera l 
pubhc safetY and law enforcement se-rvice for the project area. The Sheriff Substation Is located In Sol vans. 
approximately thret miles from the project site. It provides 24-hour service to the Santa Vnet Valley and 
Solvang area.The County Fire Department (Fire Departmentl provides structural fire protection services to the 
project area . lhe Fire Oepartment protects primarily residential areas, and responds tn calls for structura l fires 
as well as medical emergencies . 
TheChumash havesaid they would be willing to pay $10 Million to compensate the County for the loss oftax 
revenue from Camp 4. The $10 Million in no way prOVides adeq~~<~te compensa tion for the In perpetuity loss of 
tax revenues if the 1,400 acres is taken In Trust, let alone addresses tneslenlflcant new demands the existing 
County law enforcement and fi re services that would result from the proposed development of this now 
vi rtually undeveloped pristine land. 

4 . On page 2·7, the following ls stated:To meet increued demands, the Tribe would develop an on-si te water J 
s upply system usine eroundwater. There Is no information as to how the potential Increased demand, let alone 
the stated Increased demand will impact all oftheeodsung and future needs of a ll of the populations who are 
~en dent upon the aquifer . 

5. On page 2·8. the following is stated: Existing access roads would be Improved and new roads constructed to 
provide access to the proposed residences and existing agricultura l operations. The EAdoes not speak to the 
impact of the additional traffiC that would result from the stated proposed development of Camp 4,1et alone the 
potential development that is NOT addressed but reason;bly a nticipated to fulfi ll the economic opportunities 
theChumash have sta ted will be provided to allow "theTrlbtto continue to build economic self sufficiency 
through diversified triba lly-tOvemed commercial enterprises ." (Page 1·7) 

6. On page 2·10, the following is s tated: "All Identified wetland areas and California live Oak would be avoided to 
tllot maldmum extent fea s ible." The term "feasible" is subjEctive. AJtlwxlgh not bound by State and local laws on 
Trust lands, the Chumash have voted on State and local measures on their ballots. ~te lnllla<:allaws have 
been enacted spedflcally to protect wetland areas a nd California Live Oak for the enjoyment of OUR future 
1enerations. "We the people" · Including theChum:ash ·have elevated the future value of these environmental 
protection objectives OVET all other potential uses of the land on which they are located. 

7. On page 2-12, the following is stated: "The triba l facilities would include development of a banquet/exhibition 
hall designed with an agriculture/equestrian theme, asso(lated administrative spaces, a triba l offl~complex, 
and a triba l community spacelndudina ceremony room and gymnasium_ . .Appro~lmate!y400 parking spaces 
woold be prOVided for the facilities.• 
Nowhere in the 930 page EA does the Tribe address the erwlroramental impact, let alone the broader community 
impact of the use of a facil ity on Camp 4 that neces,.itates 400 parking spaces . The proposed •community event 
fadlities a restated to enco~ss nearly80,000 squarefeell (page2·14). Santa Vnez Valley residents al ready 
are gravely concerned aboutand pursuing laws to regulate and restrict the number of s pecial events that may 
be hosted at wineri es and other privately owned faci lltles due to the traffi c, lllht and sound pollution, and 
other nqative impacts caused by these events. 

8. On page 2·16 the following is stated: "Impacts to biologica l resources would be greater under Alternative A due 
ro the s ite of the assignments. Under Alternative A. approximately 330.11 acres of critical nabltat for a 
protected species would be removed from designation. Under Alterna tive 8, approximately 65.28 acres of the 
critiC<! I habitatwoold be removed fTom designation. Both a lternatives would adversely Impact water of the u.s., 
special-status species, protected oak trees, and migratory birds witnout the Implementation of mitigation.• 
TheChum.uh conctdethatthelr proposed devel optTIEflts lor Camp 4 adversel y impact blologlc.a l resources, 
protected species, prot«led trees and migratory birds.lt Is your obligation to determine. as a ma tter offact, 
that the proposed development of Camp 4 by the Chumash warrant these adverse consequences . 

9. On page 2-16, the following Is stated: "No adverse impact$ to socio41Conomic conditions or environmental 
justice would result from the Implementation of either project alternative..." 
This is a broad conclusion ... not a statement of fact. Mr. Broussard, please fulfill your duty 10 exercise your own 
due diligence so that you may come to your own conclusions as to what adverse·impacts would result from the 
pursuit of e;ther Alternative A or Alternative 8. Please review Alternative A and Alternative 8 aga inst the 
background of the Santa Ynez Valley Community Pla ro. 

10. On page 4-69, the following is s tated: "A project that would Induce disorderly growth (I.e, would confl ict with 

J 
~l 
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loca l land use plans) could indlrecUy cause 11dverse environmenta l or public service lmpac~." 
The County has spoken tovAlat Is deemed to be "orderly srowth". This sta~t is incorporated In the Santa 
Yoez Valley Community Plan. Neither AICemalive A nor AlternatiYe 8 are lncorporal>!d In the county's vision of 
orderly growth. 

11. On the same pJge (4-69) the followi ng is s tated: "No significant, unmitigated impacts have been ldantlfled that 
would result from the implementation of Alttrnative A or Alternative B." Please exercise your own due diligence 
and do not merely adopt these c.onclusions. The term •s rcnlficant" is highly subjective. and it is extremely 
signlficarrtto non<humash majority members of ttois conwnunity that any development of camp 4 have 
minimal detrimental iJll)acts on our use and enjoyment of our home. 

The community i·n its entirety relies upon tax revenues and imp act fees to provide essentia l services and Infrastructure J 
and there presently exist a myriad of fiscal shortfalls. Unfunded t.u subsidies a nd exemptions threaten the County's 
abil ity to further bala nce its budget and serve a lilts residents. Good govemanct! demands that future dl!'telopment of 
the Camp 4 property be subject to County go~m~ntei!;(;ted for and by AU the citizens of Santa Barbara County. 

Louis Friedman 

Taxpayer, Santa Ynez. CA 
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Broussard, Chad <chad.broussard@bla.gov> 

FW: Chumash TCA Proposal in Santa Ynez Valley, California 
1 message 

Amy Dutschke <amy.dutschke@bia.go¥> Thu, Sep 26, 2013 at 4:15PM 
To: John Rydzik <john.rydz:ik@bla.goV>, Chad Broussard <chi!ld.broussard@bia.go¥> 

-·-··-···················· ·•···· ·-- -··---······-···------- ----···------···· ........ . 
A'om: SalVa Jankiw<ski [mailto:sandyjrose@verizon.net] 
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2013 2:10 PM 
To: amy.dut:schke@bia.gov 
Subje.<:t: Fwd: Cht.maSh TCA Proposal in Santa Ynez Valley, california 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Sandra Jankowski <sandyjrose@verizon.net> 

Subject: Fwd: Chum ash TCA Proposal in Santa Ynez Valley, California 

Date: September 26, 2013 1:47:55 PM PDT 

To: @bia.gov 

Our Super.1sor of the SB County that represents the Santa Ynez Valley gaw me the address to send my letter in J 
order to reach the BIA. This address does not worl\, please forward this e-mail , if you can find Amy Dutschke in 
your directory. Thank you, Sandra A. Jankowski 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Sandra Jankowski <sandyjrose@verizon.net> · 

Subject: Chumash TCA Proposal in Santa Ynez Valley, California 
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Date: September 26, 201311 :09:45 AM PDT 

To: amydutschke@bia.gov 

Cc: dfarr@countyofsb.org, aaron.shapiro@mail.house.gov, 
devin_reinerson@feinstein .senate.gov 

Bee: Orty Segal <orlyssr@yahoo.com> 

Amy Dutschke 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

To: Amy Dutschke 

Sandra A. JankaM~ki 

3210 Acampo Rd.IP. 0 . Bol< 817 

Los Oli\05, Calrt»mia 93441 

I em writing to you today to let you know that I oppose the Camp 4 Annexation and the Tribal Consolidation & 
Annexation Areas fn The Santa Ynez· Valley of California 

Them are numerous Individuals and myself that oppo$e the approval of the TCA that has been flied with you by 
the Chum ash Indian Tribe. The following reasons are why I oppose this TCA. 

1) The BIA failed to gi-.e ootlce to the County of Santa Batbara, any local gowmment and any of the affected 
homeownen;. 

2) The BIA approval of the Chumesh's proposed TCA was giwn improperly In l>iolatlon of the National 
E n'<i ronmental Policy Act. 

3) The BIA was negfigent in failing to scrutinize the tribe's assenion 

21.4 
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4 The BIA is not curect on the law that is ~fe~nced to justify this TCA. 

5) The BIA is not CO!Nct on the history of the tribe's 1'9lationship to this land. 

This action by the BIA is an egregious act in our ciiAIIzed world. Times and circumstances ha\e changed. The 
time for all the special treatment for the lrdans is about o-..er in rrry mind. The Chumash lrdan tribe ott he Santa 
Ynez Valelf Is wry cash rich. The cash from our US Go\emment needs to go to needy Americans, the 
Chumash Indians make eoough money throi.jgh their gaming that they do not need the handouts from the US 
Go~mment on top of thei r gaming proceeds. The Chum ash people's income rar exceeds many residents af the 
Santa Ynez Valley resident's income. 

H is time The Cflumash Tribe contn'bute to the community in vmich they li~. They do not support the Santa 
Barbam C01.1nty or the State ol Cslifomia with any tax payments. If and when they want to further expand their 
presence In the Santa Ynez Valley, they should follow the same rules that ~ryona else here in the IA'llley have J 
followed and go Uvough the Santa Barbanl County's Planning Commission. 

It Is about time that our society does not allow the Indians to cry "v<olf' over the Injustices of the past that are ~ J 
hundreds af years old. If the BIA Is supposed to be a \table part of the US Federal Gowmment, pet1laps it would 
be time to start acting more cillilized in your land acquisitions. 

Proudly American. 

Sandra A. Jankowski 
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Broussard , Chad <chad.broussard@bia.gov> 

Fwd: comments on EA fro Camp 4 annexation 
~ rn essagv 

LINDA KASTNER <lkast6945@aol.com> 
To: chad.broussan:l@bia.gov 
Cc: myriam.valdez@sen.ca.gov 

Please forgi-.e the misspelling and mlsdiracted preo.ious emails . 

Frt, Sep 27, 2013 at 9:48AM 

. Please accept these comments on the EA fro the annexation of land In the Santa Ynez VaHey by the Santa 
Ynez Band of Mission Indians 
Thank you 

Linda Kastner 
see below 

-Original Message-
From: LNJA KASTNER <lkast6945@aol.com> 
To: chad.brousard <chad.brousard@bia.g(ll.(> 
Cc: supenAsorcarbajal <supenAsorcarbajal@sbbos1 .org>; ]Wolf <jwolf@sbcbos2.org>: dfarr 
<dlarr@countyofsb.org>; peter.adam <peter.edam@coumyolsb.org>; ste~.e.Javagnino 
<ste..e.lavagnino@countyofsb.org>; myriam.\Elldez <myrlam.valdez@sen.gov>; assemblymember.williams 
<assemblymember.Wl•lams@assembly.ca.gov> 
Sent: Fri. Sep 27, 2013 9:41 am 
Subject: comments on EA to Camp 4 annexation 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

Tho you fi:lr the opportunity to anempt to read, In its entirety, the EA for the annexation of 
1400 acres in the Sante Ynez Valley by the santa Ynez Band of Mission ~ ( Chumash) by 
extending the convnent panod . 

To my surprise I see a Tribal land consolidation and acquisition plan that encompasses aprox 
10,000 more acres than the annexation request of 1400 acres that Is Camp 4 included in this EA. 
There was no notice or discossion or such an action to any County Go\emrnent or public notice of 
such an action. This action puts annexation re~ts at a lesser scrutiny than off reser.stlon 
annexation requests. This now makes camp 4, bY approval of this TCA, contiguous to the Santa 
Ynez Band of Mission Indians reser.etion that is two miles away. r strongly protest this action. 

The EA addresses traffic and states that eJdsting roads would be impr!)IA!d and new roads be 
constructed to pn:l\!de access.( page 2-8) The existing roods are t1NO in number and are narrow 
two lane roads. The County roads that would haw to be used are narrow and limited In sight . The 

County has posted signs to that effect on Baseline Awnue. 

There is no mention as to how tratlc would be handled bY the suggested banquet and exhibt'tion 
hall 'Mth 400 par1<ing spaces.page (2-12). With parking spaces for 400 cars,that could easily be 
one thOusand people !II eacl) 100 e-.ents mentioned .. With 143 ~ built that could easily be 
300 more cars to add to these already sub standard roads. Who would bear the CO$ I of improllinn 

Mpo:l/moll.googl.........m-a1AJICI?u1•2&k=c!lo.,.....,.._...,.pt&llGDrch-lnilO>oW>=I4~a6«:19d 
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these County roads and who would bear the cost of maintaining these roads? 
A more complete tl"aaic study must be made to ensure that roads maintained by the Cou'lty of 
Santa Barbala are to code and can handle this increased load. 

Water would be pro-.;ded by dewloping an on site system using ground water. 1 see no mention of 
how this increase in demand for water would afrect the sunounding population. Wells are on land 
in the TCA which pro~de water to inhabitants of the Valley. Where Is it addressed how, if land 
were purchased and annexe<l, these water systems would continue. 

These are but a feW items I see that show this entire document is flawed and nee<ls an entire EIA. 

Thank you . 
Linda Kastner 

Unda Kastner 
6945 Happy Canyon 
Santa Ynez ca 93460 

Amy Detschke certified mail 

Gowmer Jeny Brown certified mall 

U.S Representatiw Lois C8pps certified mail 

U.S. Senator Barbam Boxer certilied mail 

U.S. Senator l:lianm Feinstein certifted ma!l 

J 
J 
J 
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Comment Letter P288 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is a forwarded email of Comment Letter P268.
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~13 DEPARTMENT Of' THE INTERIOR Mall· LAllier ctc0!1111W11t oo C"""""" EA 

Ekou5Sllrd, Chad <chad . hrou~ard@br a.gov> 

Letter of comment on Chum ash EA 

Andi Culbertson <mac@aculbertsonlaw.com> Fri, Sep 27, 2013 at 2:27 PM 
To: "chad .broussard@llia.gov' <chad.broussard@bla.goV> 

Hello Chad - I kmw thatlbe Klstrucfuns fur ronn10Ling require mailed comments, and I am mu1iJg mioe l 
today, but I thought you would apprecote an electrom copy. Please let me know if )'00 have questions. 

M. Andriette Culbertson 

{805) 686-5327 

(805) 688-6357 (fax) 

mac@aculbertsonlaw.com 

~ Final EA le ttcr.pdf 
2966K 
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C. David and M. Andriette Culbertson 

September 27,2013 

Amy Dutschke, RegioliAI Director 
Bureau of Indian Affilirs 
Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottlge Way 
Sacramento, CA ~5825 

SUBJECT: Comments oo Envit0JIIlle!lt4l Assessment, Sanla Ynez Band ofChumasb 
Indians, Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 

Dear Ms. Dutsc.blce: 

l am writing to present my comments on the above captioned Environmental Assessment (EA). 

The pU!"J)()Se of the Environmental A.ssessment (EA.) 

The purposes of an EA are to: 

I. Provide evideocc and .analysi' snffJcient to detl:tmine wbether an EIS is required; 
2. Aid a fedecal agency's compliance with NEPA when no EJS is required; and 
). Facili!ate ptepuatioo of an E1S wben ooe is necessary. (40 C.F .R. 150&.9 (a}). 

An EIS is required if the proposed fedeml. action has the pOienlial to slgni.ficantly alfect the 
quality of the human environment, including direct, indirect and cumulative effects. Fcdfnl 
agencies are dim;ted by the Council oo Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA regulations to the 
degree of public controversy over those effects in detenn.ining whether to prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EJS) or a Finding of No Significaot Impact (FONSI). 

The EA presented for the Camp 4 Fee-Trust (FTT) application bas fulfilled virtually none of 
tbese requiremetlts, and nonetheless concludes thnt DD significant effects v.~ll flow from the 
approval of the F1T !lpplication. ht reaching this conclusion, the EA relies upon an incomplete 
and con!radietory project description, incomplete studies, spurious conclusions and a complete 
failure to address cumulative imp!lCts. Tbe EA must be withdrawn and ro-draiied in a manner . 
adequate Ulldec tbe CEQ NEP A regulations. and the conclusion should be that an ElS is required. 

Project Description 

It is beyond legitimate argumeot that ao adequate project description is the sine qua rum of 1111 

adequate EA analysis. If the Project Description does not adequately describe the project and its 
setting, no adequate analysis can tlow from it. 

1 

_j 
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Yet, not ooly is the Project Description inadequate here, it is inaccurate in several respects. At 
the very least, it is inconsistent with the stated position of the Bureau ofiJldian Affairs (BJA) in 
its notice of the FTT application dated Septcmbu 17, 20131

• 

Because 1M project and its setting are not adequately defwd, the siUdies similady fall well short 
of describing the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the project. This flaw pezs.ists 
throughout the document it is not incumbent upon members of the public to painstakingly polnt 
out each and every manifestation of this flaw, and where the flaw results in 5hortcomings in the 
dooumcnt. Plainly stated, tbe absence of true analysis is in part because of the absence offsets 
about the project description. 

No one wants unnecessary EIS documents. But at the-same time, the duty of the BTA under 
NEP A is to infoJ'rt). No adequate information can be gene.rated when the project description is so 
opaque and incomplete. In this case, an EIS is what is needed in order to rake a bani look at the 
environmental consequences. Any other approaclt is arbitrary and capricious. 

The following shortcomings are but a bandful of such problems with the EA that sbowd be 
heavily 'Weighed by the BlA before prooeeding. Since the BIA is vested with a respoosibility 
under N.EPA to take a ' 'hard look." at the environmental consequences befoJe proceeding, the$e 
issues must be dealt with. 

Co111.111ent 1: The S1alldard of rey:iew for tbe Fee to Trost <F1J) application is ineo11sistent 
With the ID' DOfiAA and the verbal r'HJ)!)D$!S of the BlA penonnel, 

The Introduction section, Part 1.2, contains a fatal Haw. At p. 1-5, the following statement is 
millie: 

wAecord.ing to the land aequisitionpoticy defined in25 CFR I 51.3(a)(l), land maybe acquired 
in trust status for a tribe when the property is located within a Tribal Consolidation A!ea and 
given the satne level of scrotiny as land acquisitio:n on or adjacent to a tribe's reservation." 

This statement is also made, although somewhat more furtively, in the Application for FTf 
itself; in that the application is justified only oo tbe basis of Seetioo I 5 1.10 standards, On­
Reservation FTT, even though !his property lies more than 3 miles from the current reservation 
and is clearly not contiguous. Moreover, in a conversation with Carmen Facio, Acting· Regional 
Director (accordi\lg to the notice itself), she emphasized that "'tlle laVIoyers set the standard for 
review'' and that "it was unlikely that [the lawyecs) would determine that this FIT would be 
judged by 151.10 alone"2• Finally, the Facio notice itself states tbatthe application wiii be judged 
by Code ofFedelal Regulations, Title 25, INDIANS, and Parts 15!.l0 and 151..11. It is clear that 
no ooosensus on this standard of rev-iew was reached prior to i'suing tbe EA for review. Far from 
a simple consultant mor, the EA represents the independent judgmeut of the BIA. The more 
lenient standards of Part 151.10 standing alone could very well explain the shortcomin&s in the 
EA itself. For this reason alone the BA should be re-dtofred and re-Issued for public review. 

I Notice or 'I'PIIcation &eeking .. ~e oftltlciO real ~rty "in trust" by United SlateS of America, Ca!T11~n 
Facio, Acti~~g Rqiooal I>ir!dor. Se~ 17, 2013 
' Personal communication, Aodl Culbertson 

2 
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Comment 2: Tbe f'.xl•tiDg aDOiication b for bousiu 11Ni economic deve .. p!!lcAt, y« anplie~ 
tbe less riC!)roY.1 staadiU"d of review for apolications that are solely for houaing. 

At p. 1-5, the EA states that there is " ... an ope:rating horse stable ... " on the Camp 4 property. 
Con1l!ct with the County Planning Department indicates that there is no such record. There is no 
operating horse stable on the property. This is important, because the standards of review for 
FTT appllcatioos have rigorous requirements - unless the application is just for tribal housing. 
The project as described clearly admits this is not the case (a commercial stable and 
approximately 44 acres of additional commercial vineyards are proposed) but at the very least 
the mention creates an i.ntemal conflict in tbe docwnenl Is there a stable there now? Will the 
new stable be established in its place? No details are presented. 

Comment 3: The Trlbe's jystification for the FTT based. og a need for tribal hm lpg j~ 
unsubstantiated. not 1¢timatelv o alvud iD the EA in terms of the fuU effest o d 
meaninllful use of' the eximng resecratjon are for redevelopment t. m•maril.y diSlltifsed. 

AI p. 1-6, the EA states that the proposed trust land would enable the Tribe to provide housing 
for its existing tribal members and continue to provide housing for descendants as they come of 
age. It argues that the current Reservation lands are highly constrained due to a variety of 
physical, social, and economic factors and that majority of the lands held in Trust for Santa Ynez 
are located in a flood plain. The EA goes on to claim, upon tbe basis of no evidence whatsoever, 
that the reservation land is not suitable for much. tf any, development because of flooding and 
drainage problems. 

lu reported in the EA, the current reservation has a residential capability af approx.imawly 26 
acres or t 8-/o of the Reservation and an economic development capability of approximately 16 
acres or 11% of the Reservation. Somebow, the E.A calculates that the usable part of the 
Reservation amounts to approximaw1y 50 acres, much of which has already been developed. 

First, 50 acres is a more than ~uate area to redevelop for 143 homes (the EA ne.ver explains 
why 143 homesires repcesent a "m.agic number"' when there are only 136 members of the tribe, 
and a clAimed 1300 descendants). At 143 homcsites, 50 acres wt>uld yield approximately 143 
15,000+ square foot sites, much in keeping with homes in the town ofSaDt.a Ynez, rigln I!CtOS$ 

the street. In my example, I am presenting statistics for single family detacbed lots, but greater 
economies could be realized by a rnulti-faoilly component be:iJlg added as well. 

But none of the arithmetic e.xp!ains why the Tribe has a population of 136 tribal members and 
approximalely 1300 lineal descendants but is planning and building for 143 homesite!. T'hece is 
no analysis of the prospective fulllre development and, with 1300 claimed descendants, the 
development to accommodalc all of them would be far beyond 10 homes. Tbe lll'l'llll8emenlS of 
the various alternatives do not ewn suggest where this development might tU:e place. 

Simply stated, thet:e is absolutely oo nexus betv.-een the plans shown (143 hocnes, stable, 
vineyards) and the goals stated housing for 136 trlbal members and 1300 lineal descendants), and 
therefore 1here must be another plan producing cumulative impacts whicb are oot assessed The 

3 
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EA must be revised and recirculated with a stable and fmite project dcscrip1ion i11 order for the 
BIA and the public to responsibly determine the scope o! impact 

Comment 4: The EA dog aot include tile more rigoroas tval-tion required for »oa­
houllu um p1·oposed by the Tribe. 

At p. 1-7, the EA clearly contemplates the putSuit of economic sctivity justifYing closer 
inspection WJder the regulations of the BIA Handbook: 

"Secondarily, the trust acquisition of the proposed trust land would also allow full tribal 
aovemance over its existing agricultural operati.oos on the property; thereby allowing the Tribe 
to continue to build economic self sufficiency through diversified tribally-governed commercial 
enterprises." 

Since tribal housing .2llli is excused for tile more rlaorous requirements of the FIT ana!yiical 
process, and this is clearly not a proposal involvin&m tribal housin&, the BIA is obli,gatod to 
report out the results of the more ri,gorous analysis in the EA. 

Comment 5 : The Tribe ~:an meet its gpals by su!dpg entitlemen1! tbrna!lh tbe Couaty gf 
Sants Barbua and clqes Pot need to c.ke the la!d Jee-to-Trust in order to meet the stated 
goals. 

Atp. 2-1, the followina statement appears in the E.A: 

"For the Proposed Action (Alternative A), the onl.y r:easolll\ble alternatives are to either take no 
action or take the requested parcels located within the Tribe's Tribal Consolidation Area into 
trust on behalf of the Tribe to alleviate the existing sbertage of developable land and associated 
hotiSing on the Tribe's Reservation." 

These are not the only re830I1ollble alternatives. The Tribe can seek: entitlements through the 
County of Santa Barbara, including an amendment to 1he Santa Ynez Community Plnn. The 
Tribe bought the land knowiua full well the limitations of the Community Plan, but that is not to 
say another plan could not be considered. The EA should discuss what would be ne(essary to 
amend the CommWJity Plan, and bow they would mitigate for the impacts. This is feasible, and 
is even the way the Tribe approaches some of thejr land acquisitions now, boih in Solvang and 
Santa Ynez, as well as elsewbere. Evidence a quote from the Tribe's representative last year with 
regard to land in the 645-acre Santa Suswma Field Laboratory (SSFL) tlun the Tribe has 
indicated it wants to purchase: 

~Fee Iitle protects the llite, and putting IM land in trw/ doesn't gi~ us any additional 
protections," . .. . "Putting the land into trust gets 'US even more opposiriOtt than taking t-he fee 
ownership. It raises this cosine issue and gelS /Nei')IOI'.$ upset." Venhua County Star, 
JO.JS.2012 

Clearly, if the Tribe's goals can be met at the SSFL property without FTT, tbey can be met here. 
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At p. 2-3, the EA states that Alternative C would represent ~No federal action or proposed 
development." These are two separate ideas and sboold be treated as such. No federal action is 
one Alternative. This would be the abandonment or denial of the FIT application. As stated by 
Cad Artlllan, in a 2008 Memorandwn to tb: Regional Directors of the BlA, not ew:ry parcel of 
land acquired by a tribe is entitled to be taken into trust, and a demonstrated need must be shown. 
Artman futthef' states: 

"lt should be noted that that tribes are free to pur9Ue a wide variety of off-reservation 
bosiness enterprises and initiatives without tlle approval or supervisioA ortbe 
Department." [.Emphasis added] 

The fact that no federal action would occur does not.ll!J the EA states. preclude development of 
the property. The EA should have considered the alteroatives of developmc::nt Ullder the existing 
County Santa Ynez Community Plan and via an :amendment to the Santa Ynez Conununity Plan. 
Both of these altmllllives are feasible, especially when only 17% of the tribal membership lives 
on the current reservation. There is no showing that tribal members v.ilo live off-reservation in 
the community (many do) would sell their fee simple intezests in their homes and move to the 
Camp 4 propeny. In fact, given the small number of tribal members that live oo 1he CUI'I'eOt 
reservation, it is likely that a redevelopment alternative is feasible. 

Comment 6: The EA cogdyets a verv suverflctlllautysia or culm!'!!l moun:es. l!h!dt ror 
off reservation m are out of !be fKton wMed m de~U.iog whether thue is a 
hiatoris \1 connectiop to the property wbj(,b. ia.fbe Sllbject ortbe FJT, 

I have stated previously that, gj.ven the sboncoraings and flaws in the project description and also 
the alternatives, the analytical j)Ortions of the EA. are necessari 1 y inadequate because their impact 
evaluations are not based on a true picture of tbe scope of the project. Nonetheless. at least one 
area of the EA conducts such a supertlcial analysis that it really comes to no condusion at all. 
1bi$ particular section was prominent to me because of the tribe's claims of cultural resources on 
site. 

At p. 3-48, the following statement is made: 

"A total of 16 potential cultural resources were discovered during the intensive field survey. 
There were no temporally diagnostic artifacts ob5erved darina discovery and recording of any of 
the resources." [Emphasis added} 

Amazingly, no attempt was made to further explore whether 1!llY of 'lhe pote11tial arti:fucts was 
actually a 1rue artifact, or sorneth.i.og else. No excavation was done. and the entire analysis 
coosisted of a records and literature search revealing no recorded sites, and a walkover in 
trail3eCtS approxintately SO feet apart. Thls is contpletdy inadequate, and swprisi.ng, since the 
Tribe claims a historic relationship with this laod and one would suppose they would be more 
curious about 1be contents. 

On the very next page, p. 3-49, we learo for the first time that they actually found "sites"-still 
shown as "potenria!M: 

s 
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"The results of the 2011 Archaeological Investigation and Supplemental Stlldy documented the 
discovery of 16 pot•nJial cultural resources. These include 4 archaeological sites, 9 Isolated 
artifacts, and 3 historic stock troughs. None of these resow:ces appear 10 be accompanied by 
especially complex ambaeological deposils." 

In order for the Tribe 10 claim, as they do, a historic and modern connection to the land, more 
analysis is needed. The EA is completely deficient in this analysis, which is cenrral to 

· undermnding whether 1he project has any effect on resources at all. The cavalier approocb of 
this superficial study falls far beneath these standal'ds. 

This is just one of the many areas where the EA oonducts an ex.ceedingly superficial analysis of a 
very Incomplete project de=iption and falls well short of the "hard look~ required by NEPA. 

Comment 7: The EA faUed tg analyze the cumulative impacts auodated witb potential 
develoomt~~t on the 11,500 aeres witblp the BIA-approyed Tribal Consolidation aod 
Aooyisitioo Area. 

Finally, the EA utterly fails 10 address the cumulative and growth inducing impacts of the 
project, particularly with reg,ard to the more lenient standards it claims for F1T applications 
witbiD a Tribal ConsolidstJon Area. The public is left completely ill the dark as 10 the potential 
implications- the "domino" effect- of the acquisition and FIT treatment of 11,500 ac.res. Of 
course, the Jl'lblic would have known the implications of the TCA had the BIA conducted a 
NEPA process fur that decision, which it elearly did not Since such analysis was not conducred 
at tbe'time ofTCA approval, it must be OOil<lucted here. 

Conclusion 

The reason· that the National Enviromneollll Policy Act exists is to regulate th() decisions of 
federal agencies in a way that forces them to understand the COnse<JUei:IOC$ of actions that they 
are considering. When a NEP A document such as an EA falls so far short of the requirements of 
the Jaw, it not only does not inform. it misleads. Since the BlA is also the agency whicll makes 
the decision on the FIT tbrougb a Con90l1iam paid fur by the appl~ rigorous scrutiny is 
demanded to assure the Stnte, the County and the public that the process is not pro forma. 

The direct, indirect and cumulative effe<:ts of this F'IT. and the need for an BIS, an: self-evi<knt. 
It is essential to the integrity of the NEPA p!0C11$S for the BlA to abandon this EA and pursue the 
preparatioo and completion of an ElS prior to male lag a decision on this FTT application. 

Sincerely, 

h.h~~ 
M. Andriette Culber:tson 
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D!PARTUENT OF THE INTERIOR Uoil- Clurasll c.mp 4 ard TCA plans 

Broussard, Chad <chad.broussard@bla.gov> 

Chumash Camp 4 and TCA plans 
1 m\!-Sss.ge 

Kendall Mills <kendallmiffs@me.corn> Sun, Sep 29. 2013 at 2:03 PM 
To: "Chad.bi'Oussard@bla.gO'il' <Chad.broussa!d@bla.gov> 

To Chad BI'OUssard, I hiM ilo8d in Janin Acres near the SYV High School for r:mr 41 years. and llo;e Nling here. 
I am strongly opposed to the Chumash efforts to take camp 4 from fee to trust. I am also strongly opposed to the 
TCA plan to annex 11.500 acres east of RdiQio Road in our Valley. rm vefY worried about the future use or the 
GQI.Iifer under Camp 4 . Thank you, Ken M1ns 
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Comment Letter P291 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is a near duplicate of Comment Letter P290. 

Comment Letter P292 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is a duplicate of Comment Letter P287. 

Comment Letter P293 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P207.
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16'17113 DEi>ARTMaiTOF THEINTERIOR MoD - ~4EI'Mr011menlal l\sWO$rnorC 

Brousaard, Chad <cii:td broussard@IJra .gov> 

Camp 4 Environmental Assessment 
~ :ileHS,iQ€ 

Chris Milia <m5r@mac.com> 
To: chad.broussard@bia.gov 

rue. Oct t , 2013 at 9:28 AM 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 
rm wrttlng to express my deep concern about th& annexation of the Camp 4 property and the tr1bes TCA Plan. 
The 1,400 acre Camp 4 property sits atop an aquifer that Is critical to the sul'\l-el of the Santa Ynez Valley. b 
could 1\a\e catastrophic consequences if the County of Santa Balbara were to loose regLtJtcxy authority of th1a 
land and aquifer. There are too many questions being left unanswered in regards to the potential harm to the 
aquifer. The Chumash tribe will not be required to follow any planning and del.elopment guidelines and will not 
adhere to the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan. The tribe has conceded that their planned development will 
hale an adwrse emlronmental impact on biological resources. protected species & protected trees. 
Please help us maintain county control orthls highly ~eluable property. 
Thank you. 
-ellis Mills 

J 
~ 
J 
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Comment Letter P295 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is a near duplicate of Comment Letter P273.  
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10'17113 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail · FW: Clun!l:ih Trlllool CCf1Solldo11on Map 

B;''-UGSarc:i, Chad <chad.broussaru@bil'l.gov> 

FW: Chumash Tribal Consolidation Map 

Amy Dutschke <amy.dutschke@bia.goV> Wed, Oct 2, 2013 at 8:27-AM 
To: Arvada Wolfin <af\eda.wolfin@biagoV>, Chad Broussard <chadbroussard@bia.gaV> 
Cc: Lo11'8e Russell <lo11'8e.russell@bia.goV> 

FYI 

--Original Message-
From: Bruce McBroom [mallto:mcbroom1@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, Octobef01, 2013 6:34PM 
To: amy.dulschke@bia.gov 
Subject FW: Chumash Tribal Consolidation Map 

October 1, 2013 

Ms. Amy Dutschke. Regional Director, Bureau or Indian Affairs 

We are long time residenls and property owners In the \iUage of Ballard, 
about 3 miles from the edge of the TCA map you recently approwd. 

Y <U BIS8aU gaw no public notice of this. nor any prll\islon to commenl. 
We belle~oe that your actions are improper and \iolate the pro-Asians of 
the National Em.ironmental Polley Act. 

We also question your authority and precedent in making your decision, as 
well as your int9IPI'e(ation of the History of the Chumash in this area. 

You appear to have accepted all of the Tribe's assertions without 
irr.estlgating or contacting Interest parties. 

You ha-.e rxtN allowed only 30 days for comment from us as well as our 
County and State agencies. This is unfair and caprtclous in our opinion. 

Raspectidly, 

Bruce & Katllle McBroom 
2506 School St. 
Ballard, CA 93463 
805 455-1490 

- End of Forwarded Message 

J 
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Comment Letter P297

1<117113 OEPAR'TM5NT OF THE IIIITERIOR Mail• FW. SrAYnezVI!IIey ChuiY'G$h TCA issuo 

3 ro;.assard, Chad <chad. brousst~rd@bia.goV> 

FW: Santa Ynez Valley Chumash TCA issue 
' mt-:>tt<Se 

Amy Oui$Chke <amy.dutschke@bla.go'IP Wed, Oct 2, 2013 at 8:28 AW 
To: Arvada Wollin <ar.eda.wclfin@bia.goV>, Chad Broussard <chad.broussard@bla.gOII> 
CC: Lorrae Russell <klrroe.russetl@bia.goV> 

- ----- ----- ---------
Ftom: Rebecca Flynn [mailto:rebl<yf@msn.com) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 01, 2013 5:27 PM 

---· -·. ···----- --- -·- --------------

To: amy.dutschke@bla.gov; Devin_Rhi!lei"SOf"4!lfelnstein.senate.gov 
Subject: FW: Santa Ynez Valley Chumash TCA issue 

From: reblcyf@msn.com • · 
To: amydutschkel!!l bl a .gov; aaron.sha po ro@mal l.llouse.gov; devinJei nerson@fei oull!in.senate.gov; 
dfarr@lcountyofsb.org 
Subject: Santa Ynez Valley Chumash TCA l ssue 
Dare: Tu~. 1 Oct 2013 22:41:02 -tQOOO 

Hel lo Ms. Outschke, 

1'6 a property owner In theTCAare;l oftheSan~ Yne:Valley I would l ike to convey my Intense disappointment in the 
Bureau oflndian Affai rs In regards to their haJty dedsion to approve the TCA of theChumash Tribe here in the Santa 
Ynez Valley. 

There are many reasons why this Is SOOOO wroog as I'm sure you have been made aware of In the pastfew weeks, i.e. 
the failure to notify ANYONE irwolved, the history errors, the environmental Issues, on and on.-. IM: mainly I just 
cannot believe that the BIA would take this seriously! This involves almost the entire township of Santa Ynet. Do you 
really think thi s is tht right thins to do, taking Al.lof this l and off of the County o fSB's tax rol l, destroying hundreds of 
people's homes and busrnesses? It may be di fferent i( thi s \vere a poor tribe who reatly needed the land, bot as I 'm 
sure you are aware tills tribe is VERY wealthy. 

I beg you to do the right tiling and retract this approval. It i$ completely without merit and has already caused a lot of 
trouble here in our hometown and many hard feeli ngs towards the tribe. We need to live in harmony and there is no 
reason why we cannot, If everyorHt Is reasooable. The TCA is NOT a reasonabl e option. 

Thank you, 

Rebecca Avno 
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Comment Letter P298

1M7113 OEPARTMI!IIIT OF TME INTERIOR Mall · FW. Qrc>collonlDChu"""h TCAins.anta '!MtCA 

S:oussard, Ch()C <chad .Dro:..t~~@bla . gov> 

FW: Opposition to Chumash TCA in Santa Ynez CA 
I r1i7~aage 

Nrly Dutschke <amy.dutschke@bia.goV> Wed, Oct 2, 2013 a( 8:29AM 
To: Arvada Wollin <ar.eda."IM:>lftn@biagoV>, Chad Broussard <chad.broussard@bia.gov> 
Cc: Lorrae Russell <lorrae.russ&ll@bia.goV> 

--Original Mllllsage--
From: Donn Cn.mmer [mailto:donncrummet@hughes.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, October01 , 2013 4:32PM 
To: amy.dutschke@bia.gov 
Subject: Fwd: Opposition to Chumash TCA in Santa Ynez CA 

> 
> 
> Dear Amy Dutschke. Bureau of Indian Aflairs. 
> 
> Is it any wonder people hs\e less and tess trust and C«lfidence in their 
go>errmeot and representatiws when one is ITI8de aware of your recent 
approval of the Chumash Tribal Consolidation and Acquisition <Vea {TCA), 
an unprecedented 'taking' of 11 ,500 acres from Santa Barllara county. I am 
shocked and Incensed that my property and home of 30 years, along with 
hundreds ot my neigl"b:lrs', and 9'.911 the beautiful !OIM'I af SantaYnez could 
be secretly redesignated as part of this TCA fcc" the b€Aelit of our 
wealthy Chumasb tnlle! Where is transparency and due process??? 
> 
> I am strongly opposed to this unprecedented and conti'OI.ersial T.ribal 
Consolidation and Acquisition (TCA) approwl and it needs to be repeated 
for seo.eral reasons. just a few of which are: the BIA t:liled to give ANY 
notice to any alfected property owners, or to the county or any local 
go-.enment agencies; the BIA was negl"lgent in failing to scrutinize the 
tribes inaccurate assertions, not the least of which is their Inaccurate 
historical claim to this property; the BIA approval was im PTOP6r as it is 
in violation of the National Efl\Aronmental Polley Act. 
> 
> Ths small group of Chomash Tribal members benefiting tom the casino, 
hotel, restaurants, etc. on their sovareign reser.ration are already the 
wealthiest group in the ~.Utley, and this is e-.IOenced by their recent 
burgeoning polit1cal inftuance. I certainly hop& this does not explain 
how S1.1Ch l)n egregious and secreti..e approwl coukf occur. 
> 
> Ou- public ser.ents need to be reminded that they should serve "'.1th 
honesty and integrity and that they soo.e at the behest of 'we the 
people', and not just for the benefit of a powerfUl or 
politically-correct group. Ail people, including the Chumash, haw the 
same rights end restrictions to deloelop thalr private property liS they see 
fit . but under the auspices ot the county regulations and taxing 
authority. On all property outside the establiShed reserwtlon. we sl"lcdd 
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Comment Letter P298 (Cont.)

P298-02
(Cont.)

10'17h3 DEPARTMENTOFTHENTEIUJR MoU • FW: ~ti«<IOC,...,...,.,TCAin6orDYno%CA 

all U~oe by the same rutes, no more no less. 
> 
>This is a big deal ... and will not be limited to those directly at\'ected 
in this \Qlley but soon throughout the county and state if this process 
and precedent Is allowed to stand. The BIA, or powers that be, need to 
misi! this outrageous and undemocratic process and tmmediately and 
unequi\QcaiJy repeal this reoent TCA approo.el. 
> 
> Sincerely, 
> Dom Crummer, Satlia Ynez 
> 

J 
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Comment Letter P299

't<VIl/13 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mo<l · FW: Chi.rlla$~ Trll» Tribal C.,..aldialioo Ar•lnSaria Ynoz: Coliklrnia 

Bmut~S<~. rd . Ch2d <chad.';roussard@bia.gov> 

FW: Chuinash Tribe Tribal Consoldiation Area in Santa Ynez California 

Amy Otrtschke <amy.dutschke@biagoV> Wed, Oct 2, 2013 at 8:31 AM 
To: Arvada Wolin <I!Mda.wolfln@bia.g<l\C', Chad Broussard <chad.broussard@bia.gov> 
Cc: lo11"!19 Russell <lorrae.russell@bla.gov> 

-O!fginal Mess~ 
From: Rob Walton [maijto:rob.waltoo.coosulting@gmail.com) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 01, 201312:48 PM 
To: amy .dutschke@bia.gov 
Cc: dfam@countyofsb.Q19; aaron.shaplro@mall.house.gov, 
deiAn_rhinerson@feinstein.senate.gav 
Subject: Chumash Tribe Tribal Consoldlatlon Area In Santa Ynez Callfomla 

Hello Ms. Dutscllke: 

I am a property owner and resident in the area abutting the current 
Chumash Resar..ation, and In the area the BIA plans on designating as a 
tribal consolidation area (TCA). 

As property owners my v.;re and I protest all'/ designation of lands as 
fasl-track eligible for becoming part of a raser.ation expansion. This 
property and the nearby parcels are NOT part of the tribe's land, and we 
object to any such designation. 

Not the least, there was no public process for this designation. 1CA does 
ha~e a vert real Impact on the IEIIue of land within, since parcels 
purchased by the Chumash will in the future be able to become reset\<ltion 
land without arry sort of land use restrictions such as normally required. 
Old you ewn seek any outsldo infoonatlon as to the effe.ct a 1CA 
designation might haw on !he properties owned within that area? 

We have, I repeat, we haw absolutely zero concem about li\ing next to 
Natiw Americans. In fact, the location of the Chumash being nearby was 
an Interesting and positive issue when we bought our home. 

But by the BlA creating a TCA, without the tribe actually O'M'ling the 
majority of land within, this Is causing a negative effect on our home 
w lues because lf moled fee-tC>-trust and part of the reservation there are 
no constraints on water table usage, no building or dewlopment re~ 
proceues required. 

If not already, you will be experiencing law suits against youreelf and at 
the BIA for such a spurious and thoughtless act, one which has not 
irr.olwd the elected comm\My and property owners AT ALL Pl1or to the 
BIA's desigflation. 

That the BIA has ln-.olvsment In Indian Alfairs is just fine, but it should 
be limited to lands !hat are actually OWTled by the tribe, not lands !hat 
!hey would LIKE to <:l¥>1l. J 
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Comment Letter P299 (Cont.)
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail· FW: Coorrmh T•lbo Tribel c.,..oldialioo Ar<Nlln Salta Ynot C.lf«nla 

In summary, 

> the BIA is wrong on the history of the tribe's relationship to this 
> land the BIA is wrong on the !aw that is referenced to justifY this 
> TCA the BIA was ~igent in failing to scrutinite the tribe's 
> assertions tM BIA approval was givan lmpropef1y In violation of the 
> National Em.lronmental Policy Act (NEPAl the BIA failed to giw notice 
>to the County, local gowmmeot agencies, affected 

It Is shameful that the B lA, as a representati>.e of the Obama 
administration, would lake such ill thoUght out actions, listening ONLY to 
the request of the Chumash. and not even Informing etfected parties in 
ac!vance. 

We ask that you reverse the TCA designation and begin a public process If 
that is what the Chumash are requesting. 

You and your: organization haw in one step done more to 1'8\.ef'Se the 
largely posit iw impression of nati-..e americans and the sen.lces that 
pi'O\lde for them. 

Make this rigtlt and re\>ei'Se your: COli'Se, please. 

Sincerely, 

Rob Walton 

Rob Walton, RN, MPA 
305 White Oak Road 
Santa Ynez. CA 93460 
Voice: 805-722-0093 
email: rob.walton.consulting@gmail.com 

Rob Walton, RN, MPA 
Health Care Consultant 
Voice: 805-722·0693 
email : rob.walton.consiAtlng@gmall.com 

J 
J 
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Comment Letter P300

1ltl7113 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail· Opposilon IDC!urmh Tribe TCAMd carrp4 

S roussa rd, Chad <chad.broussard@bl<~.gov> 

Oppositon to Chumash Tribe TCA and Camp 4 
1 ff!OSSflg3 

Kurt Alldredge <the<:hefstouch@earthlfnk.net> Wed, Oct 2, 2013 at 12:33 PM 
To: chad.broussard@bia.gov 
CC: amydutschl<e@bia.gov, dfarT@countyofllb.org, aaron.sl'iapiro@mail.house.gov, 
delin_relnerson@felnsteim.senate.gov 

Mr. Chad Roossard 

Erl'<ironmental Protection Specialist 

Bureau of ndian Affairs, Department of the Interior 

Dear Mr. Roussard. 

As a concerned, long time citizen of Santa Ynez and cu1rent home owner within the Chumash Tribes outlined 
Tribal Consolidation and Acquisition Act. I am asking you to li.lrthet' corn~lder-tbe BIA'a decislon to grant apprtMll 
of the tribes proposed TCA plans. This decision fails to take into account the community at large as VI!SII as the 
emironmental impact of such a plan. The effects of the curTent casino on the community and land haw been 
dewstating with significant lncr&ases In traffic, crime, noise, light pollution and air pollution. 

The tribe's plans for the Camp 4 properly and the TCA are 1o9QU8 and su.bjectNe with no real concrete answers to 
such matters as drinking water, waste water disposal, en\Aronmental in pact to the land, animals and migratory 
birds, 1nfraslructure impact and the cost of additional police and fire support. 

The Impact to the community IMXJid be dewstating and not in line with the Cl1T'91'11 community deo.elopment plan. 
If the tslbe is allowed to proceed with their plans br both the Camp 4 proJect and the TCA it will lorewr destroy 
the bucohc, natu"al beauty of the Ialiey and has pitted neighbor against neighbor. 

For the BIA to appro~~& such a plan without notifying ctm1nt land, home and business O'Mlers Is to deny our 
legal tights and not v.ithin the realm of administratil.e process. Furthermore the SIA's decision faits to take into 
account the National Enlironmental Policy Act and the 0\erclll en,jronmental Impact of auch a plan. For the BIA's 
regional director to disregard these matters is unacceptable and probably unlawful. 

The tribe's current and past actions l'la\e proo.en them to be a neighbol' that is not going to take good care of 
the lands that they occupy. And for lhet'n to assert that th.ey need the additional lands for housing is 
manipufati-.e. Many of the houses currently on the reservation are not occupied and many of the "Enrolled" money 
recei1Ang members do not live on the reseMrtion. For Mr. Armenta to assert that they need to prO\~ additional 
housing for their members is without support. 

I Implore you to reconsider the BIA's approwl of the Tribal Consolidation Plan and the fee.to,trust of the Camp 
4 project until all of the residents of the Santa Ynez Valley ha-.e It-lair opportunity to be heard. 

Sincerely, 

Kurt R. Alldredge 

J 
~ 

J 
:::::1 

J 
J 
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P301-01
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P301-04

1~17113 DEPARTMENT Of' THE INTERIOR Mell· c:amwu en EA lor CMIP4 all'I-1Citl Sanlo Ynez CA 

!;.muss~ rd , Ch&.c' <chad. broluls;ud@bia .gov> 

comments on EA for Camp 4 annexation Santa YnezCA 
1 rr.esai=l~A 

hiddanlakAtranch@earthllnk.net <hiddenlakeranch@earthlink.net> 
Reply-To: hiddenlaketaneh@earthlink.net 

Thu, Oct 3. 2013 at 12:43 PM 

To: chad.broussard@bia.gov 

Dear Mr. Broudsartl. 

My 1-tlsband and lli\e in Santa Ynez Rancho Estates and our home borders the east side of the 1,400 acres J 
know as camp 4. We haw recently bund out that our property is also in a Tribal land Consolidation and 
Acquis it ion plan and so are the wat« wens that supply all of SY Rancho Estates. 

The TCA was appro\6d without aoy notice or discussion to any County Goloemment or private homeowners 
whose properties Will be negatlvaly impacted by this decision. 

The EA for the annexation of the 1400 acres camp 4 only addresses the 1,400 acres that is camp 4. What llbotA 
the other 10,000 acres? There must ba a complete Emlronmental Impact Statement done on aH or the property 
in..olloed including the TCA. 

The project is inconsistent with and contrary to the Santa Ynez Valley CommiA'lity Plan. The plan 'Nil I nega~ 
impact the enl.ironment and place an unreasonable burden on local inti'astructure and the surrounding home& and 
communhy. 

The water wells for Rancho Estates are located In the TCA. There was no study done on bow the deleloping of 
camp 4 OR sne systems using ground water would al!ect the ground water and exciting wells in the area 

Camp 4 is bordered on the north and south by narrow county roads that do not haw paloed shoulders and limited 
in sight. The impact of construction of the 143 homes, suggested banquet and exhibition hall v-'lh 400 parking 
spaces and tha related traffic requires fUrther study. 

If this Is allowed to go folward as is, it will change the Santa Ynez Valley tore\OI!r. Please an EM\lronmental 
Impact Statement Is warranled. 

Thank you, 
CBryn and Tom Cantella 
1551 Unda Vista Dr. 
Santa Ynez, CA 93400 

1/1 
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t crl1113 

Srol:ss;,rd, Chad <chad.brcussard@~la.gov:> 

Chumash TCA In Santa Ynez, CA and associated plan 
' O":f:=:SS::.1;A 

kenneth day <kenpday@gmail.com> 
To: chad.broussard@bla.gov 

Thu, Oct 3, 2013 at 5:18PM 

Mr. Broussard, 

My specific comments below reftect one central concem. To date the Chumash plan has not addressed 
fundamental existing prolections that our community depends on to protect our em.ironm&nt and go'lefll 

de\Allopment. 

Currently water rights for 01>er 20 ground water basins are in adjudication by the California State Superior Court. 
One of these, the Santa Maria Basin, Is in our Cenbal Coast area. I ask you to consider that the Chumash plan 
states that they would de\elop an on-site water supply using groundwater. SillCe the Chumash plan prcr.,ides no 
explanation of how this would impact the oodettylng aquifer, the plan is de6cient. BIA approlal of the current 
Chumash plan would circurm.oot long-standing county planning requirements for oversight of our precloiJs water 
resources. The Chumash plan would amount to a blank check to drain the aquifer without any le~el ol 
gowmment oversight This Is especially important during the current prolonged drought that has a1Tected the 
entire Central Coast. 

My specific thcughts in the abow paragraph extend to a wider issue. There is an underlying tone throughout the 
Chumasn plan that weakly masks the entire issue of county owrsigh!. Approval of the current plan would create 
1'1>~:> classes of citizens, those who must comply with County o-.ersi!tt and those who do not. The Chumash 
ha~ consistently said that they want to be part of our cnerall community; but the current plan places them In a 
special priiAJeges category. Another example is access roads that would not ha-.e to comply with County 
guidelinE!$. 

I will forward my concems to our elected Federal and State representatiws at ali le-.els. 

Kenneth P. Day 
714 H~lslde Dri-.e, Sol-eng, CA 

-• -- • •A" A ,._,.. _ _.. ..... • • •••- -----~ ........ ._. •• .._~A .. ~·~'7,ol.., 1N 
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1M7/13 DEPARTMENT CF THE INTERIOR l\l;al • Clurah reser.ullon and C~ ..,.,.;oo 

S.roL!S!Ial'd, Chad <chac.brovssard@bia.gov> 

Chumash reservation and Camp4 annexation 

William Otto <bollinebill@hotmail.com> 
To: Chad <chad.broussard@bia.go'P 

Thu, Oct 3, 2013 at 10:34 PM 

Dear Mr Broussard, 

I am a fairly recent resident of the Santa Ynez valley but in a short time we ha\le come to low the valley and the 
nn1 quality of life here. I am -ery coocemed about the potential a<t.erse emironmental and community effects ot 
the annexation of Camp 4 to the Chumash reservation. 1 don' blame them tor wanting to accomplish this goal. 
howevar it is inappropriate lOr this property and this community. The emAronmental e11'ects can be monumental 
especially i1 this land 1$ annexed to the reseNation. At that point there would be absolutely no controls on what 
is done with the land 1111 lelNng It as property owned by the tribe and deWope<j under the guidelines of normal 
channels with the county of Santa Barbara. 

Ewn though their PfOPO$als may not seem so much to an outsider, they will result in ~changes to the 
surrounding area with traffic, light pollution, loss oflarge numbers ofCA oak trees, wetlands, and a huge increase 
in water consumption. And that Is if they actually 10\low their proposals. Of coorse human nature tells us that 
they will not. The proposed naad for a waste water plant suggests tremendous usa of water and sewage 
production. They propose 100 evants a yeart with 400 parking spaces and how many more wiD be added once 
there are no controls put on their de>elopment plans. To think that there wiM be minimal emlironmental impacts is 
nai-e and to think that they will not add additional gaming facilities and commercial endea\Ors beyond thei r 
CLIIT8/It propo$31s is also nai~e. When asked if they would put the bulk of the Camp 4 into a land trust since they 
say they 1'1411 not de1oelop it anyway, they respoded with an absolute NO WAY. Further davalopment would be an 
emironmenlal disaster ............. coming from someone who is not a rabid em.Uonmentallst. 

Our water acquilers are already in trouble and any significaol additional use will present problems lOr the rest o( 

the Santa Ynez valley residents well into the Mure. Land use rules are in place for a reason: to p!ewnt large 
scale degradation of tha enllironmant and the quality of life fur all in the valley Qncluding the chum ash). 

The current emironmental report is clearty inadequate and clearly tawed and needs to be reloisited. The ree to 
trust of Camp 4 must be stopped. The Chumash can and should dewlop the property only under the guidelines 
and rastrictlons that exist currently In the County of Senta Barbare. 

Thank you for your COO$ide.-ation. 

Sincerely, 

W lftiam J Otto 
380 MeadOWlark Rd 
Santa Yne:z, CA 93460 

__ .._ .. .., .... .. _..... ~ .-~.,,.~ ....... _."h:~U~ 111 
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Comment Letter P304

WJT/13 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTE'RJOR !Mil · FW: 

Eiroussmd. Cht1d <cnad.brcus&l rd@bia.gov> 

FW: 

Amy Dutschke <amy.dutschke@bla.gov> Fri. Oct4. 2013 at 9:10AM 
To: Arvada Wolfin <ar.eda.wolfin@biago.,e., Chad Broussard <chadbroussard@bia.go.,e. 

FY~ we haw already granted a 15 day extension to Santa Barbara County. 

-original Message 
From: DAVD CROSBY [mailto:croz43@rne.com) 
Sent: Friday, Octob&r 04, 2013 1:18 AM 
To: amy.dutschke@bta.gov 
Subject: 

» RE: Notice of (Non-Gaming Land Acquisition Application Extension 
>> 
» Dear Regional Dlr&ela Dutschke, 
>> 
» As a resident of Santa Ynez Valley I request that you grand the 60-<fay 
extension asked for by the Count ot Santa Barbara for Uther reiAew. 
» This application was granted by you on June 17. The county did not 
recei\e the request until September 23, 2013. 
>> 
» We do not believe this is a sul6cient re.iew period for what would be 
a tremendous impact of the Santa Ynez Valley. landowners and Questions of 
m ater rights to name just a few. 
>> 
»Thank You. Dalid Crosby 
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Broussard, Chad <ehad.broul'$ird@bla.gov> 

Opposition to Camp 4 Annexation Application and TCA 
: « essC~~G 

Jeanne Glo~~er <jeanne.giO\ef@gmail.com> 
To: chad.broussard@bia.gov 

Fri, Oct 4, 2013 at 10:27 AM 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

My name Is Jeanne Glowr and I haw been a resident of the Santa Ynez Valley for O'oef 25 years. My physical 
address Is: 1401 Edison St.: Santa Ynez, CA 93460. My mailing address is: P.O. Box 1612; Santa Ynez, CA 
93460. 

I am writing this email to add my name to what I know Is a lengthy Jist of opponents to the annexation of Camp 4, 
lnciLKing the TCA by the Cht.mash tribe. 

Aside from being personally affected by the resulting depreciation value of my home .....tlich Is within the TCA, my 
owosition to this annexation is because of the se>ere en\m:nnental effects It will hale on our Valley. The Ill be 
says they wtll de...atop an on.ite water supply system using groundwater. There Is no infomlation on just haw 
this will affect the needs of all of the populations who are dependent upon the aquifer. 

In addition, the protection of identified wetland areas and Cafifomla Lhe Oak is at risk . The Clunash claim they 
will protect them to the "maximum extent feasible" - just .....tlal does that mean? And if this an3a goes into trust, 
just how will this •protection· be monitored? 

The unprecedented increased traffic resulting from the proposed development of Camp 4 poses increased risks 
and dangers. 

To say that "no significant, unmitigated Impacts haw been identified that would result from the implementation d 
Altematlw A or Altema!MI B" is preposterous. There Is nothing advantageous about anything of this for residents 
of the SarU Ynez Valley. Our emii'OIVTiellt- including our water. roads and protected wildlife wiD be destroyed 
and the wry reasons that we grew to l01oe t111s Valley will be gone. 

Respec:Uy submitted, 
JeanneG!o-

1/1 



Comment Letters P306 and 307 
 

Comment Letter P306 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P280. 

Comment Letter P307 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P327, with the exception of a 
missing footer.
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1tn7113 DePARTMENT Of' THE HTl:RIOft Mail- S1lnd Up For C .. forria's Corrrrer1 oothectureoh cat'!l4 fA 

urou&S~rd. Chc.e <chad.brouSS2rd@!:lia.gov> 

Stand Up For California's Comment on the Chumash Camp 4 EA 

Cheryl Schmit <cherylschmit@all.net> 
To: chad.bi'Oussard@bia.gov 

Frl, Oct 4, 2013 at 10:59 AM 

Cc: "'Ryd%Jk, John" <john.rydzik@bia.go'P. AMda Wolfin <AMda.Wolfin@bia.goop 

October 4, 2013 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

Please find attached Stand Up For California's letter of comment on the proposed fee to trust at Camp 4 by the 
Ounash Mission Indians of Santa Ynez. 

Stand Up For Callfomla has sent a hard copy to Regional Director Amy Dutschke \ia priority mail with a signature 
request . In l ight of the Partial Gal.emmenl Shut Down, I am lo!wardtng this letter to your office l.ia email as a 
secondary measure. 

Sincently, 

Cheryl Schmit. Director 

Stand Up For California 

916 663 3207 

ww.v.standupca.org 

cherylsctmt@att. net 

~ Oct 1, 2013 Stand Up ltr of Comment on Camp 4 EA.pdf 
8441K 

-· -- · .. .. ,, ........... -o.~.-_.__.._l...........r.th:1d~~ V1 
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EA Crunme.nts, Ot...-11 Mis!Joo Indians o!San!a 'llne:z. Pee to Trust Proposal for 1433 Aa-es In Sana Yoez Valley 

Stand Up For California! 
"Citizens making a difference" 

Amy Dulsdllc.e, Regional Director 
Bureau ofllldianAffairs 
Pacific Region&l Office 
2800 Cotlllge Way 
Sacramento, CA. 95825 

www.~tandupca.urg 

October l , 201.3 

P. 0. Box35S 
P~, CA. 956&3 

RE: Co.III.DH:IIt on ·EavirolUIIeutal Assessment "(EA) of P roposed T rost A~aisitioo 
of Five Parcels kaoWJl as t ile Camp 4 Propeny 

The following commen1S ore submitted on behalf of SunJd T.fp For Califomia. First, thank you for your 
willingness to extald the comment deadline 10 October 7, 20l3, in response to !be County of SaniA Ba:rbar.l's 
letter requesting an extension. Clearly d1e size and scope of lllis proposed fee to trust acquisition combined 
with Califoroia's first ever approved Tribal ConiiOI.idation Area ls significant and warr4Dted an ClCieoSioD. 

Stand Up For California reserves 1he right to submit additional coiDUients on the proposed trust acquisition. ln 
pert, one of two of the Freedom ofinfo.nnation ~~~we have made to the Pacific Regional Office, Bureou of 
Indlan Affairs (BIA) was returned with a partial denial. Sland Up For California bas tiled an Appeal. We are 
still awaiting documents on the 3CCOI!d Freedom of Infotmation Act request. Since 1he proposed Trust 
Acquisition is wilhi.n the Tribal Consolidation Area (TCA), a full and fair evaluation of the EA. is dependent on 
the n:sponscs of both the FOIA requests and FOIA AppeaL 

StmJd Up For Califomia submits the following co.ll'liJ!,erlts regarding; (1) Section M- Tribal CollSOlidation Pian, J 
(2) purpose and need of the tribe for this fee to ttuSt acqulsitlon, (3) 1he deficiency of the alternatives llsted and 
omitted, {4) its impact on the Sal:ua Ynez Valley, (5) unaddres9ed impacts and (6) conclusion. 

L Section M - Tribal COD$Oiidatton Plan ITCAl 

Section M of the EA includes the Tribal Coosol.i.dation Plan. This PIAn was approved .hme l7, 2013 by tbe 
Paci.lic Regionai·Office of the BTA without notioe to the priVIIte propet1y OWIW'll or affected J.ocal governments. 
Tile n::.4 adllfinls&atil.v:ly cruus wAat 411101111b to 11 cltda of abol'igimll lalfth or restoffll lltru/s for tlw 
Tribe. Thertfon, ill ordtr to approeritlldv ewdwte the Fee to lrldtAcqui.viU9rr we MfLft eyglwde !lre TCA. 
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EACo!l>mella,CI!ownasb MiNloolnlfilmo(Sata Ycez.Fee!o Tnwl Prnposallior 1433 A<n~ iASaula Y~XZV<illoy 
WJille there l~ DO S1atUtoly or regulatory criteria upon which to deyelop a TCA based on the guisition of new 
l:mds, !here is specific regu!a!OCY authoritv to. acquire land that is outside of a reservation boundary. The 
Chwnash rcsgv;rtlon is approximately 1.6 mj!es fu>m the Camp 4 property. The.se wrce{s @ not shary q 
b<nmdgry with the established restf1!ation land and 1/wefiJre m!ift be miewed und~ 151.11 an Qjf 
R~n Acquisltiot~, 

The EA appears to request the land as retribution to be "btu~ked" 1 fur use for fumre generations. The Tribe 
identifies the need for this retribution as tho failure of tbe fedrunl government to grant title· to their daim on 
l!IDds in l8S I. The Tribe further ~rts it was the intent of the Catholic Church and Mexican and or Sp311i.sh 
Oovem.tneot to give these 1arul5 to the Tribe. The ve:ry prcscnls of this language in tho EA and the TCA 
appear$ intellded to sidefiack decision meicas from the merics of the fee to trosllrftnsaction before them. 

Th.e TCA is curte11tly being challenged by the County of Santa Barbara, Concerned Citizens of Santa Ynn, 
Meadowlru:k Ranches Association and tho Santa Ynez Valley Association of Realtors before the Interior Board 
of Indian Affairs (IBIA). Thc::refure, for the purposes of preserving the arguments made in the Statmnent of 
R.easoos by the County of the SaDta BarbaJa. Coocemed Citizens of &ln111. Ynez., Meadowlark: Ranches 
Association lll1d the Santa Ynez Valley Association of Realtors, Sta11d Up For Ctdifomla "#m!ts pd 
lltaJI'D!Wll(.r" tlu S'fflh?!w( of RellSOfU for Appeg! in flit June 11, )OJJ /hcisiml by PtuiCu: .Rgio!KJ 
Directcr 19 gpproye Land CoruolidaJWa q!fJIAcguisili?n Plan of file SgltJa Yngz.B1111d ofCIIWIIIJ$h lntlimr.r 
submitk4 by fll!liiJI'Iies 19 the IBIA. 

The "concept~ of the TCA is based solely on an IBlA ruling, Absentee Shawnee Tribe v. AnadarhJ Area 
Director, Bureau of Indian .AtDUs, I 8 IBIA 156 (0212011990). This ruling bas DO statutoly or regulatosy la.w to 
support its cooolusion. Administrative Judge Vogt in the A.buntee Shawm;e Tribe v. Anatklrm Area Directur 
reversed ll.lld 'l'eiJ'Wlded tho prior negative doci sions stating: 

"The Board finds O:tat, in the absence ofgatutory or remlatory c,.JHrla, appellee had the discretionary 
authority to analyze appellant's plan upder reawnafl{e crluria o(hi§ qwn 4evisfnt. Appellee's initial 
analysis which took into account such factors as t fm geggraphic exrem qfprgposed cgmolldation argg 
vis-a=v!.r the tribe.t !ICed for g44itiooo/lllld, and the BrA's ability to provide services to the land, appelll'll· 
to be reasonably related 10 rh8 ultlm(l{e develotmrenr of a realjst!c and manauable lrmd for thf lnl.fl 

gcgujsition of additional land for r}je tribe." rEmphas/s adde4i 

This ruling without slalutory or regulatory criteria peonies this specific Regional Director in this specjfic 
i..ostance tD create reasonable criteria ofhistber own devising. Judge Vogt suggests the following are reasonable 
criteria: 

(a) The enmt of the geognphi$ ;yea. 
(h) ffitimate plaas for de'l'elopm~at of a Ql!M land. aad 
(e) The tribes need fer additional lands, 

Rov.-ever, it is extremely questionable if R~ DircctO!' Amy Dutschlc.e used or considered the ~ons of 
Judge Vogt, in devising her own "rea!unobla crlleria •. lt appears, Regional Director Dutschke provides no 
criteria for her approval at all! Let's ronsi<ler the op,proved ICA under Judge Vogt's suggested criteria: 

1 "Ltord bmt,.,_,. is 1he qrisitloc ofland by tn'bcs for oome .falute lllldisclosocl-. This ac.tion cli'CUili\'CillS !be llllem or fede<al 
n:g>&lat!ClOS iDtoodod to addteu serious and critical WClld011 andjuri>dlocdonal issues. 

2 
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llA Comments, CIIW!Wh MissioJl Indi.w of s..,,. Ym:.; Fco to Ttu:l,\ Proposal for 1433 A~ in Sanct YM2 Valley 
(a) Ex teat of geompltie ana- saw$ ted by .Judge V ogt 

The approved TCA encompasses approximately 11,500 ac of private property that has been under the coottol of 
the Swe of Califomia and the COW'Ity of Santa Barbaro for 163 years. It has been in the private ownezsbip of 
individual citizens for as many years. The Chumash Mission Indians of Santa Ynez. (.Tribe/CIU11nash) ate 
asserting a claim of aborlgioallaods through fm administrative prooess. The history provided by the tribe ln the 
proposed TCA Plan evidently was not verified or questioned. While the Tribe IDCQtioos the 1851 Act, the Tribe 
fails to provide the evidence submitted to the Commission for validation of their Spanish or Mexican Claim oo 
the land. In the end, whatever evidCJ)ce was submitted to the 1851 Commission was insufficient as the claint of 
title was rejected. 

The lWertion 1hat the Spanish or the Mexican Govemmeat were ioteodiog to give the Mission lands back to tbe 
Indians raises many questions. Histoiy is clear that the actions of the Spanish and Me>tican Govelllltleots were 
as Imperialistic nations assimilstina populations on newly conquered la.wis.1 When Spain or Mexico created 
oolonies they did not recogvj.ze the existing governance but r11the:r ossimil..'lted tbe popuWions UDder their 
authority, jurisdiction and governance. Reoognitioo of Chumash Govecrumce did not come till many ye.ars later 
under tbe superintendence of the United States govemmeoL 

The Chumash £ril to infurm decision makers that the 1851 Act eliminated adverse claims on all California 
Titles. Even the &dve:rse claims of Indians or quasi soverei p 'mltl rejected making clear th~re are 1w 
aboriglnoJ land claims in California. As a. matter of Wer:al law, it soems a very difficult task for tbe Pacific 
Regional Director to create rearonable mid lawful criteria to develop a. TCA anywhere in California. To do so, 
and take land into trust onder the currellt guidelines established in this EA wrapped up in tbe TCA =tes 
irreparable harm, clearly a Slalldard -that Is ripe for a Temporary Restraining Order or I~ unction. 

To refresh the memory of decision makers, tbe Mexican War ooDCluded in 1848. Mexico ceded to the United 
Smtrs what is now tbe southwestern Ullited Sartes, including all of the present day State of Calif-o.rnla. (Trc:pty 
of Peace, Friendship, Limilll and Settlement, U.S. --Mex., Muy 30, 1948, 9 8131.. 922, T, T.S. No. 207 (1850). 
There is a general belief in lndinn Country that the Mexicon government betrayed Indians by not including their 
J.mds to be set aside for:lribcs in this treaty. 

Shortly therenfter, Co~ enacted a starue to settle land claims in the newly acquired tenitoxy. (Act ofMerch 
3, 1851, ch.41,9 Stat. 631). The 1851 AIJt created a Board of Commissioners to detem!ine the validity of all 
claims, and it required every per8011 including lndi1111s "clalming lands in California by 11/nul. of mty right to 
tiJk derived from rhe Sparrlsll or Mexican gfl"'munenf' 10 present the claim wjlhin two years. Any land not 
claimed wi1hin two vear§. and any land for which a clalm was finally ~ccted was to be deemed "part of the 
public domain of the United States." (l&Sl Act 13, 9 Stat. at 633. See- United Statu 11. California, 436 U.S. 
32, 34 .o.3 (1978).. The C!Jmnasb and the BIA have missed the de:ldlinc for a land claim by 1'60 years. 
Development of the TC4. ill an 11huse of the Regional Directory IIUtltorit}'.. The tkcision. is arbimuy illld 
Cllprkious-IIIUI bos~ on IJIV'()neoiiSjllds.. 

• The Spanillll m iWOU• In C.Uforaia ~ a terics of refJ&lcus ill!d military ou.!po<JII cstablhbecl .by SpaJmb ~of 
me Franciscan Order ~en 1769 aD.d 1833 to spreftd the Cbrblian faith IDlOllg thlo local Nati~ Amtri<:IWS. De mis!!9as 
ratrtKPtecl t-n trrst maio( t!Jort by Jlumpran• to colaC1ite lhe Pacill!: Cout mjoo. alld gavo Spain & vallW>Ie toebold iu lb6 
flonti<r land. The settlm lnzrod11ced lluropean li""stodt, I1Wt>, \tfiCIBbles, cattle, bones llllCI ralldl.ing illlo the Califcra.io n>gion; 
howe-.'C:C', !b• Sppisb cotooizo.tlon or Ql!fom!a also brought wilb it serious ncptivc ~· to tbc Nad"" Americao 
populalloos with wtJom the missloDJUies c:cne ill <><>tlW:t. 1bc go\'el'luneot or Mexico abut dOWD the m.i!slons in the 1830a. In the ead. 
1ft urinion hod rniud !'SS!!!ts ia jtE objectin m coll"ert. ecfUSJ!k. pd "d!ifiu" the i!!d!gtaOtlS ptpubdot a DC! trusforml!!g 
#!e nsrtves h1to Spanish rolooiaJ eiti:zeu. 

3 
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EA Co!l\111<01$, Chiiiii3\Sb Mission illd""""" of'Smo YIICZ, Foe to Trust Pl'opoAl fo.r 1433 Acres i4 S3IXa Y~ Vallcy 
(b) Ultimate pla!!!! :fgt" developmeet oh trust Jaed sugwted by.Judge Vogt 

The Tribe has only stated lhat they will build 143 homes, supporting utilities and maintain the existina grape 
orchard. Thae is significant acreese, more than half of the mMining 1433 acres for which "IW ul:timtste 
plans" are describe. Instead, the Tribe bas stBled tbey are land banking for fiJtuie needs of lhe Tribe. The 
caocept of land bankini for fin'ore uruietermined oeeds was not foreseen in 1934 at the ~t of the Jndian 
Reorgan.izlllion Act. 

While the Cbwna.sh blr.-e staled that this is a ooo·gaming applicatioo, there is strong likelihood that the intended 
use of the land will change. In tiloat, there is sigoi:ficaut information that tbe Tn'be wants to tUe the J&lld for 
sometbini other than 143 homes. In 2003, the Chumash proposed housing and "a CMi.nolhotel oomplex 
deV'elopment" on this same laruJ.l Jt would appear now, tl.tc Tribe is attempting. to piece-meal the ultimate 
development plans for this property. Further, there is no statemeat in the draft Cooperative Agreement otmred 
by the Cbumash to promise oot to OOI1Siruct a casinolbotel Of' oCher commercial development on this propezty. 
The EA lliltl TCA lo~llter serul 4 Slro"'f ~HaSfi/Pt tlu/J the trill<! wanb fJ> get tire 4uul stifdy in 11Wt ruul 
cltange the lnrend~ use at S()IM futiU'e dille. 

While the coocems of the local government and the sunounding community of citizens may be conside.red 
speculative, the BIA must recall the recent actioos of the Tulc River Indian Tribe of Tulare County. The Tule 
River lndilln Tribe and the BIA userted the conccrns expressed by JocaJ government and commUDity members 
about future casino development 'II.~ speculative. In 2011, the Tule River Indian Tribe submitted an 
application for ~ acres oft' resarvation in the City of Porterville. The Tribe stated it was a non-gaming 
application. As ovidc:rw;:ed in the County and State brief before tbe miA, tbe Tribe's intent was to use the lacd 
for gaming. As a te$Uit, tbe l'ulc River Indian Tn"be wilhdrew its application. 'This is just the moSt recent 

example of a bait a11d switch tnmsaction. 

(e) The Cribes ueed for addlliop•l .laads s ygr:e;,ted by Judge Vogt 

lo the Absentee Shawnee Tribe v. lfnadark:t> Area Diredor the Tribe pra;a~IM factors of high tribal 
unemployment rate, low edu.cntional level. substandard housing. low standard of living and high disease rate 
and its o'WD. inability to generate additional income from e'Kislloa 1rihal lands to assist its people' economic 
development. The pUI'IJ(>Se and 11eed of the AbiiCiltce Shawnee Tribe was to gain additional lands in order to 
increase the tribal land base and gain access to new economic DWkets within Oklahoma 

The Chumash "Purpose and Need" o.s stated in the EA. pales in oompari90!J to that reviewed before Judge 
Vogt. The Cbumash state, "the putpose and need is for Consolidation and Acquis:ition Plan by providing 
housing within the Tribal Consolidation Ama to accommodate the Tn"be's cum:ot members and anticipated 
growth". ln the Cbwnash Application, tbe Tn"be further states It wants tbe.lood in trust in onb to remove the 
authority andJurisdicl,ion oflhc County and the State. 

The O!Umasb !Ire troly a Tribe that tells a •rag to rlclws' story. A story that bocaro.e a reality due to the business 
oriented leadership of tilt Tribal Council and the Tribe's good fortune to be located in the Sanra Ynez Valley. 
The Tribe's casino llliii'I<:et area is flee of competition from Los Angeles to Fremo County. A lllOOlhly stipeod to 
members has been reported to be liS hiih as $500,000.00 per emoDed tribal member per year. The enroUed 

''1hc Tl'lbe'• 1999 tribal state eompaa h1 section 4.2 provlcleo fQf two casino! 
4 
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BA Comroeuu, Cbmwh Mission Indlam o!Sixa Ym:z, Foe to Tr.st PropoW tl>r 1433 Acres in Soma Yaaz Valley 
members (approximately 136)4 have the roCSilS to putebaBe substnntial hou.si.Qg anywhere in 1he United States or 
abroad. Tribal membcn have tbe ability to provide for private schools and advanced college educations for 
their children and future generatioos without tribol govemmeot assistance. 

Toe Chumash cx.emplifY the intended sncccss of California's P.toposition lA passed in 2000 ro provide a 
monopoly on casino style gaming that vv-ould generate revenue for tribal 11ovemmeots and raise tbe standard of 
living for all tribal members. ~Tribe bas purchased a nlllD.bef of other properties in the Santa Ynez Aretl and 
is a SUCCe!."Sful business model. 

The Chumash bave been and ooatinue lO be exceed~ly iufluentlal in the State political system. The roodem 
Oumwh Tribe is xwt a victim of gove:rmnenral policy oor is tbe voice of the Tribe disoouuted in local, state or 
federal policy actions. 

1L P!!D!O!! llDd N@ 

The proposed b'ust acquisitioll encomp$SSCS 1,433 acres located east of Route 154 and north of Armour Ranch 
Road within a (TCA) in an llllinrorporated area of Sanra Barbara Collllty. S«ltion 2.1 ofthe BA specially 
states that there is no other land comparable for a feo to trust acquisition within the TCA. Moreover, ~ 
outside of the TCA vv-ouJd not meet the !)!!!pOSe and· needs of tbe propoted action that is withjp the TCA. The 
stared need and UJU719Se of this lllnd acquisjtioo i~ that land.s outside of the ICA would cO!ll!titgte an Off 
Reserylltion acguisltion. Using the federal regulations for Off Reservation acquisition crootes a higher standard 
of review and povides for grealcr weight in tbe decision process lO affected goYCIJlment fi would appear the 
Cbumash purpose and need is 10 clrcurnvcot greater scrutiny of the fee to trust acquisition. 5 

The Tribe and the BlA are asserting that lands within the TCA approved on June 17, 2013, are to be considered 
an On Reservation acquisition. The Chumash n:servation is approximately 1.6 miles frool the Camp 4 piOI)ttty. 
11le:ic pucels do not share a boundary with the established resernttion lwld and therefore .must be reviewed 
Wlder 1 s 1.1 1. There i.t uo dgt!llorv bt' reWatory law tltat .SUUfX)rlS tlris is /o be an On Re;rervqlton AC(JIIWtiou. 

The EA states it bas been prepared," ... to comply with the National Envl.roomeutal Polley Act, 4C USC §4332, 
and further defined in 40 CFR §§ 1510.10-218." Speo!Jically, the EA does not include a reasouable range of 
project alternatives, it does not provide an adequate level of analysis of potential ef:fccts the proposed action 
JDaY have on the physical. or human envirolll))ent, and it mls to consider the indirect and cumulative impects of 
the Tribe's proposed action.. M such. the EA does not provide the Tribe/BIA an. adequate assessment of the 
po1Cillial effects that may result from the OODSttuction and operation of the proposed project. 

• TheEAfailsro state the -ultimale total d~nt" oftbe land. 

• The BA fails to consider land outside of the TCA as that would be considered an off reservation J 
acquisition. The EA sutes the Tribe bas an approved Tribal Coosolidatlon Area over approximately 
11,500 acres within the TCA, yet the project site is the only site where the proposed project (aDd Ollly 
the proposed project} will satisfy th.e objectives of the Tribe. The EA doet fWt include sufficient 
evitk11ct to support this conclusion. 

' Tnbal ApplkaDoo • P"'ll' 9 of 16 
'The Cbumam Mve ._, mlllll>as of lbe Califontial'•IO Tn:.st Co~ whose pi ain<:e 1993 bas beto 10 saeamline th& fee Ill 
IIU$1 ptOCess. In W. inst3nce, does ••eamJine" moOJI to ciZCimlvom a more scrblgem ~ pro08SS tbar is required? 

5 

- ------- - - - ------ - - - --------- - -·-·--



Comment Letter P308 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.P289-01P308-06

P308-07

P308-01
Cont.

P305-05

P308-02

P305-06

P305-07

P305-08

P308-08

P308-09

P308-10

EA Comments, O!umash Minion Indians ofSNllll Ynez, P~ to 1'tust l'n>posalfur 1433 Acres in Siaa.ta Ynez Valley 

• '!'he EA does oot address the conc:cms that the project is comrary 10 the current zoniDg 8Dd general plan J 
of the community. The recent ruling by the United States Su~e Court in PatJ:.bak, made clea- that the 
Indian Reorganization Act is a land we stqtute. 

• Tiie EA does not address the full impact of the ptoposed action 10 the Agricultural PJ'e31Cl'Ve of the Santa J 
Y oez Valley. 

IV AftqAmu.ird Ludund lm!!!!llls onS.om Ynr.zVaUey 

The Tribe further states that this is a noo-gaming application. I disa!l!!J!l. This application umst be OOilSidered 
and processed as gaming because the land is ide:llti:fied as within the m;entty approved TCA which detennines 
1hat the land must be processed as Wl On Reservation transn(Jiion. The Tribes 1999 Tribal SUite Compact 
pennits this tribe to have two casinos. The "California Fee to Trust Coosortium" (Consortium) of which the 
Tribe is a member since its inception repeatedly fails to recognize gaming applications aod process tbem 
aocordiogly. 

The development of tho TCA Wld the proposed fee 1x> trust effects laodowuers within qnd without the 
bolmdaries of the TCA. The Tribe in its purchase of the I ,433 acres through the open =m 1188 regaiDed 
control over the development of these p(ll'(lels, hoWCM:r transferring this land from fee to trust grants the tribe 
governmental control over these lands. This creates a disruptive and practical consequence to the surroUlldini 
areas which are populated by non-hldiaos. Transferring th~ lands iniXl trUSt creates a. orix of state and tribol 
jurbdictioos whioh bwde:o tbe admioistratioo of Stale and local government and .adversely affi:c:t landoWIIOl'S 
neighboring the tn'bal laods. Land will be removed from the tax rolls sigoificaatly affecting the future 
eooo.omics of the area. 

This .c:quisitioo is a maj~ federal actioo. Moreover., becauso the land has the potential to meet an exoeptioo 
UDder Section 20 of IGRA, Stalld Up For California n:pcats, this proposed U!l!""ctioo mrujzes a full 
Enyjromneuta! lmooct Statement <EISl. 

V. Upaddreped Jmoacts 

One ·of the Purposes of the National En'lironmeotal Policy Act (NEP A) 18 to provide a full and falneview of all 
adv<:ne environmental impacts as wei I as listing all affected stakeholders. The EA !ubmitted for the Camp 4 
fee 10 trust acqulsition does not meet this slarulard. The siu and scope or the proposed fee to tnlSl acquisition 
of 1433 acres raises substantial questions suggesting that projoot may have a significant environmental effect. 

• These impacts must be judged against their local and regional COII!.eXt (40 CFR. Soo. 1508.27 (a)) and an 
ElS pn:pared if either the impacts or the project itself is lilcely to be highly 0011trowrsial. This proposed 
fee to lnlst has hit the pages of the LQs Angeles Times begimring in 2005. It has been the topic of 
numerous news stories in slate and nationally as weli M many letitrs to the editor of local paper.;. lt has 
been the sub.ject of oversight hearings by the House Resources Sub-<:ommittee on Ameriam Indian and 
Alaskan Native Affairs. This is a controversial proposal. 
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EA Commerus, CbiiDwb Mis&lonlndianJ of Santa Ynn, Fee to Trust Proposal .lilt 1433 Acres ill Santa Yooz Valley 
• The proposed project docs not describe the full use of the 1433 acres of land. AD :ElS is simllarly 

required where the extent of impacts is "hi&hlY un<:ertain or involves unique or.u.okDown risks." 40 CFR 
see. 1508.27 (b)(S). 

• The BlA must initiate a full EJS. 

Ground Water; 
W~ througboul California is a scarce resource that must be prope~"ly managed. The EA dl9cusses the 
Tn"bes use, but not a management plan that encompas3eS the off trust lands collllJllllrity. The acqumtion of 
the 1433 ac. meens a loss of local control of the aquifer to the entire valley . .Major decisions .rqJiding 
water usage wi.lloo .loPger be made by loatl people with l.oeally-valued decision about tile impac~, ll[ld Wle. 

The water use projected by the 5-acre hom~:S is 50-l OO"ic> less tlwl that actually used by tb:: cootiguous 5-
acre ncigb.borllood. 

Local water companies do not nec:e$S3rily own the land that infrastructure (wells, rtllervoi.rs, pumping 
Sllltions, etc.) is loc8ted on. "Easements and or leased land" supports the use of these properties for 
infrastructure. It is not clear if the en.cumbmnoes (easemeots, agxeemeats, end leases) will survive if tbe 
1,433 aa-es SJe taken into trust. Local water companies and the many private rcsidenoos to which they 
provide service may potentially lose their water source. (See - Ccmm.ent on Easements) 

Eaaem.eeq: 
The Secretary of the Interior must ensure and stipulate in any final decision that easements mnaio emoroc 
on the trust parcels. Regional Directory Dutschke must require the elimination of allli~ cnCUIIlbtances or 
infirmities prior to talcin& .tiDal approval action on Ibis fee to trust acquisition. Transferring this bmd into 
ti\Ist without di~y contACtillg easement owners tt~ a "ttlldng fiT llfvene coJJikm11wdon" withoot 
due process or just compensation. Additionally, loss of access to private properties would devalue and make 
1hem unmarketable. 

Bjologiea!~ourcw: 

While the EA provide$ general information m:1 maps regan:ling biological .resources it fails to analy2e how 
the project impacao the surrounding regional area. A complete analysis of the potential biological impscts of 
the projcc;t js fully dependent upon an adequate and thorough SII1Vey and lbc significance of the potential 
impact! cannot be determined Wllil surveys of impacts to the SOIIOunding m:ea ere completl:. 

Air Emisslollll: 
Appendix B - provides rows and columns of numbers but this section fails to identify how 'this proje<:t 
confotmS to Regiooal Air Quality Stnltegy for Santa Barbala County. Analysis to demoostrare conformanoe 
must be in~luded. 

Cu01ulttin lmi!!C11: 
The <:Utllulative impacts analt9is should include off-R..ese.rvatioo projects. The EA must coasider tho 
cumulative impac1S on traffic snd groundwater resourees, and a thorough an.alysis must include all projects 
that contn"bule. 

Dr!i11-ce tnd Water ()uaJity: 
The EA must include an inventozy of the possible comamioants that may be generated on-si1e during the 
construction and operation of the propooed uses; and the direct and cumulative impact to mcisting water 
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quality in the region. The EA must also provide information on bow the proposed action will affect the 
beneficial uses of the region's water supply. 

Tpnspart.stioll p•d Cireulation: 
Appendix I - The EA collected existWg traffic volumes in March of 2012 for the roadway segmCDts and 
intersec:tions. The EA does not address the increase tourism tmffio that exists during the swnmer months. 
The traffic Qlltll)l.fis as in all reportS by AES. is insufficient 

ChamL1]a Proposed Cooperative Agreement <Ct\)! ~forwable Avnmmt betwm the Tribe and 
Copnty of Santa Barbara: 
TJw Ch11111l1Sh have offered a Cooperative Agreement (CA) to the County of Santa Barblll'll for 10 yeats. The 
proposed CA will pay oae million dollars per year limited tolO yeus in exchange for the Ccmty lo support 
their~ to tzust project. However, tbe 1,433 acres if and wben transferred into lroS1 will be taken off of the We 
rolls into perpetuity. TheCA does DOt include any additional impacts to the County after year 10. 

The proposed CA does not address necessary mitigatioDS or services paid for at the expense of all County 
taxpayers. The CA does not offer mitigation funds for increased oeeds of servi<:es for law emorceman, lim or 
emerg=cy services, nor does it offer in lieu of taxes for tbe poperty or for impro~ to the property. 
Rather, the CA submitted to the County promises .. NO NEW REVENUES». 

The payment in lieu of taxes in section ill that is left blank comes to the tribe froal federal and state sources. 
including the cu:m:a lDdian Gaming Special Distribution Fuod (SO F). The California Court has ruled that SDF 
funds may only be used for gami.ng related impacts. Is this term in the CA evidence that 1.be Tribe imeos!s t.Q 
use the I .433 ac. of land fur g;ypjng in the future after it js safely jn trust? Tlw llUJT\mt SOP funds are 
inadequate to reimburse county 1aX payers for the com of law enforcement, fire and emergency seMCl!S 
geocrot.ed by the Cbllll1.3$h casino devel&pment. How could these funds even be considered to of!Set future 
impacts? 

The CA does not olfer monitoring of shared grouadWl!ter aquifcn, estllblis.b tluesbold of water level declines or 
ensure that significant declines in groundwater levels do not extllmd olf of the trust hmds. It does oot olfer 
cooperation or mitigation measures that include a reducti<ln or cessation in on site pumping until water levels in 
the monitoring -tis rise above tbe thresholds.. The CA does DOt offer an environmental assesstne21t ahould 
future developments or land use changes occur. T ums 91«11 liS tlleu liN uitictil ill 4JJJ' qn~ wlra buM 
is tden oJit of tire rephmwy alltltorlty of the sklte am/ 1octll gover/Uftmt. 

The CA wbile providing a "Walvei" (Section 12) to the renDs of the agreement tilib to include the necessary 
111Dgll8gt for a judroially bullet proof waiver. The CA de3Cribes but does not provide access to a fair and 
tra:nspa.rent solution for resohnion to disputes in Ca!ifomla District Court in Santa BatbaJ:a. The "Waiver 
language contained in this doc\IDlent" js nothing more thaD an Ullenforceable promise. 6 This CA may be a good 

• Fedenllndbn Jaw draAk:ally drect$ and~ uy colllhdllal agreemeoL Tribal Oovmulleuti 111ustpau a reSlOllllion to bllld il to 
a c:oolnloCI1Ial agretm!IXII. F'ulttJa' ..- a tribe waives ill ao~~ cenail1 crileria ll!lOSl IJli'W' .ill !he ..-htlloo 1o e:mwo il is iii 
effect 111<1 opeR<iooal; (I) Tbe 1\esolwion mUSt ~~gtU M addreoss mdln or!sing uudeo' tile tmn1 of the ccmlnCI in <:xdf:r 10 jlldll:iall;y 
waivo lhe Tn'bea imlmll:lily to civil liability. (2) The I!J:solutioo. must be~ ill a maoner ccmsistent wid! tile Tribes ~titutioa. U 
tlJe Tribe Constiluliorl does not address wnivers of Immunity and aome do oot. then It will n:qu~ a WI>: of the emir6 tribal 
~p. in order to Wlllve the tribes lm111unity to tivil llabilil:y, (3) The Relolutioo must ide.ntify who Is to ·~ the ~mcnt or 
autborille 11M eatJra Cow>eil to siga the Ap""""lt and (4) If tile Comra.et C!Xcecds _..., )'V:1n ond llmlta a m'b21 SP•otDD~Cni's 
8UII!ority CM:rlhe use ol'the laDd ""~file tille to the land, il tlleft ~a review \lOder USC Scctioo 81 by the~ oflix 
l!rterio.r. Thl:s may~ tk olanmue or the Secrewy ol'th<: ~. (2.S CFR P11181} 
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beginning for a negotiation, but commitment eod execution is far from complete. The C4 IIIII)' retlJiire tlte 
sipiltfln of tile S«reliuy oftlte hrtutor itt tU:cordllRU tritlt Ptut 81. 

Any CA negotiated bet!teeo 11 Tribe aod 11 County outside of a tribal smte compact reguim itle Cougty 
to 4l!!!llllv with the Calilonaia Quality Euvinnupeotal Act, The Coooty C8llDOt sign an agreement which 
comains provisiom legally binding it to several definite COlllSeS of action that involve physical changes to the 
environment. The County will be required to perform a full ElS in order to enter into a CA with the Tribe. The 
temu and conditions of such an llifCClllent .must be voted on io. an open public fonun and subject to legal 
challalge. Tlte Tribe rmut ~ these issues an 1ffllltj.jur£rdlctiiJNII •ttJiaqt just trlbsl. 

VI. Conelu&iOll 

Stand c..p For California suggesls that the BIA immediaJeiy require a full EIS to be prepared fot recirculation' J 
and review of this proposed fee to trust acquisition Wider the propez regulation of CfR l S l.l t, Off Reservation 
Acquisition. Further, we strongly suggest the BIA and the Tribe withdraw the TCA. =:J 

Siocerely, 

~ 
916663 3207 
chery!schmit@an.net 
www.standu!lCi!.Org 
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BrouS$<\rtl, Chad <chad.brouSIIQrd@bla.ijOV> 

environmental impact of land transfer in Santa Ynez Valley 
1 !'lesS3fle 

carol w.hite <cwcpsa@grnail.com> 
To: chad.broussard@biagov 

Dear Mr. Chad Broussard, 

Fri. Oct 4, 2013 at 3:53 PM 

As a U.S. citizen, a natlw Californian, a descendant of a U.S. Indian tribe and a 10ting resident residing In the 
City of Solvang in the Santa Ynez Valley I am greatly concerned about the emironmental impact of the Santa 
Ynez Chumash nibe's T.C.A plan and Camp 4 fee to trust application and nttated plane. 

I am concerned about many of the en\ironmental impact issues Including the disparity created by loss of tax 
relleOUeS and other financial 18\enues combined ~th an increase m demand bt aeNeas and resources and also 
the impact on the ecology but I Y.'ish to highlight just a couple of my other concerns. 

I em particularly concerned about water issues, both contamination and owruse. Most people do not understand 
the fragile nature of water systems particularly in arid climates such as exist here in the S.Y. Valley. If camp 4 
goes into tnJst we lose control oo.er usage and contamination of the aquifer that camp 4 sits on top of and that 
pro.,;des water for a signil<:ant part of this county. The sharing of this water Is a crucial issue. Very recenUy we 
ha-.e seen wells going dry in Paso Robles and problems In South San Luis Obispo County as well. Some say 
the watllt' table has descended sewnty to one hundred feet there in the last ten years, thirty fMt in just the last 
year alone. They are trying to WOf1( out their significant water problems in SLO Coonty but it Is a dillicult problem 
8\olef\ when the parttes are gowrned by tne same court system and laws. To wo!l( Olll such problems with a 
separate, soo.erelgn nation could be Insurmountable and cause serious problems for ewryone concerned. The 
Santa Ynez ~presents an additional, pert\aps e..en bigger problem. The TCA area map appears to include 
significant portions of this ri~. The "water wars" o...er this water source are already underway in our ..alley and 
it is a wry significant and complicated issue requiring true expert eo.eluation and just and fair resolution. Water Is 
our most precious resource and far too important to haw Ignored when appro\lng the transfer of ttWs landl 

In regard to the EmAronmental Assessment portion of the annexing application the statement on page 2-4 !hat 
•no gaming would ClCC\1" on the subject property• is lrrelewnt since 'W8 all know that if ttWs land goes Into trust the 
tribe can essentially do what!Mlr it wants whenewr it wants. One good look at the present "pinched" location of 
their casino and then at the siAlject property Informs OIX common sense that It is in fact a ~.ery likely location for 
a much bigger operation of gaming and aU the other businesses attached to the gamlng ec!Mtles and all ol this in 
ad<frtion to the planned housing and other la~YB actl\ltles and dewlopment. The need for water and all other 
resources to support this would be huge. 

I am also concerned about lhe Inadequacy of current roads in the region to withstand further de>elopment These 
roads were built for rural trali<: pettems and as a result of already increased traftlc (a significant pert due to the 
large number of l.isltors to the present casino) we not orly ha-.e impacted trak but TllOfe importantly the original 
design of these roads can not offer an adequate le~A;i of safety ewn at this time. The cost to change open 
access highways to limited access with on-ramps, etc. would be In the hundreds of millions if not billions. Yet 
tribal lands would contribute nothing to this. We already have unusually high accident and death rates particularly 
on highway 154 and the approaches to 154. Highway 15411'81oefSes through the TCA property ~ent to the 
Camp 4 property. 

J 
=:J 

1 am greatly concerned for the eight hundred pri'Miely owned parcels as waH as businesses inside the proposed l 
TCA of which the greatest majority. by far are owned t1y U.S. citizens and has newr been part of any reserwtion. 
The lack of consideration lor thousands of people who ha\Q lmested their liws and livelihoods in this location, 
many for generations, and the thousands more surrounding the TCA seems extremely short sighted. And all of 
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this at a time when many d thorn are st~l trying to ~r from this past. and for many current recession. In an 
eft'on to cooect hlstoricany past "wrongs" the Bureau of Indian Affairs is in fact doing the exact same "wrong" to 
these current residents and businesses . Two wrongs do not make a right. This current "wrong'' becomes e-.en 
more egregious when one considers that many of this amalf number of indi'viduaJs Who belong to this tribe recei\le 
monthly stipends equal to an awrage of \1/hat most families recef\e for the whole y&ar. This is not about poverty 
on a reservation. 

Please consider all emi ronmental impacts, some of them monumental, before you acquiesce to such a 
questionable, large transfer of land rom U.S. jurisdiction to a ~~ary difleren( SOiereign Jurisdiction. 

Thank You, 
L C. Smith 
P.O. Box 1126, Solvang, CA 93464 
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tlro ;Jss:ard , Chad <chM.L broussa rci@illa.gov> 

Comments on the EA for the Santa Ynez: Band of Chum ash Indians (Tribe} 
"' fTESSU£C 

Anne Marie BalaSh <abalash@cappelloooel.com> Fri, Oct 4, 2013 at 5:20PM 
To: "Broussard, Chad" <chad.broussard@bla.go.,e. 
Cc: Weroy Welkom <wwell<om@cappelfonoel.com>, Pamela Brinks <pbrinl<s@cappellonoel.ccm> 

Dear Mr. Broussard: 

Attached per your preloioos direction, please find the following: Comments on the En..Croomental Assessm11r1t for 
the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians (Tribe) Camp 4 Fee-to-TIUllt Acquisition Project on behalf of Ms. 
N<n;y Crawbrd-Hall Qncluding its Exhibit A, and Proof of Sei'IAce). This document, as indicated oo the Proof of 
Sei'IAce, was also mailed to Ms. Dutschke on this date. 

Best regards, 

Anne Marie Balash 

Anne Marie Balash 

Legal Secretary 

Cappello a ~I liP 

Phone: 805-564-2444 

Fax: 805-965-5950 

Email: abalash@cappelonoetcom 

~ Comments on EA Camp 4 fee-to-Trust. pdf 
703K 

... .. .. .,_ ._.,.,. .. , ___ _.. __ ~--;-.....-.t~ 1A t~~ 
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Amy Outschke, Regional Oirectoc . 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacmmento, CA 95S25 

October 4, 2013 l'll4No. 11012.001 
225369.1 

Re: ComiDmti on tbe Environmental Assusment (EA) for the Sllllta Ynu Bud 
of ChumMh I.Ddlan s (Tribe) Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust A;:quisition Project 

Dear Ms. Dutschke: 

The following c:mnments on the abo~ Environmental Assessment (EA) are 
submitted on behalf of Ms. Nancy Crawford-Hall. Ms. Crawford·Hal,l acts in various capacities 
1.0 hold, m~~t~age, and operate real property in the Sllllta Y~ Valley, lncludins property local~ 
directly across the street from Camp 4, and within the boundary of the Tribal Consolidation Area 
(TCA) approved by you on June 17,2013. Both the Fc»to-Trust Application (FTT) Md the 
instant EA which supports it are based on the TCA approval. (See, EA, §§ 1.2, 1.3, wd 
Appendix M.) 

A3w initial matter, an EA must: (1) provide sufficient evidence and annlysis for deternlining 
whether to prepare an enviroamen1al impact statement (IES) or a finding of no significant impact 
(FONSI); (2) aid an ogency's compliance with NEPA wben no EIS is necessary; and (3) facilitale 
preparation of an EIS when one is necusary. It also must include, inrer alia, a discussioo of lhe 
need for the proposal, the alternatives, and the environmental impacts of the proposed actjon and 
alternatives. (40 C.F.R. § I 508.9.) 

The inS1ant EA !ails to meet lbe above requirements. A3 a result, it does not provide a 
reasoncd basis on which the BIA mny proceed. The overriding problems, outlined in more detail 
below, arc generally twofold. First, because the EA is predicated and relics on the TCA 
approval, it cannot ground any detennination until the TCA appcil) proce$s is oomplete. 

Second, or alternatively, because the EA revals the need for additional and sub6tamive 
analysis and evidence, it supports only one conclusion: nn ElS must be prepared. The EA does 
not adequately define the project, let alone cxpltrln the need for the (undefined) project, the 
envlrorunental impacts, or any reasonably foreseeable future ~ts. This project is not the 
simple construction of a set nwnber of residences. It is a major project which removes at least 
1400 acres (and potentially 11,000+ acres under the TCA) from local end State regulation. It 

831 STAn STRUT, !\ANT" BARnA RA, CALIPORNtA 93l01·32Z7 HC'i\>CArPer-Lot•ro~L.cOM 

Til. (80$) 564 ·Z444 I'AX (80S) 96S-.S950 WWW.<:A• PlLLONO,L.COM 
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colll2ins reasonably likely future impacts, Wlique risks, and the potential of setting precedeJtt 
(40 C.P.R. § 1508.27(&), (b).) it therefore requires the preparation of n substantive and thorough 
EIS. 

A. The EA 1Utd Fn" lmproperly Assume Review Under th.e On­
Reservation Standard For Off-RtServatioa Property. Because thi~ 
Predkate Issue Is the Subject of Ongoing Appeal in cou ection with 
lhe TCA Approval, This Applkation Shonld Be Stayed. 

Fee to trust applications are processed Ul)(!er two separa~ stan<lard3: ou.-reservation or off­
reservation ncquisition (2S C.F.R. §§ 151.l0,151.11). lnprocessinganoff-~ervationproposal, 
the level of scrutiny is higher; the process also illVolves eonsi.deration of both the on-m;ervation 
criteria of§ IS I. I 0, and the additional factors sueh tl-' busiru:~>S plan and economic anal~ of 
§ 151.11. The instant Camp 4 property is not on-teservation.land. The FTf, and the supporting 
EA, therefore should be considered under the more rigorous standard of§ 151.11. 

The BIA has indicated that § I St.J I should apply. In its Notice of the FIT, dated September 
17, 2013, the BIA e.xpressly sta~d that the notice "is issued pursuant to Code of Federal 
R.egulatioos, Title 25, INDIANS, and Pans 151.10 and 1.51.11." (Emphasis added.} Likewise, 
the FIT applicant indicated that§ 151.1 I should apply. It filed a "Notice of Non-renewal: 
Williamson Land Conservation Contract"~ part of the FIT, in which it sta~d: "Notice ofnon­
renewal is being given llS part of that application to lnUlsfer the Property b) tbe United States of 
America, to be held in trust for the Tribe (so-called ·'fee to trust'' transfer) pursuant to 25 CFR 
IS 1.10 and 151. JJ .. " (EA, Appendix L, emphasis added.) 

However, the EA ooutradicts these stl!1e!Uents. In section 1.2, the P.A states: " .. land may 
be acquired in trust status for a tribe when lhe property is located within a Tribal Consolidation 
Area l!ild gi\>e/1 the some level of scnainy as land acquisition on or alijac1nl to a tribe's 
rt.sefWJJion." (BA, pt\ge 1-S, emphasis added.) Based on the TCA approval, the EA fuerefore 
assumes that tho lower level of liCCUtiny is involved for this FTI, and the EA does not address the 
additional cri1eria of§ IS 1.11,1 

Of provide 1111 appropriate level of analysis b) lillY oftbe factors 
actually diliCussed. 

Thus, the only basis for invoking the off-reservation standard is the fact thnt lhe Camp 4 
property is included in the TCA approval of 11,000+ acres. That approval, however, did not 
involve any envirorunetrtal assessment. ln effect, this nans NEP A policy and regulations upside 
down: it relies on a TCA procedure involving 110 environmental review to support le,ser 
scrutiny in an FIT procedure which expressly requires strict SCJ"Utiny. Wbethec the TCA was 
properly approved. however, i.s·the subject of nwnerous appeals. In addition, the TCA approval 
procedure has been questioned by letter dated September20, 2013, from Senator FeinsWn and 

1 As one oxamp~ the EA confiiUIS·lhal the acqulshion w!U lndude "t:ommercial Cllterprlsee.~ {BA p. l-7.) 
However, n& busines• ploD Q( economic 81lal)lse$ are pre,eotcd as to tbe ag,riculrural operallona, O()f ate th..., any 
cocnmltmenl! not to enpp Ill other commercial opel'lllio<a. 

J 
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Cona:resswoman Capps, to Director Michael Black. lftbe TCA approval is revc:ned. the instant 
EA Is left ~ly without foundation. 

Both the FTT and the BA are &rounded on tbe TCA approval. Because the validity of this 
approval is =rtain, however; and beoauso this proclicate, fundamental issue must be 
determined before any enviroruncmtal review can be assessed, the matter should be stayed until 
the various appeals arc final (including any subsequent judicial review). 

B. Tbe EA Does Not Provide Sufficient Evidence or Analysis of Relevant 
Matters and Demonstrates that an EIS SIHiuld Be Prepared. 

The EA provides an insufficient evaluation ofnwnerous matters, among which are the 
following. The below listing is not comprehensive, and we reserve the right to comment further 
as appropriate, and to provide additional m!ietials in furtherance of this process. 

1. The EA Relies ou Flawed Historical and Ethnographic Anal)'llis 

The EA {and the PfT) are based on a purported geographical connection of the putported 
tribe to 1he Camp 4 property. This analysis is fuodameatally flawed. Thete is DO historical basis 
for a finding that there was a specific Cl:umalh Santa Yoez tribe (uotllrecent assertion), or that 
such a tribe bad any rights in or to the property known as Camp 4. To the contrary, historical 
data confinn that the Camp 4 land was not intended by the Calholic Church to be held in trust for 
any individual or trilxll group, but was expressly deeded by the Chw:cb to non-Indian persons. 

:Z. The EA Dou Not Adequtely Address Water Raoprces and Impacts 

The EA genemlly describes water I'C$OtiJ'CeS, but provides no clear analysis of tbe basin or the 
aquifer. It acknowledge!!, however, that the basin is ''in a state of overdraft." (E.A, Appendix C, 
p. 2-12.) The "project" analysis- based solely on tbe assumption that only 135 houses and 
existing vineyards will be involved- is flawed as it stands.. In fact, substantial pu!Dping will 
impact the aquifer system, and result in sigoi:ficant impacts beyond Camp 4. (See, Rlchibit A, 
Comments by Phil Hall, B.So., M.Sc. ("Hell Comment").) 

J 

lt is important to note that typically a resideiltial development such as tho EA purpo.tts to J 
propose would not need an ex.pensive waste water treatment pl.anL Such a plnnt is generally only 
for commercial operations. (See, Hall Comment.) One mort therefore assume that commercial 
operations are anticipated, although not discussed. 

In addition, because there are IIIICXp{ained potential future impacts involving additional l 
housing (1300 lineal descendents), and unknown collUnercial enterprises (a stable and horse 
facility are referenced but not explained; no bu.sin.ess plan is provided for the vineyard 
operations; a second casino is provided for in the State Compact), the potential additional 



P311-13

P311-12

Comment Letter P311 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.P289-01

P308-19

P308-01
Cont.

P311-01 P308-02

P311-11
Cont.

P308-20

P311-02

P311-03

P311-04

P311-16

P311-15

P311-14

October 4, 2'0 13 
Page4 

impactS to water resources are gntve. An ElS should be~ which add=ses these issues 
and propedy analyzes potential water impacts. 

3. The EA Does Not Adequately Analyu the Stated Need For the Project 
Or the Alternatives 

A basic factor ~uired for fee tn trust acquisiti11n is an actual, existing need. (25 C.P.R. 
§ 15l.IO(b).) The EA docs not provide evidence of any such need. ln fact, the applicant owns 
the Camp 4 )llopeity in fee. rt may woxk through the available land usc structure, as any other 
landowner may do, to obtain approval fur reasonable uses, including housing development. 
Absent any showing of actual need, both the EA and the FIT are fundamentally flawed . 

4. The £A Does Not Adequately A11alyze lmpads to Surroundmg 
Properly Resultl11g Jtrom Jnco111.patible Development 

The EA. fails to acknowledge numerous issues taised by the incompatibility of the usc 
proposed to 1he cxistia& local uses, the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan (Plan) and other 
restricti<>m. One reading_ the EA would IIS3UI1le that the developtnent, as proposed, would exist in 
a X\lW WliSteland and oot hAve any impact on alljaot.nt properties. Not true. 

For example, directly south of Camp 4 ue ex !sting horse facilities and agricultwal 
11perations. Dralnage from Camp 4 runs ·to the soutb through adjacent parcels to the river. While 
tbe EA fails to cousidcrthe impact of development on these adj!ICent properties, substantial 
adverse impacts to these operations would result from the lnlffic, the use of reclaio\ed water, 
pollution, noise, and other features of the development. 

ln additi11n, the adjacent property has specific con.servation easements in place which would 
be adv«scly impacted by the development. The withdrawal from the Willi111DS0n Act contract of 
the Camp 4 property, as well as tbe potential withdrawal of the TCA property if aQ(juired and put 
into trust, would abo have an enormous impact o.n the purposes and assumptions 11f the Plan and 
of the Gmera1 PLan ofSnnta Barbara County. 

5. The EA Does Not Asses& Future or Cumulative lmpaeu 

The EA does not consider the existence of t\rturc and cumulative impaclll. There are 
rea$0nably likely future impacts, as shown above, by virtue of the EA admission that there are 
1300 lineal descendents for wbom housing (and/or land) is anticipated, es well as unexplained 
~commercial entetprises." 'Tbi$ implicates substantial additiooal impacts to infrastructure 
(mduding, inter alto, roads, sewage, waste treatment, pollutants). and municipal services. 

Additionally, the BA incorporates and is based on the TCA approval, thus involving 
additiolial potentiaiiiCquisition which dwlllfs· Camp 4, 8M which wotlld be removed from State 
and local regulation. The impacts of the TCA area, and its IU!l<lVal from State and local land use 

_j 
::::J 

l 
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regulation, must be considered The TCA approval, in and of itself, impacts hundreds of 
privately owned parcels. 

C. Condution 

An EIS mu&t be prepared where the impact is highly uncertain, there are unique risks, and 
the action bas the potential of setting precedeoL (40 C.P.R. § 1508.27(a). (b),) That is the case 
here. For the foregoing reasons, an ElS should be prepared, including substantive analysis and 
evidence. 

Tbaolc you for your oonsideration of these comments. 

very truly )'OUI$. 

cc: Chad A. Broussard, Environmental Protection Specialist 
via email: c:bad.broussard@bia.gov 

_j 
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Proposed Groundwater Development, camp Four 

Points were raised at a recent Water Board meeting that the wells on Camp Four were 
outside the 1.0. 411 area, they were far away and in a different aquifer, hence the impact 
will be negligible. I strongly disagree With this assumption. 

It w1n take several· years for the impact to be not.lceable, but it will have severe Impacts 
on the groundwater wells and groundwater resourc&S of 1.0. 11.and neighboring wells. 

Each Individual well on Camp Four can pump between 1,000 and 2,000 gallons per 
minute (gpm); this is equivalent 4.4 to 9 acrelfVday or 1600 to 3000 acre/ft/year. 

Recharge from precipitation in this area is roughly 5 to 10% of preoipltation, zero In 
years like this. For 1400 aores this would yield recharge of roughly 120 acre/fVyear, 
assuming 1 inct1 of recharge. 

Arry pumping abovo this level will result in groundwater being taken from surrounding 
properties, lowering their water levels and possibly resaftlng in wells having to be dril led 
deeper. 

Proposed developments for the site are 135 homes and 300 acrelft/yr., using their own 
numbers, using 1.0. #1 consumption rates this same development would require 500 
acrelft!yr. A housing development of this nature would normally have In Individual 
household wells or small wells serving clusters of 5-10 homes. A central water system 
would not be cost effective. Also home developments like this would use septic tanks 
and drainage fields. ~ensive waste water treatment plants are generally only used for 
commercial operations. We can !flus assume that any actual development wHJ be more 
commercial in nature and could thus 'easily use 1 ,000, 2,000 or 5,000 acre/ft/yr. or 
more. 

Grapes grown on 1400 acres would require 2,800 a/ft/yr., 2 feet per acre, which is 
almost twice the annual rain1all . We are currently witnessing major groundwater 
problems in San Luis Obispo County and the Paso Robies area, due to pumping 
groundwater for thousands of acres of grapes. These problems have taken 5-10-15 
years to manifest themselves. It is being proposed to stop further development of 
groundwater in these areas. This wiD not stop the decline of groundwater levels. Only 
cutting back pumping severely wiU reduce the decline. 

Clearty the pumping of more than the 100 acre/Ttlyr.received from recharge will result in 
massive groundwater mining, which will impact the entire aquifer system. The cones of 

1\0fl.att • nl4ll.Z 
EXJIIBITA 



Comment Letter P311 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.P289-01

P308-19

P308-01
Cont.

P311-01 P308-02

P311-16
Cont.

P308-20

P311-02

P311-03

P311-04

P311-16

P311-18
Cont.

depression will extend beyood Camp Four. Once the impact reaches the edges of Ule 
aquifers, the drawdown will accelerate and water wUlleak from one aquifer to another, 
impacting everyone. 

For example, If groundwater levels fallS feet in the firstS years they could easily 
continue to fall at more than a foot a year, after the cones of depression reach the edge 
of the aquifer. 
Predicting the decline of groundwater levels requires the use of complex equations and 
computer models. However, these eruptions are linear, so that once we have solved the 
problem tor one pumping rate, say 1000 acre/ftlyr., then the effects of pumping at 2000 
acre/ftlyr wm be approximately double. 

What can be done to assess this problem? 

1.0 . 11 has a groundwater model of the aquifer basin, It could be modified and used 1o 
predict the impact ot pumping at various pumping rates. 

I would suggest the following steps: 

(1) First run the groundwater model without Including lhe new Camp Four pumping 
schedule. Contour water levels and dmwdown for 5,1 0,15.20 and 25 years. This wUI be 
the basetine case. 

(2) Run the same model with 500; 1,000, 1,500 al'ld 2,000 af/yr pumping from Camp 
Four. . 
Compare with the baseline model and corrtoor/ graph the diffemnce In drawdown or 
water levels with the baseline case. 

(3) identify wells that wUI be Impacted and set up a monitoring program to record water 
levels. 

(4} compare water levels with predicted levels and refine the rnodeito improve 
predictions. 

Using the mode\ and keeping water level records oan be used to show and prove the 
impacts of excessive groundwater pumping on camp Four 

Unintended Consequences 

The above clearly shows that Camp Four cannot sustain large-scale groundwater 
withdrawals, even for use on the site itself. If hotels, casinos and resorts are built, there 
will come a point when the wel ls will run dry. What is going to happen then? Wiiii.D#1 
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have to come to the rescue? Or will pipelines be proposed? Bringing in pipelines will 
requini a lot of ·money for construction and operation. The solution to this would be .to 
develop another San Fernando Valley. 

I hope that ltlis problem is not pushed down the road for 5, 10 or 15 years. This is a 
major problem ltlat is about to start now. 

Phil Hall 
Retired Hydrogeologist 
P.O.BOX 1031 
Santa Ynez, CA 93460 

Email. ohit@saotucasraoch.com 
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Phil Hall, Slo 

B.Sc., Magna Cum Laude, Geology, with majors in Mathematics and Probability Theory, 
University of Wales, 1966 
Post graduate Diploma in Hydrogeology, M.Sc. In Hydrogeology, University of LondOn, 
1967 

Early career was spent on groundwater mapping and exploration in Western Canada 
This was to! lowed by the development of groundwater supplies for towns and lmgation 
projects in British Columbia for British Columbia Water Ae&ouroes Sef\lioe. 

White Head of the Groundwater Division, James F. McClaren, a Clva Engineering 
Consulting Company, he was responsible forthe development of water supplies across 
Canada, Greece, Haiti and Jamaica, and developed techniques to monitor and control 
groundwater pollution from landfill sites and oil spi.lls. He also wrote guidelines for the 
Federal Govemment on contr.olling groundwater pollution from oil spills. 

Vice President of a Geotechnical firm in Alberta, involved In the dewatering major mines 
and other excavations. 

President, Groundwater Consultants Group. Involved In the development of 
groundwater supplies; dewatering excavation sites; and groundwater ponution 
Investigations. Clients included various Canadian Federal and Provlnciaf Agencies. 
Major companies, Including Esso, BP, Shell, Home Oil, U"ion Oil, Dow Chemical, plus 
numerous coal companies, including Syncrude Canada. 

Principal Hydrogeologist, The Hydrodynamics Group; Earthware of CaUfornia. 
He developed groundwater software for data analysts, computer modefing and 
database management. The software wa.s used in more than 100 countries, including 
the Geological Surveys of Canada, U.S.G.S, Britain, France, Germany, Botswana and 
the United Nations, U.S. E.PA, and numerous State Agencies. He also taught 
groundwater modeling at several universities across North Amerioa, Cambridge and 
London. He also taught oou~ for E.P A. and numerous State Water Agencies. He 
invented the use of graphk: pre-- and post-processors for computer models and 
pioneered the use of databases for managing groundwa1er data. 

He was a consultant to E.P .A. and Corps of Engineera on major projects In the Phoenix 
area, San Fernando VaRey, plus technical judicial arbitrator between R.W.Q.C.B. and 
Union Oil. 

He has published numerous papers and reports and has written a text book on testing 
water wells and aquifer systems. 

11012JlOl·ZZS<lU 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA 

I am employed in the County of Santa Barbara, State of California. I am over the age of 18 years 
and not a party to tWs eroon. My bu&ness address is 831 State Street, Santa Barbara, California 
93101. On October 4, 2013, I served the foregoing document described as Commenis on the 
Environmental A"essment (EA) for the Santa Ynez Band of Cbumash Indians (Tn'"be} 
Camp 4 Ft»-to-Trust Acqunition Projed on the interested parties in this action: 

IJ 

0 

0 

0 

SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST 

BY U.S. POSTAL SERVICE: This document was served by United States mail. I enclosed 
the docwnent in a sealed envelope or package addressed to the person(s) at the address( es) 
above and placed the envelope(s) for collection and mailing, following our ordinary business 
practices. I am readily frunifwwith this fum's practice of collecting and processing 
correspondence for mailing. On the same day that correspondence is placed for oollection 
and mailing, it is deposited in the ordinary course of business with the United States Postal 
Service at Santa Barbara, Califomi.a, in a sealed envelope with postage fully paid. 

BY FACSIMJLE: The document(s) were served by facsimile. The facsimile transmission 
was without error and oompleted prior to 5:{)0 p.m. A copy of the transmission report is 
available upon request. 

BY OVERNIGHT DELIVERY: The document(s) Y.rere.served by ovemig]).t delivery via 
PedEx. I enclosed the document in a sealed envelope or package addressed to the person(s) 
ll!ld the address(es) above and placed the enve!ope(s) for pkk-up by PedEx. I am readily 
familiar with the firm's practice of collection and processing correspondence-on the same day 
with this courie~: service, for overnight deli ve~:y. 

BY E-MAIL OR ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION: Based on a court order or an 
agreement of the parties to aooept service by e-mail or electronic transmission, I caused the 
documents to be sent to the persons at the e-mail addresses listed above. I did not receive, 
within a reasonable lime after the transmission, any electronic message or other indication 
that the transmission was unsuccessful. 

BY HAND DELIVERY: The document(s) were delivered by band during the normal oourse 
of business, dllJ'ing regular business holi[S. 

(State) I declare under penalty of petjury under the laws of the State of California that 
the foregoing is true and correct. 

(Federal) I declare that I am employed in the office of a member of the Bar of tbis Court, 
at whose direction the service was made. I declare under penalty of perjury under the 
laws of the United States of America tilat the foregoing is true an.d correct. 

Executed on October 4, 2013, at Santa Barbara, ·Califo~~ ?! ~ 

~~) 
Anne Marie Balash 

l i012.00J 4 21.\17 ... 1 
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Amy Dutscbke 
Regiooal Director 
Bureau oflndian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 958"25 
BY U.S. MAlL 

• tot1.01J1 • n~\ 

SERVICE LIST 

Chad A. Btol.ISsard 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Bureau of indian Affairs 
Pacific Rcgjollal Otr~ee 
chad.broussard@bia.gov 
BY E-MAIL 
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Mr. Chad Broussard 
Bureau of Indian affairs 
Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

GERALD ROUNDS 
4045 EAST OAK TRAIL 

SANTA YNEZ, CA 93460 
October 5, 2013 

Re: My comments on the Chumash Camp 4 Environmental Assessment. 

I have just opened the EA and looked at one portion, the list of encountered 
birds. 
The birding community has been aware in the last several years of the 
presence of Longspurs wintering on the property. Each winter and spring, 
one can often see patient observers scaning the Camp 4 fields from the 
public road. The more skilled birders are able to spot McGowan's, Lapland 
and Chestnut-collared Longspurs amongst t11e flocks of Homed Larks. These 
birds bEeed in the far north and are considered rare in Sou them California. 
Other birds foWld there subject to displacement include Merlin and Prairie 
Falcon. None of these species are found in the table ''Wildlife Observed" on 
page 473. 
Based upon the above, J conclude the EA to be incomplete, despite the 968 
pages. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Gerald Rounds 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF S.Y. CHUMASH TRIBE T.C.A. & 
CAMP4 
1 message 

carol whUe <cwcpsa@gmail.com> 
To: chad.broussard@bla.gov 

Sat, Oct 5, 2013 at 4:05 PM 

DEAR MR. BROUSSARD, 

I AM A RESIDENT OF THE SANTA YNEZ VALLEY. SANTA BARBARA COUNTY ...... 1 STRONGLY OPPOSE 
THE UNPRECEDENTED CHUMASH "TRIBAL CONSOLIDA llON AREA APPROVED BY YOUR 
OFFICE .... . .AND ALSO OPPOSE 1HE FEE TO TRUST OF CAMP 4. 

THE CAMP 4 PROPERTY IS ONLY 1WO MILES FROM THE SANTA YNEZ VALLEY HIGH SCHOOL AS WELL 
AS OTHER AREA SCHOOLS AND 1HE EJOSllNG CASINO IS ONlY ONE HALF MILE FROM OUR HIGH 
SCHOOL I DON'T KNOW IF YOU ARE AWARE OF 1HE HORRFIC IMPACT THE CURRENT CASINO HAS 
ON OUR TEENAGE YOUlH IN TilE SANTA YNEZVALlEY ...... I KNOW FROM CLERGY IN THE AREA THAT 
THEY HAVE BEEN NONSTOP COUNSELING FAMILIES AND TEENAGERS .... .. 

RE: DRUGS, GAMBLING, AND DRINKING DONE IN ANO AT 'THE PRESENT CASINO AND 
PARKING AREAS BY OUR RESIDENT TEENAGERS. 

SINCE THJ:RE IS ANOTHER VIABLE GAMING PERMIT AVAILABLE 10 THE TRIBE, IT WOULD BE UNWISE J 
TO ALLOW THE TRIBE To GO INTO TRUST WllH ADOITTONAL PROPERTY ...... NOT ONLY UNWISE. ..... BUT 
DISASTROUS. 

I ALSO AGREE WITH ALL 1HE OPPOSillON LETTERS YOU HAVE RECEIVED REGARDING 'THE MANY 
OTIIER ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS SOME OF WHICH ARE WATER RIGHIS. CONTROL OF USAGE AND 
CONTAMINAllON OF WATER. 'THE IMPACT ON 1HE ECOLOGY. THE IMPACT ON lHOUSANDS OF U.S. 
ClllZENS UYING IN 1HE TCA, ECONOMICALLY AS WELL AS MORALLY, AND THE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF 
LOSS OF REVENUES COMBINED WITH AN INCREASE IN USE OF RESOURCES. 

VERY TRULY, 

MIMI WALSTON 
300 FREYA DR. 
SOLVANG, CA 93463 

111 
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1()'1B/13 DEPARTMENT OF TloiE INTERIOR M!Ol - STOP Clunash leell> ttust for Can-p ~l!lliiTCA 

Brous...<ard, Cham o::checl.broo~.s:lrd@bla.gov> 

STOP Chumash fee to trust for Camp 4 and TCA 
1 message 

Lloyd Mills <lloydmlfls@l.erlzon.net> 
Reply-To: Lloyd MiDs <lloydmills@l.erlzon.net> 
To: Chad.broussard@bla.gov 

Sat, Oct 5, 2013 at 10:07 PM 

I am writing to ask you to further look into the case of the Santa Yn~ Valley Chumash Tribe asking fi:>r applt)\91 
of the TCA and also the Camp 4 Annexation. I understand that one or the ~ments of putting Camp 4 into ~ 
Fee to Trust is financial issue with the Chumash. This is not a poor tribe but one that earns l.tl!ry large amounts 
from its gambling Casino and distributes $45,000. non taxable fUnds per month to many of its members. I 
beliew the BIA approwd Chumash requests fi:>r Fee to Trust on Camp 4 ar..d approved TCA without proper notice J 
to community members and local go~mmanl. All of a sudden, the TCA-which many or us ha\e llOiol!lr heard ol'-
has been appn:Mid. Pleese listen to our Santa Barbara County Board d Supar.ison; in their reilsal to 10te for 
these projects. 

I and my family do not v.ish to see our beauti~l Valley tom apart by the sudden Chumash claims to I 
property. The Chumash already own the Camp 4 property and must they really haw the rigl\t to pay no taxes on __j 
it and not ha\ol9 to totlow community planS klr this land, Including the fact that Camp 4 is in Agricultural Preserw :::::::::J 
land? I urge you to gi-..e more t/lotlght to changing the status ol this land on both Camp 4 aoo also the further I 
step or TCA. __j 

I haw liwd in the Santa Ynez Valley stnce 1972 and am a \Oter here. MaiY Lloyd Mills 

1/1 



Comment Letter P315

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.P289-01

P315-01

P308-01
Cont.

P315-02

P308-02

P315-03

P305-07

P315-04

P308-18
Cont.

P308-20

DEPARTMENT OF THE II«ERIOR Mall · ell'Yironrnents Asoesoi!Yilnl Prot•st of Carrt>4 Annelo>lioo an<t Tt:A 

Broussard, Chad <chad.bra.ussard@bla .gov~· 

Environmental Assessment Protest of Camp 4 Annexation and TCA 
1 message 

Marvin Johnson <jandm@silcom.com> Sat, Oct 5, 2013 at 11:14 PM 
To: amydutschke@bla.gov, chad.broussarcl@bia.gov 
Cc: 3rd Districl Super.iSer Doreen Farr <dfarr@counlycfsb.org>, Congresswoman Lois Capps 
<aaron.shapiro@mail.house.gov>, Senator Dianne Feinstein <de\ln_reinerson@feinstein.senate.go.p, SYV 
Concerned Citizens <info@sy~itlzens.com> 

We are writing as a home owners in Santa Ynez, CA with concerns for the 
potential adverse effects to the environment that could impact our family and 
all of the Santa Ynez Valley community if the process of "Fee to Trust" of 
Camp 4 property and the TCA are aUowed to go forward. We humbly ask you 
to use your positions with the BIA to stop this process from going forward and 
for you to reconsider the direction that these processes are going with the 
negative impacts these decisions could make on 1OOO's of people in our 
community and beyond now and in the future. 

There are many reasons we are opposed to the annexation of Camp 4 
property to the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indian Reservation and the TCA 
to expand that potential to over 11 ,000 acres being more easily annexed in 
the future. We are not opposed to the Chumash owning these properties and 
using them as private· U.S. citizens while following the rules and regulations of 
local and county governments as all U.S. citizens must. WE ARE OPPOSED 
to these lands ·being put into trust to become part of their reservation thus 
making them part of a sovereign nation and taking away any input or control of 
the land usage from all non~tribal citizens and local governments as well. The 
negative impacts including those to the environment need further 
consideration. If the BIA allows Camp 4 or any property within the TCA 
boundaries to be annexed to the Chumash Reservation there would be a total 
loss of influence or control of the SYV community over it which we feel would 
destroy the character of this rnral community and would be contrary to the 
current general plan. 

Two of the major environmental concerns we have that definitely need further 
consideration are: l 
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1) Impact on water supply and quality for Santa Barbara County residents. It 
is our understanding that the Camp 4 property sits on top of an aquifer that 
supplies water for a large portion of SB County. The supply of water could be 
affected depending on how the tribe uses the property and the water beneath 
it. The proposed Chumash controlled waste water treatment plant on Camp 4 
property could impact the quality of water coming through the aquifer and 
being used by other SB County residents. Our concern is not just for the 
stated plans that the tribe is proposing for the Camp 4 property. Once this or 
any other land is accepted Into trust there would be no regulations from local 
govemment to restrict the development of the property to include uses way 
beyond what the Chumash are currently proposing In their application for ''Fee 
to Trusr of Camp 4. That would inevitably affect both the supply and the 
quality of water to non-tribal citizens of SB County. Additional housing, large 
events held on the property and even a casino are all uses that could easily be 
added to their plans in the future without consideration of the general plan for 
land use of the SY community that was established to be in the best interest 
of the SY Valley as a whole. The tribe would no longer have to seek approval 
from the community or the local government to make any additions IF this 
property is annexed to the Chumash Reservation. We view this as wrong and 
totally unacceptable. 

2) Noise. traffic and light pollution are issues that will impact the environment 
in the Santa Ynez Valley 'Nithout any inp;ut or control by either the citizens of 
our Valley or the local government if the tribe's application for ·Fee to Trusr is 
approved. In addition to the housing that is being proposed to be built, the 
tribe's application includes the plans for building a banquet/exhibition hall with 
400 parking spaces that would also allow special events to be held on this 
land. This part of the plan alone is of gr:eat concern for the environmental 
impacts that would occur due to the additional volume of people and traffic 
coming In and out of the area. This is totally contrary to the current agricultural 
land use that the general plan has set for that property. 

Please listen to us and to all the other citizens in the Santa Ynez Valley and 
larger Santa Barbara County area that stand to be adversely affected If Camp 
4 or any land In the TCA is allowed to be annexed to the Santa Ynez Band of 
Chumash Indian Reservation. We request you to use your influence in the 
BIA to stop the current Camp 4 · Fee to Trust" application from going forward 

J 
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and to eliminate the TCA which is part of that application. There are many vital 
concerns to consider including the environmental issues mentioned above. 

Thank you, 

Jane and Marvin Johnson 

1329 Calzada Avenue 

Santa Ynez, CA 93460 

(805) 688-2006 

J 
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Amy Dutschlce, Regional Director 

2490 Baseline Ave. 
Ballard, Ca 93463 

Oct. 5, 2013 

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

Re: Environmental Assessment for proposed Trust Acquisition of f ive Paroels Knows as the 
Camp 4 Property. Santa Yoez Band of Chumash Indians, Sam.a Barbara County, Califomia 

Dear Ms. Dutschke: 

l offer the foUowing comments to the referenced EA. 

An EA is u document to provide clarity and transparency in the analysis of impacts and 
alternat.ivcs considered in making a decision; raking a federal action. This EA says that !he 
decision w be made, or Proposed Action, is to take fee title lands owned by the Chumasb tribe 
into federal trust status. 

NEPA requires a reasonable range of alternative~~ be COilsidered. Th•s analysis uses land 
assignments and housing development as the alternative to changing land status. This Is not a 
reasonable alternative; it is another action. 

While this analysis oonrain.~ infocmation regafdi0g development alternatives and effects, the 
proposed action is not analyzed in similar detail. 

Th.e analysis as documented in the EA fails to meet the legislative intCDl and implementing 
l'egulations for NE.P A as defined in the Code of federal Regulations. As a consequence, this EA 
fails to provide sufficient information to make an informed decision regarding the proposed 
action of changing the land status. It is clear that the purpose and need is to provide tribal 
housing. It is also clear that the Olumasb )lave a legal right to requeqt trust status for the parcel 
The affected environment should address more fully the legislation that provides this right to the 
tribe; the legislative interu, and the implementing regulations. What are the criteria to be 
addressed in making the decision to take lands into trust from fee title lands owned by a tribe'? 
What is the relevant case Jaw? 

The analysis does show considerable attention to environmental effects of Jli.'C)p()Sed housing 
development alternatives. How t.0 develop tho housing is not the issue to ·be decided in thi~ EA 
according to the proposed action. Though housing is the pmpose and need, development of rhar 
hou~ing is a separate action. The decision is a change in hmd status. 
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The issues and concern.~. and eilects, of the decision LO take the land into trust sLatuS ~bould be 
analyzed and documented. The existing EA is inadequate. In !:let, it confuses the is.me rather 
than clarif1cs. 

The EA addresses a No Action alternative in Mitigations. No Action is defined as no 
development of the land - no change in use. Housing development under fee title status would 
be a reasonable alternative to the propolied action and No Action alternatives. What precludes 
housing development while in fee title land stat~? 

The economic analysis documented does oot speak to the Tribe' s economic issues in requesting 
LrUSt staru.~. Does trust status allow for financial assistance for development; assisrance th:lt is 
not available if the land is held iD fee title? 

The economic analysis of Santa Barbara County's loss of property tax revenue nses recent 
figures when the land is under Williamson Act tax reduction~. The economic analysis for the 
Joss of property tax should be based on the figures a.~ if the land was developed, nor under 
agriculmral special tax reductions. The po1t ion of the county's total tax revenue this represents 
is not relevant. 'The benefit from county service.~ that that money represents is the relevant issue. 

r would like to see Cumulative Effects consider two large projects apparently approved but not 
yet developed; Manci's Tavern Convention Center along Hwy. 154 in Los Olivos and the Senior 
Care facility at the comer of Refugio and Hwy. 246 near the ra~ation. All three projects will 
contribute to traffic load in the area and water use. They will bave effect on the quality of the 
hwmn environment in the valley as the added traffic demands accumulate. 1be recreation and 
tourist traffic has increased greatly over the last several yurs and continues to increase. Local 
roa~ are popular with tours, tourists, and bicyclists. 

1 do underscand that existing and new wells on the paroel will provide for the proposed housing. 
However. the accumulated draw of all development projects and will have an effect on the finite 
supply of valley water. Wells are the legal right of the land owner, but the county is ignoring a 
larger issue when approv·ing other development projects that affect·the ovemU water supply. 
However, I woukl rather see woter reserves spent on housing fur locals such as the Tribe rather 
than on commercial entelJlrises funded by outside investors to provide for tourism. 

The existing documentation of the analysis regarding proposed fee title to trust for the Chun1ash 
contilses rather !han clarifies the decisioo to be made. It is the issues and concerns, and effects, 
of that decision that should be analyzed, not effect:s of developmenL 1be exiSiing document 
provides a great disservice in confusing the iRsue to be del..'ided by analyzing another ·issue, 
development. The analysis should ellicidate effects of the decision to be made. 

Sincerely, 

Joan E. Brandoff 

J 
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comments to Chumash EA 
1 message 

Joan Brandoff <joanbrandolf@outlook.com> Mon, Oct 7, 2013 at 8:13AM 
To: "chad.broussard@bia.gol/' <chad.broussard@bla.goiP 
Cc: "dfarr@countyofsb.org" <dfarr@couotydsb.org> 

I submitted comments to the EA, but failed to include comments regarding the C\Jitural Resource section, which I 
prollide here: 

The EA did not Include information about the archaeological sites found, but did include their locations on Figure 
2-1. " LaRd Use Surnmaty" for the Nl A site plan. Standaltl praCtice Ia to pro\lde soma inbmation about the 
constituents of s il as, and an assessment of their significance. P~ishi119 the site locations Is definitely a breach 
of confidenUality and inappropriate. · 

36 CFR 800 requires consultation with SHPO regarding both the adequacy of the cultural resources inwntOIY as 
vi'I!!J as concurrence with the assessed slglificance ol the sites irrorder to dete1111ine which sites are entitled to 
protec1ion. SHPO also comments on those protection measures for ~cy. Thera is no lncfx:ation in the 
document that SHPO has or will be consulted as a requirement for faderal actions. Protection measures are 
designated for the construction pl\llse. but continuing use posee adwn;e elfects as well and is not addressed. It 
appears that the determination of significance issue is dismissed; "None of these resources appear to be 
accompanied by especially complex arohaeologlcel deposits." If this Is an argument for insignificance, It is an 
extremely W8al< one. Signh1cance is not based on complex:ity of the deposit In fact. sites with singular 
constituents, such as ground stone aggregates or chipped stone site6, can ha~e depth of deposit and prova to 
ha~e significant scientific inbmatlon. Without lntlrmallon. oth&r than site locations, and ~lhout SHPO 
consultation and concurrence, the C\JIIural Resou~ section does not meet NEPA and CFR reqLinwnents . 

.bln Brandoff 

1/1 
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~e.rou!JSard, Chad <chad.bJ'C>I.Os:;ard@bla.gov)• 

Comments on the NEPA Process and the Environmental Assessment 
Prepared for the Camp 4 Annexation 
1 rnes~ 

rachel <rach&l@platinumperfonnance.com> 
To: "ctlad.broussaro@bia.gav" <chad.broussard@bia.gov.> 
Cc: rachel <rachel@platinumperformance.com> 

To Whom this may concem: 

Mon, Oct 7, 2013 at 9:23 AM 

We are against the Annexation of Camp 4 in the Santa Ynez Valley, CA 

1.The project is controversial with many potentially significant impacts. 
Preparation of an EIS would provide a more robust and comprehensive analysis of 
potential impacts, a more transparent environmental review process, and more 
opportunities for public and agency involvement. 

2.The EA does not adequately cover all potential future development. It is 
reasonably foreseeable that future development could include: 

• A casino because the Chumash obtained t.o.o gaming permits and have only used one to date. 

• A casino or other large revenue-generating development· because such additional development 

'M:luld fulfill the economic opportunities the Chumash have stated v.ould be provided to allow "the 

Tribe to continue lo build economic self suffiCiency tflrougll diversified tribally-governed 

commercial enterprises• (as stated on page 1-7). 

• A banqueUexhibitlon hall designed \'>4th an agriculture/equestrian theme, associated 

administrative spaces, a tribal office complex. a tribal community space including cererrony room 

and gymnasium (nearly 80,000 sf), and approximately 400 parking spaces 'hOUid be provided for 

the facilities (as stated on page 2-14 of the EA}. The EA does not address the impacts of this 

potential future development Thus, the potentiaiiJ'll)acts of the project have been 

underestimated in the EA and could be significant. particularly in terms of construction-related 

emissions, traffiC, and noise; increased traffic, noise, and light from operation; Increased demand 

for water supply and other servk:es; and impacts on natural and biological resources. 

3.The issue of water supply and impacts on the groundwater aquifer has not been 
adequately addressed. The proposal sta1es that the tribe would develop an onsite 
water supply system using groundwater to meet the increased demand for water. 
The EA does not provide adequate information on the impacts to the aquifer and 
to the existing and future water supply of others dependent on the aquifer. 

J 
J 
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4.Traffic impacts have not been adequately addressed. The project description 
states that existing access roads would be improved (it does not specify how) and 
new roads would be constructed. The EA does not adequately address the 
impacts of additional traffic that would result from Camp 4 development or other 
potential future development such as a casino. 

5. Impacts to biological resources have not been adequately addressed. The 
analysis focuses on federally listed plant and wildlife species, critical habitat for 
these species, and migratory birds. It should also properly address impacts to 
state-listed and non-listed species and habitat. not dismiss them in Sec 3 Affected 
Env. 

6.1mpacts to cultural resources have not been adequately vetted with respect to 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The EIR (p 3-48) indicates the 
NAHC provided a list of individuals and groups for consultation, but it does not 
indicate if such consultation occurred. 

?.The Land Use analysis should disclose consistency with the Santa Ynez Valley 
Community Plan. Although the plan is described in Sec 3.8.2, it is dismissed in 
Sec 4.1 .8 because project parcels are exempt from County land use regulations 
(25 CFR Part 151 Trust Acquisition). For full disclosure, the EA should discuss the 
project's consistency with local plans, even if potential inconsistencies are found 
less than significant because of the exemption. 

8Jn Sec 4.5.2, it is stated that no significant, unmitigated impacts have been 
identified for .AJternative A and B. I argue that the potential impacts need to be fully 
analyzed in an EIS before this conclusion can be reached for the reasons stated 
in this letter. 

9.Cumulative traffic impacts were determined less than significant based on 
mitigation measures provided in Section 5 .7. However, there is no assurance that 
the mitigation can be implemented nor is there a timeframe for when they would 
be implemented, because they are under the control of other agencies and 
required additional funding not yet secured. Due to this uncertainty, this impact 
should be deternined significant and unavoidable. 

Sincerely, 
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Rachel Mojonnier 

P .O. Box 959 

370 Perkins Street 

Los A1'Ullos CA 93440 
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Brouc;sard, Ch<J cl <cttad. broussarol@bia.gov> 

A Santa Ynez resident's request for further investigation on the NEPA 
Process and the Environmental Assessment Prepared for the Camp 4 
Annexation 
1 message 

Kelly McConnell <kmccomell@princelionheatt.com> Mon, Oct 7, 2013 at 9:30AM 
To: "chad.brousssrd@bia.gooJ' <chad.broussard@bia.go\0' 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

I have been a resident of Santa Ynez since 1988. My family moved there from Orange County 
m escape from the traffic and congestion and live a simpler life. I have returned to the Valley as 
a parent so that I can afford my son the same "simple" fife in a community that comes together 
in times of need. 

4 years after moving to the Valley, my brother was involved in a car accident. along with three 
other 16 year old valley reslden1s. ~ ~s an innocent accident that rocked the valley as a 
teenage girl died, my brother was left a paraplegic, and the road to recovery forourvaUeywas 
lorg and steep. I wil never forget the many acts of kindness and conceme<:t souls who lined the 
hallways fonveeks on end outside of the ICU at Cottage Hospital, the flowers that were alWays 
kept fresh in the ICU family room, the water and snacks that tumed up just in time, the offers to 
help with medical bills from complete strarger:s, the random acts of kindness were 
overwhelmirg and spoke volumes for a valley that embraced a transplant family from southern 
California. 

The Valley is a very carirg place with a co~ community. Tl'ough decades have passed, 
my family contiroes to call Santa Ynez its home as we raise the next generation there. We are 
constantly reminded of the care and concern that was shown to our family as we see the 
support rallied arourd valley families who have tragedy strike their lives. The concern comes 
from the right place, ,iJst as It does here today. 

Our Valley has already seen a changed landscape with the arrival of the commercial hub of the 
Casino: more cars, the iirst s1op lights EVER, more car accidents and emergency response 
incidents, more buses and fumes. higher crime, more lights at night to rob us our stars, the list 
goes on. To think that the expansion of sovereign rights to more territory wouldn't have an 
environmental impact would be short-sighted as it has and it wilt There are many concerned 
citizens who are not receiving a penny to voice their concems and stand to benefit in no way at 
all other than to preserve the vaUey that we residents love. Please allow us the chance to be 

hltps:llmell<!oog~l/u.WIIJI•2&ll«c9c97~"""pt&soaroholn~141!13e21a759ec18 118 



P319-04

P319-03

P319-02
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P319 (Cont.)

'IQ/1&'13 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Moll-A SaXil y,.,. re<ldonfo ""!uosl b uttu ~llbonon lllO NEPAI'rt>c:css orvl lho!;nl~- -j 
heard as a project of this magnitude certainly warrants additional analysis being conducted. 

No one has a crystal baU, but after my layman's cursory review of the proposed project and my 
l.l'lderstaFlding of the purpose of the EA, it is clear that an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) Is the appropriate NEPA documentation and process - NOT a Finding of No Significant 
Impact (FONSQ- for the reasons described In the comments below: 

1. 

The project is controversial with many potentially significant impacts. Preparation of an EIS 
would provide a more robust and comprehensive analysis of potential impacts, a more 
transparent environmental review process, and more opportunities for public and agency 
involvement. 

2. 

The EA does not adequately cover all potential future development It is reasonably foreseeable 
that future development could inclu:le: 

• 

A casino because the Chunash obtained two gaming permits and have only used one fo date. 

A casino or other lar:ge revenue-generating development because such additional development 
would fulfill the economic opportunities the Chumash have stated Would be provided to allow 
"the Tribe to continue to build economic self sufficiency through diversified tribafty-govemed 
commercial enterprises" (as stated on page 1-7} . 

• 

A banquet/exhibition hall designed with an agriculture/equestrian theme, associated 
administrative spaces, a tribal office complex. a- tribal community space including ceremony 
room and gymnasium (nearty 80,000 sf), and approximately 400 parking spaces would be 
provided for1he facilities (as sta1ed on page 2-14 ofthe EA). 

The EA does not address the impacts of this potential future development Thus, the potential 
impacts of the project have been underestimated in the EA and colid be significant, partfcliarty 
in terms of conslruclion-related emissions, traffic, and noise; increased traffic, noise, and Rght 
from operation; increased demand for water supply and other services; and impacts on natural 
and biological resources. 

3. 
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The Issue of water supply arw:l lmpacts on the grourdwater aquifer has not been adequately 
addressed. The proposal states that !he tribe woukl develop an onsita water supply system 
using groundwater to meet the increased demand for water. The EA does not provide 
adequate information on the Impacts to the aquifer and to the existing and future water supply 
of others dependert on the aquifer. 

4. 

Traffic impacts have not been adequately addressed. The project description states that 
eXisting access roads would be improved Ot does not specify how} and new roads would be 
constructed. The EA does not adequately address the impacts of additional traffic that would 
rasuH from Camp 4 development or other potential future development soch as a casino. 

5. 

Impacts to biological resources have not been adequately addressed. 11'e analysis focuses on 
federally &sted plant ard wildti fe species, critical habitat for these species, and migratory birds. 
It should also properly address Impacts to state-listed ard non-Rsted species and habitat, not 
dismiss them in Sec 3 Affected Env. 

6. 

mpacts to cuk!J'al teS()urces have not been adequately vetted with respect to Native American J 
Heritage Commission (NAHC ). The EIR (p 3-48) Indicates the NAHC provided a list of 
individuals and groups for consultation, but it does not indicate if such consultation occurred. 

7. 

Impacts to schools were determined negfigible with no quantification because a majority of J 
potential residents ah:eady reside in the area. The number of students generated from the 
residential development should be quantified, and the capacity of schools disclosed. 

8. 

Noise impacts have not been adequately addressed. In Sec 4 .1.1 e, it states that construction 
noise levels would fluctuate depending on the type., numb'er, and duration of uses of various 
pieces of construction. This should be quantified with standard assumptions. Table 4-Siists 
typical construction noise levels for different activities. but the analysis does not consider a 
worst case scenario with multiple activities and construction equipment in use at the same 
time. The nearest sensitive receptor is a residence located 200 feet from main area and 100 
feet from haul routes. Potential impacts that are not properly disclosed, and no mitigation is 
proposed or reqLired. 
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9. 

Impacts to visual resOll'ces were detennined less than significant because, as stated in 
Section 2.0, "Lighting would only occur at street Intersections and residential areas. The lighting · 
would consist of pole-mounted ~glis, fimited to 18-feet tal, with cut-off lenses arrl down case 
ilknlination to the extent feasible". There would be no lighting at any of the non-residential 
faci lilies? There would be no exterior lights on structures (only pole-mounted lighting)? lighting 
at proposed community facilities or at potential future development not addressed would surely 
include some exterior lf9htirg that could create substantial night time light in the area. 

10. 

The Land Use analysis should disclose consistency with the Santa Ynez VaHey Community 
Plan. Although the plan is described in Sec 3.8.2, It is dismissed in Sec 4.1.8 because projec1 
parcels are exempt from County land use regulations (25 CFR Part 151 Trust Acquisition). For 
full disclosure, the EA sho!Jd discuss the project's consistency with local plans, even if potential 
inconsistencies are foi.Mld less than significant because of the exemption. 

11. 

In Sec 4.52, it is stated that no significant, unmitigated impacts have been Identified for J 
Alternative A and B. I argue that the potential Impacts need to be fuly aralyzed in an EIS before 
this conclusion can be reached fbr the reasons stated in this letter. 

12. 

Cumulative traffic Impacts were determined less than significant based on mitigation measures 
provided In Section 5.7. However, there is no assurance that the mitigation can be 
implemented norls there a timeframe for when they would be implemented, because they are 
under the control of other agercies and required additional funding not yet secured. Due to this 
uncertainty, this impact should be determined si·gniflcant and unavoidable. 

13. 

Mitigation measures for several impacts are weak and do not Include enough detail tJ ensure 
they will be implemented properly. Some examples: 

a. 

Sec 2 (p 2-1 0). It states that all identified wetland areas and California Live Oak would be 
avoided "to the maximum exlent feasible". This is slbjective and does not ensure appropriate 
mitigation, nor does the mitigation presented in Sec 5. 
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b. 

Sec 5.4. The mitigation only addresses the loss of oak trees. The mitigation is deferred. relying 
on a future arborist report to identify oak trees required for removal and require no net loss. The 
mitigation measure should specify replacement ratios. Additionally, there should be mi1igation 
for other tree loss. 

c. 

Sec 5.4. The mitigation includes replacement of waters of the U.S at a 1 :1 ratio, but does not 
specify if this ratio is acceptable to the USACE and does not indicate where the new wetlards 
could be located. 

d. 

Sec 5.5. The mitigation only reco!TI'Tlends (not requlres)1ha1 there be a stop wor't<. order if any 
prehistoric, historic or paleontological resources or tu-nan remains are found. With 16 cultural 
resources identified during an intensive fleld survey (4 archaeological sites, 9 isolated artifacts, 
3 historic stock troughs), required mitigation measures should Include quatified professionals 
monltorirg construction and stop wor1< orders if ai'fj potential resources are found (the 
recommerded measures should be required). 

e. 

Sec 5.7. The mitigation for traffic includes the tribe contributing its fair share to the funding of 
traffic Improvements, which does not ensure that these improvements will be made because it 
is the responsibility of other agencies and it is not certain that adequate funding from other 
soiXCes will be available. Because ofthe lack of uncertainty with this mitigation, this impact 
should be determined signi1icart and una"~~Uidable (big gering preparation of an EIS and E IR). 

14. 

The EA does not incfl.lie a discussion of the secondary impacts from mitigation measures, 
such as constructing new groundwater wells, a oow wastev«lter treatment plant, creating a 
wetland ll'Vtigatlon site, ard traffic/transportation Improvements. 

15. 

Arry "mitigation measures" (I.e., protective measures, best management practices) presented 
in Section 2.0 as part of the proposed project should be included in Section 5.0, Mitigation 
Measures. All mitigation measures listed in Section 5.0 should be required (not recommended} 
and agreed upon by the BIA with signature. 

16. 

J 

Several permits and approvals from regulatoryager-Gies wiU be required. Informal consultation l 
and coordination with these agencies should be Initiated during the enviroiYT!ental assessment 

htlp&:/il>'l>ll.gcoglo carllroiiJ\o'lli'M•2&il<"c9c3149!5.:le&i"""pt&oeer..,..I-1419Jcl1a75Sec18 1113 
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process to obtain their input on impacts and mitigation measures. This will help ensure 
consistency with permit requiremenls_ Agencies to consult include, but are not limited to: U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), U.S. Fish and Wik:l6fa Service (USFWS), National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS), State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), California Department of Fish and' Wildlife (CDFW), 
Caltrans, County of Santa Barbara. 

17. 

A joint EIS/EIR soould be prepared. Discretionary approvals by state and local pub fie agencies 
require compfiance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The appropriate 
CEQA documentation for this project is clearly an ell'ii ronmental impact report (EIR). Both 
CEQA and NEPA encourage the prepam1ion of joln1 doct.ments fur efficiency and consistency 

If you ha~.e not been to our Valley, please come pay us a \'isll. In very fittle time, you will get a feel for what a 
special place It Is and how one large stone can make many wal.eS that will be felt by all crsatures great and 
small. Thank yoo for your time and oonsideration. 

Wann regards, 

Kel.b' MtCooneU 

Please consider 1he enviromnmt befure p:rioting this emUl. '!'hi'! emtii!DlSSage is fur 1h! sols use oflt¥l 
intended rec~.zot(s) aiXi may cou!ain confdential and privWged ioi>rmatioo. Ally unalllbomd review, use, 
disclosure or dimibution is probi>ited. lf you are DOt the intended recipient, pease contact the sender by 
reply email am desiroy all copies oftbe origillalswssage. 
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NEPA Process and the Environmental Assessment Prepared for the Camp 4 
1 message 

Fred Garcia <fi'eddygarcla805@gmail.com> 
To: chad.broussard@ble.gov 

Mon, Oct 7, 2013 at 10:19 AM 

Dear Mr. Broussard, 

As a resident of the Santa Ynez Valley of 33 years, I haw grown up to see this Valley change in many ways. It 
has been a life long dream to be able to raise my childnm In the same area I grew up In, which I am cu:rently 
doing. Buying a home In a place 1\e called home has been a bl&asing, but I fear things are going to change 
rather quicl<ly in It§ Valley. I am writing so I am heard and I can share my story of struggle to afford a home br 
my 1amily and children in this wiley. I fear that my home purchase alter 33 years or residency wil be In win if 
the de~lopment of Chumash Camp 4 mows forward. 

Schools 'Mil be Impacted not ooly by the new rl!$identS , bul of the masslw amount of employees the casino will 
br1ng to the ~oatley. Not to mention the traffic and accldelltsl Our sman tcwm's roods are already be«lg clogged up 
by big casino employee buses and drunk drl.wrs heading to the Casino. 

This new de\Olopment wil destroy the Santa Yooz Valley and sUCk the Valley of every rl!$ourtl41 we haw. 

1. Water planning Is not stated In any or the planning from what 1\e read. What's going to happen to our water 
supply? 
2. Oak trees wtn be taken out of the landscape that ha~ been there for hundreds or years! 
3. Buildings will replace the beautiful area that many animals live on. Migrating ducks, endangered steal 
head trout, endangered nutes. What type or biological problems \Mil this create? Why is that not in writing 
somewllere? Is thlll the Chumash way? 
4. Wtry don~ any analysis talk about thE) Increased crime rate in lhe SY Valley in comparison to the small 
grants the Casino is gllo4ng to local law enforcement? Dozens or close friends and family have had their cars and 
homes bU!glarized! That's not the safe town I grew up and in fl:lught so hard to stay ln. 
5. The casino is granted one gambling permit. How \Mil they split that Into two areas? 

Mr. Broussard, this ~alieylland is sacred to many of us, Chumash Included. Development will bring crime. 
problems and destroy the land the Chunash once fought to pntaer.e. The lust for money and capitalism has 
blinded many and will elfect a large community of proud Americans who will suffer property li8lue loss end home 
security. I worked hard and long to purchase a home in the place I called home. This dewloPment wtl l effe<;l the 
future of my children and possibly end the future generation of my family in this area Please take that into 
consideratioo end pleaae reconsider tne approll3l ofthll! land. 

With the utmost respect and regards, 

Fred Garcia 
2069 Village Lane 
Sol\809 CA, 93463 
805~86-2050 
freddygarcia805@gmall.com 
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Brou!:li<l rdl, Challl <ohnd.broussarcl@biEI.QCl'<'> 

Camp 4 Santa Ynez Chumash 
i 111 as sage 

Stefani Batastinl <Stelani@thelatSoncompanies.com> 
To: "chad.broussarcl@bla.go\1' <ohadbroussart!@bia.90\l> 

Mon, Oct 7, 2013 at 10:48 AM 

We are opposed to the camp 4 annexation as the indian tribe wi ll not be held accountable for any use of 
the property In the future. The Chumash Mission Indian band state that they are going to build a housing 
complex. ~re will be no limit as to how large the homes will be, how much dirt will be moved to aeate 
'building pads' and they will not have to comply with any government agencies including envi ronmenta l 
agencies, county building codes, etc. to build on this property that has always been an agrirultural 
property. At any time after annexation is complete, they wlll be able to change their minds and install 
gas stations, huge hotel properties, another casino, etc. all of which will have a much larger impact on the 
environment than home sites. 

Thank you, 

Stefani Batast ini 
246 Kim Sue Ln 
Buellton, CA 93427 
805-680-5273 · mobile 
stefani@thelarsoncompanies.com 
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l<V1!1113 DEPARTMENT Of THE INTERIOR Moil - 0ppo&Q lho EA proporod fur Corrp 4 ~en 

Broussard, Chad <chad.brouS'.!oaro1@1:d11.!aOV> 

Oppose the EA prepared for Camp 4 annexation 
1 rnessa.ge 

krvlliott@comcalllnet <kii!Jiott@comcast.net> 
To: chad.broussard@bia.gov 

Mon, Oct 7. 2013 at 11 :02 AM 

Mr. Chad Broussard, Environmental Protection Specialist. BIA 
Wiltl family living in the area of the proposed annexation, I greatly oppose the Camp 4 J 
annexation. It seems like the Environmental Assessment is being rushed through 
without thoroughly examining the significant impacts to local residents. 
The potential for b.mi ng ltlis rural, bLX:Oiic area into a residential nightmare is overwhelming. 
Water usage In this area is already a grave concern for my family as rates have steadily =:J 
Increased. Other concerns include, traffic, noise, access to scoools and stores. 1 urge you and J 
your committee to further examine this project and eliminate rash decisions. 
Sincerely, 
Kathym Elliott 
1360 Wildman Drive 
San Jose, CA 951274434 
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Comments on the NEPA Process and the Environmental Assessment 
prepared for the Camp 4 Annexation 
1 message 

Jan Solem <jellissolem@gmail.com> Moo, OCt 7, 2013 at 11:30 AM 
To: "chad.broossard@bia.goV' <chad.broussard@biag<rP 

Subject: Comments on the !'tEPA Proce• and the Envlronm•ntal "-sement Pn~pared for 
the Camp 4 Annexation 

The purpose of the Enllironmental Assessment {EA) is·toasctose potential impacts and determine 
if a Finding of No Signiicant Impact (FONSI) should be pn!pared or additional 8l18lysis should be 
conducted. Ater I'S'.iewing the proposed project and the EA, It is clear lhet an Err.ironrnental 
mpact Statemsnt (EIS) is the appropriate NEPA documentation and process - NOT a Flllding of 
No Signiftcanl Impact (FONSI} - for the reasons desctlbed In the comments belOW. 

1. 

The project is controwrsial -.ith many potentially eigniftcant impacts. Preparation-of an EIS would 
~a more robust and comprehensl\.e analysis of potential impac111, a more transpa!Wit 
ellllironmental ~ew proce5S, and more opportunities for public and agency imdloement. 

2. 

The EA does not adequately coo.er all potentjal lllure dewlopment. It Is reasonably breseeable that 
fut:ure dtwlllopment COIAd Include: · 

A casino because the Chumash obtained two gaming pennits and hll\'8 only used one to date. 

A casino or other large ~ing de\elopment because such additional ~nt 
would fulfill the economic opportunities the Chumash ha>oe stated would be proo.ided to allow "the 
Tribe to continue to build economic self sufticlency through diwrsifted mbally-gowmed commercial 
enterprises" (as stated on page 1-7). 

A banquet/exhibition hal l designed With an agricuJlurelequestrian theme, associated administnti~oe 

tq>o:6n"eii.IJ0091"-corrlmo11Ml/11.i•2&ilooc:!ic374S638&i~NPpl&s~~76a36<1 
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spaces, a tribal office complex, a tribal community space including ceremony room and 
g;mnasium (neruty 80,000 sf), and approximately 400 parking spaces would be pr01.ided for the 
facilities (as stated on page 2-14 of the EA). 

The EA does not address the impacts of this potential future dew lopmenl Thus, the potential 
impacts of the project hall& been underasllmate<Hn the EA and could be significant, particularly in 
tenns et construction-related emissions, tralfic, and AOlse; increased trallic , noise, and light from 
operation; Increased demand fer water supp!y and other ser.ices; and impacts on natural and 
biological rescuces. 

3. 

The issue or water supply and impacts on the groundwater aquilw has not been adequately 
addressed. The proposal states that the trib9 woUd de~~&Jop an onsite wtlt« s~ system using 
groundwater to meet the Increased demand for water. The EA does not pro\ide adequate 
information on the impacts to the aQiifef and to the el\lsling and rutue water supply d others 
dependent on the aquifer. 

4. 

Trallic impacts h<M not been adequately addressed. The project description states that existing 
access roads would be lmprowd (It does not specify how} and ,_ roads would be conslnlcted. 
The EA does not adequately addn!Mis the impacts of additional traft!c that would result from Camp 4 
de-.elopment or other potential future dewlopment such as a casino. 

5. 

Impacts to biological reeourcea halol!! not been adequately addressed. The analysis focuses on 
federally listed plant and wifd.ife species, cri!Jcalllabital tlr loose species, and migratory birds. • 
should also propet1y address impacts to state-listed and non~isted species and habitat, not 
dismiss them in Sac 3 Affected Env. 

6. 

Impacts to cultural resOUfCes halo9 not been adequately -.etted with respect to Natilo9 American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC). The EIR (p 3-48} indicates the NAHC proo.ided a list ofindi~ 
and groups br consultation, but it d006 not indicate if such consultation occurred. 

7. 

Impacts to schools were determined n8Qiigibl9 with no quantification because a majority of potential 
residents already reside In the area The runber of student.s generated rom lhll resideriial 
deloelopment should be quanti led, and the capacity of schools disclosed. 

8. 

Noise impacts haw not been ad11quat&ly addressed. In Sec 4.1.10, it states that construction 
noise le-.els would ftuctuate depending on the type, number. and duration or uses of various pieces 

J 
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of construction. This should be quantified with standard assumptions. Table 4-81ists typical 
conslruction noise I~M~Is for dilferent acti-.ities, but the analysis does not consider a worst case 
scenario -..ilh multiple acti-.ities and construction equipment in use at the same time. The nearest 
sensiliw receptor is a residence located 200 feet from main area and 100 feet tom haul routes. 
Potential impacts that are not property disclosed, and no mitigation is p-oposad or required. 

9. 

Impacts to visual resources wwe determined less than sigl liicaut because, as stated In Section 
2.0, "Lighting would orly occur at street intersections and residentilll areas. The lighting would 
consist of pole-mounted lights, limltl!ld to 18-leet IIlli, with cut-off lenses and down case Illumination 
to the extent feasible' . There would' be no lighting at any of the I"'IO'HeSidential facilities? "fhere. 
INOU<I be no exterior lights on structures (only pole-mounted lighling)? Lighting at proposed 
community BciUtles or at polantial future de\elopment not addressed would slfily inclUde some 
exterior llghmg that could create subslaltial night time light in the area. 

10. 

The Land Use analysis should disclose consistency -..ith the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan. 
Although the plan is described In Sec 3.8.2. it is dismissed in Sec 4.1.8 becaase project parcels 
are·exempt from County land use regulations (25 CFR Part 151 Trust Acquisition). For full 
disclosure, the EA should discuss the project's consistency with local plans, even it poteotial 
inconsistencies are bund less thaR elgni!icant because of the exemptiort 

11. 

In Sec 4.5.2, it is stated that no significant, unmitigated Impacts ha'oe been identified· for Altematille 
A and B. I argue that the potential impacts need to be Uy analyzed in en EIS beb'e this 
conclusioo can be reached ill" the reasons stated in this letter. 

12. 

Cumulative tralllc lmpact8 were determined lesa than slgnitcant based on mitigation measures 
prcr.ided In Section 5.7. However. there is no ass~M~~nCe that the mitigation can be Implemented nor 
Is there a timeframe for when they would be implemented,. because they are under the control of 
other agencies and required additional funding not yet secured. D~:~e to this uncertainty. this impact 
should be determined significafi and una\(lidable. 

13. 

Mitigation measures tor several impacts are W98k and do not include enOugh detail to ensure they 
will be implemented property. Some ex!IIT1ples: 

a. 

Sec 2 (p 2-1 0). It states that all identlftad wetland areas and California Ll'l.e Oak would be a\Oided 
"to the maximum extent feasible". This Is subject l\.9 and does not ensure appropriate mitigation, 
nor does the mitigation PfeSented in Sec 5. 

b. 
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Sec 5A The mitigation only addresses the IMs of oak trees. The mitigation is deferred, relying on 
a future arborist report to Identify oak trees required for removal and require no net loss. The 
mitigation measure should specify replacement ratios. Additionally. there should be mitigation br 
other tree loss. 

c. 

Sec 5.4. The mitigation includes replacement of waters of the U.S at a 1:1 rello, but does not 
specify lfthls ratio 18 acceptable to the USACE and~ not Indicate v.nere the new wetlands 
could be located. 

d. 

Sec 5.5. The mitigation only recommends (not requires) that thele be a stop wor1< order if arry 
prehistoric, historic or paleontological resou~es or human remelas are found. With 16 cultural 
resources ldentffled dLring an intenslw field sur.ey {4 atehaeological sites, 9 isolati1d artifacts, 3 
historic stock troughs), required mitigation m81l8ures st>ooukHoclude qualiled professionalt 
monitoring constmction and stop WOI1c; orders If any potential resources are found (the 
111Commended measures should be required). 

e. 

Sec 5.7. The mitigatlon for tralic in<;ludes the tribe contrii::Uir.g Its fair ihare to the l.rKing of traftlc 
lmprowmer«s, ~ does not ensure that these improvements wm be made because it is the 
responsibility ofotller agencies and It is not certain that adequate fUnding lfom other sources will 
be available. Because of the lack of uncertainty with this mitigation-, this Impact should be 
datenTiined signilcanl and IMl!WOidable (triggering proparation of an EIS and EIR). 

14. 

The EA does not Include a discussion of the secondary impacts tom mitigation measur1111, such as 
constructing new grooodwater wells, a new wastM¥ater treatment plant, creamg • wetland 
mitigation site, and trafficJtransportallon impro\e1Tlef118. 

15. 

Any •mitigation meastll8s" (I.e., protecthe measures, best maoagemenl practicas) presented in 
Section 2.0 as part. of the proposed project should be included in SectioA 5.0, Mitigation Measures. 
All mitigation measures listed fn Section 5.0 should be required (not recommended:} and agreed 
upon by the BIA with signature. 

16. 

Sewral permits and approo.els from regulatory agencies win be requi red. lnfurmal consultation and 
coordination with these agencies should be initiated during the enWOnmental assessment process 
to 'Obtain their iAput on impacts and mitigation measures. This wit help ensure consistency with 
permit requirements. Agencies to consult include, but 8fll not limited to: U.S. Anny Corps of 
EngiAeers (USAGE~ U.S. Fish and Wildlife SeMc8 (USFWS)., National Marine Flsherie6 Ser.ice 
(NMFS), State Historic Preseration Ofti_. (SHPO). Califomia Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB), California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), Caltrans, County of Santa 
Bartlara. 
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17. 

A joint EISIE.IR should be prepared. Di8CI6tionary approva4s by state and local public agencies 
require compliance with the Cali10mia EnllironmentaJ Quality Act (CEQA). The appropl'iata CEQA 
documentation for this project Is clearly an em.ironmental impact report (EIR). Both CEQA and 
NEPA enco~Qge the preparation of joint documents ror efficiency and consistency 

Thank you, 

Jennifer Solem 

2814 stadium ome 

Sat-ang. Ca 93463 

805-SSQ-0968 
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Comment Letter P324 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is a near duplicate of Comment Letter P308.
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Comments on the Environmental Asse-ssment Prepared for the Camp 4 
Annexation in the Santa Ynez Valley 
1 mess<19e 

Brendan Crowley <bcrowley82@gmail.C001> 
To: chad.broussard@bla.gov 

Mon, Oct 7, 2013 at 12:54 PM 

Mr. Broussard, 

I am writing you to express my cor.cems owr the recent Erl\lironmental 
Assessment study that was prepared for the Camp 4 Annexation in the 
Santa Ynez Valley. I do not feel that the issues regan:iing the water 
supply and impacts on the groundwater aquifer has been adequately 
addressed. The proposal states that the tribe would de~oelop an onslte 
water supply system using groundwater to meet the increased demand br 
water, but the EA study does not pi'0\.1de adequate ir.~formation on the 
impacts to the aquifer and to the ~vater supply of others dependent on 

. the aquifer. On a similar note, the study does not adequately cowr 
the potential for any ftrture large commercial da\lelopments !bat ha\le 
been proposed by the tribe and the impact that such dewlopments would 
haw on the aquifer and surrounding en.,;ronment. I would argue that 
these potential major impacts on our local resources require further 
study and documentation in the form of an En\oironmental Impact 
Statement. I greatly appreciate your time and consid~ration. 

Warmest Regards, 

Brendan Crowley 
961 Stadium Place 
Solwng. CA 93463 
bcrowley82@gmaJI.com 

J 
J 
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Fw: Camp4 
1 message 

Suzan <suzan4@~rlzon.nat> 
To: Chad.broussard@bia.gov 

From: Suzan 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mall - J'w: Catrp 4 

sent: Monday, October 07, 2013 12:12 PM 
To:· Suzan 
Subject; Camp 4 

Mon, Oct 7, 2013 at 1:24 PM 

Please Help Us Continue t o soar above the ope1:1 fields of Camp 4 ........................ .. 

thank you 

The Hawks and Wildlife of Santa Ynez Valley ...... ................................................ . 
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Suzan Hamilton-Todd Studio 
1721 Laurel Avenue 
Solvang,Cal ifomia 93463 
805.350.3164 

Oa>ARTMENT OF THE INTE.R.IOR Mal· Fw. Camp 4 

SHamllton-Todd_looking ahead.jpg 
2281K 
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(no subject) 
1 mcs~age 

Charles Jackson <jacks~@gmail.com> 
To: Chad.broussard@bla.gov 

Moo, Oet 7, 2013 at 2:50 PM 

Dear Mr. Broussard., 

Last Friday I sent to you a copy of the Em.1ronrnental Assessment Comments for the 
Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians !Dr the Camp 4 Property in Santa Ynez, Cali!Dmia, !Dr the Ssnte Ynez 
Valley Concerned Citizens. lna<t.ertently a footnote was remowd from the docunent. I ha\e attached a corrected 
ll!llsion of the doctlment to include tne omitted ·footnots. I am aware that the deadline for receipt Is today October 
7, 2013. A hard copy is to follow of this corrected wrsioo. A hard copy of the prellious letter was sent ~A a certi1ied 
mail on Friday October 4, 2013. Due to the Gowmment shutdown I am not aware of whether or not your office is 
presently recehAng correspondence either by deliwry or electronically. Are you open presently and receil.ing e­
mail and regular Mail? 

Santa Ynez Valley Concerned Citizens 

!} COmtcte<l SYYCC Comments on Churnaah EA0001.pdf 
1100K 
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Santa Ynez Valley Concerned Citizens 

()cl()bcF 4, 2013 

Amy DWchb, ~ Dinoctor 
Burems of fadima Atfairs 
hcifie ~Office 
2100 CouatJe Way 
s .... -to. CA. 9SBZS 

Nancy Eklund Rwlsid:tt RE: Commeat oa~tal A._..,...,..(EA)ofl'ropoted TnatAcquisition ofF~ 
S=etAry Parcds bown as lhe c.p 4 Property 

Dear Rl:pul Diredlcr lliJischlcr. 

The following~ 1A1 aubmiltod 011 behalf of 1be S4nk1 y,_ YQ/IeyCcncmteJI 
CitizeM. Fim, flaok you· for your Wl11inpeu to~ ibccommcqtdeadlinotoOctobcr 7, 
2013, iR 1cspuu:se to the County of Santa Baibn's leila'~ an ClCialsion. Clcaey the 
siz:uud II:Ope of !his ptopoled fee to ttust~itian combiucd wilh calibma's fJnteveT 
appmvectTriNI Collsolidllion ARa II signifi.caJitead WlrDiltled an exteusioll. 

SYJICC nKll!lnladto.ftgbtto sabmit additiaoal eomments 011 !be propo!IIOd Crust acqulaitio!>. 
F~ iu 2000, lito ariDioa of doe SIIDia Yaez VaU.y Couocmcd CitizeGt is to infotm, 
mobili2le.S ~W.ibc<:ODCC!D3 oflbe 22,000+ ~of the~ Salay._ Val!Ciy 
oa issues of lud '*' pmale p1openy aDd atewardship of ""*_..ity miO\In:e$. ~ 
6pj110plillle, - piOIIIOCe COIISII'IK:tlvc dialogue on issues of civio wu=ullild request I"CCU,..,Ity &om so-u-tal elltilies .and offiCials. 

s-BattJaa COUDiy lind particuJarly the s.nta Ynez Velley pcNHS a rich lep:y of 
involvommt aad CQIUilitmcmt to IIOUlld laud uao pelkie$ tlult allow us to live wilhla locally 
availabJ. raoorcc:s, po-rural character, impcove ad mailltaios existia& ~. 
~ ~ eDilOUf1IF-c:ralcs petlll81ialt opal lpKCS, prolcct the yisu8J l.ubcapo 
lind nspec::c tile llllique vbualllllli caltanl dlanlctcrl~ that lllakt llp tbo cli.stincin'e llllllre 
IJid appeal of oar ronngom!ties. lt is widt dlcte .J4mlllJIS in mind tbar: aa esJvmstjve, 
rigorously .-n:hed aDd aoalyzed, Community Plan born of active public involveml!llt, 
IIIC:C'ifi<le, JWJP'Iiatioo, cna-gy, aod expew~e was dnlftod, Wiled llpJIIOVed 1114 ftllbiaced by the 
citiaDs ofibc Sma Yoez Vllley. 

The raidomts oftbd lanta Y~ Valley and indeed ofSuta 8a<bon COimty as a whole 
cxpec:t and dcuiiUid rigoJws, oijecdvo, Ullbiucd, 1lalllplreollllld above all elM lhorouab 
aaalysis uci«MMIudoe of sigDificaat lad 11110 decisions iuwpec;tiw: of jariidic:tica. In 
additioa. ADY«*"*ii 1 '111 ~ F-1D-Trust~is must h8ve a tlloroa8b evalutioo of the cost 
sbiftiu& dud OCCIIIS wt.. fee laDd is.tabn into 1n11t. The loet of property lUes can aad does 
have a~ impact on tbe ability of local go\'e11Un01\l to provide soeial and ~y 
~ 10 doe SIIITOUildiog commllllity. The lou of po CiflCI1Y t.x affecls local school dis!riet 
budgets fiuibcr ~IN quality of edaeaiioa. ne Joss ofj uri-.ooaaJ M1lhority aKocu a 
loea1 aov-ueot'• abilily to COIIIrollbe equicable abariag ofdlc Rgious Plllllilll ~ 
wbicb iDehacle Wiler, waste water dhposal. uaftlc circullllicm, law enforcc:w.eut anclomo:tgency 
se.rvices, ~of urban sprawl, Jlieht llcy COIISeii'Ylltlcm, pol.lutioll. mosquito ab*malt, 
~of~ rei<IIIICU as~laoampdib&.llllld .-. 

1 
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As you are prob.bly awaro, tile p!'OJl«ty iP question fur fnc above referenced Ellvironmeutal 
As.wmacDtiDvolve l4008Cn8ofagricu.klnlland willlln the stale'& wnu..m- Aa aericultlnl 
pre!Mn'C aod wUhin tile AG-100 mae designation wi.lhiD the Senta Yncz Valley Community J>lan. 
Tho property bas becft i.o COiltinuovs asricu!IUre for 'Well over I 00 years 4Pd repc- a visual 
pecway 10 the COIJU!IIIIIitlc:s of the Sallla'Yntz Valley.ln 2003, with muell filof\u'e, the Tn"be 
...-~Ad piiiDs i.o j>il'bi&oloip with thea O"NDer Fas Paricu, to dcvolop 756 acres ot rougbly hal( of 
the property wid! two (2) pf c.ournes, a 300 110it Resort Hotel Cm!plex, ZSO Ma!bt rate bomcsll!d 
rellted cbte!lu also by !Wag the property into trust At tblll time tile proposed development would 
have purportedly eamcd tbc Cbumasb a coveted s• diamond rutkin& for Its retOrt opu:&ms. SiDc:e 
2000, tile Chumasb nwc purdwcd additional pucels proxirnale II) ~heir crigi.oal memstlon, an in 
vuyi.og ~tap of pending applicatioa foe fee-to-trust. At present, the tribal OMJenbip ~ the 
largNt petCCUbip O'lo'MUbip of uadevelcpcd commercially~ property in the towNbip of Santa 
Ynaaodtbis Is inaldihon to the ~o holdinp some 3 miles away fromthoTrlhe's~ 

We are awaro dlst the P1W'J10M5 of an Enviro~~~t~cmal Asse:IBIIIent are the followiaa;; 

a. Provide eYidencc 1111.81\aly8is su!fM;iCDtlO dctem•ine an EIS is reqvired 
b. Aid a federal agency's campliance wilb NEI' A whm oo EIS is required and 
c. Faciliucie preparatioa of a HIS wbeo. one is necessary. (40 C.f.R. L50t.9 (a) 

The citimls of the s.ota Yocz V allay ltCCd look no furlber !baa Ole sisnificaot otr­
Ntcnatioo impacta poiiOd by tile Sallca Ynez 'Baud's intensive casino development and the exteat of 
_..,Teal property poldlases to I'CICOIIDize illat.tbe ptOjlOkil fee-to-'Trust ofCimp4 aod dto 
~ addirional burdens posed by the Tn'bal COIISOlidalion AKa has the poCelltia1 to 
sigllificantly liJlect the quality ·of dte burna~~ e~~vironmcnt.includio& direc:t, indirect, 8lld cumulaljve 
effects. At"The EA pn:seaW for the Camp 4 F-10-ttust appUcatiola has flllfilhd virtually IIDIIO of 
the reqniremenU and yet goocliJdes 6at no siani&ant ef&c:ts will result !torn approwl of the FIT 
appllc:alioo it is our SU'oa8 oonvietioo that this BA be wilhdra'llm and re-drafted in a manner odequate 
under tho CEQINEPA regulaliotu rea.cbipg lhc obvious coacl11sioo tblt • 'ElS ia beth waoiiAild ad 
aece_.y. The followioog tiwd•"""'tal 11awa sigWfic:aotly defeat lhe credibility of the dowment and 
mitis- in fllVOI' of'a llOIIiJileiD ~is: 

1. TIN sta4MrJ f>/PMnl for db P--.Trtt# (Y/7) "PP r;, .,.. ir ""vwsbtbrrt wit* tW FT1' 
IIOIIu M4 1M wrW '"'~'-a llj'BLf.pttr'Otud. 

2. n.e ~ wfkotitHiu for ~~o..urg ONJ ec111tomic devdilp-m, ,a qp/JIDI t11e tess r/,proRS 
.-dard qfrnw for 41 U ortioru tiHit -IIOIIJy for Ito .... 

.J. 1Jw I'WW'sj~for lite FTTksd ..,. • .-.tfortrllNd ~~~ ~ 
Mt k/lll'..-u/y ~ Ia dte lU Ia-qJ ilt•fllll '.l.f«t 11114 ~~~~--~ * m.tiltg 
roe NlliM _,,,...,e' ., RMiil •• suify 4' "* rtd. 

I. Tk £f ~ fltli ilrdllile IN-.,_..., ewr/'lllfr• retllird/N- M tor wes fl1¥lliDSi!4 
by tJu T,ibe. 

5 J1re '1Wbe _,-Its 6(NIIs 6)' -'dtlg eflllthaelftl t1uo141fr tile C..llll(y -f S..,. llMINirrl 111111 
d8u 11t1t .-,.111M 4e 111M F.-Trllft bt owllr,. - tlte l1ll*d gHJs. 

6. :De .&4 C01W * • my s p 'YfldM ....tpb of cllltii/Wlllero~~r«S, IO'IWcAfor off---- · 
FTT tW- t~ftlle li(:ttl/btlt~ wci(:W bt lldemlbtmr whetltu *re ir •ltblmictll 
am~Ud~M I# flu~~ dlc:ol;, 1M fllbjm 11/'tlle I'T£. 
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71'lle EAftld/H to~ tlte c--.mt i1ltpQci.Y IIJJ11'Ciotdwittr polelltid dev.,_, on 1M 
U,SH aur!$ wbltllr * JJU ~ TrliHtl ~~~ ~~ntiAcpUititl,. Anior. "'"W4S • 
u,.,-NP.A M'lew lltlllle 41/llte TrlNI ~'1 1 

wArm 11lflimiiUit priM to illdiiSitm ill tiM 
P'I7:• A/4 

3 We~W~IIIHNitM llulqiiiiiMceoftlk E~tviroramelrtlll Oltlllfltlltfttlltdtfle~ 
Dsli .,,,. #f a#tklll DW> .... .,. fM Lut/Aguq. 

The fullowiaa e~ coatained ~support and' adch5s file above COJ!duioas md CODtribsle 
to cu overall findiDg dlll1he EnvironmentaJ Assemncnt provided b the C8llq) 4 FIT is bo1h 
~ and inadequate, and that a FulllinvirolllllOIII&l Survey Is nelleSSIIJ)' before OOIIS.ideraticm 
oftbio FTr req11est is inil:iale4. 

L TrilNIICo_..wtipool'laa(I'CA) 

Seo1ioe. M offbe EA IDcludes dut 'l'tib.l C011»0Uclali.on Plan. This Plan was approvod J11110 17, 
2013 by tho Paei& ~ Oflicc of die BlA without liOiice to tile priV~te Jlf09CI1Y OWIICil'5 or 
aflicdcd local~ 1k R:.4 ~cmlll!$ wlurt ... 116 ,. dfUr D/ 
~ ,_. tW N!lltJreJ '-'lr for tlw n6e. T.TfeNJ-, ia "'*r to~ nm' r dllt 
Fu to :mar~- - lflll.ft ~1ft f'C4. Wlll1e there !a no SlllldOr)l or regulatory 
aiteria upoo. wllidl to develop a TCA bMcd on 1M acquisiti011 of DeW lauds, tbcn Is apecifi.c 
-ep I · ''' 8lllbority 1D acrtoirc illod that is OUI:!ide of a raavation boundary. n.e Cltumub 
.-vatioD Is ~ly 1.6 ..,'les from tb8 Camp 4 property. JlMN ,iln¥11 • twt s1M1N • 
..,_,.,, ~~lit* 4e ~dli+rt/ NAI ,...,. latl 411MlllttnftNUII/1111 k rcrt.Witl lllfillr JSJJJ • 
Off~A~ 

n.. EA ~to n:quesr:the 1lod as retrlbutioo10 be "'ltak«r 1 for 1110 for l'utule 
~taliMS. The Trille idellllities tlJo Bred fOr lhi9 ~as t.o &ilare oftlJo f'edenll ~ 
10 grant tltlo to their daiTO on i8Dds in 1 SS I. The Tribe fia1IHs 8a1C1U it was die ioteat of the 
Catholic <llun:h and Mnieaa and or Sp.m&h ~~to give th-Jmds totlJo Tribe. Tho vC'l)' 
preseoccof1biJ lan8uqc In 'the E.A tnd the'OCAappears intended to 1idem!clt decllilon mak.m 
fiom 1be meriG of tbe tiee 40 trust tnmsectioa bofcn them. 

Tho TCA is cucreally being cha!Jenied by the C€lunty of Sa11ta 8111bua, SYVCC, Meltdowlaak 
Ranches Associ.alioD ind the Sanla YRCZ Valley As.sociatioo. ofRealtors l!ef'c:n1he ltrtmor BOC'd of 
lDdiaa AffaiJa (IBIA). n.c.efute, fur the PIJilKISCS ofpoescrving the ~ IIWit in the 
Sta- ofReaeoos by 1he c::owny ot'dla Sanl3. Battllq, SYVCC, Moadowlaic RaudJcs 
Alsoeillioe aDd Che Santa YDAIZ Valley Aeeoqjatjoo of Realtors, SJ'VCC ....,_ t11W1 ~1tllltl • 
1ft ~offl.ur ufar"""""' Ill /INJ-17, 20/J IHt:biMt bJ ht:ijk ltl/lilllt#l~ 
,_ ..,.,.._ .l.IIM ~ IIIUIAq..Uil/(1" l'lllll 11/IM $a/Ita Y~ 1JM11 11{01-" 
bl6ul6. t !:: , .., tl/1,.,.,., 1M OJU. 

Tbo "COftcqlt" of die TCA is llaed solely oean J81A NliD& .Abwrtu Shawltee Trlk v. botJcriD 
.An!a Dtlector, Bureal ofbldila Alfalri, IS IBIA I S6 (01120/1990). This~ hat DO sta111tcNy or 
regulatory law to support it:l COIK'Iutioa. Adminlstratm Judge Vogt lll dte Absullt• :Jhawnu 1T/11e 
v. Anatlmlo ilre4 Dinctor revenecluwl remuded the prior negative deeisioos fl8tiog: 

"The Board finds char, In liN a/1uJiu <)/ II<JIIIICr}l 6r ~ t:t'lfma, tiJlPdlee llad die 
~ aalhority to 8Dilly7.&> appcUat'~> p1MIIJ1Ider ~ crlln1a <)/his cnm devUilfg. 

3 



P320-04

P320-05

P320-06

P320-07

P320-08

Comment Letter P327 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.

P315-04
Cont.

P315-05

P308-01
Cont.

P308-02

P315-06

P315-07

P316-01
Cont.

P308-18
Cont.

P316-02

P316-03

P327-02

P327-05
Cont.

P327-04
Cont.

Appellee'~ illitial analysis \\o"hidl took info account 311Chfor;tcr3 01 t/,. geDgr'Cflhlc a~m~ u.f 
pro~dco11Solidatimsana~ts-a-~ls the tribes ~~ted for addit/onul andtlle BtA's abilitymprovide 
...moe. to the land, ~ 10 lie retatnUtb(p ~»tile 11/n-dn«l~ of a IWilistic 111111 
~laird for t"•lnl8t tiCipll..ti/IQfl of D4dlti#IMI "-lfqr the triM. • ~Is added) 

This rv.Jing witboot 8IIIIUIOty or n:gulatory c:ritaia penoita !his sp«iJJc Regional Oirecta- ill this 
sP«lfk iiiJiance to ~ rc:asopabte mtma ofhls11aer 01VIl devising. J• V ogt suggcm the 
following are ~e criteria: 

(a)TIIeem.tettloe~pkkana, 
(b) Ultimale plus b" developeat of a trlllt laad, ad 
(c) ne tri"- aeed tN- llddidooallaacts. 

However, it is e>areJDely qUMI:ionabJ• if Regional Din:cmc Amy Outtcbke used 01 eonsidered the 
sugcetions ofJod&e VOil, in devisiog bcr OWP "~ criterllr". It awean, Regiooal Dilo:tor 
Dulsc:IW: provides 110 criteria for bcr approval at all! Let's ~o.sidu the aPJ)IOYCCI TCA uoder Judge 
Vogt's S~~U It:~ criteria: 

(a) htntof~pble--a~ by J..Jgt Vect 

The~ TCA ~approximately 11,500 ac of priwte propCII1y that has bceJa UJidu 
dlecooirolofthe State ofCallfOJJlia andtheCwnty of Santa :Barbara !or 163 yean, It bas been in 
tbe priVllic OWDerSbip of iodMdaAI ckl=ls for as mMY year-a. Tho ChlllllUia Mb.sioo IDdiall$ of· 
Santa YOR(TribdClnwash) are auertl118 a clalm ofaborigjnallaodl ~glunlldministt:Uivc 
proctSS. The hisrory pi'CWided by lbe lrilie itllhe-proposcd TCA Plall evidently was not verified or 
CjlleStioDccl. Wbile tile TribemeatiOD51be 1151 ~ tbeTn"be fails toprOvlde tbeevidencu-.a'b.uibd 
1D tile Commisdoo fur YllidiJiioll of &heir Spanish Of Mtllicla Claim 0111tle lllld. In the end, 
wlultevcrevicleDcewas submitted to the 1851 Comm.is&ion was Ulsuff"ocieor uthe claim of title was 
rqcceed. 

Tho QMltioo ll!et dJ.e Spanbtl or die Mn:ia.o aov.nm-t-... ~g to give die MissitlCI lands 
back to die hldiaas raises many questions. History i:; clear that tbucuoas of the Spllllish and 
Mexican OovCOJJIIItJits ~as~ ......_ auimilatillg JIOPU]aliocls onuewly llOIIqUCRd 
lands.2 Wllcn Spain« MexiQ() created wloo.ies they did DOt rceognlze tho c:xistillg govmiiiiiCC but 
rather usimilllled die populaliou llllder !heir auihoril.y.~ &lid ggvemance. "-'gnition of 
Cltumuh Gover1>81lce did oot come till111811y yeen later uu.cf« the ~teodeftce of tile Ullited 
States~t. 

The Cbumuh fall to inform dccillm naakCf1 !bat the l&S 1 Act elim!nW'd ad\-ene claimt on all 
Califontia Titles. Even theadvene c:lajm, of indians or quesi soverelps wore rejected lll.lkiDg clequ­
dlutt- ttD..,.,.., l..t cl#/m$ ilr C~. Ai a maltct of federal law, it seems a vay 
diflil:ult taslc foc the Pacific: RegiooiiJ Director to Create !'e8SOnablo and lawfill crit.na to develop a 
TCA•J•,..., in Califomia. To do to. BDd take laod into lniSIIUider~guidelioe» 
established iD 1biJ £A Wl'llpPCd 'Up ill tloe TCA arcates ~ ,..,., c\-ly a staodard that is 
ripe for a Tcmpocary Rescrain.ing Orela" or lnjuDc:(ioa. 
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To reftesh the~ of decision JD&km, dH> Mexic1111 Wac CO!Klluded in 1848. Mexico ceded to 
the UllitedSiafl!:s e. is DOW Ulesoudl~ Ulliled States, DK:Iudiugall ofthe·praeMdayStale 
of California. (7i'Mry '?f Peace, Frie1u41tlp, Limits and Setdemerrt, U.S. -~. ~ JO. I 948, 9 Stat. 
922, T. T .S. No. 107 (1850). Tbefe is a genml belief in lnlfian COliJ\try thof the Mexican 
government becrayed lildiaDs by 110t including tbeir lands to be set aside fur ln'bcs in Ibis treal:y. 

Shorlfy llleresft«, ~ ~ aiUIUe to seuto land claims in the newly~ territuey. 
(Actof~3, 18Sl,ohA1,9 Stat 631). The 1851 Act~ aBoaldofCcnmniocionersto 
dotennioe 1be ftliclity of all elailll$, 3lld it ...quire<! fi1YOJ'y penoo iacludiog Indians "cco • ' g ... 
Ill CtJiiftwttilt 6}' WW.tlff.., rlllll fq title ~IT-. Sp.,.. .. JIDitw-&M'l»JLtL..rto 
p1ea:ot lllecWIIl wilhin two~ AsJ.y laod notcla~ wilhin two years, 11116 my Ucl for wbid> a 
claim wu fimlllynljected w• to bedeemod "part of the public domain ofillo Ullilccl Slms."(1851 
Act 13, 9Stat.lf 633. Su- UniledSt4ia "·California, 436 U.S. 32, 34 n.3 (1978). The Cbumub 
and the BIA have ..a-d lho de.d1iDe fur a land claim by 160 years.~--of~ TC4 Is 1111 

due oftk •.,niWII Din :l'v,. ~· De tloo~M lr triilrtuy tRUl ~11M,_, 1111 

~!«* 

(lJ) Ultimate piau for~ oh Cnat lu.tl~agnced b)' Jd~ Voct 

The Tnlle his oaly srakd tb.atlky will build 143 homes. RIJliiC)ItiQa utilities ad maial:a.dl the 
~grape Oldiard. Thore Is $igoifialnt -=age, more 1haa half oftbc remaining 1433 ama for 
wlUdl "M 11lllmRie pjr~u• Me do:saibo. laslcad, the Tribe bas stated they an: 1AIId bankiD& fur 
tUilR '*'lis of lhc Tribe. The coocept of laod bankitlg lOt- future unddermilled occds W11$ not 
fb~ in 1934 at 1be eeadmeat of tbe lndiaD Reor:pni7.11tion Act. 

While lhe Ch1111U15b lulve lllltcd that thil i& a nOD-giiiUing application, 1h= is llnliJ& likelihood 1haJ 
the iok:nded \llJC Qf'tbc 1aod wildUif.t&e.lu hot, iherc is slpi&:aut iol'onnatioo dwt lhe Tribo wams 
to ll6e tbe IIIDd filuomc1hiD& oiUr- than 1·43 bomcs. In 2003, ibe c•umaah pi~ llou$ioll' IIIJd "a 
uaino/OOtd ~ developmmt" ca1bis -lmd.3 It would eppe&r BOW, the Tribe is ldfeDipCiutJ 
topiec&-meal the :old: I' diNIDpmmt pl/ulrfor1M pi'O\X'JtY. Further, dlerc is oo~intbe 
dnd\ Coopeultive Agreemc:ot otfaed by the Cillllll&Sb to proml$e not to consttuct a casinn/hotel Ol' 

olhcr ~ de¥eiopmcat.oa.lbis p-ope:r~y. De E.t-* n:.4 klfldiJ8 :mul•...,..,. .-qe 
lluilllle trlllt, _,,. ~ IR141u/ MfidF hr lnllll-* cllllllge 1M;, '-stM ,_Ill_,._. tittle. 

While die~ of1he local~~ and the SUJTOw:KilAg commooily of c:ilizens may be 
oonridored spec•l.a!ive, tho BIA lllll5t recalllllo recent actions of the 'hlo River Indian Tulle of 
'hlue ~. 111&! Tulll R.ivcr 1Ddiao Tnlle ud the-BIA u $C$d tbe ooncems etpressed by local 
~and <lOII!allllli~ members about fu1ure casillo development <~owe lf*ulative. Jn 2011, 
the Tulc River IDdlru! Tribe submitted an tqJpl.ication for 40 acn::s offreservlltioll io the City of 
Porwvillc. The Tribe srarecl it was a G<lll·pmlng application. A$ evidenced in dte•Cotmty and State 
brief before tile miA. the Tn'be's iDieot 11t'aSID aellle land for pnina. A$ a tes.~~lt, ttte Tule RM::r 
Iadiaft Tribe wlthdrwr its .pplladioa.. This is jU!Jt the most receot ~leola W lllld Sllfltdl 
cransaction. 

(c) netriiiM..Sfouddmu..l,_,.ngenedlly.JlldpVoct 

ln the A.b$entu Slttrwttu 1Wbt ... .Anadai'AD .kea DirlctM the Tribe pm!Oilted factors ofbigJJ.Iribel 
unemployment rat., low ecJ\Iad:ionallevel, n!bttandard housing, low staodanf of living and higJJ. 
disease raae ud its O"'D iaability to aeuerate IJdoliliofta1 income, from cxiDis tribal '-Is to as silt its 
pcopto• ecoeomic ~ The,..,_. .-IIUd of the AbsentA:e Sha-Tribe was to gala 

s 



P320-04

P320-05

P320-06

P320-07

P320-08

Comment Letter P327 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.

P315-04
Cont.

P315-05

P308-01
Cont.

P308-02

P315-06

P315-07

P316-01
Cont.

P308-18
Cont.

P316-02

P316-03

P327-02

P327-05
Cont.

P327-04
Cont.

addidonallands In order ro iaerease the lriballarul beso aod sa in ftQCC:SS to ocw ocooomlc IDll1bt.s 
within Oldahomn. 

The ChUlM!Ih ~~., lllld Nud" as staied in the EA. j)ftle8 in con~parisan to 1blct ~icwed bcfoJe 
Judge Vogt. The OIIIIDWILsbk, "the pui'J)Oie and oeed is for Coosolidation and Acquisition Plan by 
providing~ within die 1'rib3l CootoUdatioa AJea to IICCM!mtv!atl) lbe Tribe's CU1RI!1t 
members lllld antk:ipatLd pwdl". In die CblllllUh .Applicatioa, the Tri!JI, furdler eata it ..-uu tho 
land in CMt in Older to teiDO'\'e the .ulbcrity u.t ,iurisdielion oftbe Couoty aod tbc s-. 

Tbt< Cbomash arc tndy a ~lc &UOCCM !flory. A ttocy dl8t became a re3lily due to lhc bll$iaeas 
oriented lcadmhlp of the Tn'bal Co!mcil and tho Tribe's good fortune to 1J1, loc8lled in liMo Santa 
YIJO'l. Vaflcy. 1b& Tn'M'a caslDO mad;etarea is flw of competition from Los An&elesto Fresno 
Cooaty. A moaihly 5tipcud tolll£mbmbas t-o rtopOrted lobe u hipasSSOO,OOO.OOJI"carolled 
1no.l manlier per year. The eoroltcd membecl (approximately 136)4 have the mean~ to 
purclwe subotantialhousilli aoyv.ilue in the United States or abroad. Tribe.! !Dell1btn have 
tbe ability to provide for private I!Cbools and advanced college educations for their children 
IIJ1d futllre pcratiocu witboua tribal government assistance. 

The Cbumasllcxemplify the in4esded ...-cs of California's Proposition 1 A passed in 2000 !o 
provkk a mooopoly on~ mte gamine that would geD.erate- f()( fribaJ gowmments a 
nMJc tbe~dMI oflivillabelltribal memben. '!'be Tribe hoapun:lla&ed a munberofolher 
properties in tile Santa YJ>eZ Atea and is a su<>Ce$11W bl!sloess uwc:lel. 

The Cbumash have been and COIItiDue to be e::u:ecdin8lY intlMRtial ill the State political ~)'StalL The 
modem Chmoath Tribe is DOt a mhu of SI)Yemmental poUoy nor is the voice of the Tn'):lc 
diiCOIJIIIed in local, l!talic Ol r.dtol policy actW&. 

The pi'OJIOS"d uust acquisition eocompiSSCS T,433 a~es IQCaled east ofRollle lS4 ud 8MII cl 
Amour R.aDoh a-lwi.lbia a (TCA) in an 1111lncotponlted area ofSama Barbaol County. Secdoo 2. t 
of the EA specially si8ICS !bat ~ is no otheo-laad oomperable for a file lD trust acqui$itioa wilhill 
tbe TCA. Moreover, lands outside of the TCA wovld 1.\01 meet the pwpo• and needs of the 
pro~ .ctioa dlat is wilhin the TCA. 1118 sWed 7tUd lllrd pll'flfJ8C of this land acqobilion i$ that 
laDda 011tslde of die 1'CA would~ an Oft' Reservation ocquisition. Using the federal 
~forO~ acquisition c:realcS ahlaJ- ttandard of review and provides for 
greater weigbt ill the decision process ro affected government. It would appmr tho ChllllWh]JI0';>031l 
mul ,_j is to ein>lllll'\•eot s-lcr ~ of tho fee to trust acqo.isitiotu 

TbaTribeaod theBIA aroassertbta tllat 18Jlds within the TCA approved on JUDIO 17,2013, aroto be 
oonsidered an 0. ~ IIQqllisition. Tlw Cbumah reservatioo It~ I .6sniles 
fiom the<::Bmp 4 property. Thcae ~Js do not &!tare a boundary with the clltablisbed rcservatioo 
lao.d and then:fure 1IDISt ~ .evlewed IJDdec ISl.ll . 77uN b u -IIIWY., f'l!8~ Wr,., 
sllpfHH'tstlru uiD bc u Olt ~llllon~ 
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m DeJ~c~atyot~ 

The EA 11tates It bas beeu ~" .. . to compl,y widt 1be National EG•irOliiDeOial Policy Act, 40 
USC §43:}2. aDd further defilllld in 40 CFR §§ 1510.10-218." Spccifit.1lly,lho-EA docs net include a 
reesooabie niiiF of prl!ject aiiRDaliw:s, it does oot pJOvlde an a6equtc level of analysis of polaltial 
~ lb ~ ac:tioo aay w-e 011 !be physical c. baman cuviloal:nat, aod it faits to COIIIider 
dte iDdirect 8lld cumulative lmpllds oftbe Tn'be's propo5Cd action. Assucb. die EA does JJOt 
provide the Tn'beJBIA an adequate asessment of the potential effects that may result from the 
COOlllructioll8Dd opendloA of tbe propo!Od project. 

• The EA fillls to COGSid&:r hllld outside of lila TCA as tb:d would be coasiderecl an-otfreservlllion 
acquisitiOJL. The EA sa. doe Tribe has ao ~Trilla! Consolidatiaa Area over approxlawely 
li,SOO ~within tbe TCA, yet ibe pro~ silo i$ tbe 011ly sile where the pwposed projett (&ad 
only tho proJI(liiCd project) wlll..usfy tho objo:ctlVC$ of the Tribe. TW EA IIMs-~ 
1tljJldtmt ~ 111MifiiN1'1 tkis collehuiu& 

• The EA does aot ~ tbe --=ms thai tbe project Is~ to d!e cumet moia& and pteml 
plan oftbe QOIIII!Uiity. The-ruJiaa by the United Sillies Slllpftllle Cowt in Pafcblk.IRide 
clear that the rndlm lleorglmizatioa Act is a~lad---

• The EA does DOt .!dress *e tliU impact of the ptopcMCI aclioot to tho ~ Pteserve oftbe 
Santa Yaez: Valley. 

IV After Aapirecllalb IIIMIIapaUIJ OD Sllalll YDtZ Vdey 

The Tribe fUri!Hir .._ tbst this b • ~ applieatiQR, We disa.sree- Tbls .ppf!CIIioo most be 
c:o~ aod ~a pmimg because the land is idenlific.d • wilbirl tile rec:ent1y approv«S 
TCA wbicb detennioes dJit lbe land fi1II:1C be pJOCCQCd as 811 On Resavarioo tnnllaWon. Tho Tribes 
I 999 TlibeJ S. Compac:l pcniJ.ils tllie tribe to bave fWD~-- The "Caaifornia Fee to Tru:st 
Co~" (Coasar1ium) of~ 11M: Tribe is a member-,.._ iB incq!tion n:J..mly lili.k 10 
~ g1UDiog llpp6c-rioos and proc:eu Glem ac:cordiDsJy. 

The devalopmeol of tho TCA BNI die proposed fee 1o lnlst affedllawlowners Nlidlllc 01111 ritllolll 
tho bouw!aricsofdleTCA. TheTn'be ill itspurclwe·oftbe l,433aaes through the~ DJal'ketlw 
repined cootral ova-tbo development ofebae ~ bo-c-sfaring 1bb lind mw fee to 
tn1s1 111mb the tn'be go-...-ntal COIIltOI over dleso lulds. This crellltos a cillrupti\<e and practical 
ooascqueuce 10 tbe siii1'0UIIdltl& areas which 31'0 popllblted by DOtt-ln.dians. T111osfeaing these lands 
into trost cre111cs a mi."< of Slate aDd tno.J jurisclic:tjou which bmtiQI tbe admlnlstratioll of stale aod 
~I government 8lld aob-cnely aft'ed lmdov.1xa 

neigbboring lbe triballlllldJ. Land will be ~"o:d fiom 1lle t&x rolla signitiQIIIIIy affec:tin& tho 
futwe ecooomics of the area. This aequilitloo is a major fedan1 ac:ti011. Mol'eOIIer, bec:.m;e !be land 
bai tbe potecltil1110 meet au cx.ceplion ander Section 20 of lORA. SYYIX repeats, this proposed 
lnP'sll(tioa roquin:s a fitll &wiromno:alallmpKt S••• +out (El'S). 

7 

=:J 

J 
J 
~ 

=::1 

l 



P327-06

P327-10

P327-11

P327-12

P327-15

P327-07

P327-08

P327-09

P327-14
Cont.

P327-16

Comment Letter P327 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.

P315-04
Cont.

P315-05

P308-01
Cont.

P308-02

P315-06

P315-07

P316-01
Cont.

P308-18
Cont.

P316-02

P316-03

P327-02

P327-04
Cont.

IV. U_..,._..l.aqMicts 

One of lbe Pwposes of the Nallooal &vironmental Policy Act (NEP A) Is to provide a full aud fair 
review of all IICiwne eaYlrOIIliMIJUI iJDpacts • wen as lilOrins all affected stakeholclen. Tbe EA 
fUbmiUed for tbe Camp 4 fee lo lniSC acqllisitioll does aot meet dW! sumdanl. the size and scope of 
the proposod fee to uust acqWsitioa of 1433 acres raiss suhstmllial qucst.ioas ~~~that project 
1WIY hAve a sipit'icaot eoviroomartal effc¢ 

• 1'llele in1pacQ mUIItbejudaecllj§llinsltbeir local and regional conkM(40 CFR.Sec. 150&.27 
(a)) aad aa ElS prepered if~ the inrpacU orlhe ~ea Itself is likely lobe bighly 
eoolrOVenial Thu propoNd fee to trust has bit the page~ oftbe Lcli' Afteeles TUDeC begjnnillg 
io 2005. ft hu been the topic of~ oows stories io state Gild nlionally as well• maoy 
1e111m1 1o the ~of local pllf)CtS.lllw been tbe subject of oVCTSighlllelriQp by tbe Hoose 
~~o.D·Amcri~lmlia.D and 
Ala:bn Native Affairs. 7'llrl6 I. • ~ pnlflt1Sifll. 

• The proposed project does 110t describe die n.u use of the 1433 a.cres of land. An EIS is 
•ilailarly requiNd'when: !be exteot of Impacts is "higbly uncertain or involves lllliquo or 
IIJibcnou m.u." 40 CFR 1¢1:. t S08.27 (b )('5). 

• Tbe BIA-inm-a fUll BJS. 

GptMWI!!J: 
Wa!« tJnoua1iout California is a lillllW ~ that IDIIIl be propetty m•nagled. llle EA d~ 
t1oc 1'ribes -. t.d aot a m• ... ~t plall tllat enoompuees the off' crust lands OOIIIIDllllity. The 
acquilition of die 1433 ac.uocaa.sa lossoflocaleoocro!oftheaquiftrlOdleaadre~lkly. ~ 
dedslans ~8 Wilt« US&F will no louger be made by local people with locally-valu.ecl decisioa 
about dJe impecu AAd 1110. The.....,. u. projected by the 5-«:n bomes is S0-100% Ia& dlaB that 
11111Ually used by the coutlguous S-acre eiabborbood. 

Local watet COIDJlaoics do not ~Y ()Willho lllld that in~ (ftlls, resavo~ 
pumpillg IU'ioos, c) is kx:.tlecl ca. MEasc:momblllld or leued land" cuppo.ns the-of the$e 
proPerties forlafrasuuc:ture.lt lsnoc clear if !he encumbrutces(eas:1111111ts, a&r--ts..OO ae-s) 
will survive If !he 1,4l3lla'eS ~taboltioto~. Local water companieuwl1hoiiWiy private 
res*-lo whicb.lbey provide savice J1U1Y potealiaJb' lose lheir wU::r SOia\:C. {Su - Cammeot 
00 BasemeMJ) 

Ea- aD: 
The Sectewy of the Illtttior must ensure and itipUiete io aey fJ1181 docisioG t1at eesemeuts 
te!Dain ~ (.W tile 'trust parcels. RegGmal Diroctoiy Dlttidlb: Dlllst require doD elimilllllion 
of all liens, e~ or infimrilies prior to takiDg flo.al approval JK:tioll oo this fee to trust 
.cquititimt. TIBD$(errmg tis land ioto tNst v.illlout dir<>ctly COAiaeting casement ownm 
J'elm5Cal8 a "ttiAffw or~ c:nr • · :.nlllllm" without cbo prooe:s5 or just eompeas.tioo.. 
Additiooalty, loss of_, to ]lrivate properties would dc..aluc aod make 1hem unm:v!u;t,able. 
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Bloloptld~ 
While tbc EA ptowide6 &enual infcnDatioa and lllllps regarding bio~ l'aSOURleS it DiJs 10 
aoaly.zle bow tbc project impacts the slll'I'OW\din& regional area. A eompldic aaa!y&i$ of the 
polential blologiul impacU of tW! project is fully depaldeot upoa :m adequlle .mel thorougll 
SUI'Ye)' and 1he slpificaDce of lire potential impacts camJOt be determi""" wttil SIIIVey$ of 
illlpecci ID lbe sum ••""io& area are c.ompltne. 

Air .Emillliou: 
Appeodix 8 - provides rows aad colwluas of aumbcn but thla -non failttn identify how this 
prQject CIO!If~ ID Re&ioaaJ Air Quality Stmlie&Y for Saitta Barbent County. Analysis to 
daDomlnto conform.1ace .m be iacluded. No coosider&tion is gi- to 8832 Gu:en 
HoWle gas Emissions $Uatet!Y for the Co1ttlty w.ill be. impected 

c .... •·h Imflldt: 
The c.mulmve anpecta .alysis should includo off-Reservation projocta. Tile EA ~r~ust 
ronsidertbe cumulative lmJ** OD ~ md p-o<mdwuter r-, and a tborougb 8llalysis 
must inclade all projects that contribute. 

Drllilulet ... w .... QUilJ: 
The BA must iudade a.o iAvcatory of tbc poMiblo com-iuna that~ be~ 010-Q 
cluriag tilt ~ 4lld operatloa of1he proposed ~ and the direct ll)d <.'UI!llllsaivo 
iDtpact to cxiJiiqg-quality ill 1he n:gion. The f!A DIIISt al110 piOVido lnfumlatio11 011 bow 
the proposed actiop will6et the bendieial-of lie region's W8let" IIIP!Jiy. 

Tr11111portadoiiiUICI Cin:ala1io11: 
Appaldixl - The BAGOilcQecl cxlstingtmffiovolumcs m MmdJ of2012 filrtbcnwtw.y 
oegments 8lld intw:Mdioas. The BA ~ 110t ~ lhe.iaa'nro tourislll traffic IUt exists 
cluriaa 111e -IIIOIICIIt. The tr1lflic Qlltl/pu u m .n reports by AES. is inJufficieat. 

Cla-*l'ropoMd CclopeniCM A&nemeat (CA): .EIIforwable ·AcJ-' bee- tile T ribe 
aDd c-ty of8llalll Barblur. 

Tho Chvmash have otfwed • Cooperaliw Asr-nt (CA) to the Counry ofSuta But.ara f« 10 
yean~. The proposed CA will pey oae mill loll doltaa pox year limited to 10 yeua in exe1tango fur the 
County ro SllppOit dleir fee to aust proj«:t. However, tbc 1,433 acres if IIOd whcu·trar~Sfilmd Into 
lnl5l will be -..n offoflhe taxrolb into pc:pelllity. TheCA does OOl include any~ 
iraplcb to the County a&r yar 10. 

The propoaed CA docs not adcbesa ~ Dlitig~~tiOIIS or setVices peid for at 1he expa~sc of alJ 
Coullty ~I'll. TheCA cloas not offer mitip1lon funds for ~ IIC!Cids of wvices b-lnv 
ee.Corcemelll, fu-e or -~Y .-vices, oor does it ofti:r in lieu or~ b-11oc propmy or for 
improvasw:nts to the popcrty. Ralt:l«, the CA litlbmitied to the COIIII.t)' promise• "NO NEW 
JlBVBNUBS". . 

111e ptyQtent m tiuu oft~xa ia 5el:liou m-.. is ldl blank COllies In dJ.o tribe fiom federal uc1 SIP 
sourees, ioducnag dJe lliUJid ladim Gllllling SJ*ial DistriiiOitioo Flmd (SDF). The Celifomla Court 
has tulcd that SDF fUnds may ,., 6e U6d for~ rdtJtterl brrp«ts. Ill this term io the CA 
mdcnc•lhet 1ho Tribo iDt.aJd& to usc tho 1,433 ac. oflarld fur gaming in tbellltule afla- il: is aafcly 
m hlr7 The curret1t SDF filads tre illadequae to mmburse coaDty tu. pe)WS u tbe cos1s of law 
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eot'oroeomrt, fin: 81111 eu>ergeDCy services ·geoCJated by tbe Chumasn casino ~How 
cwl.d these ftmds evea be COlli~ to offset future in1paats? 

Tho CA does oot offer monitoriog of sbved &r~ ~ atablisb threshold ofwmr I~ 
declines or aareu ~ cSediPea ill groundwater levels do not exteDd off" oflhe tn&M IIID<is. 
It does 1101 offer coopeaaliot• (W mltig.Uioo IIICaSI.ll'es tluot include a redw:li011 or oe!Salioo in on. sile 
pollllpillg tlldil water levels iD tbe IIIOIIit«io3 weJb rise abo\oe 1bc t.l!rNiwlds. TheCA does not off« 
ao ~ as8CIIISIIient IO.bould future de\lelopmcnts « Lmd use changes occur. r-·~• II$ 

IIJae 117e t:ritiulla., .,._.. ""-r..l il MltM-(I{ II¥ Np/llttNy Gid ,...,. tl{il¥lilllle 
._,,.,. pNI'JIJJ rg 

TheCA Mille providiag a "W.._.,. ~ 12) 10 tht ICniJ$ Of die~ fails 10 lncludo 1bc 
DCCe81JIIY kngl'*&f' ix ajudidally enforceable waiver. TheCA clcscribes but does not pnMcle 
~to a &lr aad IIADipGalt solution fur resolutioa to ell~ iD Califcxnia Dl5trict Court ill 
Suut Barbwa. The "WIIiw.lal!gu~p coutalned in this clocwnem" is aotbiog more tball an 
~le promlMAJbi$ CA J1:1aY be a good begianias lin 111180liarioa, but -itmeolt aod 
allCUiioa is far from compldo. 7lU Cf _, r«JMIN tAe ~of tiN~ oft/le 1/fleliM 
• _.,_ wid l'fllf 11. 

Any CA. z cWrzt 'hebveu • Trftle aad a CoutJ oziiUe of z Mbalataae -pec:t req ... 
the Comty to -plywida dteCzlifenia ~ Ea'IUDulan.J Act. The Coumy c,uiJIOUip 
.. apeemart wba ooa:laiiJs p-ovi.slonl logally bindillg it to sowral definite .,.,..._of action !bat 
lavolvo pb;yaioal ~ to a. arvltomn-. The CO'IIIlly 'Will be reqlliled to periOral a full EIS ia 
oRier to e.- inlo a CA wilb flo T'ribe. The tams and CODditioas of sueh 1111 ~~ m\ISt be 
voted OJI in an open poblic fMIIII and subject ~ lepl c:ballengc. lfle Tribe llfiUf •mu•hr iiiGe 
/Bweun llflll#.j¥ • " 1 1# Mil If« }ftltt ai6ltl. 

VI. COIId..-
Smtta T..c Y<lllq Cootceo ad Citi:ml daDaads tluJt tho BIA immcdlDiy noqm a full JUS to be 
preplnld fur recirccaiiJlioB aad review ofdriJ pnli)OSecl fee to trust acq~~Wticc 1lllder tht propa­
replltionofCfR lSU 1, Off~on Aoqulsitioa. Further, we !llrOQg)y ~ tbe B1A and 
1110 Tribe willlcnw tho TCA. 
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~1811J DEPAATMENTOFTHEII'ITERIOR Mail -Em,..,. .. , ____ ,, ..... , •. •• _ 

Environmental Assessment for the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians 
1 message 

Moore, Lyn <LMoore@bhfs.com> Moo, Oct 7, 2013 at 3:40PM 
To: "chad.broussard@bla.go\1' <cnad.broussard@bia.gov> 

Dear Mr. Broussard: 

Please find attached COJT88pondence (letter and exhibits) addressed to Ms. Amy Outschke from Ms. Susan l 
Petra.ich. 

Please oonHrm receipt of this email and letter. 

Thank you. 

Lyn 

STATEMENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY & DtsCLAIMER: The information contained in this email message is 
attomey p!Nieged and conidenUal. intended only for the use of the ind'llidual or entity named abow. If the reader 
of this message Ia not the Intended recipient, you are hereby notifioo that any dissemination, distribution or copy 
of tNs eman is strictly prohibited. If you ha;e recel~~ed this email in enor, please notify us Immediately by calling 
(303)-223·1300 and delete the message. Thank you. 

!j _1007153027_001.pdf 
3715K 
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I Brownstein Hyatt 
Farber Schrecl< 

October 7, 2013 

VIA E·MAIL CHAD.BROUSSARD@BIA.GOV 

Ms. Amy Dutschke 
Regl"nal Director . 
Bureau of Indian Affairs. Pacific Region Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95626 

8uaan F. Petrovictl 
Altomey at I.Aiw 
805.832.1<405 tel 
805.965.4333 lax 
SPetrovlcllG!*rfs.com 

RE: Environmental Assessment for the Santa Ynez Band crf ChYmash Indians 
Camp 4 Fee to Trust AoquisiUon Project (Camp 4) 

Dear Ms. Amy Dutschke: 

Brownstein Hyatt Falber Schreck represents Char1es Grinm, who owns two (2) 
parcels, each exceeding 100 acres in size. in what is commonly known as Sarna Barbara 
Thoroughbred Farms. Mr. Grimm's property lies wholly within the newly described Tribal 
Consolidation Area (fCA) referenced in the EA and Is located a short distance southeast 
of the Camp 4 parcels (Parcels}. Mr. Grimm's southern property bol.odary is the Santa 
Ynez River. 

The EA arises from the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians (Tribe) request that 
B!A take the Parcels owned by the Tribe Into trust (Proposed Action). The Paroels 
encompass a total of 1,433 acres located east of State Route 154 and north of Armour 
Ranch Road within the so-called "Tribal Consolidation Area• in the unincorporated area 
of Santa Barbara County (Parcels}. The Parcels are not contiguous to (or even 
proximate to), nor do they lie within, tbe.exterior boundaries of the Tribe's existing 
reservation. The Parcels are either adjacent to or proximate-to all of the parcels within 
Santa Barbara Thoroughbred Farms. thirty (30) parcels comprising approximately 3100 
acres of laod, all which historically has bean held and improved by individual parcel 
owners, not by the Tribe or Its members. All parcels within Santa Barbara Thoroughbred 
Farms are owned by private property owneFS, none of whom are members of the Tribe or 
lineal descendants of tribal members. The Santa Barbara Thoroughbred Fal111S, as weU 
as thousands of additional acres of privately~held, non-Tribe owned (and non-tribal 
member ~\'fled) land have been included In the TCA with neither the knowledge nor the 
consent of the p~ate property owners. 

%1entc.ntlo S...ot, 
S.nto a .. ~ CA !Bllll•27il6 

- 805.!163.11JW 

bh-&.com - Hvon farbt r Schrcclc. Ul' 
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Ms. Amy~ 
October 7, 2013 
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The Alternatives evaluated in detail in fue EA consist of: 

Alternative A- 1 ,433:t acre (1 ,411.1 acres plus rights of way) tr.ust land acquisition 
within a Tribal ConsoDdation Atea and assignment of 143 fwe~acre residential lots for 
tribal members. The residential lot a$$ignments and access roadways would dover 
approximately 793 acres of the project site. The project site would include 300 acres of 
vineyards {256 existing acres with 44 acre~ dedicated for expansion), 206 acres of open 
space/recreational, 98 acres of riparian corridor and 33 acres of oak woodland 
oonservatlon, and 3 acres of Special Purpose Zone- Utifities; and, 

Alternative B- Identical trust land acqwlsillon and development of 143 one..acre 
. residential lots for tribai1J19rnbers. The residenfiallot assignments anc! access roadways 
would cover approximately 194. acres or the project site. The project site would include 
775 acres of open space/recrea1ional, 30 acres of tribal community facilities (including 
80,000 square feet of tribal faciUtles), and the same acreages of vineyard, riparian 
corridor and oak woodland oonseniatlon, and utilities. land u;;es as proposed under 
Alternative A; and; 

Alternative C (NO Action Alternative)- No federal action or proposed clevelopment 
would occur Erl Camp 4. 

I. INTRODUCTION· 

We contend that, for the .reasons stated below, the proposed·project is oontrary to 
law. The Secretary of the Interior lacks the legal authority to place the Parcels Into trust 
because the Tribe was not under federal jurisdiction in June 1934. SE!a Carcierl v. 
Salazar, 555 U.S. 379, 129 S.Ct 1058 (2009) (holding that Secretary lacks the.autnority 
to place Iande lnto trust for tribes not under federal jurisdiction by 1934). Mr. Grimm has 
standing to assert the lack of authority based upon the recently decided case, MATCH-& 
8£-NASH-SHE-WISH Band of Pottawatomi Indians v. Palchak (2012) 132 S.Ct. 2199, 
because he is a neighboring property owner whose land and life will be directly mpacted 
by the significant change In land use - from rural agricultural to suburban residential, plus 
•events•- proposed by the Tribe. Even if the Tribe actually Implements the projeot 
descnbed in fue EA and doesn't make 11lgnificant changes to the project oooe the land Is 
held in trust, this project will have significant environmental impacts upon the Parcels and 
upon the neighboring landS; including the property owned by Mr. Grimm. 

All environmental review associated with the proposed action ls contrary to law 
and must terminate beoause there is no lawful action to be taken. 

In the event that ~e environmental review proceeds despite this fatal !egal flaw, l 
the following defects In the EA must be addressed: (1) the EA applies the wrong 
standard of review; (2) the EA is based upon the improperly adopted and therefore illegal 
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Tribal Consolidation and Acquisition Plan (TCAP), approved .by BIA in viola1ion of both 
ttie requirements of itS own regulations and the requirements cA the Indian Land 
Consolidation Act; and (3) the EA violates the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
by failing to properly consider the cumulative impacts of the project. 

II. THE SECRETARY LACKS LEGAL AUTHORITY TO PLACE THE PARCELS 
INTO TRUST 

The Proposed Action Is based upon the flawed notion that the Secretary of the 
Interior has the legal authority to place the Parcels Into trust status under 25 U.S. C. § 
4651

, a provision of the Indian Reorganization Act (IRA). The United states SuP.reme 
Court has held, however, that the Secretary does not have the authority to take lands into 
trust for tribes~~ were not under federal jurisdiction in June 1934, the date of the 
ena~ent of the IRA. See Carci6ri v. Salazar, 555 U.S. 379, 129 S.Ct 1058 (2009). 

The Tribe was not under federal jurisdiction until1963. To our knowledge, it was 
first organized as a 1rlbe when Its inembers adopted the Articles .of Organization on 
November 17, 1963. The Secretary of Interior approved the Articles of Organization on 
August23, 1963 and tater approved the Articfes as a Constitution In 1964. 

The Tribe clearly was not under federal jurisdiction in 1934, and the Secretary of 
the lntsrior has no legal ault\olitY to plaoe !he Parcels into trust on behalf of the Tribe. 
See Carcieri, 555 U.S. 379, 129 S.Ct. 1058. Arry emifonmental review- specifically, the 
pending EA - associated with the Proposed Action should cease becau&a the underlying 
proposed federal action -the taking of lands Into trust for the Tribe - is unlawful and 
cannot be completed. 

UL BIA IMPROPERLY RELIED ON THE TCAP IN CONDUCTING ITS EA 

On March 27,2Qt3, the Tribe submitted a Proposed TCAP to BIA fot approval. 
The TCAP identlied the lands shown in Figure 1-2 in the EA as the T1ibal Consolidatfon 
Area. (A copy of the Tribal Consolidation Plan is attached to the EA as Appendix M and 
is inoorporated by reference in this letter.) According to the Tribe, the purpose of the 
Plan is to •assist the Tribe in acquiring additional lands in order to increase the tribal land 
base and provide sufficient land for housing, -economic development and governmental 

I 2S u.s.c. § 46S pl'O'Iide&: 

Tbe Secretary oftbe Interior Is autl\od~d, in hla discretiol!, 10 acquire, through pllr'C!we, notinqul&bment, 
&ift, exclwlte, 11r wiiiJ!ment, any in!ll:at in bllic!a, wall!l' riahts, ar slri!ce r~ to larnls, wii!Nn cr 
without cx.isting re5CrVlliions, Including trllst or ~!se restricted aile>~ wbelher the all-be 
living ar deceased, for the purpose of providing l•nd for lod!ans. 

J 
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purposes.• P. 2. The TCAP includes the "geographical area .. . encompassing 
approximately 11,500 acres of the College Ranch" (fr!bal Consolidation Area)? 

On June 17,2013, without giving the notice required by its own regulatlonsand 
withOut conducting the environmental analysis required by NEPA, the Regional Director 
of the Pacific Region of the BIA approved the TCAP in a two sentence decision without 
any explanation or rationale for the decision. A copy of BIA's JlKle, 2013 decision letter is 
included in the EA Appendix M as well. Mr. Grinvn and his legal counsel were not 
provided with notice of the approval, or of its consideration, either before or after the fact. 

A. The EA Is Based on An Incorrect Interpretation of the Law 
Govemlng Trust Acquisitions. · 

In the EA, BIA states that •property ... located wlttJin a Tribal Consolidation Area 
[IS to be] given the same level of scrutiny as land acquisitions on or adjacent to a tribe's 
reservation." EA at 1-5. BIA is wrong. Thus, to the extent BIA's f11isunderstandlng of 
the law influenced 113 consideration of tl)e environmental impacts of'the proposed action 
in the EA. the EA is inadequate, fatally flawed, and must be revised and recirculated. 

BIA bases Its assertton on 25 C.F.R. ~ 151.3(a), which states that "land may be 
acquired for a tribe in trust status (1) \Vhen the property is located within the exterior 
boundaries of'the tribe's re~rvation or adjaoent thereto, of within a tribal consolidation 
area." BIA assumes from the-fact that land "within a tribal consolidation area" is included 
in the same sentence as land "located within the exterior boundaries of the tribe's 
~rvation or adjacent thereto" that the standard for reviewing a request to acquire land 
"within a tribal consolidation area· in trust is the same as the standard for acquiring on­
reservation land, or land adjacent thereto. It is not. BlA wrongly assumes that the 
standard for reviewing a request to acquire land ''within a tribal consolidation area• in 
trust (off reservation) is the.same as the standasd for reviewing a request to acquire on­
reservation land in trust 

The standards for reviewing proposed trust acquisitions are found in section 
151.10 and 151.11. Thestand•rds in 151.10 !pptv onlv to on-res!Natlon 
acquisitions, not to lands outside the reservation that happen to be within a tribal 
consolidation area. 

For on-reservation tribal acquisitions, the Secretary must consider: (1) the 
existence of any statutory aUthority for the acquisition; {2) the tnbal need for the land; (3) 
the purpose for the which the land wi~ be used; (4) the impact of the land's removal from 
state and local tax rolls; {5) the jurisdictional problems and potential co_nfllcts of land U$e 
that may arise; (6) whether the BIA is equipped to discharge the additional 

2 A IDOpoftlle Tribal Consolidation Area is shown·in Figun 1-2 of tho. EA. 



P328-05

P328-01

P328-04
Cont.

P328-06
Cont.

P327-22
Cont.

P327-18

P327-23

P327-24

P327-21

Comment Letter P328 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.

P315-04
Cont.

P315-05

P308-01
Cont.

P308-02

P315-06

P315-07

P316-01
Cont.

P308-18
Cont.

P316-02

P316-03

P327-02

P327-04
Cont.

M$. Atrrf Dutschke 
October 7, 2013 
Page6 

responsibilities resulting fi'om the acquisition of the land in trust status; and (7) 
environmental compliance. 

The standard for reviewing off-reservation acquisitions, even if they are within a 
tribal consolidation ar.ea, is found in seotion 151.11 . For off-reservation acquisitions (I.e., 
acquisitions of lands that are located outsid&of and nonoontiguous to the tribe's 
reservation- even if they are wlfhln a tr~l oonsolidation area), the Secretary must 
consider the fa:ctors listed in 151.10 plus give •greater scrutiny to the trfbe's justification of 
anticipated bene1its from the acquisition" and give "greater weight" to the "concerns 
raised by the s~te and local ·governments having regulatory jurisdiction overthe land to 
be acquired .. " SpeciftcaRy, 25 C.F.R. § 151.11(b) and (d) provide: 

"The Se«retary shall consider the following rsquirements. in 
evaluating tribal requests fOr the acquisition of lands in trust 
status, when the land is located cvtside of and noncontiguous 
to the tribe's re~rvation, and the acquisition is not mandated: 

(b) The location at the land relative to s1ste boundaries, and 
its distance from the boundaries of !he tribe's reservation, 
shall be oonsidered as follows: as the distance between the 
tribe's reservation and the land to be acquired' Increases, the 
Secretary shall give greater scrutiny to the tribe's justification 
of anticipated benefits from the acquisition. The Secretary 
shall give greater weight to the concerns raised purs~~ant to 
paragraph (d) of this section. (Emphasis added.) 

(d) Contact with state and local governments pOrsuant to § 
151.10 (e) and (f) aha II be oompleted as follows: Upon receipt 
of a tribe's written request to have lands taken In trust, the 
Secretary shall notify the state and local governments having 
regulatoly jurisdiction over the Jand to be acquired. The notice 
shall inform the state and loOalgovemment that each will be 
given 30 days In which to provide written ccrnment as to the 
acquisition's potenlialimpacts on regulatory jurisdiction, real 
property taxes and special assessments." (Emphasis added.) 

This standard applies to an off-reservation acquisitions, without exception, and 
therefore must be applied to BIA's consideration of the Proposed Action. Thus, BlA.must 
demonstrate in the EA that its analysis of the environmental ~acts of the Proposed 
Action was not influenced In any way by its misundemanding of the level of scrutiny that 
must be applied to the Propos&d Action. 
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in this instance, the BIA completely failed to notify any local govemmerial agency, 
or the property owners whose lands lie within the resulting TCAP, that approval was 
contemplated or that approval had been granted. A local government or interested party 
cannot comply with the 30-day comment period if kept in the da~ regarding the entire 
process. 

Notwithstanding tr.e clear and unambiguous langua.ge of 2.5 C.F.R. § 151.11, the 
EA provides that "fa)ccording to the land acquisition policy defined in 25 CFR 
151.3(a}(1), land may be acquired in tru81 status for a tribe when the property Is located 

- within a Tribal Consolidation Area and given the seme level of scrutiny as lana 
acquisition on or adjscent toe tribe's reservation. • (Emphasis added.) 

Nothing in the regulations or existing law supports this bold statement Indeed, 2.5 
C.F.R. 151.3(a)(1) provides: 

"(a) Subject to the provisions Contained In the acts of Congre.ss which authorize land 
acquisitions, land may be acquired for a tribe in trust status: 

(1) When the property Is located within the exterior boundaries of the tribe's 
reservation or adjacent thereto, or within a tribal consolidation area." 

Nothing In this language ll)odifles the clear and unamb.igvous language of 25 CFR 
§ 151.11, which requires the Secf9tary to give greater weight 10 the concerns raise(! by 
state and local governments and greater ~tiny to the Tribe's justification for the 
anticipated benefits of the acquisition. 

There are'no exemptions or exceptions to the applicability of this increased 
scrutiny for lands within a tl:ibal consolidation area contained In 25 C.F.~. § '151.11 or any 
other applicable reQulation. The mere fact that 25 C.F.R. §151.3 provides that the 
Secretary may place lands into trust "(w]hen tlie property Is located within the exterior 
boundaries of the tribe's reservation or adjacent thereto, or within a tribal consolidation 
area• does oo1 meart that the lands located wlthln a tribal consolidation area located 
outside the exterior boundaries of an existing reservation, such as the Parcels, are 
exempt from the increased level of scrutiny as provided for In 25 C.F.R. § 151.11. . 

BIA must demonstrate in its EA that its analysis of the environmental impacts of 
the Proposed Action was not modified or intluenoed in any way by: (1) its failure to 
properly approve the TCAP; (2) Its failure to provide proper notice and opportunity to 
comment in opposition to·approvaJ;.and (3) its failure to invoke the heightened level of 
scrutiny that must be applied to off-reservation acquisitions, even If they are witt~n a tribal 
consolidation area. 
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B. The Tribal Consolidation Plan Is Inconsistent with the Indian Land 
Conaolidatlon Act. 

The EA's anelysis is informed by BJA's approvai of the TCAP. The stated purpose 
of the Pian is to "assist the Tribe in acquiring edditicinallands In order to Increase the 
tribal land base and provide sufficient land for housing, economic development and 
govenvnent purposes." P. 2. 

Although it is nowhere stated, BIA appears to have approved the TCAP under the 
purported authority of the Indian Land Consolidation Act (ILCA), which provides: ' ... any 
tnee ... is authorized, with the approval of the Secretary to adopt a land consofidatioli 
'Pian providing for the sale or exchange of any tnballands or interest in lands for the 
purpose of eliminating undivided fractional interests in Indian trust or restricted lands or 
consolidating its tribal landholdings." 25 U.S.C. § 2203(a). 

The TCAP does not identify arf.J undivided fractionamxl intereats within the Tribal 
Consolidation Area. In actual fact, the sole landholding owned by the Tribe within the 
Tribal Consolidation area Is Camp 4 - the Parcels. All other land within the Tribal 
Consolidation Area is owned by non-Tribe private property owners. lhe TCAP falls to 
identify any fractiooaUzed parcels that the Tribe proposes to eNminate. 

The TCAP does not qualify as a "land consolidation plan• under ILCA and BIA 
lacked authorlty to approve it. Thsrefore, to the extent that the analysis in the E;A Is 
informed by the TCAP, the EA iS deficient and must be corrected and recirculated. 

c. BIA Felled to Give Proper Notice of the Tribal Consolidation 
Plan. . 

As discussed above, the analysis is lnfonned by the TCAP. BIA, however, failed 
to provide proper notice under Its own regulations that it wae considering approving, the 
TCAP. It also failed to provide notice to the state and local governments or to the 
priva~ property owners who have substantial inv•stmenfls in their l•nds. The 
approval must be revoked .. 25 C.F.R. § 2.7 proyides: "[t]he offtcial making a decision 
shall give all interested parties known to the decisionmaker written notice of the decision 
by personal defivery or mail. 25 C.F.R. § 2.2 defines an "interested party" as •any person 
whose interests could be adversely affected by a decision in an appeal. • 

· In this case, the BIA approved the plan on June 17, 2013, but failed to provide the 
County of Santa Barbara, one of the governments most directly impacted by the TCAP 
approval, with the reql.ired notice under 25 C.F.R. § 2.7. 
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IV. THE EA VIOLATES THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT 

NEPA compels federal agencies to consider the consequences of their proposed 
activities on the human environment. 42 U.S. C.§ 4331. An EA is a concise publfc 
document which has three defined functions: 

(1) it briefly provides sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to 
prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS); 

(2) it aids an agency's oomplianoe with NEPA when no EIS is necessary, i.e., tt helps 
to identify better alternatives and mitigation measures; and 

(3) it facilitates prep<ua1ion of an EJS when one is necessary. 

40 C.F.R. § 1508.9(a}. 

An EA shaY include brief discussions of the need for the proposal of alternatives 
as required by section 1 02(2)(E) of NEPA, of the environmen1al impacts of the prop()aed 
action and alternatives, and a llsti119 of agencies aAd.persons consulted. 40 C.F.R. § 
1508.9(b). 

. . 
A. NEPA MandatQ that this Project Be Studied In an EIS. 

In determining whether to prepare an EIS, the federal agency must prepare an 
environmental assessment and involve environmental agencies, appli!Jants, and the 
public, to the extent practicable, In preparing the EA, and then based on the EA make Its 
determination whether to prepare an environmerrtal impact statement 40 C.F.R. § 
1501.4{b )-(c). The agency must then determine wheiher it will prepare an EIS. 40 
C.F.R. § 1501.4(c). If an agency determines an EIS will be prepared,lt must begin !he 
scoping prooess, but If the agency determines on the basis of the EA that no EIS wrn be 
prepared, it must prepare a finding of no slg niflcant impact (FONSI). 40 C.F.R. § 
1501.4(d)-(e). 

In this instance, the potential environmental impacts resulting from the project are 
extensive, have not been adequately ·addressed in tl1e EA, and many are potentially 
significant and unmitigable as described in more detail in the enclosed consultant 
comments. 

In preparing the appropriate environmental document, the BIA is governed not 
only by the text of the NEPA statute and the Council on Environmental Quality's {CEQ) 
implementing regulatioos, but also by the Department of the Interior's NEPA 
implementing procedures. See, e.g., 65 Fed. Reg. 52212 (Aug. 28, 2000). These 
procedures require thQt the underlying environmental analysis factually, objectively, and 
comprehensively analyze the environmental effects of the proposed actions and their 
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reasonable alternatives. fThe agency should] systemadcally analyze the environmental 
impacts of alternatives, anct particularly those alternatives and measures that would 
reduce, mitigate or prevent adverse environmental Impacts or which would enhance 
environmental quality. 65 Fed, Reg. at 55213. 

Under NEPA. the Intergovernmental Coerdillilllon Act of 1968 (31 U.S.C. § 6506), 
and the Intergovernmental, Coordination Executive Order (Exec. Order No. 12,372, 
reprinted In 31 U.S.C. § 6506), federal agencies are required to solicit and consider local 
views on their projects to the degree to \vhich the potential impacts may produce serious 
conflicts with local entities and conditions. · 

B. The EA Falls to Incorporate Local Agency Input 

Specifically, the CEQ NEPA Regulations "encourage" integration with state and 
local land use requirements {with the goal of "on& project-one document"). As part of this 
process the lead agency can designate "cooperating agencies" that are involved in the 
NEPA document preparation and may use the document to satisfy their own 
environmental review requirements to the extent allowed by law. At the request of the 
·lead agency, any federal, stiite, local or bibal agency with jurisdiction by law or special 
expertise can be a cowerating ageocy. 

To.the extent possible, all national, regionaL State, and local viewpoints sh~D be 
considered in planning development programs and projects of the United states 
Government or assisted by the Government. State and local government objediYes and 
the objectives of regional organizations shall be considered within a framework of 
national public objectives expressed in laws of the United States. Available projection& of 
future conditions in the United States and needs of regions, States, ~iind localities shall be 
considered in plan fof!llulatlon, evaluation, and review. 31 U.S.C. § 6506(c). 

P~reover, CEQ NEPA Regulations require federal agencies to address 
inconsistencies between a proposal and statell<lcal laws or plans. The NEPA document 
should describe the extent to which the federal agency would reconcile the inconsistency. 
40 C.F.R. § 150B.2(d); see also VIllage of Palatine v. U.S. Postal Seivice, 756 F.Supp. 
1079 (N.D. 11. 1990) (addressing the extent to vlhich a federal agency must document 
compliance with the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act, explain a decision to cooflict 
with local regulatior.~s, and consider p.roject alternatives). 

C. The EA Does Not ConsJder All Reasonably Foreseeable Alternatives, 

NEPA requires the consideration of a reasonable t:enge of alternatives to any 
propo&ed action. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14. The EA does not comply With this requirement 
It considers only thooe alternatives that reflect the Tribe's. present plans for the 
development of the parcels. Once the land is taken Into trust, however, the Tribe will 
presumably be free to change Its development plans and, unless those changed plans 
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require further BIA approval, they wiO esca'pe review under NEPA Thus, for BIA to 
comply with N EPA in approving.the Proposed Action, it must consider all reasonably 
foreseeable dev.elopmoot scenarios for the Parcels, Bl'\d not-just the ones that refiect the 
Tribe's current plans. 

D. The EA's Analysis of Water Resources and Associated Impacts Is 
Fftllfy Flawed 

The EA states that for botfl Altematilie A and Alternative B; the Tribe would 
develop arion-site water supply system that relies on groundwater. EA. pp. 2-7, 2-14. 
Agricultural irrigation demands are estimated to be 265 AFY with those <;femands being 
met through mlxing groundwater from existing agricultural wells and recycled water fran 
a wastewater trea1meot plant (VI!WTP). 

. . 
The groundwater supply to be relied on for both Alternative A and Alternative B Is 

groundwater pumped from the Uplands Basin. F~gure 1 (attached) depicts the'location of 
the Uplands Basin relative tO the TCAP area. Figure 2 depicts the loca1ion of the 
Uplands Basin relative to the' Parcels. About half of the TCAP area oveclies the basin. 
The Parcels are entirely within the boundaries of the Uplands Basin. As noted in the EA, 
the Uplands Basin is in a state· of 0'/efdraft (EA, pp. 3-11 , 4-6.), meaning the annual 
extractions from the basin exceed annual recharge to the basin and without tal<lng 
correctiVe actions to balance extractions and recharge, the volume of water In the basin 
will steaduy decfease over time. The EA stales that despite this state of overdraft, 
altered pumping patterns throughout the County and the importation of supplemental 
water has resulted in more balanced groundwater oonditions. It further nofas that these 
changes in water use and the rising water table in the area of the Proposed Action 
suggest that the three existing wells can be relied upon for agriCI.iltu~ use. EA. p. +5. 
This conclusio" is incorrect. 

~noted in the technical comments below, the hydrograph in Appendix C of the 
EA indicates cfecftning water levels in the Upland Basin for the period 2003 to 2012. 
More importantly, the additional extractions associated with the Proposed Action wln 
exacerbate the overdr&ft cotJditions In the basin and as groundWater levels continue to 
drop, current users in the basin are likely to ·exparienoo adverse impacts such as the 
drying up of wells and/or d~eased production. The Proposed Project's pumpirJg may 
require these users to deepen their wells or cause changes· in water quarrty that wiU 
require additional treatment to make the water suitable for po1able use. In addition, the 
concept that the Proposed Action can rely on groundwater because the importation of 
supplemental water by other users in the Uplands Basin has decreased total extractions 
ignol'es the fact that those other users, like the DiS'Irict, have expended significant funds 
to purctlase lhat suppk!:mental water to offset tlieir decreased refianoe on groundwater. 
In other words, the Proposed Action will not be paying its fair share of the actual costs of 
water if it is simply permitted to extract grOUI'ldwater While other users are spending 

J 
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significant sums on supplemental water. It is not clear that the proposed mitiga1ion will 
adequately mitigate potential impacts to existing well users but the mitigation measure 
wiD certainly not avoid the general adverse impacts lo the Uplands Basin. associated with 
increased extractions since the basin is already in overdl!!ft. 

The EA also tails to provide clear, consistent Information about water demands for 
the Proposed Action. For ~mple, in the Project Alternativee discussion for Alternative 
A. the EA states that Implementation of Alternative A would resuH in an increased water 
demand of 380 AFY. EA. p. 2-7. However, In the Alt&inafive B discussion, lhefe is no 
~onding explanallon of estimated increased water demand. See EA. p. 2-12 to 2-
14. 

Below are more specifiC technical comments regarding the deficiencies in the EA's 
impact analysis of wateidemand: 

WatfK Quality Results. Appendix c. Table 2-6, page 2-11 shows electriCal 
conductivity (EC) at 827 umhosfcm. M. this EC·Ievel, additional irrigation water will neE~d 
to be added to leach salts from the soiL 'The vineyard water demand calculation does not 
provide for additional leaching water. lf'the additional leaching water requirement is 12% 
of the net irrigation requirement then the estimated additional annual water U&e wiD be 
approximately 28 AFY. 

Frost l'rotection Water Demand. Many vineyards In the Santa Ynez VaDey use 
water fOr frost protection because frost In the early Spring is a common occurrence and 
can damage tt:le new buds. The proposedfexis1ing 300 acre vineyard water use assumes 
0.75 acre-feet per ecre for irrigation but does not include any VJater use for frost 
protection. The EA also fails to .discuss the potential location of s1orage ponds oeeded to 
supply the water demand for frost protection, which could be up to 50 gallons per minute 
(gpm) per acre or 15,000 gpm for the entire 300 acre vineyard. A con~ative 
estimation for the water supply needed to <XJmbat frost js two frost events lasting for one 
hour each. The EA, and ultimately the EIS, should include this impact and provide an 
acaJrate calculation for the water necessary for frost protection in this portion of Santa 
YnezValley. 

Residential Outdoor Water Demand. Appendix C, Page 2-2 (Potable Water 
Demand) estimates ttle water demand for Alternative A, which Involves constru<:tion of 
143 single family home.·sites that are five acres each. The outdoor water use assumes 
1.85 acres of each five acre lot wiN be irrigated y.oith low water use landscaping with an 
annual water use of 1.85 acre-feet or 1.0 00'&-feet per aae. other outside water use 
assumes 0.15 acres of lawn at 3.0 acre-feet per acre per year. The EA om~s an 
estimate of water use for glll'dens, swimming pools or Irrigated pastures that may occur 
on the five·acre residential paroels. Many five:-acre parcels located in the Santa Ynez 
aree are used for grazing horses on irrigated pas1ure. If each five-acre lot has 

J 
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approximately 3 acres of irrlgatec:f pasture at 3.0 aCI'IHeet per acre the es11mated 
additional annual water use will be approximately 1,2137 AFY for Alternative A. If each Of 
the one acre parcels proposed for Alternative B have 0.5 acres of irrigated pasture then 
the estimated additlonat annual water use will be approximately 215 AFY for Alternative 
B. The potential additional annual water use is significant in comparison to the 'total 
estimated annual water demand for AltematiVe A and Alternative B, which are 335 AFY 
and 106 AFY, respectively. · 

Total Water Demand. The EA's omission of water demand ·for frost protection end 
underestimation of outtloor water use, as described above, has resulted in 
underestination of total water demand for both Alternatives A and B. The EA estimates 
that Alternatives A and B would result in an inQ'eased water demand of approximatelY 
380 AFY and 155 AFY, respectively. EA, PP. 2-7. Adding in the additional water 
demands for leaching, frost protection, and inigated. pasture that were overlooked .in the 
EA as described above, the increased water demand Is estimated at 1,701 ARf for 
Alternative A and 404 AFY for Alternative B. As noted above, aU demand wiU be satisfied· 
by extractions from the Uplands Basbi but the basin is already overdrafted and cannot 
sustain any increase in demand. The Thirty-Fifth Annual Engineering and Survey Report 
on Water Supply COnditions -of the Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District 2012-
2013 (dated Apr~ 19, 2013) reports annual change in grourdwa~r storage of -2.400 
acre-feet (I.e., annual over-draft) for 20~2 to 2013 and an accumulated overdraft of 41 ,800 
oci'e-feet from 2001 to 2013. (Thirty-Fifth Annual Engineering and Survey Report on 
Water Supply Condition a of the Santa Ynez River Water Conservation. Qislrict 2012-
2013, p. 36, Table 16.) The District spent a considerable amount of money on detivery 
infrasttucture necessary to Import supplememal water from the State Wa~r Project 
(sWP) Into the Distrtct's water sys1em to reduoe its groundwater pumping and mitigate 
the annual and acct.mUiated overdraft in the overd~ Uplands Basin. The Proposed 
Action is expected to result in a 70% increase in the annual overdraf!ing of the basin and 
will exacerbate the accumulated overdraft. In tile long term, the exacerbation of the 
overdraft condition will increase pumping costs and ~entually exhaust the available 
groundwater supply. The increased water demand assoclated with the Propo6ed Action 
is not sust.ainable. 

Water Table. The EA asserts that the groundwater table in the project area "is 
rising• which suggests that the groundwater supply •can be relied upon. • EA, p. 4-5. But 
this assertion is refuted by lnforrnaUon in Appendix C, page 2-18, Figure 2-5 which shows 
well hydrograph for weii32R1. Weii32R1 exttacts water from the Uplands Basin and is 
located near the two production wells used to irrigate the existing vineyard. The vineyard 
was planted in 2003, and since that time well 3ZR 1 hydrograph shows a steady decline 
from 2003 to 2012. The well hydrograph suggests that the groundwater table in the area 
of 1he Proposed Action Is in a state of decline; which is consiatent with the trend and 
overall state of overdraft in the Uplands Basin. The decline in the weM 32R1 hydrograph 
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supports the. conclusion that the increased water demand associated 'Nith the Proposed 
Action Is not sustainable. · 

.Sewer Service. In Append"lX C, Flgur.e 3-1 (Sewer Collectiort System Layout) 
Alternative A show the gravity sewer line at a higher elevation than the five-acre lots 
loca1ed at 1he south boundary ofthe property just north af Amour Ranch Road. An 
additional sewer line should be located at Amour Ranch Roe~d for-the. southern parcels or 
eac~ parcel wiU need a sewer lift pump. The EA Fails to Properly Consider cumulative 
Impacts, Resulting in Improper and Improperly Segmentation. 

IV. THE EA FAILS TO PROPERLY CONSIDER THE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF 
THE PROPOSED ACTION. 

Under NEPA, an EA m\Jst aSsess lhe COOXJ!ative effects of the proposed action. 
The CEQ regulations define cumulative effects as • .. . the lmpaot on the environment 
which results from the incremental impact of the actloo Wilen added to other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardlesa of what agency 
(Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such actlons." 40 C.F.R." §1508.7 
(emphasis added.) See Te-Moak Tribe Of Western Shoshone ofNevadav. United 
States Department of The Interior, 608 F.3d 592 (9111 Cir. 2010). The purpose of 
cumulative effectS analysis is to ensure that the Federal decision--makers consider the full 
range of consequences that may flow from the proposed action, "Analyzi"l9. cumulative 
effects is more challenging than analyzing diN!ct or indirect effects, primarily because of 
the difficulty of defining the geographic (spatial) and time (temporal) boundaries. For 
example, •.. tfthey are defined too narrowly, significant ls.sues may be missed, and 
decision-makers wilt" be incompletely Informed about the consequences .of their actions" 
CEQ, "Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Envlrqnmental Policy Atf'. 

The tribal Consolidation Plan, approved witho~ compHance with NEPA. Includes 
a "geographical area· .. . encompassing approXImately 11,500 acres.• The Parcels 
subJ.eyt to 1he EA encompass ODiy 1,433 acres of the Tribal Consolidation Area. The 
Tribal Consolldatlon Plan provides that 1t]the San!B Ynez Band of Cllurnash Mission 
Indians has clear connections to the Tn"bal Corn>i:>lidation Area be sed on law and cultural 
use. The tribal government has tbe opportunity to return the lost land - which It 
has had to purchase back - to its jurisoJCtion and stewa!dahlp once more through 
fede'tal trust status. Tho Intent of this Plan Is to assist the Tribe with that goal." P. 3 · 
(emphasiS added.) 

Based on the Tribe's Plan, it is reasonably foreseeable- indeed, it is a stated 
Intent- that the Tn"be will seek to place additional lands wrthi1 the Tribal Consolidation 
Area Into trust status. However, the EA fails to consider the cumulative or incremental 
impact of the Proposed Action when added to these reasonably foresee9bia future 
actions by the Tribe in seeking to·acqu!re more and more of the TCA. The EA is deficient 
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and legally flawed. Unless and until the TCAP Is revol<.ed, the reasonably foreseeable 
a.ctions that may be taker;~ pursuant to it must be taken iolo account in the Ct.JOOiative 
efrects analysis and the potential impacts of those actions must be thoroughly analyzed 
and disclosed in the EA. 

V. THE EA FAILS TO PROPERLY AND ADEQUATE ANALYZE A WIDE RANGE 
OF IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT . 

As described in great detail In the attached tables produced by land use and 
technical experts associated with Erler & Kalinowski, Inc. (EKl) and Kim ley-Hom, Inc., the 
EA is flawed and inadequate-in its analysfl; of such key issues as traffic, cUltural 
resources, wastewater, watertrea1ment, schools, visual, threatened and. endangered 
species, air quality, water demand, water supP,Iy and quality, and ~urfaoe water drainage 
and flooding. These shortcomings are so fundamenta.l that the EA cannot provide the 
basis for any valid conclusioflS regarding environmental impacts othet than that th& 
·impacts wiU be significant and many win be unmitigable. 

V. CONCLUSION 

The envfronmer.rtal review associated with the ~d Action Is fal!illY flawed for 
a wide variety of reaaons. stated herein and in the consultant communications Included 
h&re\lffltl. Envir.onmental review in .this Instance ts fruitless because the Secretary does 
not have the requisite legal authority to plae& the Parcels into .trust If the environmental 
revieW does proceed, the EA must be corr-eCted for lne reasone stated, not the least of 
which is that It Is based on a tribal consolidation plan that was not approved in 
compliance with the ILCA. The EA would also have to be corrected to ensure that the 
correct and higher standard for taking off-reservation parcels into trust is applied (See 25 
C.F.R. §151.11] and that the EA i.ndudes an adequate cumulative Impacts analysis that 
addresses the environmental impacts associated with the Tribal Consolidation Plan and 
lte implementation. Otherwise, the EA does not meet the adequaoy standards Imposed 
by NEPA As described io more detail in the two enclosed consultant letters from EKI 
and Kimley-Hom and A&soclates, Inc., the environmental analysis of the EA is fatally 
flawed because. of major omissions in its coverage of a variety of issue areas. 

Susan F. Petrovich 

Enclosures: 2 

J 
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pre!!erVatlon (through housing); the highly constiai ned nature of the 
existing~ by dramage channel, flood plAins; and laclc en 
econoro ic opportunities. However, the proposed project fails to 
support theso stated goals bccaw;o it comprises a sprawling 
subulbaD sul>dtvision duu clisrep"ds most eldrtii:>g site Land 
Resources and cooditiOIIS. The Purpo5e aDd Need ia not eor.siRI!t 

Tbc Neccl statement nnelear as to 
IWUid samfy dlO housing needs of tbe emire The EA s­
thl\t prosontly 17% ofTrlbcl members and lineal descendants haw 
hoos!ng on tribal Jaoils (tile Reservation). So If 106% ot'Tribal 
mem'bels and Unoal de3oendant3 were to be provided hotlsing, the 
project would~ to provide 5x 1he housing preseotly availlblo 
(+/- 500 residcn<>es) but that is not the case. Tite Pllipose lll:ld Needs 
statemoat needs ID explain bow the proposed pr"<!iect Y.<ould satisfY 
the pre5et1t and fubm> bo1Wog needs of the Ttibe and bow tbe 
residential component (in tmms of number ofhousing units) was 
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TABLE 1-COMMENTS ON TEXT AND 
APPENDIX l - ntAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

• .. 
2.1 Selection of 2-2, 214 sentmce • .. in detail within the BA. as Alternative A"· Change B to A. 

2.2 

2.3 

Altematives 

Altemativc A - 5 
actea allotment 

Alremarive B­
Reduced 

development 
density 

2-6, 2"" puagnsph, 
r"senle~ 

2-8, Projeet 
Constructlon 

2· 12 

Ca111p 4 F-ro-Trust E""ir'OBmllliDI Assessment 
3n Party Review 
OIJ9rnllOMII~I 

CluSter concepts R.O.l nod U.O.l, which are not being evalusttd in 
the EA. would ~ moro realistic lo~·impaet alternatives 
than Alternative A and B. The altern!Jtives analysis b limited in 
soopo; a>dditionalllltemativcs sboold lul.ve ~ COAiidered in tho 
EA. 
Applicant appe>ars to commit tQ "inoorporate Build if Green aM 
LEIID" but mislelllls by not committing to ~complYing" with Build 
it Greet~ and pursuing LEBD Certification. The flrSt criterion for 
LEBD iss£ selectian, which projeat alt«native& do not support. 
This i eotion should clearly define what elementa of LEBD and 
Build it Green will be included In dt& project aod support this 
eommitro«U with descrip1ioos of tbcse elements ·in the Alternatives 
section. 
Change "plots" tD " lots'" 

Project Alternative A repi"Seell$ a low density McMamiOIHype of 
sprawling rural development tllat is not consistent with tbc projeot 
Purpose and Need ~ with Chumasb oulcmal pre6CrVIIIion pr:ioritiu 
as act forth ill the Land Coasolidat.ion and Acquj;iDoll Plan. 
Under Roadways, medway desip Slandards should be indicated. 

"It is assumed 1bl construelion of the project would begin In 2014 
. and would be. phased over approximately 4 to 9 ye:ll'$ as new tribAl 
.homes 6l'e needed". This COOSIJ\JCiion t!mefranlc should be 
reflected tbrougbouttbe document; homer, there is inconsistency 
with the ooastructio!l time lhunc shown in Air Quality (Table 4-1), 
for example. The clcsctiplion in this se.ction is vaaue. as·to how tbc 
9-yoar construction.timefnane would be phased, l.e., uo J)b3sing 
plan ls mcotiooed in the aoal}':iis but clearly tbere is aome intention 
to phase the~" As new tribal homes are noededn Is vague and 
p«entially misleading. If tile need for new homes is not 11 present 
eonoom, tbsn the document shoald re.conoile that with tbe ·Purpose . 
ll!ld Need section enc1 !be analysis of the projoet should be 
oonsisteot wil'lt the limefrnme in which the proje.ct would be 
imp!Groente<l. More infoonation and clari1y ahould be provided as 
ro tho tinting of the pnlject. 
ProjC<:t Altcrnaliw B, deoplte havin& !-acre Iota, sprawls ovcrr the 
entire site, is not clusteced, would impact cultural ~sites, 
draina~ channels,~ visw, CJcisting rural cllaractcr' and. is not 
comlalent wilb the project Purpose aM Need or tbe Orumash 
cultural preservation priorities .set fortll ln the Land Cou$olidation 
and AC<tuisitioo Plllll. ' 
U is not clear whether lite 80,000 square foot tribal community 
facility (30 acres rosenred for this purpooe) Includes tbe 400 space 

· lot F'lRUCC 2-2 should indica~& where the ~..!tino lot would 
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P328-40

P328-41

P328-42

P328-43

P328-37

TABLE 1 - COMMENTS ON TEXT AND 
APPENDIX J - TRAFFIC tMPACI ST(JDY 

2-12 

2-12 

Figure 2.-2 

2.4 Altcmativt·C-No . 
Aotlon 

2.5 Comparison of 2-16, 1" pamgrapb 
Proj~t 

Alternnt:ives 

Z-11, 4 .. paragraph 

2-16, t' 
p11111graph 

be situl1ted on the Droioct site. 
Infonnntion pertaining to the I 00 events per ~ar is inatjequate. The 
desaiption of this altemative indieate:i that the facility wtlOid 
"oc:casionally" be made avsilsble to the public. One hundred eve11ts 
per year aren 'l "occasional" because this Would avera~ about 2 
events PBR WBBK.. This statement should be more soocffic. 
nus aection doo1 not indi<:&te how lighting wlU be handled at dtc 
peddng lat. i.e., sre the lights in the perking arc:a at 18' beigbt 
similar to the resr of the site? 
Alternative B appears to be drew~ up in such a way that open spaoc 
would be utilized fOr additiooal housing in lho f\ttnn!. The 
de!ICripti<ln of Alternative 6 should be more precise., to !be 
Tribe' a intention to maintain currendy proposed ru-eas of 
recrealionalud open space or whether !here are future pl11118 to add 
housio&. simI lac to AltcmatiVo A. 

Figure 2·2 should indicate lhe !oc!ltion of the 400 vehielo park.ing 
lot. 
This is the No ·Action Altema.ti\lo. This is the enviror-.nentnlly 
SllJ)erlor alternative. 
Inipact to Laod Resources is mislealbg, by saying that despite the 
fact that Alternative A would have proportionally the sre.!tl>st land 
resources impaots due to cut/fill, both alternatives' cut-and fiU 
vohlmes would be "balanced" on dle$ite. This section should bel · 
reworded to more clearly eompor~ tile two altemativeJJ' impl!ct on 
Land ·Relources. 
Provide moro clear explanlltion in the document of the intpacts ~nd 
propoied mitisatioo mllaiiii'O$ RA~Iting trom the .removal« eritical 
babitat.for p~ &I)CCies designation. 
Impacts related to oonSirllction noise WQU ld NOT be pater und« 
Alllemative B, as sratcd in tbe section, when Alternative A covers 
more laDd 1nll and requites more irtfrastruoture do~lapment. Thi6 

· is mlsl4ading In the dooumtmt. 
"As with Altermtive A. long-term managemont goals would favor 
fonnal <rVaJuatioo of eligibility prior to imple~ Altemativo 
B; as development at cultural resotme locationS would res.ult in 
adverse iropaoiS." This statement is llllbiguous and unclear as 10 

what should be evaluated (i.e., the location ofresouroes) and the 
tim in& for snclt an evaluation to OCQlr. Cultural~ impact~ 
should be thoroughly analyzed and d~losed in Chis doonment lllld 

·· elit!lbll[ty for potentially significant resources onsito disclosed. The 

2-17, 6'" paragraph 

Camp 4l'c~·1o-Trust Environmental Assessment 
J" Party !\,view 
OIJ~\19Tm3&.1 

iropoct analysis is · Jete and inadeQuate. 
"The visual clwacter ofboth altcmatives would be CQI'IIpal.ible with 
fue nci&nbotins East Basoline/R.encbo Estnt.&s". This statement Is 
tmSupported by evidenoe in the BA. At minimum, thore should be 
viiaal ~imulalions dthe proposed project and a visual compari!OII 
1l) the residential estates. Without visual simulations, the conclusion 
as to similarity .in visual character of a residcntio.l subdivlsioo with 
neighboring residcaces caJ>not plausibly be made. 
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P328-12

P328-45

P328-46
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P328-49

P328-50

P328-51

P328-52

P328-53

P328-47

P328-54

P328-55

P328-56

TARLE 1-COMMENTS ON TEXT AND 
APPENDIX J -~C IMPAct STUXIY 

;;·~:q ·;:;,, ,._,;#,~';!\/~ i~ll;J- .. . · ·~i;.-...... . ,. ··"·······r ... -· ""'""':.o ~··~ .,,t .. ··~ ~·cfr •··. ··· ;· .- £ iiv tilitiiiellt•~·. · ·. ·:· .... ~ ,.• .. h IJ9e'': •· r 
3.1 Land R.esou~ 

3.2 Willer Resources . See ctN7IIrteld.l on 
A.ppentfl.cn C & 
D lit following 

Tallle2 
3.3 Air Quality 3-16, Table 3.3-1 

3-22, 2'" to. last 
~ 

' ' 

3.4 Biological 3-27, 3.4.2 
Re.louroes 

Flgut'&>-4 

3-27, _3.4.2 

3-34; 3.4.1 

3·36, 3.4.1 

3.5 Cultural Resources 3-43 

callll> 4 l'ee-tc>-Tnat Bft\III'OI'UIM.Illl Assessmoot 
3'" 1'8rly Review . 
Ol:wl~l07719lU 

~~ · · eso:tl.riti~.<l)(~~'iii!ef~.:~e~;,~ : .. .. : · : ;·::.:?..:.;;:- . ..: of.J::-:-·r !":: ~ _~.;:·:·.;..-~-!: ': ... "'~~~::;:; "··~·~· . :.:,·~··. :; :::~: ·.: -'.:.;·.;.- · : .. ~ 
;,:· -~;· ]~:>~ •·· ·'''-:• ·: ·J.·.,.~ ··t; .. ...... ,., ·~· -.· .. ~··:· ~.\-' •••• -~ .::.: 

Land Paccels f/2, 3, 4 and S are located wilbin an Agrioultuml 
Preserve a~; shown Appendix N, however this is not mentiOned oT 
its implications discussed in lhe Affected Bnvironmea sec:lioo. 
c.ncell:rtioo of an Agriculllu'al Preserve submit~ the laod to 
potentially significant changes not pe<mittlld wiihin the Agricultural 
Presorve. 
. 

No CO I~ stMclard shown in Table 3.3· 1. Should includo this 
in tbe tabl& or JJJ'Ovide e:IQllanation as ttl :wllY oooitted. 
The document say1 that lhe enalysis is comiB!ent with CBQA but 
tbo CEQA requiremenls are fie( discussed lu litis section. This 
sta.wment is Wlsupported by adeqllall: documen~ aod 
dimsion with the EA. · 
.Broken byperllnk to SB County CAS. ' 
Se.nsiti"c receators should ~shown on a mau. 
There i.s no discuaion In this aection about carbon MOI>O>OOe Hot-
Spots. 
Describe both Section 10 and S«:tion 7 consultatill"prooesset 
lrinee the section indieates that a Biological Opinion would~ 
necesracy UDder Sccllon 7. 
The flaure includes three yellow/tan vegetation types but the legend 
only calls out non-native !fBSS!arid and oak sa-nona. IdentifY tho 
~llowish habitat. type In the legoOclas shown on north end of the 
mill). 
Indicate whether blue oak tree11 are ~ ueder the Tribal Oak 
Tree Ordlnaoce (coosisll:ut with statamcnt on·page 3-35), 
Indicate whether the wetlands meet ACOE's defmitioo of .. 
wetland. If unknown, then !JI&tB in Section 4.0 that a fumto.l 
jurisdictional delineation wlll be prepared during the 404 pmnit 
Jll'OCOSS. A formal jurisdi¢tkloal anlll.ysis 9hould be condu.cted prior 
to approval of the EA so mitigmoo measures can be included. At 
mi.nimtllll, a ~cnt~bould ~included in the project 
conditions of approval thatthe jw-lsdictional analysis will ~ 
cooducted, and applicable mitiplion. measures inoorporaled, prior 
to co~U~~~MCeJJ~ent of gradin&_&lld cooslruction. 
A table !iJting all federally listed speales provided by USFWS, 
CNPS and CNDD'B se&UChes for tho. sita. should be provided In 
Secticn 3.0. This tablo sboulcl describe hablmtrequire:menlil and 
wbether tllis babitat was identified on the site. The tablo should olso 
disCUS$ the likelihood of the speciea to be found on the site. Tbe 
information included in d1ls section Is illl:Oil1plele to form a bssis of 
imoact determination. 
This section does not discuss Tradit ional Cultural Properties (TCP), 
regulations and orowam requirements. and whether the R~atlon 
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P328-57

P328-11

P328-12

P328-58

P328-59

P328-61

P328-62

P328-63

P328-64

P328-65

P328-66

P328-60

P328-67

P328-68

P328-69

P328-70

. 

TAB!Jt 1 -COMMENTS ON TEXT AND 
APPENDIX I-'l'R.AFFIC lMPACT STUDY 

3-48 

3-49 
.. 

3.6 Socioeconomioa 3-51, 2nd 
paragraph 

3.7 Transportulion and 3-S4, I" paragraph 
Traffie 

Page3.S4 

Tabl~3.7-3 

Table 3.7-4 

- - ~- -

3.8 Land Use 3-56 

· C11mp 4 F .... to-Tl'U31 Envll'Onmenlal Assessment 
3 .. Pliny R.eview 
01397~~005\1=51.1 

itself and/or the~~ site qualifY as a TOP. The regulatooy 
seetion here should discuss TC1'll and their applic.abilh;y to the 
~!4!d nroject · · 
A tabla showing the 16 I'CSOt.ll'OeS fOUDd durin& lite cultural 
resouroes lnvestiglrtion should be provided to the extent possibl" 
without violating confidentiality requiremenlll. The information 
provided is inadequate and does not provide eoougb infunnation to 
describe the affectod envinnnent. 

Not enauglt infClmUIIion and analysis is provided fur 
paleootologioal resourcel;. The deptlt of potential reeoun:es sbQuld 
be lndicllled. The document should provide roore lnfol'mation on 
geological fonnationa !hat may contain fossila or provide relevant 
information. from tbe geology section to provide in. adoqnate 
disG\IUion of the affected onviroluncnt. 
"The Tribe has 136 enroUed tribal members and tho Reservation 
baa reacbed maximum capl!City of rcsldeo6aJ units at 97" ... This is 
a Nuda statcmmt end docs oot bolong in thir eec:tion. 
This section should indlcare the days when trafflc counta were 
conducted. 
No •ian ifu::lllce c.ritaria ia provided for either Callrans or County 
filciUties 
No LOS criteria is indicatod fur lite St:e roadwav se~~:meots 
No LOS c.riwia it indicated for !he County roadwava 
The BA indicates that HCM 2000 melhodologics were u.sed, yet the 
worksheets in AccClldix 1 iDdicatc l:lCM 201 o. 
l"Wo-'MI)' SlOp controlled intusec:tiou only providts lbe m inoc 
street ~pproacb LOS and the methodology foe stop ootltrolled 
interseGtlon& V81'Y between 2010 1111d 2000 • . 
Overell intersection LOS Is indicated aod not LOS Cor tbe sido 
straol, peril:w 2010 methodology forme sU'eat STOP conttoll.,j 
inrertec.tious. SR.-246/SR-1 S4 currently cperotes at LOSE on the 
wutbound approach. 
No MOB (measure5 of effectivmess) (pe.-c:entfollcwing or travel 
soeed) is indicaled. 
Delay is not tho HCM 2010 methodology for measuring rural 
streets operations pu RCM2000 and BCM 2010. Percent time 
followlog and lnt-.el speed-
Santa Barbara County Zoning deaign.aDon for the proposed site Is 
AO·U-100 (minimum tOO acre lot size). 
The Santa Ynez Vs.Uey Community Plm (2009) n:fers to existing 
residential rural land uses and sl8tl:s that, "The area is M island of 
smaller \otresidentlal developmenttilat:fits the definition ofEDRN 
·and which shocJd not expand to the .fVI'7'UIOJtiing larg1 lol 
IJI'Odi/Ctive awit:ulnn-a//Qtl(/s.u 
The IMiement, "Various types of residential land uses such as 
single family dwellinga .•. ft is misleading and does not roflec:.t tho 
Santa Barilar!. Countv Zooing Ordiaaoce relerenoec! in the section 
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P316-02

P316-03

P327-02

P327-04
Cont.

P328-71

P328-11

P328-12

P328-72

P328-73

P328-75

P328-76

P328-77

P328-78

P328-79

P328-80

P328-74

T.ABL'E t -COMMENTS ON 'l'EXT AND 
APnNDJX J - TRAFJ!lC IMPACT STUDY 

3.10 Noise 

3.11 Hazardous Se• Cf11tJlr#Rts on 
MalErials Appendbc H fn 

fq/U)w/nfl T®L~ 1 
3.12 Visual Resaurces 3-80 

3-79 

. 

. d . . E#I,Vl ··'-llllihli21 :· ' . __ r[J_ •• . ' ',. 

.. ··. (loil!eiille»C!S :; 
4.1 A.ltmoaett'<~ A 

4.1.1 Land~ 

4.1.2 Waiet Retollree& · See CottMtlflll tm 

Camp 41'-Thlot Bo-sl Assessment 
3 .. Porty~ 
013!nl\OOOS\l01729lU 

. 

(35.42.210) and is not cousisamt wXIt Sectioo 3.12.1, paragraph 
three, of tho EA. The intootoflhe County's zooing designation foe 
Rasideotial Aureultuml Urut.~ is. "to proaesve tho .integrity of 
a~ are11!,"11ot to develop single-fomily homes, a$ 

indicated in tho BA text. In any eva~t, the County's Residential 
Agricultural Unit onlinance ·expired and no work is underway to 
reinstat. it. 
Sectiotl3.103 Exbting Noise and Vibnltion levllls stetics !hat noise 
mC4SIIrement'l we.re token lit Sires l, 2 and 3 for &24-bour pc:riod, 
however the table in reference, Thble3.1()..6 doei not reference 
Sites 1-3 and has only 15-minam> noise level measurements, and 
only Sira A-P are listl::d. 
Figure 2-1 il Slated to have~ closest aoise rcccpt013 shown, :tnd it 
only shows a ail& plan fur AlWnative A. There is no figure in the 
section Of docvment Jhowing location of sensitive rec6ptors for 
00~ . 

. 

RecomJMnd including at~ map sbowing location and 
direction of Dbotos tllken in Finre 3-l l . 
Tha discussion of regulalory requiremenls ~visual standards is 
incompl_e!D. Since the project sitb Is visible lfom sevetal 
surroundlng roadwa,ys, including S.Jt..lS4 (a mta =ic highway) 
the evaluation ofvisoal resou= mo.Jd follow the h~ 
sctutiny. The Affected Environment discussion sbould inc.oiporate 
FHWA guidelines or a similar program for evaluatin.g ihc impact of 
a project on aeenie roadway corridcn and viewslleds. The 
dlscuuion in 1his 1ectlon Is iru:omDle1e. 
; .. : .. _:·.:·;· ·rr 7-:.,.: :t .. .... .. 

; ~ : .t,; .: . .· . .. . . 
·~ •: ;. ' I •I' ~' '•, • .-

~\ . . ·. :···. ·: :: : .. 

Characterization of ccn.9tr11Ction of a Waskl Watw 'l'real!mnt Plant 
on Pucol l as "'minimal eonstrocticm" is misleadin~t-
Grading of equestrian and p3S&iVo1rails should be evaloated for 
ili\J)IIOiS and identifi$d on a.ltomalive site plans. · 
Additional gnding reoommendatlons iocllldod within Appendix D 
•hould be included u fonnal miti~mcuuJeS. 
This alternative would impact tho exi!rtlng nu-al charactec ofl.be 
site, which is bound by designated fUnie highways, is poleaeially 
not consim.nt with local zoning regulabou and ~ould doroillale 
tile existina rural resld<lndal developomcots thAI ore much. smaller in 
scak and number of residential units. 

Section 3S.42.210 oftbe County 2.0tling ordiii:Uiec requires 
residential buildings 10 "DOt intrude Into tile skylloe." Thi8 would 
~residential structwes to be built pertially into the ex.istina 
billa end aliiY re<illlre more ~ · tlaan described in the section. 
. 
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P328-87

P328-88

P328-89

P328-90

P328-84

TADLE 1-COMMENTS ON TE:li.'T AND 
Al'PENDJX J-TRAFFIC 1MP ACT STODY 

Appemllces C & 
D lr1 f(JUowing 

Tllble ;; 
4.1.3 AirQu~llty <4-9. Table <4-1 

4-9. Construction 
Impacts 

4.1.4 Biological 4-11, 4.1.4 
Ruources 

4-12, 4.1.4 

4.1.5 Cultural R.osourcoa 4-13, 2"' 
~ph 

4-14, 3~ 
pl1rllgl'llpb 

4.1.6 Socloeconomica 4-15, 2~' 
pa.mgrapl\ 

4.1.7- Transponation and 4-r7 
Traffic 

4-17 

Comp 4 Fee-«>-Trust Bnvii'OnmCI>Iai Aasesamenl 
3,. Party Rtvlew 
OIJ97S\OOOS\107mSI.I 

The evaluation af constn.letion impact~ is based on the dia'urbance 
of 144 aues (see Appendix B). The ttXI in this section should 

, ex:Diain how this f12ure was derived. 
This st<:lion should explain tbe mitigalion meuum uted in the 
input llle and those that would oehieve a 50% reduction in DPM 
cmislrions from con.struotion. 
Provide a map depictiJ!a the oak ll'eeS 10 be removed u a result of 
Alternative A. 
Provide 8ll eicplanation of why C!Ul' and VPFS surveys aro not 
required given tb= is a po«:ntial fur them 10 occur on sm. If 
protoeol aurveys will be required for either species, then they m\Jst 
be ~ed prior 10 completion of the BA. wilh the I'Cfiults of 
those surveys being disclosed in this BA. Additionally, 81!Y 
impacts to these species as a result of Alcemativo A should be 
described in thla section. 
Th& ~ect sito contains a total of 16 cultural retoarces bot no 
additiooal information is provided regardiug the natllt'O, location, or 
potential impottalilee of these re60t:JrC'.eC, Tbua; the evaluation is 
uo.sobstentiatod when it determines tbat"durina the final planning 
puscioftbe project, the rcsident!al uoits, asso~ibted 
f.lcl"JitieJ .... \JoiOOid be designed to completely avoid physical 
destruction, damage, alteration, or removal of oult\tral resource" . 
'IhU needs to be cxpwned in this section. The project's evalutllion, 
including potential impc~~:t and ~ m~swt&, necda lobe 
discussed in the BA and not defeued to a later phase of planning. 
The discussion of pollential effects to paleootologica\ rosoucces is 
lncomp tete. This acction needs to discuss potential cut aod fill 
quaallll.cs proposed by the project and how excavation depths m.ay 
eocounter known resourcu due 10 the anticipated depth of thole 
reoourc:es. The evaluation ~s not provide euoogh dernll81ld is 
roncJ~ory. 

•The tribe bas olfered a first drsft pgyment-in-lieu'of taxes ... , 1o 
da.1e the County bas not nccepted this offer." This section shoakl 
include the lat»lt iDfonnation in tbia regard beouuse it is fulrly 
arguable that Jf1he Tribe and the County hav& reed1ed no 
agreem cot the lack of agreement constltutes 9 signifoc:ant adverse 
effect 
It is sta:ted tbat the PM peak OOCW'i belwwl4:30PM and S:30PM. 
Traffic count ~t9 indicates that lbe peak occur1 between 4PM and 
SPM. 
This soction sllould clearly dcacribc the •N=--Term" vs. "Horizon-
Y eat" oftbe project and now those time frames relate to the 
anticipated constroction timefnune of w4 to 9 yernP. The 
information provided herein is incomplete. 
This section should diiiCUss fuc demand generated for bicycle trips 
and the> need for public tnmsit by the prQjeot. Bike illl)eS will be 
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P328-94
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P328-103
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P328-107
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P328-109

P328-110

P328-105

P328-100

P328-101

TADLE 1 - COMMENTS ON TEXT AND 
APPENDIX 1- 'm.AFnC lMP ACT STOJ>Y 

Table4-5 

Tabla 4-6 

Appt\ildlx 1 Appendix ! 

-

4.1.8 Land Use 4-19 3'" 

Camp • l'c<O·to-TTUSt EnvllQMleGtal Asseument 
3"' PIII't)IReview 
OIJ9'1S\liOOS\li~Tm'U 

JIIIO"'"-i'W~Hotn ...__1 , andAs3cc:iatas. lnc. 

installed on SR 154 and SR 246 oor the Countv General Plan. 
Overall intersection LOS ia indicated and not LOS for the side 
street, per dte 2010 methodology fur side street STO:P controlled 
inlcncctions. 
No MOE's arc provided in the table to con.flnn the LOS resultS 
There is no schedule provided for implementation c1f recommended 
traffoo irnprovemona 
No LOS results or worksheets are indiC!lled fur the romi<Iabout 
alternatives. . 
No drivew~~y analysis bas been conductecl on either Baseline 
Avenue or AmourR!Il'lcb Road to identifY the need fottum 
.lanes/LOS imoacts. 
Spaeing of the driveweys relative to the sxistin& intersections and 
odter.driveways i9 not cval\latcd 
The segmonl ofSR 1~ ~Edison Street.OO SR 246 was 
omittoed from dtc study. This scgmeot should be in~luded in dte 
anaiYiis nnd docwnented in the EA. 
Page S indicateS that • ... . existing data is no loo&et represco~ative of - . conditions ... ". It is oot'Cioar wbat litis implies. 
No LOS sianlfocane~ criteria indicated 
LOS wmkslltets indicate 20 I 0 LOS me~hodology, yet EIR 
indk:otes 2000 methoOOiogy. 
No MOE's indicted in Tables 3 8 11 14,17 
Incorrect MOE used for LOS ia Tables 3, 8, 11, 14, 17, whiebnot 
coasistentwitbHCM 2000 or2010. 
Minor street approacll LOS must be reported per HCM 20 I 0 
methodology. Existing wo,tbound appro~ LOS at SR 154/SR 246 
Is :E for all LOS results in 1he l1A. 
APeakllcUI' Factor af I is utilized for existing and near term. ntral 

condition$, which ignores rum I pew and ~os delay ball 
.mxtY intersections. · 
AM and PM ptllk hour volumes on Figure 6 and 7 do 001 match the 

. net trip, genmrlon for· the project. Thus, all project LOS end del!)'5 
are illCOITCCtly repcrtlld for near CUm and CtJmulativo conditions. 
No Project driveways oo Baseline Streot or Amour Ranch Road ore 
evaluated for llafety or operations. No LOS resultB are provided aad 
no signal wrnant wotkshoers are provided. No sight diswlce 
aoaly,o.s are 
No sid" .treet delays at side street STOP locations are reportnd or 
JX!I!olltial imoaets identified. · ' 
S!gnali%ecl imer9ection left turn mo~cnts along SR 246 foil under 
near term 111td cumulative oonditions, which will resllit in queues 
spilling onto tbrougb lanes, wh lcb impacts tafety and operations 
and 1;, a W!:Jlif....nt imoacl. wbieb ha.vc not be0n ldontifled. 
No signal warrant analysi~ Is provided, yet si!!Jials are identified as 
mi~on mei'ISUieS. 
No mitigl!tion geomotty bas been identified at study intersectiont, 
nor ill'e any .mitl~Ullion worksheets included in APPendix I. 
Metbodology: This section assumes that I!Jll)rOVal of25 CFR Part 
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TABLE 1-COMMENTS ON TEXT AND 
APPF..'IIDIX I - TRAFFIC IMP Act SIUDY 

jleQgrapt 

4.1.9 Public Services 4-23, Water ( 
SuoDIY 

4-23, Wastewah:r 
Sen-ico 

4-23 

. 4-2S,Iast 
_puapph 

4.1.11 Hazenlous SeeCD--tm 
Ma~ Appl!tulb:H in 

fo&wln.fl Tahk l 
4.1.12 Visual Resolll'cea 4-31, Visual 

R.esovrces, 2"" 
peragra¢ 

4-32,'1:'" 
paragraph 

4.l Altltmatlve·B 
4.2.1 Land Resource& 4-32, S .. puagroph 

4.2.2 Water Ra;oun= See aJf1llrUIRII on 
Appuullce$ C & 
D infol/uwing 

Tabkl 
4.2.3 Air Quality 4-35 

Camp 4 l'ee·IO-Trust BnV11'0nmcntal Aaessmenl 
3 .. Pany lle\liew 
Ol.l97SIOOO"IIl7729SS.I 

151 Trust Acquisition has ()(X)UI'Ted and is m islczding. The analy3il 
in thls EA should assume full compliance with 1ocaJ land use 
~lations. The project parcels arc not yet exempt from these 
- ..•. . and the text lllould describe this more clearly. 

This section should di~uss anticipated Wm:r demand created by 
the projoot. (See comment! on Appendix C lnfoUowing Tabu i.) 
This IICCtion should discuss an1ieipatlld WIISI& wallr treatment 
demand cr:ated by the projecl. (Su commems onAppmdix C ill 
fo//qwing Tab/8 £) 
Precise details oftbe Wumwater neatment Plant (WWTP), 
mekJdins design considerations and capacity, &boold be explainod 
in thia serooo. 
'I'be .PUblic scllool districts ahould be consulted during the 
eavlrooliiental process. "The impact of families relocatinlf'IO the 
Tribal <:emmuniry aftft the development is complei:d v.'OOld be 
negl!gible;·thetefuro, no adveorse 1m pacta to local school district~! 
woula occur.~ What is the factual basis iOr this .::ooolusocy 
statement? This~~ must be subst.antio_led and should 
iDoorporate feedback from the scllool district. If this information 
cannot be provided, the statemem c;annot be ntade. AI!IO, aince the 
build-out year of the project is not clear, it C8JlDOt be detelmioed 
what the effect on the ~I district would be. More evaluation 
should be provided in this section. 
-

lbC entire 2'w paragraph iS llllSilb5t:llltlated Si~ there ate DO ViSUal 
ren.dorio.gs included in the document or design standards 
established for the p<Oject. Tbe BA should include a formal Visual 
lmpw Assessment, including visual renderings. of proposed 
buildi~ and the project' 1 effect on the. surroundiD& vlewsbed nnd 
a<:sthetic clwactcr-ofthc area. 
Tho proje<>t would double tbe·numberofreaidentill structure! on 
the project site. Loea.l-vlows would be affected by the project IUid 
the eonclusion that "views would be similar" is oct substantiated by 
any vliual evid~~noe. A fonnal Visual Impact Assessment including 
rendcriDga ofbuildingll and their loefttion on tbe project sin= should 
be completed. 

Additional grading recommendations included within Appeodix D 
should be included as fonnal mitiKSiion JPeaSWllS in Section S.O. 
-

Conslrudion air quality impects are evalua!lld <JVttr s 4-yell!" period 
but tb0 construotion timefi'ame could range from 4 to 9 years u 
indiCIIed in earlier sections. The evaluation in this seclloo is 
inconsistent with the !lloieot de1oriDtion delcribed in oartier 
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TABLE 1-COMMENTS ON TEXT AND 
APPENDIX 1-TRAFFIC MAC! SlUDY 

~J6 

4.2.4 Biological 4-37, 4.2.4 
Rc:souroc:s 

~39,4.2.4 

4.2.5 Cultural Re&ourcos Sec above. 

4.2.6 Sooioecooomics -

4.2.7 Transportation ami -
Traffic 

4.2.8 Land Use 444. I"' paragapb 

4.2.9 Publio Services -
4.2.10 No~ -
4.2.11 Hal:ordous Sucomme.ntson 

Materials AppDulix B ;, 
/Dilu••lnt! Tabk :J 

-4.2.12 Vi&ual Resources ~9. 7"' paragraph 

OeueraJ 

• 

Comp 4 FOOHO-'I'nm En\fJrolllllectal Asseumcnt 
3"' Porty Review · 
Ol397!\000S\t07?19~1 

sections. lt Is imdequarc at present because it fails to include 
analysi~ of alternative build-out time scenarios. 
This SCC'tion should di5G11SS what mitigation measures \111\l!'e 

in~ludcd in !he evaluation lOch that <:ODSh'uction emissions would 
be reduoed by SO"A. Aa it stands, the dctennbUltion is 
UtiSUb8tantiated. 
Provide a map depicting the m~k trees to be removed u a resillt of 
AkanstM:B. 
Arry imJ*b to CRLP as 11 result of Alternative B !lhoold be 
~quantified and describod h1 more detail in this =tion. 
See above. It is plausible this altomative would Jeduce effects 
compared to Alternative A. bowever, more informnli011 is required 
to make that dctcnnination. 
The methodology used 10 determine PI'C!iect rel3tcd adverse impacls 
to soeioecooom~ for Alternative B arc tho S8IJl& as AltmUitiye A. 
P.lea:lo Rfet to 1hc comments above. 

The methodology used to determine project n))alcd advcr!4 impaotl 
to tnmsportrtion and e!rcu!ation for Alternative B Me me 181M as 
Alternative A. Refer to the Tra!l5]l011ati011 and Traffic oommen~ 
DOled above. 
Ml:tbodology: Thls 9!Clio!l assume/! that approval of2S CPR Part 
I Sl Trmt Acq11isition hasallady occumd and is misleodlog. The 
aoalym in this BA sbould assume full compll.mce wid! local land 
use regu!Dlion&. The project ptlf()e)S are not yet exempt from lhe.9e 
reRulntioos and the teo<t sboutd describe this more clearly. 
Impact assmment methodology is tho $8Dle, refer to comments 
~-
llnpaot a.!IJjCSSment methodology is the sat~~e. refer to oomments 
above. 
-

This section only refers tO proposed resiclerodal develop01ent being 
similar 1o exist In& housing sunoondin11 the site, and docs not 
disclose impacts to "important scenic vistas (or]lnlroduce viJWII 
elements that would conflict wi!lllhe Santa Ynez: Valley's roral 
~here." Describe the impacts related to tile significance 
Clitait. u statod In the section. 
The project fails to idontif.y specifiC design guidelines and roeasurea 
that will be included in the project to reduce or avoid impacts txl 
existing scenic vistas and tho rural character of the al'Cfl from tbe 
design of tho residential homes and other prl!ject facililie$, 
including measures identified in the Santa Ynee Valley Community 
Plan. auclt as, bui!dillg height lim liB, minimizing visual skylino 
lntruaioo, compatibility with surrounding CIIYironmenl, and 
building materials/colors that are competiblo with thee~ 
terrain. The document should be revised to addren how the proieot 
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TA.BLE 1 - COMMENTS ON TEXT AND 
APPENDlX l - TRAFFIC ll'dl' ACT STUDY 

lii""'•n Klm!ey-Hom • ...._ •P' ~ ond A9GOC!ai..,IIIC. 

sections property was 
154, as the property's !tills ascend up from SR-I 54, hov.~r this 
section stms ooly low tying arees of the project site would be 
posjtioo~ within tbe Yiewsbed of SR-I 54. ClariiJ what 11 visible 
from SR-154 and provide pboco simulations of the project from the 
~dw11y to better illustrate impae~ on visual reeout-ces and this 

8K CORIIfiCII/liiJII • 

ApjKiti&.ts c cl 
D 

4.4A B ieloglcal 

4A.6 

camp4 feo10·TrustEttv!ronmenlal Assesgment 
3,. Party IUVlew 
01Jt7~00$\ llm29SU 

the Coun~ Sanm regulotcs 
species. :mdi<:atDwhethertbe County.it &gnotory to a multiple 
species eonservation plan and; therefore, would isaue take penn its 
for c:overed species. Also that County reguiiSiions would 

surrounding tgricultural land. The projea inherently converts 
existing agricultural !.and and would thereby establish a precedent 

Ianda. This seclion shoulcl be revised to reflect 

or school dislriet I!GI'OIIm= ia1hlt 
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TABLJi: 1 - OOMMENTS ON TEXT AND 
Al'PENDIX l - 1'RAI7J1C IMP ACT STUDY 

4.4.12 Visual R=lrces 

I--· 

. 

Effects 

. 

followlnll Table 2 
General 

General 

0/lmmenJS on 
~C& 
D In following 

2 

Camp 4 F-Trustl!ll¥ii\JlliiiCIMI ~Qilt 
3~Pmty~ 
Oll97SIOOOS\1077l9SI I 

The project fail31D ident!1)' specific design guidelines and measures 
that will be implemented liS part of 1he project to avoid interrupting 
or modifying cxlsliog scenic vistas and the rural ch3!"11cter of tbe 
Clfea fto!Illbc design of the residential hotnes and other prqject 
facilities. lllCiudil:lg measures ideutifi&d in tile Santa Ynez Valley 
Community Plan, web 11$, building height limits, minlrnl?.ing viaoal 
&tylino imrusloo, COI!lp&tibili.ly v.ith surrounding environment, and 
building malerialslcolonr that are comp..'ttfb!e with the el<isting 
tenain. The EA should be revised to address bow 1he project would 
meet theso guiaeli""* and measures, and if not, how the Impacts 
would be ~cd. 
Earlier sections JIDte thai tile entire property is within view ofSR· 
154, as tlle property's hills ascend up from SR-1$4, however this 
section statc8 that only low lying areas of the project site would be 
positioned wit!tin the v~ ofSR-1~. C13Jit)r wbatis visible 
from SR-1 S4 and provide photo simu.l4lions of tho project from the 
roadway to bJ:Uer illustrate impacts on virual re~~ources and this 
designated scenic highway . 

r . . ·~ ,. .. 
! • 

would 
conffict with local land USC> plans) could indirectly cause advw;e 
onvitollmCIIItal or public service impactl;.ft This $lalmlcnt ill 
gener&Ry true and should include an analysis ofbow tho project is 
or is not orderly grov.1h. This section and prior sections should 
diiiCUSs bow the Proposed Action is/is not consistent with locru ond 
rogicnal Mod U$C plans Cll1d included as foreseeable and planned 
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TABLE 1-COMMENTS ON TEXT AND 
APPENDIX l-TRAFFIC mfP ACT STUDY 

.5-3.1 

. 

5.4 Bio!ogieal -
Re3ouroes 

5.5 Cultural Resources S-1 

5.6 Soclocc:onomics S-8 

S.7 Transportation and Section 5.7 
T.mff'IO 

5.8 Land Use Gcucral. 

Camp 4 !'eo-Ill-Trust Bovlromnental~Use .. tnent 
3"' Party R.e¥io>w 
01397S\0005111171l9!l1.1 

Malysis in pt<Gvious 3ections. 1M mitigation measures shoold 
lricorporote similar mitig.tli.on that \VU included in the URB'EMIS 
air quality modclll!ld used to make tho flnding of no signitiCillt 
aclvene effect. J 
The mitigation measures under this section are incompiett>in 
diScussing timiDg and n:spons!ble party for ensuring that the 
mitigation is· completed. The last mitig~~tion measure, "The Tribo 
shall work with the Sanla Yncz Valley Transit to mead pvbtie 
transponation to the project site ... " is va~ u to timing and seems 
merely 113 a symbolic meuW"e. It ls not a mitigation measure 
because it lnoludlw no standard for determining whether the 
mitiptioo meiiSure bas IICCOIJ\Pii.sbed mitigation oftltc impact. 
Mere consolll:lioo without liD aaion plan i.s om mitlaation. 
See previous commeots reg~~rding methodology of impact 
llS'JCSSlll ent lllld need for preaent tmd future studies to be included a& 
mitigation for this lli'Oiect. J 
It remains to be detmnined bow the m iliption mecsaures iD thlt 
seolion would be cff:ctive In reducing po!lolltialadveiSe effects en 
cultural re30urces because little or no infonnation of adequate dctllil 
with reg,iird to cultural and paloOIItological resourcea within the 
project area is provided in earlier sections. Simil211'1y, Section 4 aQYS 
dllt futnrc pliiMing is required Ill help to avoid and redu~ adverse 
impociS to cultural resouf~*, but there !s no mitigation measure 
that dictates bow future plaonil:lg would be implerncnlled to 
accomplish that goal. Like eon:ultatio11, "future planni!lg" is not a 
mitiaation measwe. It provIdes absolutely no standard for 
clcltamining succcsasful m itlaatioo. 

The County hu nolaCCCjltod the first draft agreemcot for paym!Dlt 
of in-liou of taxes offered from the Tribe (see Section 3.0). To 
avoid the potential for advono environmental effect that on im~ 
could create, this section should addm;s a potential resolution or 
steps tb11t could be talcon toward resolution afthi.s issue. As writ1en, 
the !CCtion Is incomplete and should addren what bappens if no 
asuecment is reached. 
No funding mechanism is 'identified for the identifled 
improvement/tnitigstion. If the project pays its fair share, it doos 
oat guuan«>c that the improvement will ultimately be implen1enmd 
and will miligaiD Ute im!*l. The County has not yet impkmeoted 
tbe transportal ion mitigation fee system described in the Santa 
Ynez Valley Community Pion so there is no fund into which 
mltiga:fion fee can be deposited and no 5tandan:l for ~W~:Ssing tho&e 
foes on development. In the ab3en<:e of • mitigation* system, 
each project.must provide mitigation for the trsnsportation and 
tnlffic impacts resulting (I'Ql't) that project. 
The seation 4.1.8 statesf"adverse impncll! to land use would result 
Jfthc implemeotatioo o Allllmativc A te5ulted in Ute conversion of 
• sij!(llWamt o of County designaled_prime 1&.1 l 
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TABLE l -COMMENTS ON TEXT AND 
APPENDIX. I - TRAll'FIC IMPAcT STUDY 

5-9, 4w pSl11iJ'Dph 

5.10 Noise S-10 

5.11 Hanrdoos SLe C()mnt4His 1m 

Materials AppetUI/x H in 
fflUn>hl:e Tllble J 

5.12 Visual R-lu~ S-11 

.. -G.u ' Coiiiutt.OOi- · '• 
.. ·.• .. 

6.1 Federal Agencies 6-l 

6.3 Local Agcnc:ie$ . 

Camp4 Feo-to-TnlJt &vironmelltlll Assenment 
3'" PariY Review 
Ol)97.!\000S\l07129SS.l 

lands or other protectod landJ," howWer Sectlon S.O states that no 
irqpacts wlll •'eSUltond no mitigation is required. DOc\lrnent tl!e 
mitigation me:.surcs to eliminate these imPacts. 
Mitigation measures should be included In this document, unless 
tho ~Lands action baa been auproved Prior to this analysis. 
BMPs ond periodic n<Jise monitoring should be proposed fw 
constn1Cl.ion activities !ldjacentlo existing residential receptors, llJld 
noise mitigation mc:uures lboold be listed to ensure tb:lt 
constnu:uon noi.s& staYS within fCdetal ~Ids. 
. 

IdeodfY the specific measures in Soction 2.0 and tho applicant's 
· .;t.bllity to commit 10 iococpoJ:ating these~ measures Into the prqjcct. 

ill Ibis sectlon. A formal Visual lDlpact Aisessmentshonld be 
prepared and should conclude a requirement that add.itiooal 

. a66lheti.c or architecturu.l guidolincs should be follo'!'-ed ID reduce 
visual iml)OI<:tl to the area and 8UI1'oupcis. 
':' ..... .:.. ~: :' : . . : .. ·. : ·~: . .... .. ~· · .. '. :· " ..-.:-:' ... . . 
Tribe should·consult with the ACOE and the R WQCB to develop 
acceptablo minimization measures to reduce S!re3m chllll!ld and 

I S(ljacent upland area impacts to the extent possible. 
Tribe should consult witb the loeal8chool di.stn<:Q. The tribe shook! 
also consult with propel'l;lf owners adiaC6!1t 10 the Droicc:t site. 
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TABLE 2 - COMMENTS ON: 
APPENDIX C- WATER 4ND WASTEWATER FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS 
Al'l'ENDIX D- GRADlNG AND DRAINAGE FEASIBILITY AN.U.YSlS 

CKI 
· APPENDIX li - .PHASB 1 ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT 

. . 

Tbe Demnd Estinums Are Sabetantlllted 
e el Are Likely Uader-EstiJOated. The tD1al W8LI:T 
derrumd for the proposed davcloproW (ineludin& current 
and propotccl addition~! demands} Is not clearly awed; it 
only shows up illlhe Appendix C. Chapt~ 3 water 
boalance oaloulat:ioos (Table 3-9) wbiclt are not well 
explained or annowed. Purth<r, while unit indoor and 
ouedoor demood fltctnl!l arc pmreated u the b~~Sis far 
ectimating indo<r and ouldoor wale~' ~<13 • .112 
tcehnjca! or empjriea! basis is provided tD subslantiate the 
demaod factors that have been assumed. This is of 
piJI1!cnlar concern fur thl) Mimall:s of outdoof wator use 
Whleh encompass lbe m'!lorhy of the pr;ojected demand 
foe tlte development. The demand facl!m tbllt have been 
assumed forturfirrigl)don(3 AFY/AC) and for vineyard 
h:rigation (LO AfY/AC) seem Oldmnely &81ll\'saivo (i.e., 
low) 1111d the total demand ofitle prqoct appears ID.bave 
beel1 under-enimated. Information on vineyard irrigation 
demmds bmscd on bisiOricat opCl'lltlons of the vineyard 
irrlsatioo wolls, if avallable, should be considered as a 
basis for the usmned vineyanl cltma.lds. 

elllcul;t!ions presented In Tables Z.l through 2-5 are 
poorly duaibed ud difficult ID roproduce. 1'be leans 
"Unit'', "Demand", and "QQIantity'' are o~ opplied 
inappropriately ns colulllJI head!n~ and certain 
ru~sumptioos appear tD bo m i.J3iqg (e.g., factors relllling 
tho Conununity Center and ~AdmIn" uait domends 10 
total ilemands in gpm and AI'Y in Tab!~ 2-3). 

Include All Polelltial U.es. Demands presented in Tabt. 
2-3 only considu ~events• (up to 100 per year) at the 
Tribal Commuoily Cooter- and "A4m in" demands for up 
tD 75 emPloyees. Demands a.<!kleiated with use of the 
tribal retreat are shown as being i!lduded in the "events" 
demands, but 110 furtbcr wumptioM to support this are 
given. Tribal Government Center irrigation demand is 
deseribed M being met with n>eycled water and non­
potable irrlption wa!er, but lho9e demands are not 
quantified or aeeounted f« elsewhere. 
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TABLE Z- COMMENTS ON: 
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CKI 

include three storago eontpo.nents: em~ storage, 
stDnlge. for fire flows, nnd operation:U storage. · 
OpemtiOnal storage is stated to be 25% of !he nwtimum 
dAy demiU!Ci. There arc 110 supporting data for the 
calculation but the oper-arimal storage is staled to be 
23,000 gaUons for alternative A ond 25,000 gallons for 
Alternative B. The maximum day demand occurs during 
the summer months when lbe irriptioo needs aro high . and is u&ually catQllal;ed as 2.5 to 3 times tile average 
annual doily demand. T"Re average aanual daily demand 

.Is 23S gpll! foe Altemmivo A lllld '93.4 gpm for 
Alternallve B. A9saming tbe fae1or of::Z.S as the ratio 
bet\veeo average lllllUUil daily dCIIllllld. and muim1111 day 
demaod, tbe operalioual511nge for Allematlve A is 
oalocl•lab!d to be 168,000 galloos and Alternative B iJ 
calculated to be ~4,000 gallons. These values greatly 
e'Xeeed the staled ope~lllional storage values af23,000 . 
plloos for .Altemtllive A and 25,000 gallons fer 
Alternative B. 

~peDCtix C 2-12, 2-LS, Tile Loog-Tena R;eliai!Uity of the PQtable Water 
Figures 2-4 and Supply Source Is Not AdeliWlWY Dellloostro.ted. The 

2-S potable water supply soun:e for the propo$Cd 
development~ tile tmdertyitlg ~ Yn& Uplands 
iJ'OUDdWater bMin. The dooument acknowledges, In 
passi-ng. that bi&torically 1&8 gJOWtdwarer basin was in 
ovcrtbft, but states t11at rece11t risioc water levols, aa • 
resultoflhe imporllltion ofSJaz Wa&e£Projcct("SWPj 
w111oT tx:> the regiOQ. indicatD tlw the buin !w recovered 
and i1s in a stllble cond'ltion. The popi'ble oorrda.tlon 
between ~eased wlll:r im))0!11 tx:> tho region and rising 
srouudwall!r levels In wells ib th~ l'rnjeot area is not 
discussed lhorougbly enough (i.e., related to the timing, 
magnitude ¢ both purpocted events, and the strongth of 
the conelation). The sou roM that the document cites for 
information regudin& the ground\Yatcr basin are 
iignitic1111tly ou1dated. FW11ter, w!tile !he hydrogaphs 
presented for ncarl>y wclb do show som~ water level 
reoovel)' sinne tbe inception of SWP deliveries, the resent 
1rends inll!g IZt'Oillldwal.c!r level~ llll" mOr-e ~bll!l! a 
~. Tho ~Y observed deelioe, aod its 
implications on 1\Jtwc groundwuter basin ylold, especially 
wiltl respect to dry ycms, odter polelltial future demods 
on the grouodwmr basin. &lid !he continued loss of 
reliAbility in SWP Wllte:r is not addreased in this 
doeument. 
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CKI 

Appeadlx C 2-5 No Map oftbe Project Site In t he Conlle:lt of tbe 
JA.rger Groundwater Basin Is Provided. A m;p 
abowiog the project location within the ~r Santa Yooz 
Uplands Groundwater Basin should be provided in order 
to assess the project in relation to other bydrologic, 
hydrogeolo&io, and m thropogenic features, iocladillJ 
recharge areas. major wat2reourws end population 

. center.;. ' 

App~cJtxC 2~ Wat..-Love! and Gro.ad.,.~r Producdoa DMa l'or 
E:Dsti.Jag Wells Should be l'rovidecl. Irrigation Well11 #2· 
and #3 are desccibed as havi11g air lines for msosuring 

I · 
water lovob and Bow 10otms. Howe-.•e:r, no information is 
provided as to what water level meuurernents or 
groundwater production data exist! fur tnelle' two wells. 
Thia information would be useful in evaluation of the 
wells' production capecity and long-term waw level 
~-

Allpendllt C 2-9, Y~2-2 Figure Z..2 Docs Not Provide Adequ.tc IaformatioD. 
Figure 2-2 shows wells wltb water level data available 
through the California Department ofW*r ~- It 
is not~ howtbis infonnation WI$ or is intended to be 
used by the Project proj!onents. Furtbcnnono, the map 
does not oxtend to tbe south of the Project property nearly 
as jla- as it does to the cast and west, and north, end 
tbettfore it is impossible to ascertain whotbilr lt!ere are 
wells south oflheProjoct property tllatmay be impACted 
by Project groundwater extraction. 

Appendis: C 2-10 PHk Hour Demand for Alten uutve A l"s la.eon-ec:t. 
Following the method for calculating Peak Hourly 
Demand de110ribecl in the report (i.e., multiplying the 
Average. Day Demand by tbe Peale Hour Faelor of3.S), 
tnc peak hourly demand for Al~ves A is 727 gpm, 
not 655 gpm as stated on Page 2-10. 

AppendixC 2·12, 2-IS, Tbe Ofttlte ~paeB Ill Neully Gt-ouadwater Wdls 
2-16 Arc Not Adequately Evaluated. The. imp~ to nwi>y 

wells of increased gro1111dwater extraction to support the 
proposed development is not adequately addressed u part 
of this document. While tbe isauo is raised that the waler 
levels In offsite wells mey be impacted by the proposed 
devclopmenl, no quantit:alivc assessment cithe IJlaitlitud~ 
of those im pacu is presoonted. Moreover, any potential 
water qualily hnpact~J arc not addressed. 
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CKt 

AneadixC 2--15 The Ot•tiold Pruenkd to Mill gate Potential Offlltc 
Well Impacts Are lnsvffideat to Addren tile Poten.W 
hsu. The docum.mt d~ miliilltion of potential off-
&ite won impaolS lhrough the impleD\C1llalillll of water 
conservation measure$ throughout. the devalopment. It 
was unders19Qd 1hat tha project warer dem1111ds already 
eocomp3SSed water Cllll5ei'VatiOR mesures, resulting in 
agg;ressM:Iy low landscape irrigation demand faetors 
(e.g., 1.0 A'f'Yfacr.:). end, II& such, it is uncleM whu . 
additional miligatioo, if any, realistica.Uy could be 
~ through the measure6 presented in the doeumonl. 
Fm1her, liS the proposed mitigation~ should be 
inelude.d in tbe basic design of tho Oe\•elopmcot, it is 
unrealistic to present them as actions that could he tala:o 
in response to om impacttba.t was identiflod after the 
dev~opment was c:ompletcd and groundwater e>dnction 
was occ111Ting. At a minim urn, this seclioo should discuss 
real, practical mitiptioo efforts that wiU be implemented 
for offsitc wells io rospoo!ill to water levcllllld water 
quality .impect.> as a result of [m)tG83ed aroundw31er 
e:xtrldion fbr the development, including but not limited 
to actions such as lowtring pumps, drilling,_ wells, or 
installing woll-bead b'e91meot systems. 

Appeodix C 2-lll. Til ere b Inadeq-Eval11alioo of tiM Potable WaiU 
Supply Quallty ud Tteatme11t Needs. Very limited and 
dated water quality dm :m presented in support of the 
adequacy of tte grouodwatw to meet the potable water 
demwlCis of 1ho proposod development. Tho 'dAta 
presented for Well f2 show that the water is Vf1fY lwd 
(i.o., tcm1 ilardDe.ss of386 mgll..), suggesting that water 
90fie nera may be desitftble or necessary for potable use, 
.with resulting incr=ted salinil,y in wastewaw. Further, 
the document pl'll.'lents no discussion of possible treatment 
options; chlorination of the water i5 not even mentioned. 
Thia issue ~ends to the eva.luat:iotl of the suitability of 
lite recycled watcr for Its intended nse for irrigation (i.e., 
it is not oleer that the re<:ycled water will be of sufficient 
qU&l ity to support the Jand!ICI!ping that Ia lntendod for the 
project). 

Appeltdis C 2-19, Figure Potable Wll.ller Upper Presoure ~ne.Has No Stora1e. 
2-8 No stontge is provided fur tile upper pressure zone to 

aceommodue tow flow conditions. )tIs propo~ed lfutt a 
low flow ·~ocJrey pump" be used to k.eep the upp« zone 
pressllrizlod. Tbis is 1101 energy efficient 

' 

Camp 4 Fee.m-Trust Bnvironmell!81 As9eSSmcnt 
3,. Party Review Pnill4 
-~101733~'-1 



P328-05

P328-01

P328-04
Cont.

P328-168
Cont.

P327-22
Cont.

P327-18

P327-23

P327-24

P327-21

Comment Letter P328 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.

P315-04
Cont.

P308-01
Cont.

P308-02

P315-06

P315-07

P316-01
Cont.P328-70

Cont.

P316-02

P316-03

P327-02

P327-04
Cont.

P328-11

P328-12

P328-178

P328-174

P328-180

P328-179

P328-180

P328-173

TABL£ 2- COMMENTS ON: · 
APPENOIX C-WATER AND WASTEWATER fEASIBIUTY ANAlYSIS 
APPENDIX 0-GRADING AND DRAINAGE FEAS181tllY ANALYSIS 
APPENDIK H - PHAS~ 1 ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT 

CKI 

Ap~dixD Genetal Aaul,ysis·Doea Not Couidcr AU tbe SAimt B:u·bara 
CoWI"ty Storm'II'D.ter Malll~etlt Reqnin!IDtDU fol' 
New Development. The Drainage Feasibili1Y Analysis 
evaluatet clotartion bulns needed to maintain sronnwater 
discharges at pre-development put flaw rates. ThiB 
method is obtained from the Santa Barbara C01t11ty Flood 
Conrrol and Water CO!ISlrvadon Dfsrricr (NFtood 
Cmttrol Dl.rtrici'? St®dard Conditions of Project Pltm 
A~. elated January 201 1. Under bod! project 
sc.:nacios evalUAted, detention basins would be J.'eqllin:d 
within the Project to malnt.ain predevelopment peale flow 
ratt~s . The Drainage Peasibility Analysis also aenerically 
COJisiders tho ~of low•lmpect developmelll 
fea~ur<:s that would enllance storm water quality. 
However, the Flood Contro 1 District bllll also adopted 
detailed stmmwater quality mlll!88ement procedures in 
du:i.r guidance f..ow.lJtlpoct Development Hydrologic 
AMIJ1.1i3, dated July 1999, fur conducting hy<lrologjc:\1 
analyses for low-impa.ot developments that. in addition to 
peak nmoff ra1D oontrol, also addron (I ) time of 
concelltratioo (Te) (i.e., tho amount of time it takes fur a 
wotershed to be fully contributing flow at ita point of 
discharge), (2) runoff volume control, (3) flow 
frequo!IC)'/doration control, and {4) water qllllllty ooni!'OI. 
These. addirional requirements are discussed funher · 
below. 

A.ppeadix D General Mablmi•la& flle Pre-Developmeat 'IlDie of 
Co)lcentratioll. Th&Ftoocl Control Dimicr requires that 
a development maintlin 1M Tc at pt'C>'development levels . 
. The Drl>inqt~ FeiiSibility Analy$0, doos not provide any 
calculalioM or estima~et ofwbed\er Te wiU be maintained 
in eillh watershed llld sub-water~hed. 

AppendixD General MailltlllDiog the Pre-Development Rn~ffVoJallle. 
The Flood Control Dilllrict requirea that not ooly the pro-
development pealt flow ra1es and Tc be maintained, but 
also that th~ total runoff volume ·not be imreased' as a 
ruult of the development. The goal is 10 select the 
appropriate QOOl binatioo of matlllgCII:Ilent teclmiques 1M! 

' 
emulate tho hydrologill functions of the ~lopment 
condition to maintain the existing runoff volume. The 
Drainage Feasibility Analysis does not include any 
dlacussion or calculations of how maiottining pie-
development runoffvolumen'lill be achieved. 
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CKt 

Appodh D General Maiutalolpg Flow Frequency/Duratioo Co11t rol. Flow 
dumion control diffen from the peak ruoolf COilbOI UJed 
to design detention faci lit~ for flood colllrol by requiting 
m~ent of stonnwater discharges aver the full ranJ" 
offlows based upo11 a long-tenn precipilalion record. 
Flow duration control requires that the increase in surfilce 
rnooffmulting from new inpetvious sw:fuc.ea be remined 
on-site wilh &radual dltcharge either to groundwoter 
through lnfi11ntion, losses by evaporation, aJJ4/or ' 
discbarac to th~ ~eceivmg stream at a level bdow the 
cri~l flow tllat CIIUSe:s sodirnent D')OVement in the Slresm 
bed. The Drainage Feasibili~ Analylis does not evaluate 
flow d'tlnltion centrola Cor tho Projec:t. 

' 

Appelldlx.D General Providing Appropriate Wa.tw Quality Colltrol The 
Flood Coolrol Di11trict requires tbat low-Impact 
development be designed to provide watu qaality 
tm~tme~~t oor the fint Y, ineb of nmofffrom impervious 
areas. The goal of providing Wt!tcr qualitY control is to 
remove potlii!Butt from the initial sklnnwa1er IWlofl' from 
impOl'Vioui tldaces, whiCh typically contains the 
majority of the stonnwater pollulllnts. ThoDn~ 
Feasibility Analysis does not ql&lti.fY bow 1tie 
developraMt will tfCilt the ftm I$ inch of runoff from 
impervious surfaces. 

AppendixO General ChaQgH In P ollubmts betwcca Pre- and Poet-
Dffelopment Coudifioos. The addition of'roads, .traffic, 
homes. wtd other development features will generate new 
$001'CCS of poliutanll; includir.g melais, ~ 
pesticides. and other anthropogenic pollutants that are not 
currently present in stonnwaw nmoff. The Drainage 

. Feasibility Analyw!s does not include 11111 d.$ussion abo\lt 
bow low-impact development or other integrall:d 
m&Mge~~~ent practices will control or attenuate tbe 
presc:o::e of these now stonnwal« pollufaDts. 

Appettdidl l- 1 :nase I SboDld Have been PerfoTmed Ulldv AS'IM 
ElZ47-0il. Tbc Phase I BSA was performed under A.STM 
B IS27-0S, Standard l'rootlcejor Ell-.lrontnenfl11 Site 
A48U.Jmetttt: Phme 1 Et.vii"'OfTTISniDJ Site h4f1411f/J.I7t 
P~e~s. However, given tho size of the Subject Property 
(approximately 1,433 a=) aod agric:ulturaYlllllll natura 
oftl1e Subjec:t Property, tho Ph-i ESA should have 
bec11 performed under ASTM £2247-08, STandard 
PraclicefCI' Enviro/'f/Mfft(:J Sill A.tsemnents: Phase I 
Envlr'oltmelflal Sfle A&sus:mmt Process for F()restlantl « 
Rural Propmy. ASTM 52247-0& al!aws fur limitaliom 
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eKI 

made during thuite reconnaissanoe w!>ere oct all arees of 
Subject Property can be directly observed given the large 
size ofth<' property. Not all &{ea& of the Subject .Property 
were observed during tbc si~ visit by AES, aod no 
discussion oflimitatloos due to the t1zc of the Subject 
Property ~ro made in the Phase I report, which is 
required onder ASTM B 1527-0S. Thus, ASTM E2247.08 
would bavo been the more appropriate slalldard undor 
\>.1tich tho Phase I !!SA sbo~lld have been petfixmoci 

Appcndis:H .Genero) No User Defined in Pbue I ESA Report nod No User 
Questi!Riu.ln Compleced. The "User" ofthcl'hase I 
BSA report is the enlity &edcin' to ue ASTMB1527-0S 
to COOiplete tbo ESA oft be Subject Property. The AES 
Phase I ESA report did not lde.ttify the 'User of the Phase 
I BSA report, wbioh is required oodc:r ASTM 1527-05. 
Also, ASTM 81527-0S requires thattbe U5erprovi.dc4lJY 
apecializcd .knowledge of the Subject Property to tbe 
Environmental Pro&.!slonal thar is conducting tbe BSA. 
Thia is typically provided in the fonner ofrespons~ to" 
"User Quesdonn.ai:re". The AES Plwl> I ESA repott did 
not contain ft completed User Questionnaire. The h!ck of o 
completed User Questionnaire wu not raised by AES in 
th& Plwe r ESA r&port as m "dlda g,.rl' 111d the porential 
sieJ~ificm~ce of such miniog information WBS not 
di~ussed in. the Phase J report. 

A.ppendix II Oenetal No Surcll for Kaviroam."ntallJeu or MtiYity or Ute 
Lhuitatiom {AULt) Perliormed. ASTM El527.0S 
requires tlu\t cld!er the User or the Environmental 
Pro~t conduct a search for onvironm~ntal cleanup 
liens or AULs re.:orded against tho Subject Property. 
There- ill no indicatioo fn the .Phase I report th3lt 6liCb 
search was conducted. Also, there is no discussion in the 
Phase I report whether thll missing huO!Tllation presents a 
signiiicant data gap in the pe!fonniiDOC of the Phase I 
I!SA. 

AppcndixB Generol No Apparea.t Observations Made of Building 
Ia«erion. Section 9 22 of ASTM El527 .OS states 
that the interiors of structures should be "visually 
a.odlot physically observed", assuming lhere are no · 
signi.ficant!ICCC$S limitations to 3UCh structures. ll is 
unclear in the Phase I BSA report if the iuterioa; of 
structures, e.g., barns arul other sto111ge $1lUCtUies, 
were visually observed during the site visit. ASTM 
requires that if certaln access limitatious al'e 
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TABLE 2- COMMENTS ON: 
APPENDIX C- WATER AND WASTEWATER FEASIBIUTY ANALYSIS 
APPENDIX D- GRADING AND DRAINAGE FEASIBILITY ANAWSIS 
APPENDIX H-PHASE 1 ENVII\ONMeNT~l Sin ASSESSMENT 

CKI 

encounte;r:ed during the site visit, !bat such 
limitations be noted in the Phase r repOrt. N<l accesS 
limltatioDS were noted in the AES Phase I ESA 
report. 

AppeJJIIixB 5-1 Information Presented Ia CondusiollS Sec.t!oP not 
Ditcussea·ID Body of R.ep&T1. The "Findings and 
ConclliSions" section of !he Phase I ESA report 
(Section 5) indicates the pre.:10nce of groundwater 
weUs, large above ground storage tao.kll, 55-gallon 
dnllliS, paint cans, 25-gallon fuel tanks; apd pesticide 
storage on the Subject Property. These observations 
w= not discussed or elaborated on earlier in the 
main body oftbe report, and the significance of the 
presc:nc.e of such features was DOt discussed in tbe 
report. 

AppendhB General Agrlealtural Use of Property and No DlseuuioD 
of Potential for Pesticides In Soi.la. The Phase I 
ESA report indicates that approximately 240 acres of 
the Subject Property are in active vineyw:d 
pro<lucti.on. There is no discussion of the cUireD.t or 
past ·use of pesticides on the vineyard portion of the 
Subject Property. If pesticides were applied to the 
vineyard portion of the Subject Property, elevated 
concentnrtiom of pestici&:.s, e.g., DDT, dieldrin, 
cbloc$ne, may be present in sballow soils. 

AppeDdixB AppendixP Dlunpancles Between Owner Questionnaire aod 
Site·Obaernlionl Made by AES. An 
environmet~tal questionnaire reportedly cOmpleted by 
the CUJrent ranch manager of the Su~ect Property is 
conbriDed within Appendix F of the Phase I ESA 
report. The answetS to the questiOll!laire iJJd:icate 
that there are no chanica! COJltaine.rs or above 
ground stctag~ tanks locatled on the Subject Property. 
This is diroctly contrary to tbe site observations 
made by AES during the site visit in which c.bemical 
contai.oecs and petroleum :;torage tanks were 
observed on the Subject Property. A discussion of 
these discrep3llllies, and possibly a di'cnssion of the 
reliability oftbe responses to tbe questio!Uiai:re; 
should bave been included in the Phase I BSA rcporL 
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Comments to Environmental Assessment for Camp 4 Fee to Trust, Santa 
Barbara County, · 
1 message 

Klaus Brown <ldausbrownsyl@yahoo.com> Mon, Oct 7, 2013 at 12:11 PM 
Reply-To: Klaus Bruwn <klausbi"OINOS}'\@yahoo.com> 
To: Amy Dutschke <amy.dutschke@bia.gov>, "chad.broussard@bia.goV' <chad.broussard@bia.!JOII> 
Cc: De\'in Reinerson <deiAn_rhinel'llon@l'einsteln.senate.gOv>, Aaron Shapiro <aaron.shapiro@maU.hOU$e.gov>, 
"dfarr@countyofsb.org" <dfarr@oountyofsb.org> 

Amy Dutschke October 7, 2013 

Regionnl Director 

Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific Region 

2800 Cottage Way 

sacramento, CA 95825 

Subject: Comments on Environment Assessment 

santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians 

Camp 4 Fee to Trust, dated August 2013 

santa Barbara County 

Sent via emai l, fax or us Mail (as Indicated below) 

Ms. Dutschke, 

My name is Klaus M. Brown. My wife Lois and I reside at 5465 Baseline Ave, Santa Ynez, CA. 
93460, in Rancho Estates. Our home is in a rural residential area and is located within about one 

mile of the 1433 acre Camp 4 fee to trust area and well as within the area described as the 

Chumash Tribal Consolidation Area (TCA). 

We believe there will be negative impacts to this rural area by both the Camp 4 and TCA actions. 

We have many substantial concerns, comments and questions regarding the subject Environment 

Assessment (EA) that require further review and correction on the part of the appropriate parties. 

We have read the entire EA and believe it is Inadequate and unsuitable for the intended propose of 

understanding and evaluating the environmental impacts of this development project The EA for 

1/8 
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the Camp 4 project raises many environmental con.cerns regarding the construction of 143 slngl~ 

family residences ranging between 3000 to 5000 sf over an estimate 4 to 9 years as well as other 

unidentified potential economic development. The addition of 143 residences represents a more 

than doubling of the number of houses along Armour Ranch Road and Baseline Ave, with the 

resultant traffic, noise, and visual Impairment. 

The points made below apply to both Alt A and Alt B, as described In the EA. Further, we believe it 

is more appropriate that an Environment Impact Statement be filed by the Chumash Tribe in 

accordance wit'h NEPA. 

1. General Comments: The actual process was and is flawed because there were no pu'blic 

meetings in which the public was notified that there was an clnvironmental permitting 

process in progress for Camp 4, much less the TCA. I attended the meeting hosted by the 

Chumash on 21 Jan 2013 and have a copy of the handout (see Appendix N). There is no 

notice of a permitting process underway or that this meeting was intended as part of an EA 

or EIS. As a resident in the proximate area, we could be negatively impacted by the change 

In land use from agriculture to housing and other development. The development plan 

presented in the EA is not consistent with the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan and the 

Santa Barbara zoning adopted for the Camp 4 and nearby areas (AG·II-100). The SYV 

Community Plan was adopted in 2009, Including a sign-off by the Tribe. In general, there has 

been a lack of communication, transparency, and openness with local residents, agencies, 

and government. 

2. Economic Development- On page 2·4, the following representation is made: No gaming 

would occur on the subject property. The Chumash have written that federal rules would 

prevent the construction of a gaming facility on Camp 4. However, the EA does not detail how 

federal rules apply In such a case. The Chumash obtained 2 gaming pennits .... they have used 

only one to date. It would be negligent for the review of the EA to ignore the potential 

construction of a casino on Camp 4/TCA land. Other economic development concepts are only 

vaguely addressed in the EA. Those that are now, are mostly agricultural in type. The Camp 

4 land is presently being used for agricultural purposes (vineyards and cattle grazing) which 

are already pennitted within the County land use plan. It hardly seems necessary to take 

Camp 4 into trust for these same agricultural uses. Therefore, there is a concern that the 

economic development must be some other type which may not be compatible with current 

County or Santa Ynez Valley land use planning. The environmental process needs to have a 

more fully developed economic development plan·from the Tribe. 

3. Public Safety and Public Services·- The project will place an unreasonable burden on local 

Infrastructure, remove the land from County and State rules regarding land use, and reduce 

tax revenue for all levels of government, yet be a drag on services provided by those 

governments. On pages 2-6/7., the following Is stated: The County, Solvang/Santa Ynez Sheriff 

---··-· "-'* ~2&1t;oe9c374$$)63 .. ' plk-~1-4190o"6d?fPdl16 
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Substation provides general public safety and law enforcement service for the project area. 

The Sheriff Substation is located in Solvang, approximately three miles from the project site. It 

provides 24-hour service to the Santa Ynez Valley and Solyang area. The County Fire· 

Department (Fire Department) provides structural fire protection services to the project area. 

The Fire Department protects primarily residential areas, and responds to calls for structural 

fires as well as medica l emergencies. 

The Chumash would be wi II ing to pay $10 Million to compensate the County for the loss of tax 

revenue from Camp 4. The $10 M illion in no way provides adequate compensation for in­

perpetuity loss of tax revenues if the economic development and housing on 1,400 acres is 

taken in Trust, let alone addresses the significant new demands the existing County law 

enforcement and fire services that would result from the proposed development of this now 

Virtually undeveloped pristine land. 

4. Roads, Traffic, Grading, and Drainage- Sections 3.7 and 4.1.7 and -Appendices D and I focus 

on the impact of the project on roads, traffic, grading and drainage. The following Is stated: 

Existing access roads would be improved and new roads constructed to provide access to the 

proposed residences and existing agricultural operations. The EA does not adequately 

address to the impact of the additional traffic on Baseline Ave, Armour Ranch Road, SR 154 

and SR 246 that would result. from the stated proposed development of Camp 4, let alone the 

potential development that is NOT addressed but reasonably anticipated to fulfill the 

economic opportunities the Chumash have stated will be provided to allow "the Tribe to 

continue to build economic self sufficiency through diversified tribally-governed commercial 

enterprises." (Page 1-7). The level of Service on the impacted roads and intersections will be 

worse than Indicated in the EA because the traffic study underestimates the volume of traffic 

caused by construction, increased population, and the 100 tribal events: Also, the City of 

Solvang stated at its council meeting on 30 Sept that the traffic circle contemplated by 

Caltrans at the SR 154/246lntersection would not be built It Is unknown if a typ ical signaled 

Intersection, which Caltrans did not prefer for this location, would be adequate to safely 

handle the added traffic caused by the proposed development. 

Both Alt A and Alt B show access from Baseline Ave and Armour Ranch Road, both Santa 

Barbara County roads. These rura l county roads are narrow, Jack paved shoulders, and some 

areas either have blind corners or bl ind crests. They also experience much use by bicycle 

tour groups and other casual riders, joggers, and horseback riders. The existing county roads 

are not suited to the substantial Increase in traffic during construction and later from the 

added residents and other facllities that are intended to be bui lt on Camp 4 (80,000 sf of 

tribal facilities, for example). 

The construction of 143 res idences, tribal f acilities, wastewater treatment plant and 40,000 l 
If of sewer system, 400 paridng spaces, dri nking water system, and new roadways will 
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require grading and moving some 180,000 cy of cut and 190,000 cy of fill with cut and fill 

depths up to 20 feet wi thin the site. There will be importat ion of significant quantities of 

construction materials to the site on the existing roads. According to AASHTO, a loaded 

truck trip can cause as much damage as up 10,000 car trips. The EA indicates up 100 events 

annually with up to 1000 visitors each at the tribal facilities. These trips are not counted In 

the number of trips on the local state and county roads regarding impact on Level of Service 

on those roads or at the various Intersections as well as the impact on the surrounding 

properties. 

The EA fails to include line and grade drawings for the new Internal roads, therefore it Is not 

possible to evaluate the validity of the cut/fill flgures. Appendix I contains a table listing the 

new roadways and showing grades up to 14.4%, and many grades of 9 and 10%, which could 

be unsuitable for emergency vehicles includil1:! fire trucks. Alt B shows 194 acres for home 

sites and roads, or about 10,000 cy of excavation per acre, which appears excessive, given 

the professed mitigation measures proposed in the EA. 

5. Wildlife, Trees, and Wetlands - On page. 2-16 the foll owing is stated: ::,Impacts to biological 

resources would be greater under Alternative A due to the size of the assignmen,ts. Under 

Alternative A, approximately 330.11 acres of critical habitat for a protected species would be 

removed from designation. Under Alternative B, approximately 65.28 acres of the critical 

habitat would be removed from designation. Both alternatives would adversely impact water 

of the U.S., special-status species,~rotected oak trees, and migratory birds without the 

implementation of mitigation.". 

The Chumash concede that their proposed developments for Camp 4 adversely impact 

biological resources, protected species, prote.cted trees and migratory birds. It is your 

obligation to determine, as a finding of fact, that the proposed development of Camp 4 

leading to these adverse consequences to the habitat. 

State and local laws have been enacted specifically to protect wetland areas and California 

Uve Oak for the enjoyment of OUR future generations . On page 2-10, the following Is 

stated: "All identified wetland areas and California Live Oak would be avoided to the 

maximum elrtent feas ible." The term "feasible" is subjective. The alternatives A and 8 would 

require the removal of between 50 and 70 mature oak trees, a significant number of the 

trees on Camp. 4 . The remedial measures proposed for the removal of these protected oak 

trees are inadequate as such mature trees cannot be replaced. The proposed project vJill 

adversely affect jurisdictional waters of the United States, as defined by Section 404 of the 

Clean Water Act, through the fill of at least 2.2 acres of ephemeral drainages and seasonal 

wetlands thereby forever changing the contour and drainage in the area. The wetlands 

remedial measures are inadequate and require f urther study. In addition, the noise and 

increased human activity for tree removal and housing construction will disturb nesting sites 
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for migratory birds and birds of prey. This development activity will also have a negative 

Impact on the nearby properties outside of camp 4. We have obseiVed and talked to local 

bird watching groups along Annour Ranch Road watching various rare species of birds on 

Camp 4. These bird groups should be contacted to determine which birds are present. The 

remedial measures for all wildlife requires more study. 

6. Tribal Facilities-- On page 2-12, the following is stated: '"The tribal facilit ies would include 

development of a banquet/exhibition hall designed with an agriculture/ equestrian theme, 

associated administrative spaces, a tribal office complex, and a tribal community space 

including ceremony room and gymnasium ... Approximately 400 parkl~ spaces would be 

provided for the facilities."_ 

EA does not address the environmental impact, let alone the broader community impact, of 

the use of a facility on Camp 4 that necessitates 400 parking spaces. The proposed 

"community event facilities are stated to encompass nearly 80,000 square feet. (page 2-14). 

Santa Ynez Valley residents already are gravely concerned about and pursuing laws to 

regulate and restrict the number of special events that may be hosted at wineries and other 

privately owned facilities due to the traffic, l ight and sound pollution, and other negative 

Impacts caused by these events. 

7. Socioeconomic Conditions and Environment Justice - On page 2"16, the following is 

stated: "No adverse impacts to soclo.ecooom!c conditions or environmental justice would 

result from the implementation of either project alternative ... " 

This is a broad COAdusion ... not a statement of fact. Please reView Alternative A and 

Alternative 8 against the background of the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan. 

8. Land Use -- There Is the issue that once taken ioto trust, camp 4 would no longer be 

subject to local land use procedures by which all other County residents must abide. On 

page 4-69, the folloo.ving is stated: •A proiect that would joduce disorderly growth (I.e· .. . 

would conflict wjth local land use plans) could indirectly cause adverse enylronmenta i 

pr public service impacts.'' The County has spoken to what is deemed to be "orderly 

growth". This statement is incorporated in the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan adopted in 

2009. Neither Alternative A nor Alternative Bare Incorporated in ltle county's vision of 

orderly growth. It is difficult to fully address or evaluate the EA as it is not clear what is 

actually being proposed or what will be constructed, Alt A or Alt B, or otherfacllities for 

economic development. 

The current 138 acre reseiVation contains 97 units of housing, some of which may not be 

occupied. Section 1.3 states only 17% o f the tribal members live on the reservation today. It 

is apparent the other 83% have found suitable and affordable housing in the nearby l 
518 
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communi ty. The EA does not demonstrate if the Tribe spent the same dollars (the several 

hundred million dollars they plan to spend developing Camp 4 ) on developing addit ional 

housing on the remaining land on the reservation, or upgrading current housing, or 

finding/upgrading other housing in the community that ~t could not provide the housing the 

Tribe seeks. The EA does not address that if 143 new units are built on Camp 4, that tribal 

members are committed to occupy any or all of t he new units. The EA also states that units 

on the current reservation wi ll continue to be· assigned as they are today, .even if those units 

are unoccupied. All this seems to indicate, t hat developing Camp 4 with 143 new housing 

units Is not the only solution. 

The EA states the Tribe intends to use Camp 4 to reach "economic self-sufficiency through 

diversified tribal governed enterprises". They ilrtend the keep 300 acres for vineyards. EA 

does not describe a plan on how the remal ning undeveloped land will be used for economic 

activity other than the vineyard and housing. Thus, the future growth could Include land uses 

incompatible with the surrounding area as well as with tribal residents. Since the economic 

growth plan is undefined, it is not possible to determine either short-term or long term 

cumulative impacts, thus making the EA flawed, unsuited, and incomplete. 

9 . Mitigation Measures-- On the same page (4-69) the following is stated: "No significant, 

unmitigated impacts have been identified t hat would resul t from t he implementation of 

Alternative A or Alternative B." Please exercise due diligence on the part of the BIA and do 

not merely adopt these conclusions. The term •significant'' is highly subjective, and it is 

extremely Important to non-Chumash members of this community that any development of 

Camp 4 have minimal detrimental impacts on our use and enjoyment of our homes. 

10. Water and Waste Wat er Treatment -- On page 2·3, the EA describes a plan to provide a 

waste water treatment plant on the project- Camp 4 sits atop the aquifer that supports a 

significant portion of Santa Ynez Valley. Who would represent the entire valley population 

that relies on that water in terms of oversight of the proposed Chumash waste water 

treatment? On page 2·7, the following is stated: To meet increased demands, the Tribe would 

develop an on•slte water supply system using groundwater. The EA states ~80 acre ft per 

year of groundwater will be taken from existing and two new wells. The EA also states In 

Section 4.1 that the local aquifer is already in overdraft by some 2000 acre ft per year and 

could alter pumping patterns throughout the County. Therefore the proposed groundwater 

plan contributes the problem with vague and incomplete mit igation measures. There is no 

information as to how the potential increased demand, let alone the stated increased demand 

will impact all of the existing and future needs of all of the populations who are dependent 

upon the aquifer. The WWTP will be sit uated above the groundwater aquifer. Appendix C 

bases the sizing of the WWTP on an average 3.5 persons per house, about 500 people. This 

figure does not appear to be consis tent with the stated goal of providirtt housing for aU the 
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tribal members now (some 1500) or in the fut ure. This 500 figure Is als·o inconsistent with the 

traffic study In Appendix 1. 

11. Alternative Evaluation and Process- In Section 2.1, the EA endeavors to make a case 

for only evaluating Alt A and Alt. B. It is a very weak case because it puts the cart before 

the horse. The Tribe purchased the Camp 4 (at a cost of $40 mi llion) in 2010 and embarked 

on an off-reservation fee to trust initiative, at least 2 years before getting approval of the 

TCA that includes Camp 4. Then, the EA states " lands outside the Tribe's TCA would not 

meet the purpose and need and would consti.tut e on off-reservation trust acquisition" , thus 

were not evaluated, when "off-reservatlonn is exactly where the Trtbe began with Camp 4. 

Therefore, the Tribe was and is in a position to evaluate off-reservation sites and should this 

be a requirement of any environmental permitting process by the BIA. The BIA has the 

obligation to evaluate all reasonable alternatives and discuss its reasoning. AltA and AJt B 

in the EA do not facilitate this review and evaluation process. Environmental alternatives 

must also consider if the stated purpose and need goals in the EA could be accomplished at 

another locatioo outside Camp 4 or the TCA. or on a more limited site within Camp 4, or the 

"no build" outcome. 

12. Tribal Consolidation Area- This EA Is submitted under the umbrella of the BlA's 

recently approved TCA. The TCA map shown in Fig 1.2 of the EA Is seriously flawed because 

it does not show the existing property lines ror 654 current property owners within the TCA 

outline. EA is incomplete because it fails to address the cumulative impacts on these 

property owners. Since the TCA is being appealed by Santa Barbara County and severa l other 

local ci tizen groups, the TCA proces.s and approval is in question. This EA should not move 

forward until there has been a full review of the TCA process. 

13. Con sultation with Agendes - Section 6 contains the list ~f the handful of public 

agencies contacted during the course of the preparation of the EA. Key agencies not 

contacted include the Corps of Engineers, Caltrans, Santa Barbara Police and Fire, Solvang 

Police and Are, Fish and Wildlife agencies. and the Santa Barbara Planning Dept (the only 

listed contact with SBPO is for the non-renewal of the Williamson Act contract). Lack of 

communication v.ith these omitted agencies leaves a large whole in the input, 

documentation, evaluation those agencies could provide. Therefore, the EA is incomplete. 

Before any consideration is given to the application for Camp 4 to be placed into federal 

trust. all the envi i'OI'liTlefltal lmpacts should be addressed in an Environmental Impact 

Statement, not an EA. The focus of such a vast square footage of new housing, roads, tribal 
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facilities, and other facilities in an area iila t has been and still is agricultural and rural will 

have a major impact on the proposed site as well as the surrounding area, neighbors, and 

wildlife. An EA is insufficient for the purpose of determining cumulative impacts. 

Respectfully 

Klaus M. Brown Lois S. Brown · 

CC: 

U.S Congresswoman Lois Capps 

California Senator Dianne Feinstein 

California Senator Barbara Boxer 

Califomla Governor Jerry Brown 

S.B County Supetvisor Doreen Farr 

Chad Broussard, Environmental Protection Spedalist. BIA, Paclfic Region 

Santa Ynel Valley Concern Citizens 

J 
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This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P280.
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.DEPARTMENT OF TliE INTERIOR Mail· FW: smta Yna7.comp4 

Amy Dut&chke <amy.dutschke@bia.goV> Tue. Oct8, 2013 at 2:41 PM 
To: Chad Broussard <(;had.broussard@bia.gOV>, John Rydzik <john.l)'dzik@bia.gOV> 

--Original Message-
From: St~ W wood [mailto:stevewwood@hughes.net] 
Sent: Thursday, October 03, 2013 5:38PM 
To: amy.dutschke@bia.gov 
Cc: dfarr@covntyofsb.org 
Subject: Santa Ynez camp 4 

Dear Amy Dutschl<e, the list of reasons to de tty approval of the 1400 acres 
to fe~-trust in Santa YRaz is long and should be recognized. If there 
is approval, why haw rules and guidelines? A cMiized go\emment must 
haw rules and guidelines tha:t can be trusted by the citizens. 1t should 
be an easy decision to deny this request. The good news, the Chumash 
already own this 1400 acres and can dewlop the property as any American 
citizen, "as they are•. They are a val)' wealthy tribe and should be 
enjoying this country as stanckJp American citizens. Hoping you agree. 

Stew Wood 
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letter of comment FTT Santa Ynez Band of Chum ash -- 1400 ac. Camp 4 
·1 message 

Cheryl Schmit <cherylschrnit@att.net> Wed, Oct 16, 2013 at 10:43 PM 
To: amy.dtrtschke@bia.gov, chad.broussard@bia.gov, "Rydz.ik. John" <john.rydzik@bia.gov>, Alvada Wolfin 
<Arvada.Wolftn@bia.gov> 

Please find attached the letter of comment by Stand Up For California on the santa Ynez Band of Chumash 
Mission Indians lOr the Fee to Trust acquisition of aprox. 1400 ac. or 5 parcels koown as camp 4. 

Cheryl Schmit, Director 

Stand Up For Cslifomia 

916 663 3207 

cherylschmit@att.net 

www.standupca.org 

~ ltr comment Santa Ynez Band of Mission lndians 1400 AC FTT.pdf 
7919K 
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Fee to Trust Coi1Uilenls, for J427.7& ac. lbrlbe Cllume.sh ll'l.iss.ioulndians o(Sanlll Ynez, 

Stand Up For California! 
"Citizens making a difference" 

Amy DWehke. Regional Director 
Pacific Regional Offioe 
Bllresu of Indian AffainJ 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2820 
Sacmmento, CA. 95826 
Fax: 916 978 6099 

""W\y,standupca.org 

October 17,1013 

P.O.Bos!IM 
P'enry11, CA. 95663 

RE: SaDta Ynez Baud of MinJoo 1Ddian1 of the Sauta Yaez Resei'Vlltioa 
Fee to Tmst Laod Ac:qulsltiou AppUcatiou for 1,427.781 Acres 

Deer Regional Di.reclor l)uts(;hke, 

Stand Up For Califomla submits this letter of comment to be included in tbe administrative 
record fur the proposed Fee-to-Trust Application of the Santa Ynez Band ofMissiOil Indians for 
t ,427. 78 acres In Sama Ynez California. 

The Santa Ynez Band of Mission lrulians (Cbumashll'nbe) has requested tbe Bureau of Indian 
AIThirs (BIA) take apprmrimarely 1,427.78 acres into trust. In addition to tne oonnne!J!s Stand 
Up For California has already su.broitled, we wish 1o ado.pt and lnllorporate, by this reference, the 
comments submitted by the County of Santa Barbara on October 7, 2013, .,.,ith mpect to the 
Environmental Assessment o:A) for the proposed acquisition. 'Tbcsc C01IllllCIIt8 are important 
and should be fully add£essed when evalualing the EA and considering the Cbumash application. 

Staod Up For California will address each of the criteria in 25 Code of Federal Regulations Part 
lSUO anti lSl.ll. 

J. The fac:tors.liftwt in 2S Code of Federlll Rtgulatiouw <C.F.R:l Part 151 

roe Cbumasb t'ee-to-l'rnst Application does rot fully address, or adhere to, all the iDct.ors 'in 25 

' neClollma.sll EA statu 1,433....., aad tbeAppliallioaredb l,427.78 a<:res~bb IM<>uiJ!&Psr mp!! !Is 
ree1i1ied. 



P332-04

P332-03
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P332 (Cont.)

Fee to Trust Coi!UIIOD!s, for 1427,78 ae. tbrthe Chumash MlS$i011lndians ofSalll!l Ynu, 

C.F.R. Part 151 which are the regulatiOJlS that govern fee to trust applications aod specifY the 
facwrs that lllllSt be considered by the Department of the lnrerior. "Further this application is 
inconsistent with the purposes of2S U.S.C. 465. Section 465 W8ll intended to re.<rrore tnballand 
lost through the federal allotment process and to allow for the acquisition of land in trust until 
such time as a tribe had sufficient land to be economicallY self=§l!fficient. In this case, the 
acquisition does not oonstitule land lost to the Cbu.mash through the federal government's 
allotment process, 

Tb.e Chumash exemplify the intended success of Ca!ifornla's Proposition lA paSSed in 2000 to 
provide a monopoly on casioo styl.e gaming that would generate revenue for 1ribal gover.u.ments 
and raise the standaro of living for all tribal members. The Tribe has purcllased a number of 
other properties in the Santa Yoez Area and is a successful business model. The Chumasb with 
its cunenl land base and additional fee lands have achieved a diversified economic self­
sufficiency! 

On June 17, 2013, the Pacific Regional Office of the Bureau of Indian Affairs approved without 
notice to affected private propetty owners or a:lfected local govmxrnents a Ttibal Consolidation 
Plan (TCA). The TCA administl'atively creates what amounts to a claim of aboriginal lands or 
restored lands for the Chumash.. The proposed trust acquisition encompasses 1,427,78 acres 
located east of Route !54 and north of Armour Ranch Road within a TCA in an Wlinco1}10!aled 
area of Santa Batbara Cotlllty. The TC4 tli!stabilk,es the sucial, cultunl/, politkal. m1d 
IICO!Uimlc systems oftu mrtire regioll. 

The Qap,mash, apd the BIA 11n t~-rserling tllis is an On JUseryatipn qcquisi/iqn. There i3 no 
statutory or regulatorY law. no congressional a&t. or stipulated judgment that supporl$ this to be 
.process¢ as an On Rese.rvaMn aoouisition. SedWn 2.1 of the EA specijiclllly sla/.e$ tlud the fee 
to trust acquisition located within the TCA is w lie CQnsidued 41# On Rese:IWlliM acquisition 
ll1lli procased under 25 CFR 151.1(). 2 The Applic4Jion at page 6 of 16 cilcs, "Thus, the 
preservlltiqn qf the tribe's exislil1g land bllSe and the l'e-ocquisition of ils tnuJJtibnaJ land$ 
have always been wp phi1JJS9p/lieal prloritia". This is NOT a re-acqumtion of former 
resernffon lands, or land~ that (3D demonstrate former Indian title. Th~e are lands Ui+ 
mil.e8 from the Re.9efvation wbicb 'W;lS established December 1901 foT ihe T ribe. There are 
no viable a.borigioal land claims iD California. 

Stand Up For Callfornill respectfully requests the immediate denial of this applicatioo o.r re­
submission. of an amended application properly identi1Ying the acquisition as an of(l'eserviiJit)n 
acquisition processed under 25 CFR 151.11. 

25 CFR 151-11 Ofi Res:ervafion: considers the factors for an On Reservatipn acquisition 25 
CFR 151.10 (a)- (c) and (e) - (h). However an off reservation acquisition requires the Secretary 
to evaluate additional oriteria when the request for land is located outside of the resecvation or is 
nencontiguous to the tribe's reservation and the acquisition is oot manda'led. Mr. Sam Cohen the 
Chumasb Legal and Guvemmental Affuirs Consultant bas been quoted in the ptess as stating the 

2 Page 2-1 afthe EA: "There Me no odier available eoor(lma)lle lands that would provide su~.cienr land base w the 
Tribe's Tribal Coosolidatioo Area lD adclitioo lauds O!l!lsi4e of tbe TCA .voold n<>t m«t the J!\'!.!1!9,!1"5 ""d 
would copst!tn~ &g Of!Rayyation m...t aequisiJion ~SJTMSt." 
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Fee to Trmt~t$, fbr 1417.78 ae. forlbc OlumashMisslon Indians ofSanla Yn«t., 

TCA is a "cottc~Df' and do<ls DOt cloud 1he tide of the lands. Cl~lll'ly. a rom:qt Is 1WI. a 
nu~r~daJe for 1111 On Rt'.fUVil~Wf! IJCfl!#ilffn. 

lSl.l Cbl Off Re:.wryatioa: Requires the distance from the boundaries of the tribe' s rescn'lltion 
~hall be coosiden:d as folloW$, "111 tlte d1stttJtce bdlwa tJ.e triM's 1Y5U'fltllion and flu! land to 
1>e t~cftdrm increases, the S«Fdmy shall give gutder scrutiRy to the ~·s jastijia~Jlon of 
anticipated IH:.nejils from tile uquisi&ll , " Further, that: "Tile Secretllr]l :shall give grcoter 
weight ICI tlte C9fiCURS raisd by local g ol'f!rtulleJI1". The proposed aoqaisition of Camp 4 
parcels is 1.6+ m.iles from the reservatioo boundary. [t is DDOCOlltignous. 

Stand Up For Califorlfia suggests it is reiiSOJlllble to assert the concet'DS of the local affected 
private propeny owners m dle area as well as tile regional area, all stakeholders 1IUISI be 
qmsJdgfd uuallv along witb affected local government since the Pmchak Ruling by file United 
States Supreme Court. 

151.11 {c) OffReservatioJU Where land is bemg acquired fur business purposes, the tribe shall 
provido a plan Which specifies 1he :mticlpated ecooomic benefits associated wiih tbe proposed 
use. The Chumesh have oot provided a detailed comprebeasive econoroic business plan 
demo.os!mtlng the economic benefits associated with this proposed acquisition. The Clmmash 
EA states at 1-7 of the Introduction; "S«ondarily, tlte t:rRst acqufsltfon of the proposed lrfASt 
ill1td -tilt! also 111/i>W full triiNIJ gol>entaRce _, i# existing ~al opendions on dte 
property; t1rm+p gllowi!rg tilt Tribe to Mlffbfue to b14ild troo~Oif!ic se/l.fllffkigtq lhro1!f!lt 
divg.Ji&d tri&lllr lffl"emed r:ommerci41 r:nterprit;e.t". (Emphasis added} 

The applical:ion statt:s and restates ovet-and-over; the intent is to eliminaiP the jurisdictional 
aulhority of tbe County of Sanu Batbara and the State of Califomia over the S parcels known as 
Camp 4. Rete again. this phrase of "trlbllfly govemed commuciol enterpl'i$t!s,. and a goal to 
remove the authority a.nd·jurlsdlction of both the State and the County raises a red :flag. Off 
reservali.on acquisitions for s;ming must be reviewed through a stringent two part de!erminAtion 
p~ and tequire the concurrence of the Governor of the Sta~ Paring this pbtase with terms 
in the Cbumash Co<>pelllli~ AJ:reement offered 1.0 the County which includes in lieu of talles in 
section m using Spec.ial Distribution Funds3 leads 1.0 heightM concerns about a JHl)d use thai 
includes gamin&. 

U. 25 C.f.& 15UO - On Re.t!!rvatinn (a) tile exi!tgp~ of atlltutorv authoriW for the 
acoliisi.Qon ud a.y funitatioos wntaincd In such, to!bodty; 

The BIA aild the Chumasb asscrt in the BA and Fee-to-Trost Application that the <:amp 4 pnroels 
are to be processed as an On Reservation &cquisitioo. An Oo Reservation acquisition bec.anse of 
the approved Tribal Consolidation Atca (TCA) must be considered a "On Re.ruratum 
acqultffitln"'. Ao MQn Reservalion acquisition" gives very little considerotion to tbe comments 
of affected local i(lvemn1£11t and little if any to affected citiW>s The only consideration that 
dfectod oolX!IDuoily manbc:rs may receive is through a judicial review of the fee to trust 
transaction. 
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Comment Letter P332 (Cont.)
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(Cont.)

The BIA has approwd the :first ever TCA in California. The BIA is U$ing 1he On ~servation 
rel!'llalion l SlJO fur the ChllllliiSb acquisition of lands within the TCA. Arguably the Camp 4 
plll'Q¢]s may meet an ~ unde:" Section 20 of the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act (I ORA) 
(U.S. C. 2719 (a) (1). This tni.Jl8action becomes a major federal action 31)d requires an 
Enviro.nmculal Impact Statement (E(S). The Chwnash mliSt comply with ,the lORA and it:J 1999 
Tribal State Compact. This i!ppllcation C3Jlnot move forward until a complete EIS is prepared 
and recirculated. Since the B.U1 Ja obligated to accvmmodate tribes, it would be wise to Junie an 
independent 3"' pt111Y be appointed as the lead agency managing tire Natltmal EmlronmenliJJ 
Protection Aci (NEP A.) process. Thi.r will as.rure all affected parties a fair, objer:tiye and 
tro11Spartmt process. 

The Cbumash 1999 Tribal. State Compact is potentially affecmd by the On Reservation 
acqni.sirlon wifuin the TCA. The Tribe in the EA bas stated its plans m aeate an event 
crnter. The EA ambiguously state.~ that the event center will hold 100 events pee year and 
acoommodatc 1000 paso.DS. Tbls equates 10, two events per weekend year round. This raises a 
number of 1ll!JUlSWC1'IlC quesli®S whkh heighren public OOPOem and simultaneously ignores 
terms of the 1999 Tribal State Compact. Will events at the center be ~illary 10 the Tnoes 
established .casino? Will eventS at the centBt provide fur overflow casino crowds, poker 
tournaments, high smlces bingo {91las, or a s~lliu liO.tning fadlity' ? 

The Chumasb. Tribal State Cwnpact permits o. second casino or a "gaming lilcility". (Section 
4.2i l>m:t of this land acquisition is a priine location for a casino anci.Uaty ~opmeot such as 
a botellspalgolf coorse CWiplex. 

The proposed event tlCIIt« could poteotially be used in !I!XOrdance with 1M 1999 Ta'bal State 
Compact~ a weekead gaming callcl r-... any Inti/ding in which ckm m gaming aclivi/te$ or 
grmring opealiom occur,_) CMiun® Amlenta bas passiooatdy 31ated that there wiU be no 
~ casfrw, but be hal; not Jtated that there will be no gaming wbatsoe\u 111 the C11111p 4 
location. 

The 1999 Tnllal State Com~ (section 4.2) stipulates that lal)d must mec:t the stm:Jd;n-ds of 
"Indian lands" under IGRA. Dl1the lands within the TCA meet 1~ lORA fhreshllld for 
ga111ing? This questio11 musr be answered. l t does not mattu that the Cbumash have stated that 
tbls is a non-gaming acqui.si1ian. The Tribe's 1999 Tribal State Compact imposes a requirement 

• 5«.2.3 u~ hdlity'" or "fuc:ilily" M dc£-s 11. Seclion 4.2 of !his Compa.:t lll~ agy by!!i!i!!g ia ...,jd! 
Q•., Ul $"!" jnc ~ or pmi•r gptp!iG!l! ocs"rr 1 o:r io wiDch the btuioess recotds.. ~ or odw funds 
oftloe pmklg oper8lioD.- moinc>ined but IV<Clodin.c ot&e faeilitieo primarily dedi<;aed to l.tofllgC of !bose 
-m. and tilwlcial iPsliufioM, 8ll.d lil!J"OQlllj, buildbJe, ..0 are2$ iocluding (but oar Iimilecl10) pukln~ lotJ .m 
wallcwayo, a priari!!!lll!m!CI!! of wJais!l L< to IUY! tM !divm of U.o Cami!!g Ootra!io• RrpYitl!d !ht 
fodliaglleftfJ wg;;Mtlls SOPdud:GfCiav ll qming(M defblcduWICRA) d!m iD, tl•!th!sis•ddqfl 

Soc. U Au1borized Gamjq Fldilia. The Tribe III!Y cs!ablisb ood opetllb> DOt 1110R lb8a two ()omhlg Facilities, 
el!d ...ey on. lbaoe J!!!ire bods oa wllkb patag !l!I l!wtp!!y bo C0114u£led. •114!£ l!!e lg!lln r.....,;, 
Rtg!tatory Act. 1he Tribe may coml>iae one! ~ In cadt GamiDg Facifll)' Ill)' form:! NLd lciDds of pmillg 
rorlllintd uedcr Jaw, except 1o tbc extr:allionia:4 UDder l<nA, Ibis Co.lll)laCI, or the '!.n'be's Gamloc Onliuoco. 

1'be 1999 Trtbod Slllle CompAct e:1Cpire:s in 2020 leaving oppcoxi=Jtely 6+ yean. Tn"lxs wl1l1 \999 Tribal State 
Ccolp~ are currontly in compGI)I discusslona/D.egotiarioo>s wilh the Govm:nor's offioe. Terms ol a fi<!W or am«lded 
compact have lhe poCJ:utial to a:lrect the Camp 4 Fee to Trust acquisition and iU inlonded lMd <t». 
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P332-12

P3323-13
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(Cont.)

Comment Letter P332 (Cont.)

l'ee to !'rust C<lmments, .fur 1421.78 ,..,_ fbT !he Chwno.sh Minion Indian• of5.mta Ynez., 

(Section 2.8) that tbe Feo>to-Trust Application be Ut:ated as a gaming application. ~hould 1hese J 
IMds be detemrined eligible for gaming. This indudes ancillazy coiDJllercial developments that 
support or enhance the Tribes established casino operation. 

The BlA h.u ignored 1he st:atutnry limitatioas of25 USC 465 aud 25 CFR 15J.J I. Tile Cbutnash J 
were cot afi'ected by the Dawes Act. The Chumash Reserwtion was not created unlil December 
ofi90L 

Further, the BlA in its creation of a TCA and asserted On ~on aoquisil:ion of Camp 4 J 
parcels bas ignored the statutozy limitations of the Consolidation Statute that addresses only the 
sale aflndian lands within the exterior~ of a reservation. 

And lastly, the BIA and the Cbumash have ignOled the st8!ulory limitations of tbe Califomia 
Land Commissions Act of 1851. The 185 l Act created a. Board of Commi.ssionen to determine 
the validity of all land claims, nod it required every person including Indians ~claiming lands in 
CalifOrnia by virtue of t.Uly right 1o title derived from the Spanish or Mexican government" to 
present the claim witbin two }U!'S- Any land oot claimed wi:lhin two yem3. and any land for 
which a claim was finally rt;jected wa.s to be deemed "pru:t of the public domain of the United 
Stutes.". The Onlmasb and the BIA ha.ve missed the deadline fOr a land claim by 160 
ye&I'S. Dtwrlopmerli of the 1'Cd is atJ ab/l.Se of the Rt!glonal Directors QJU/writy. A.v ieci.'lion 
fo llpJHIIU afU to trm/ wiillilf tM 1Cl CNtUes ~ /Jtmt~. 

m. Z5 c.F.R.l$ L10 On Resenation (b) the "need" of the Individual Indian or tl!e 
triloe tor addidOJtalla!d!j 

The Chumash appiicatioo is absent a sbowing of "tmmadime need"' or "m<cessltyM. The 
OlUIDash &nl confusing i ts desire to !Jiink lond with the actual need fur the pr01ections afforded 
tribes by tru:rt status. The Chumash .have not stated a clear economic beodi1 for a.cqlliriDg all 
1427.78 acres of laod in bust. Nor bas the Chnmash clearly defined any economic benefit of the 
ambiguous event center. The Olumash purchased thl.$ land on the open market lllld have 
llXercised successful economlc control over this land and many other fee ltllld purchases in Santa 
Ynez fur a number of yean. The Cbumasb haYe achieved ~.,.,jneA economic setf­
determination. 

The lalcina of this land into trust creates many negative impacts on the existing sociak:ultwal, 
political and CCOl'.lOil1U: systems of the regional area. CiUzal$ of the comm1lllity lose oonttol 
over the allowable developmcots of this IMd. Local government will lose ability to control 
develo_pment$ significantly affecting its ability to prOtect the shared natural resources and the 
interests of the citizens ths1 support iL The loss of this land is loss of lauble revenue that will be 
borne on the bscks of an Santa Baibam Coonty 13Xpayers, businesses, school districts, pub lie 
safety and social services becau8c the County of Santa Barbara mnst balance its budget. The 
proposed Cooperative Agreement oflCred by the ChUlllASh does not wholly or fully llddress the 
ecooomic impact to the Couoty of Santa Barbara and all af its citizens through petpetuity. 

The propo$'l(l use of open space and 143 homes bas the potential of being worked out with the l 
Cotmty of Santa Barbar11 aod its Planning DepactmenL The Tribe by holding me Land in fee and 
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P332-16

Comment Letter P332 (Cont.)

P332-14
(Cont.)

developing it contributes to the streog1h of the local commllllity as wen as to d!e Tribe. The J 
Tribe has DDt delllQliStiated 1bot trust conve-yance is neoessary to facilitate 1ribal self-
determination nor that 1he need of the land meels the statutary standards of 25 U.S.C. 465. 

All Tribes are encouraged kr strive for 1he greatest poSSlole economic SIIC('A..."'S. However 1he 
trust provlsioos of the Indian Reorganization Act (IRA) were oot designed to subsidize tnoes 
forever. Rather the IRA intent was to provide a secure foundation from ~h Criblll sovereigns 
could srow and achieve ecooourie sclf-govemacce. The Chun:lash ba~~e achieved ecOil(lmic sdf­
determillatioo as evjdenced by its beina a D'Uijo:r employer in 1he Santa Yncz Valley. a major 
land owner, a generous ebaritabJe coo.lributot and ao inftuential political player in locnl. state 
and federal politics. 

ConseqUCIIly any approval to acquire the land in trust would constitute 1111 I!KbiltU!y and 
capricious action sabject to judicial invalidation. 

JV. 25 C.KR. 151.10 0.. Rgerv!ltjoo (e) The purpoi!ei for .-hich the !aDd will be 
a sed; 

The Chumash first stated purpose for the additional 1,427.78 acres (S paroe]s) to be taken into 
trust is for 1111 additienall43 homes. Per the Chumush application there are 136 tribal members 
and 1300 lineal descendants. The Tribe in the EA has also stated their plamJ to creo.tt: an event 
centec. The event center will hold 100 eveots per year ~d accommodate 1000 persoos. But the 
EA did not Slate the puipose or nature of tbe eveots. The Chum ash application states that the 
INSt acquisition of the proposed trust .land would aUow the Tribe to coPQQllll10 build ecosomic 
se!f-§Ufficiency tbroneh diycJsified ttibal\y govemro conurum;ial cmtqpriscsw. (Emphasis 
added) Tht Cbumasb .bave oot clearly articulated what "divemjled tribally go-Fented 
C071J1111Jf'CioJ ~»it hn.s in mJnd. 

Iu a .recent lll1icle postM in the Santa Mario 1nnes. Oct9ber 8, 2013 by Len Wood, Extension 
gralltiJdfor (Amp 4 fniSI application C()MJflents, Tribal. Officials are attributed wilh sllltiog; 

"Any oonstruction on Camp 4 would be subiect to rules and review by the U.S. 
ED'IirorunenW Pro1ectio.o Agency and the Armv Corps of Ensineet'l!. Oversight 
for development would be by the BIA in acCOI"danoo with the National 
EnvironmeoiBl Policy Act, tribal officials said." 

This statement raises a llllOlber ·of red flaGS l!lld questi.ogg that were not ~ in the EA Ot 

the Application. The involveJliU.lt of the EPA or Array Co~ of Eogin.eers suggests the need for 
approval ofleasing under 25 CFR 162 or approvals lmder !!eclion 404 oftbe Clean Wam Act. 
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• Is the ln"be planoing 10 lease these 2.5 or 5 acre5 Ianch homes to its l36lllelllll= 
or as a eom.merc:ial veature to ooll-lribal citi22ns? 

• Can tnDal axmbers who ett~r a lease tben sub-lease these homes to non-tribal 
mernbets or 10 tribal family members? 

• Will the Tnbe ensure t.bM leases to ooo-Indlans pay P~sory In1erest taxes to 
the Coll.Dly ofSaatn. Batbam? 

• Win the Tribe leaso to a major hotel or shopping mall chain for development of a 
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(Cont.)

Fee 10 'Ii"ust Comm011ts, for 1427.7$ oc. to; lbe Ol\.lalssb Mission Indians ofSama Ynez., 

COillllla'ciaJ facility after the land is in trust? 
• Will the proposed event center be leased to a gaming oo.!llractor or slot 

colll:ractor, iofemet gamiDg oonttactor7 
• [s the Tn"be planning on filling .in a wedand or land that has been defined by the 

EPA as a navigable watetWaY oflhe U.S.? 
• Is tho Tribe plai:Wng on the developmeot of another gas station with undcfground · 

tanks that may affect a wetlands area? Will this be a new pump and play? 

The Cburnash Fco-lo-Trust App.lkation like the EA f.sils to disclose the tntal puJJJOSe fur which 
this land win be used. 

V. 25 C.F.R. 151.10 Op Raervatitln {d) [( the led il to be asguirfJd for an 
ipctiridu! lndiau !he 8a6UIIt gf tru.« tlr rutri#ed laftd aJreatly owped by or for 
that indh-idaal muJ Cbe decree to whkh he •-b aub!!l!lce ia. handw11: bis aft';ain. 

The Fee-to-Trust Application is for the benefit of tho tribal government of the Chum:ISh. It is 
un<.>er1nin if any of the nearoy or adjacent land or ~ lll!lds .in the valley are cummdy owned by 
individual Indians. The Chumash should confirm that it Jsn't, and identify all of the fee land 
owned by individual Indian members in the Santa Y ncz Valley. 

VI. 25 C.F.R.151.10 Oa Raeryatioa (e) II tbe Jalld to be •eau.iucJ is iD Wn!Stricle4 
fee rta!u, tile imp•Sf ou lbe Sfllte :md its political nbdiyisiop multing biD die 
removal of doe laDd. from the tax rolls. 

The SUite of Catlfumja has 1 JO lnd:ian tribal governlllC!lts acd 78' additiooal trilxll group3 
seeking fedet3J. Iecognition. Jf the Chunash are permitted In acquire land in trust when it has no 
immediate aeed for the land. o1her tribe3 throughout the stak will claim entitlement w the same 
trea1meot by the Depamnent of the Interior pursuant to the provisions of 25 USC section 476 
subdivisions (f) 8lld (g) whicll provide thst no agency of the United S1ates shall make a 
detenninlltioo UDder the Indian Reorpli2ation Act (IRA) that ~closs(jia, eMance$, or 
diminishes the prlvUegu and Immunities available co an Indian tribe re/attre to otkr fedeiYllly 
recogniud tribu by virtues of their statlls as Indian tribes • 

Unlimited fee 1o trust acquisitioos by tribes that bavo no immeditlle need for addiriooalland or 
seek In acquire land when no Jao.d was loS! due to lbe Dawes Act, coDSlltutes ti:deralinterference 
with the powers reserved to lf•c State in a manner patently at odds with 1be intent offhe Telllh 
Amendment. The State's loss oYCr land use and taxation, two fundl.I!UIIIl1al attributeS of its 
so\'~ has a serious Depl:ive gme:J111ional impact on tbe n.on-tn'bal citizens of California. 

Moreover, Santa Batba&:a Ccuuty's oonurumts make clear there is a tremeadous tax implications l 
for county taxpayers should this property be ralcen iDto lr\ISt. The p roposed Cooperative 
Agreement ouly !likes into ooosideracion the currem assessed value of the p7'0jle'!'!Y in calculaling 

1 While tile Office of Aclcoowl~ttl lisu 78 p-oups several of the pditioos fod'edlinll recogojlioa ba"" oeen 
<knied, ar Indian group41 hsve ~ joil!ed with est:lblisbed tribes or 1he AMI. Seaeury bas wilboal <Oili:"'SSkl.W 
!lti:l!crily administnmVI!Iyre<'<ICI'iud a group Ol a 1ribalso•erdcn-~U..Iy 69 gt'QQpl are still pedtilmillg far 
recognldon. 
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Fee to Trust<lomn>c:uts. for 1427.78 ec.. fat lheChlll!lll!h MiniA:m Il>dions of Sarna You. 

tbe tax loses w tbe County and then o.nly for a fi.ced nwnbel of years. Santa Ynec: Valley 
residcln have already c.xperieoced the negative impacts of on l'C3CMition developmcnt3 thnt 
affect the off reservation community throughout the Vai!ey. The Cooperative Agreement 
oifered by the Chumash w the County of Santa Barbara ends in tea years and does not oonsider 
the ongoing impnds. 

PIAcio& the additional laod IIllO trust creates reduction in ta.~ revenue foe the Santa Yncz: 
community as well as tbe local School District and other social services. Pluse sec the Counly 
of Santa Barbam leUer of Comment on the EA. Serious impacts to the School District have not 
been addressed. 

VD. 25. C.F.R. 151.10 Oo B.esuyariAA (f) ,Jurisdistil!W problems and potential 
w nnicts ofJud use wbidl max 11rise; 

The Chuma.sh tbrougb opeo market purchases has reg;rin co.ntrol ovu the ~oproeut on these 
lands, however ll2!So 1ing this illlld from fee to trust grants the O!umasb govemmeuta1 control 
over !helle lands. This a'U1eS a disruptive and practical consequence to the 8IJil'OUIId.ing areas 
whicllare populated by non-Indians. Tl'!lllSfen:ing these lands inw trust creates a mix of state 
and tribal juri.sdiction.s wbicb burden the administration of state and local govenune.ot! lllld 
advcnely affeds the privllte property of landowocrs neighboring the tribal lands. Any claim by 
the Chumasb that jurisdk:lional issues have been resolved is belied by the lack of murua.lly 
beneficial agreements with affected governmerual or pt1blic entities. Jurisdiction jssues remain 
until there is a com}Xdlemivc tnlltl!ally bcneficiul ~men! that wholly and fully addce..~ the 
coorems of the Coun1y of Saota Barham aod the Sllllt3 Ynez Valley residents. Any agreement 
ll1USf. consider aorl address the jmpactg that the Chumash Casino bas already created in the 
Valley. 

It is without dispute that California's criminal law is fully enfor=ible in Indian Counlly wanting J 
California Sheriffs both the aulhority and the obligation to protect Indian and non-Indians from 
crimioaJs on California's Reservation and Rancberias. At the same l:i:me, California Indian 
governmecis have a redera1 8l3tlls that presents a lllllllber of gl1ly mess to membcn of 18w 
Olforcement in the exercise of this obligmion. 

In 2010, President Obama signed inwlaw the Tribal law and O.rder Act, tribes can now petition 
for the federal government to have CO'IlCUI'reot jut isdiction with the slllte. Tribes can employ their 
own Fedcml Law Enforcement Officers with lri.bal and .federal authority on the reservation aod 
limited federal authority off-rescrvatioo.. Thi3 illcludes limited authority over noo-ludian 
citizeos. 

• Has a memoomdu.m of undetstandini between the County Sheriff and the Cbwnasb 
been developed to address juri3dictionnl issues ,related to ll\w enforcement protocols 
and investigBtive pro«dures as weU as a memorandum t1111t considers ooncur')'cnt 
jurisdiction with federal mrthorities? 

• Is there a memoi'AIIdUIIl efunderstmdiDg with the District Attorney's Office? 

g 



P332-24

P332-25

P332-26

P332-23

Comment Letter P332 (Cont.)

Fee to Tl'ust Co~, for 1427.78 se. fonbe Clwm3sh Missf.Dn IMiarts of Simla Yncz_ 

yw. 25 C.F.R. 151.10 On lle.cl'Vlltion (g) If tile land to be !!CQnired is ia fee staflls, 
"'bdber file Bureag of ladiaa Aflitin Is ego.ipoed, to di1charge O.e a4ru&ual 
resoonsibilities resol!iftg from the acquisition of the laM in tru~t sllltus. 

The property that the Chnmosb have PJopo~ for trust status is in fee statu.s. There IK'C sevetal 
easements and public rights oo the properties that were specifically identified io the application. 
Also the Notice of Land Acquisition Application included coplos of past litigation that identified 
potentJal mooetary cl.aim8. pdva1e interests and public rights in the property. The Secretary of 
the Interior must ensure and stipu1ate in my fio.al decision that easemeats, public rights on the 
properties remain enforce ao tbe lltlSt paroels. 

Reglo:nal Director Outschke m:ust require the elimination of all liens, encumbrances or ln.fimrities 
prior to l.lllcing finlli approval action on this fee w ~~ acquisitioo. Transferring thi5 land into 
trust without direaly OOOI!lC:I:ing easement OWDeiS, &!dressing the issues of public rights 
represents a "taking or inverse condemnation" without due process or just. oo~on. 
Additionally, loss of access In private propertie.~ will devalue and make specific propedles 
UJIIIllll'kctable, further creatin& in'eparable harm wilhwt just compensation. The application 
does not fully or wholly~ or resolve these r=J and immediate issues. 

[X. 25 CJI.R. 151.10 On R~emtion fh) Tilt utent to wbidJ tJae a!Wijw!t ba.1 
provided ip.foJ'J!!81jon that :~Uow! the S«retaa to comply with 516 DM 6, Jlppendh' 
4. Nati011a! Eurilynmeatal PoUey Aet Reyised Jm!!\eaM•Iiag froeeclures. !!!d fOOl 
DM 2.Land Aeqlrisitiorn: Hazardous S-ubrtaocg Detyminatj!.!n& /For ~- write 
to the Department of the lnterior. Bureaq of Jndbp Nfaim, Braneb 9{ 

'Enviroiii!Jmtal Smjm. 1849 C Street NW .. Room 1525 M1B, Wuhingt!!D. DC 
20240..) 

The application did not provide ueport nor do we know if a report confOrming to 516 DM 6, 
appendil!. 4, National Environmental Policy AaRevised Implementing Procedures, and 602 DM 
2, Land Acqumtions bas been submitted by tbe Cbumash, the BIA or the Secretary of the 
Intx:rior. Such a Jq>Ort is neceasazy nt1W consi&rlng the Tnl>al Officials quote regatdlD8 the 
EPA and Anny Core of Engineers. 

The Camp 4 paroe)s have been and CUimJdy are used for agriculture. DDT and oti:=' outlawed 
pesticides were used regularly in agriculture in th.e not so distan~ past A detailed report of 
surface and subsurface soil must be completed to prevent homes from being d6veloped on land 
where still potentially hazardous substaru:es may exist. J 



Comment Letter P332 (Cont.)

Fee tn Trust Comments, fot 1427.78 ac. fur 1be Clnunash Misslon !IJdiaus of Sanla Ynez, 

X. CONCLUSION: 

This application as it is must be denied for all of the afutementioned Ieasons. 

Sincerely, 

Cheryl Scb.tnit, r 
Stand Up For California 
916 663 3207 
chervlscbmit@M.net 
www.standup<:a.org 
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Comment Letters P333 through P337 
 

Comment Letter P333 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is a near duplicate of Comment Letter P327. 

Comment Letter P334 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter is a near duplicate of Comment Letter P332. 

Comment Letter P335 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter provides comments on the fee-to-trust application associated with the EA. 

Comment Letter P336 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein the letter is correspondence regarding submission of a comment letter. 

Comment Letter P337 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein the letter is correspondence confirming receipt of other comment letters.



Comment Letter P338

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.P289-01

P338-01

P308-01
Cont.

P305-05

P308-02

P305-06

P305-07

P305-08

P308-18
Cont.

P308-20

September 17, 2013 

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

Dear Ms. Outschke: 

I am writing in support of placing the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians 
Camp 4 !and into federal trust and also in suppbrt of the tribe's NEPA 
environmental assessment. 

Santa Barbara County would experience a minimal decrease in the amount of 
assessable taxes in the county by placing the camp 4 property into federal trust 
and removing it from the county tax rolls. The county generated $625 mUiion in 
property taxes for the fiscal year 2011-2012 and is expected to generate $632 
million for the fiscal year 2012-2013. 

The total collectable taxes on the Camp 4 property for 2012-2013 was 
$83,255.20, Which represents far less than 1% of the total that the county 
expects to generate from property taxes. Therefore, the percentage of tax 
revenue that Will be lost by transferring the land into trust would be insignificant in 
comparison to the total amount of revenue enjoyed by the county; 

The tribe hopes to address the often-heard objection of the loss of property taxes 
when land is placed Into federal trust with a Cooperative Agreement fo r Santa 
Barbara County. In that agreement the tribe would pledge to provide a payment 
in lieu of property taxes that would result in a million dollars per year for Santa 
Barbara County. 

I hope that you will take this into consideration when maklng your decision to 
place the tribe's Camp 4 land into trust. Although the loss of property taxes 
would be minimal, the tribe is more than willing to offset that loss by negotiating a 
payment in lieu of taxes. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



Comment Letters P339 through P507 
 

Comment Letters P339 through P507 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P338.



Comment Letter P508

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.P289-01

P508-01

P308-01
Cont.

P305-05

P308-02

P305-06

P305-07

P305-08

P308-18
Cont.

P308-20

September 18, 2013 

M~ Amy DuuK1h1ce 
Recioaal Director 
Pactflc Rc&km"' Offlce 
Bmeau of lm1lan Affaits 
:!BOO OWtage Way 
SIIQIIDIIII1io, CA 9!1825 \ 

Dear Ms. Dlmebke: 

I flllly aupport tile SIW& y._ B!md of Chnmaab Jnctipul' qua 10 plaae 1,390 ar::rca imo 
&cllnl traat. The pmdl.ue of1his IIIIC8JIDllaDd, known • "Camp 4.'.' ~a 
siiJ•lfic:an! mJleldull.s ill the tdbe'a bistcny. 1 alao .appott tho tribe'• NBPA 
Ulltb• •tmfl!l'ltal Uil818!""Gt 

Located em Clni!Dab Hi(lhway;the 1-s la ctldra1 to the Santa YD8Z Qmmab origi11al 
tadtory and ill biltoricaily BiAJrifj!ll!lt w tbe tribe. To kQ.ow1hat their~~~~~"""" Uwd, 
wOibd and played OD tbi& lalld GJ.OI'&Q& of,_. ago give& Spcctal meanq to th1J 
p~. . 

Many tribal memh=n bava aaid Jbst dle land 8till bu a ICilSI! of what it was likt hundreds 
of }'ear& ago. Whea you a1aDd in the middle of this blllllllifol piece of bul.d aDd take a look 
lllOWid. you have 'llnobatmcted 'Views of tile iaoekalpe of Ou!maati ex:estms inclndiq 
villageB. shriDe peata. aod tWls. 11 ia as if JOU are loo!rjnB t1m:Juab 1he eyea ai Chumalh 
~ and !iedng what they saw: the beauty ofdl8 ~ mlliDg hill!, bJ IDJ,}e&tic 
oaks auda~of~emC\Imsim in the~ 

1be hi8mrY of this laDd is blaxtldcably linbd to the 1riba tbroush thdr ~t.ol'll, It's 
~in their history, lheir be~ and 1hc1r htlppioe88 about '0/bD they aro·u a lribo. 

Mr.R than 200 yeam aao. the trlbo owned 1bia lao4. Aft£ yeillll of IIDw~ by othein, 
It' a !fOal fo.r the tribe 10 biwe thl.a'portlon of tlmlr ~ lmd 'bllck. I hope lhlll ymo · 

.1118 the ri&b1 cJeciaXm to plaal tt biro Cedlal tn11t aa thll it cm bacome part of·lh£ Sanra 
Ynez Cbamash Re~aaioa. · 

SlJ!.conly, 



Comment Letters P509 through P673 
 

Comment Letters P509 through P673 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P508.



Comment Letter P674

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.P289-01

P674-01

P308-01
Cont.

P305-05

P308-02

P305-06

P305-07

P305-08

P308-18
Cont.

P308-20

. . 

September 19, ·2013 

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

Dear Ms. Outschke: 

'· 

As I understand It, the purpose of placing land Into trust is to allow t ribal communities 
to exist and function under and as tribal governments. I fully recognize the Santa Ynez 
Band of Chumash Indians as a government- and that's why I'm writing to show my 
support for placing the tribe's Camp 41and into federal trust. I also support the tribe's 
NEPA environmental assessment. 

Throughout the U.S., Native American tribes experience government-to-government 
relations at the federal, state and county level. The message comes through loud and 
dea·r that Native American tribes are governments and should be t reated as such. But 
based on a recent vote by the Santa Barbara County Soard of Supervisors, the county 
simply doesn't understand that the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians is tribal 
gover nment. 

More than two years ago the t ribe submitted a Draft Cooperative Agreement to the 
county, hoping to discuss its Camp 4 iand. Unfortunately, the tribe was unable to 
schedule a single meeting with the county. 

At the August 20,.. Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors meeting. Tribal Chairman 
Vincent Armenta asked, once again, to enter Into a dialogue on a government-to­
government basis with the county to discuss the tribe's Camp 4 project. But in a 3-2 
vote, the Soard refused. 

I am looking focward to seeing the Camp 4 1and placed into federal t rust so that the 
tribe can exerdse its self-determination and sovereignty over the property - as a tribal 
government should. 

Sincerely, 

~\)~ 



Comment Letters P675 through P828 
 

Comment Letters P675 through P828 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P674. 



Comment Letter P829

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.P289-01

P829-01

P308-01
Cont.

P305-05

P308-02

P305-06

P305-07

P305-08

P308-18
Cont.

P308-20

September 20, 2013 

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

Dear Ms. Dutschke: 

I would like to take this opportoolty to show my support f()( the Santa Ynez Band of ChllllaSh 
Indians' application to place the tribe's camp 4 land into federal trust and my support for the tribe's 
NEPA environmental assessment. 

When the tribe purchased Camp 4 in 201 o, one of the primary goals was to build housing follribal 
memb~ and their families. The tnbe has simply run out of room on Hs existing reservation. 

There is a strong desire for tribal members to live together in one community under the jUrisdiction 
of their tribal government. Parents, chiklren, grandparents, aunts, uncles, cousins- all within 
walking dis!Bnce of one anotller in a tribal community. This situation is happening to some extent 
on the tribe's reservation, but there isnl enough room to accommodate the growilg tribal family. 
Those who do live on the reservation with their family members are living in crowded quarters­
some with two ()(three generations ul'ldar one roof. 

Currently, only about 170fo of the tribe's members and lineal descendents live on the reservation. 
Placing the Camp 4 land into federal trust would allow the tribe to accommodate current and fulure 
generations ol Satta Ynez Chumash. It \'JOU!d also craate a meaniroglul opportunity for tribal 
members and their !amiTies to be a part of a tribal community revitalization effort that rebuilds tribal 
cultUJe, customs and tradHions. 

Please consider the tribe's housing needs when makilg your decisiofl on the tribe's federal trust 
applicatiOn tor Hs Camp 4 land. 

Thank you. 

Jeffrey N. Baugher 
1783 T riiogy Parj(way 
Nipomo, CA 93444 



Comment Letters P830 through P983 
 

Comment Letters P830 through P983 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P829. 



P329-03

Comment Letter P984

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

L12-02

P984-01

P984-02

P329-07

P984-03

P329-20

P329-20
Cont.

P984-04

P984-05

P984-06

Dear Mr. Broudsard, 

~~~~Trd?t: 
Dc'P itD~ . ; 
Rou1c q,uiJtJE~ 
Response Reqn~ _ _ $ 
Due Cl:!le_~__. __ 
Memo_Lar __ _ 
fax _ ___,;,...,.. __ _ 

My Husband and I live In Santa Ynez Rancho Estates and our home 
borders the east side of the 1,400 acres know as camp 4. We have 
recently found out that our property is also in a Tribal land 
Consolidation and Acquisition plan and so are tlie water wells that 
supply all of SY Rancho Estates. 

The TCA was approved without any notice or discussion to any County 
Government or private homeowners whose properties \vill be 
negatively impacted by this decision. 

The EA for the annexation oftl1e 1400 acres camp 4 only addresses the 
1,400 acres that is camp 4. What about the other 10,000 acres? There 
must be a complete Environmental Impact .Statement done on all of the 
property involved including the TCA 

The project is inconsistent with .and contrary to the Santa Ynez Valley 
Community Plan. The plan will negatively impact the environment and 
place an unreasonable burden on local infrastructuTe and the 
surrounding homes and community. 

The water wells for Rancho Estates are located in the TCA. There was no 
study done on how tlle developing of camp 4 on site systems using 
ground water would affect the ground water and exciting wells in the 
area. 

Camp 4 is bordered on the north and south by narrow county roads that 
do not have paved shoulders and limited ln sight The impact of 
construction of the lf,thomes, suggested banquet and exhibition h.all 
with 400 parking spaces and the related:traffic requires further study. 

If this is allowed to go forward as is, itwiU change the Santa Ynez Valley 
forever. Please an Environmental !~pact Staten:tent is warranted 

J 

J 



P329-03

Comment Letter P984 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

L12-02

P984-01

P984-02

P329-07

P984-03

P329-20

P329-20
Cont.

P984-04

P984-05

P984-06

Thank you, 
.Caryn and Tom Cantella 
1551 Linda Vista Dr. 
Santa Yne~ CA 93460 



Comment Letters P985 and P986 
 

Comment Letters P985 and P986 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P280.



P987-01

P987-02

Comment Letter P987 

Amy Dutsehke, Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cvttage Way, Sacramento, CA 95825 

Subject Camp 4 Cbumash TCA. Santa Barbara Councy, CA. 

1 October, 2013 

My specific comments below reflect oue central concern. To date the Chumash plan has not addressed ] . 
fundamental existing protectious that our community depends on to pr<><ect our environment and govem 
development. 

We are in a severe and prolonged drought throughout the Central Coast. The current Chumash plan 
mnoWltS to carre blanch riglrts to drain our Santa Ylle'Z Valley aquifer without regard to C'.ounty standards 
that every other citizen and group must comply with. Our County b'Ovemment needs time to assess water, 
and a variety of other, impacts before the plan is approved. This is a simple matter of courtesy from one 
branch of government to another. Please deloy Wltil Santa Barbara County can fully review tbe Cbumasb 
plan. 

~~~~ 
KathleeJl S. Day 
714 Hillside Drive, Solvang, CA. 

Re;Dir alj U 
Dep RO Trust._,I/'-?1::---
Dep RD ~ f)t:L/li*-S 

~se1Ztll15i Due Oate ___ "J.~-
Memo_L!f __ _ 
fare_ ____ _ 



P988-01

P988-02

P988-03

Comment Letter P988 

Amy Dutscbke, Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affaiis, Pacific 'Regioll81 Office 
2800 Cottage Way, Sacr!llllento, CA 95825 

Subject: Camp 4 Ch.umash TCA, Santa Barbara County, CA. 

l October, 20 t3 

My specific comments below reflect one central concern. To date the Chumasb phm bas not addressed 
funclam.t:ntal existing protections that our community depends on to protect our envirotunent and govern 
development. 

Currently watec rights for over 20 ground water basins are in adjudication by the California State Superior 
Court. One of these, the Santa Maria Basin, is in our Central Coast area. r ask you to consider that the 
Chutnash plan states that they would develop an on-site water supply using gr()IJlldwater. Since the 
Churnash plan provides no explanation of how this would impact the undcdying aquifer, the pion is 
deficient BIA approval of the cll11'ent Chumash plan would circumvent long-standing county planning 
requirements for oversight of our precious water resources. The Chumash plan would amount to a blank 
check to drain the aquifer without any level of govcrwnent oversight. This is especially important during 
the current prolonged drought that has affected the entire Central Coast. 

My specific thoughts in the above paragraph extend to a widet issue. There is an underlying tone 
throughout the Cbumash plan that weakly masks the entire issue of county oversight. Approval of the 
current plan would create two classes of citizens, those who must comply with County ovet'Sigbt and those 
who do not The Chumash have consistently said thai they want to be part of OUI overall community; but 
the current plan places them in a special privileges caij:gory. Another C!all1Jlle is access roads that would 
not have to comply with Collllty guidelines. 

I will forward my concerns to our elected Federal and State tepresentatives at all levels. 

/6::::: /' j) 0 
7 l4 Hillside Drive, Solvang, CA. 

J 



P989-03

P989-04

P989-05

P989-02

P989-01

Comment Letter P989 



P990-05

P990-06

P990-07

P990-04

P990-03

P990-02

P990-01

Comment Letter P990 

Amy Dut.schke, Regional Director, Bureau of Indian Affirirs 
Pacific Regio.nal Office 
2800 Cottllge Way 
Sacnunento, CA 95825 

De&: Ms Dutschke, 

lam a fairly recent resident of the Santa Ynez valley, but in a short time we have come to love 
the valley, it's residents, and the rural quality oflih here. I am very concerned about the 
potential adverse environmental and community dfecrs of the annexation of Camp 4 to the 
Chnmash reservation. I don't blame them for wanting to a.::complish this goal, however it is 
inappropriate fur this ~and this comnn.m.ity. The environmental effects can be 
monumental especially if this land is annexed to 1he reservation. At that point there would be 
absolutely no controls oo what is done with the land vs. leaving it as property owned by 1he 1ribe 
and developed tmdcr t:bc guidelines of normal channels with the county of Santa Barbera. 

:Even though their proposals may not seem so much to an outsider not familiar with the area, they 
will result in huge changes to the surrounding area with trnffic, light pollution. loss of large 
numbers of CA oak trees, wetlands, and a huge increase in water CODSUIIlption. And that is if 
they actually follow their proposals. Of CQUfSe. huxnan nature tells us that they will not. The 
proposed ·need for a waste water plant suggests a tremendous use of water and sewage 
prodUctioO:' They propose 100 evenll> a year, with 400 parking Spaces plus how many more will 
be added once there are no controls put on any development plans. To 1hink that there will be 
minimal environmental impacts is naive and to think that they will not add additional gaming 
facilities, hotel aoc.omodati<ms, and commercial endeavors beyond tbe current proposals is also 
naive. When the tribal leadership was asked if they would put the bulk of Camp 4 into a land 
trust since they say they will not develop it anyway, 1hey. responded with an absolute NO WAY. 
Further development would be a:n environmental disaster to tbe valley -···-··coming from 
someone wbo is oot a rabid environmeotalist 

Our water aquifers are already in trouble and any additional water use will present huge 
problems for the immediate neighbors and the m~t of the Santa Ynez valley resi.d.ems well into 
the future. Land use mles are in place for a reason: to prevent large scale degradation of the 
environment, our resources and t:bc quality of life for all in the valley (including the Cbumash). 

J 
~ 
~ 

J 

The current envirorunental report is cl.early inadequate and inaocurate and needs to be revisited. :=J 
Tbc fee to trust of Camp 4 must be stopped. The Cbumash can and should develop the property 1 
<ful~er the guidelines and restrictions that exist cw:re:ntly in the COUIIty of Santa Barbara. __j 

S~)y, 
W~i'Otto 
3&G"Meadowla.rk: Rd 
Santa Y rez, ·CA 93460 · 



P327-17

P991-03

P991-01

P327-12

P327-22
Cont.

P327-18

P327-23

P327-24

P327-21

Comment Letter P991

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

S5-01
Cont.

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.

P315-04
Cont.

P991-02

P308-01
Cont.

P308-02

P315-06

P315-07

P316-01
Cont.

P308-18
Cont.

P316-02

P316-03

P327-02

P327-04
Cont.

' John D. Wrench 
105 cal\on Dr. 

Santa Barbara, CA 93105 

October 1. 2013 

805-569-1 023 
email: jdwrench@cox.net 

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

Dear Director Dutschl<e, Re: C~umash Camp 4 fee-to-trust EA 

I have reviewed the Envi~ent (EA) prepared<by Analytical 
Environmental Services on behalf of the Chum ash Tribe for their Camp 4 fee-to-trust 
application and hope you will consider the following comments in making your decision 
about the application. I urge you to make no finding on this inadequate and specula1ive 
assessment, and allow the proposal to die (Proposed Alternative C in the EA). 

In seRtjon 1 .3 on 1he need tor the project the EA states that the land-needs to be 
in trust to provide housing for tribal members and "Secondarily, the trust 
acqulsi1ion ol the proposed trust land would also allow full tribal governance over 
its existing agricultural operations on the property; thereby allowing the Tribe to 
continue to buikl economic self suffiCiency through diversified tribally-governed 
commercial enterprises." Nei1her of these goals requires additional land be 
placed into a reservation, protected from county land use regulations and · 
taxation. There is no reason that the tribe cannot use its considerable resources 
to purchase housing for tribal members, and the agricultural businesses 
described in the paragraph as well as any other business can be pursued 
whether or not the land is in trust. There Is simply no merit to these assertions. 

Section 2 describes the three alternatives put forth in their proposed large scale 
1411-acre development: 
A, live acre lots with common areas, with existing ag business 
B, one acre lots with 33 acres of "tribal facilities· and the existing ag business 
(vineyard), or 
C, no federal action/development. 

With respect to the tribal facilities in option B: 400 parking spaoes and 33 acres 
of development with "up to 100 events/yeaf• represents a gigaAtic environmental 
imp~ct on the.IO?tl wa1er, air., and traffic resourc~. In addition, while the 
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"environmental justice• portion of section 4 talks a lot about impacts on low 
Income housing and minority communities. it leaves out entirely the effects of 
such a massive development, essentially a medium-sized convention center, on 
local people and their desire for a rural ambiance in their pal't of the county. 

Sections 2.2.5 and 2.2.6 describe plans for developing groundwater supplies on 
site and dealing with wastewater treatment and recycling on site. Simply put, 
these plans are wholly urvealistic and will nave huge negative local impact, 
especially the plan to-supply the additional water for the giant development from 
just two additional water wells whose output Is completely theoretical. One of the 
tour existing wells on the property is completely dry, and later in the EA the 
severely stressed status of all surrounded waterways (Santa Ynez river. other 
creeks) and groundwater resources Is admttted. To imagine that a bone-i1ry area 
of grazing land in a water-starved county can suddenly sustain two or more new 
750GPM water wells without seriously affecting the groundwater supplies fur all 
surrOl:nding properties is not credible. Later in the report some old wei tests are 
quoted to support this. One of the tests is from 1984, the other from 1999 
(Section 3.2.2). It's unlikely these wells are producing anything close to what 
they were then. Appendix C clearly states tt:lat the Santa Ynez Uplands 
Groundwater basin is currently pumping more water than can be sustained. The 
proposed development compounds this problem. 

In addition, the proposed wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) would have to 
recycle a huge percentage of their total wastewater production to avoid discharge 
into the local aquifer (90% or more, in Appendix C). They have proposed using 
the existing small vineyard irrigation reservoir to store this graywater. But now ft 
would need to store water for a developmerrt now 6 limes the. size of ltle existing 
vineyard. This is not reafistic. 

One very amusing statement is that native trees would be protected In 
aocordance with the "Tribal Ordinance Regarding Oak Tree Preservation fur the 
Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians." This sot..nds good. but as actnltted later 
in the EA, the Tribal Ordinance allows for removal of any oaks that "interfere with 
the construction of Tribal faCl1ities, • which, on a Reservation, is pretty much 
anything. 70 oaks would fall in option A, 35 In option B. 

Section 3 Is devoted to listing local resources that would be affected by this 
proposed development. The EA admits that all of the local land, water, air. traffic, 
biological, and visual resources of this part of the county would be negatively 
affected, some In a big way. This section emphasizes the benefits to a minority 
community, the Chumash, who would definitely benefit. However, option C (no 
federal actior:l) would not prevent the Chumash from applying to develop the land, 
currenHy zoned largely for agriculture in 100 acre lots. They would simply have 
to follow the same application procedures that any large developer of agricultural 
land would have to follow in Caliiornia to change a-zoning designation. Or, they 
could simply purchase housing for their lineal descendants on the open market, 
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like everyone else. 

Some of the affected resources tist:ed in Section 3.8 are the Santa Barbara 
County Comprehensive Land Use Plan, and the subsidiary Santa Ynez Valley 
Community Plan. Federal approval of either option A or option B directly 
contradicts the policy of local governments. These plans were developed over 
many years with great effort on the part of <:ounty staff and government 
resources. Approval would also contradict the intent of the federal Farmland 
Protection Policy Act (FPPA) of 1981 and the Williamson Act, as well as SB 
county Right to Farm laws and certain Federal Dept. d Agriculture soil and water 
cconservatlon policies regarding existing farm/grazing land. Do you really want 
to run roughshod over so many carefully constructed government policies with 
laudable goals in order to allow relatively unregulated development of a new 
Indian Reservation? · 

Section 4 Is especially disturbing when revealing the cumulative impacts of either 
option A orB on traffic congestion at intersections. Section 5 suggests mitigation 
by construction of roundabouts, with the Tribe to pay a small percentage of the 
cost (3.5 to 33%, depending on the intersection -Table 5.7-1). This wUI help a 
little, but at the cost of fundamentally changing the character of a rural road. 

Finally, Section 5 suggests a series of minor mitigation maneuvers none of which 
truly mitigate the effects of this proposed large development. What Is being 
proposed here with Options A orB is nothing less that the creation of a small city 
on agricultural land, with i1s own water supply and VVWTP based on questionable 
projections, and the development of which would violate the letter and spirit of the 
SB County Comprehensive Land Use Plan and Santa Ynez Valley Community 
Plan. It is opposed by a large majority of local residents, and we urge you 
strongly not to approve the Fee-to-trust application (select option C in the EA), 
meaning no Federal action should be taken on thfs application. 

Please don't hesitate to contact me with any questions. Thank you for your 
consideration of these comments. 
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Bureau oflndian Affrurs 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
September 28, 2013 

Rc: Camp 4 annexation and TCA 

Dear Ms. Dutscltke: 

Many enviromnental and traffic concerns are obvious to valley residents. 

Highways lOL and 154 serve the area. The project caiJs for 400 parking spaces, which 
suggest a facility open to the public and atttacting people from outside the Santa Ynez 
Valley area. Highway 154 is nationally known for its spectacular scenic views. Please 
drive 154 between Santa Barbara and Chumash!Santa Yncz to confim1 that usage is often 
heavy. The CHC (California Highway Commission) has widened and added passing 
lanes but 154 remains a dangerous highway. CHC bas statistics on fatalities and 
accidents on !54. 1lu: topography permits almost no shoulders; bicyclists have not more 
than a foot allotted to them in most areas. Cars and trucks often travel iu long lines. A 
survey of how much traffic will be added to I 54 is necessary. 

Water sources also need to be investigated thoroughly. The area is notoriously dry. The 
reservoir serving Santa Barbara can be seen by the naked eye and has run very low in 
past years. Would similar dry spells affect the aquifer intended to provide water for the 
project? Has an analysis been dooe on water supply vs. demand associated with the 
housing and other demands from the proposed annexation? 

It is my understanding that EPA rules require a full environmental review of a project of 
this size. 

Please bold approval of annexation until a full environmental review has been 
undertaken. 

With respect, 

5~~ 
Owner-43 15 Oak View Road 
Mailing address-4475 Oak View Road 
Santa Ynez, CA 93460. 
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September 23, 2013 

Amy Dutscbke,~·R~~i~~ Di~dt~; •· :.· : :.~' .. :·~ .. : .. ; . : ~ :·. , - .. . ... :·-.; ;~.:. 
Dept. of the Interior, Bui:eau of Indian Affairs • -
Pa~i.fic Regional O(fice · 
2800 Cottage Way · 
Sacramimto, CA 95825 · 
., • : • I,, 

.. .... . :' ' . . .. .. . . .... 

Re; ' Impact of ~-&n·~·Yn~~~ ~i Mission Indians' (Chumash) 
. proposed aruiex.ation·of Camp IV and TCA 

Dear Amy, 
. . 

Over a decade ago my wif,e and I moved north from Santa Barbara to a home on a 
quiet country Jane with nQ street lights, oonsi~abJe·open space ana expansive 
views of two. mountain ranges:.:41fhe ;Atie:c.QlJ!pl!ey:~d us of .unencumbered 
ti.tl.e ~ we were ~pprised of app);l.c~.blt:Jj;>uil,~_&;ordinances; local CC&R' s and 
property t;lXes thiough which:'>'{e;a~ ~ ~o stippo\·c:·our. schools. firefighters, 
Shetiffs and police, We are part of the Rancho Estates, a cOmmunity whose own 
water company has two well sites on privately owned land. We are pleased that 
much of the. surrounding la.Qd is agricultural or in agricultural preserve status, 
ensuring very little development . 

.. , .. 

About three years ago the Santa Yaez Band ofCh~ash Jndians purchased 1,40<>' 
a.cfc:s from the Fess Parker fal)lily (referred to as Camp 4) for !be stated purpose of 
providing h9using for tribal members. A number of months· ago we as Valley 
resiQerits learned the tribe was seeking fe,e-to-aust status for the Park:er.farnily 
property and, more recently, of the tribe's Consolidation and Acquisition PIBIJ 
(TCA)·which proposes in addition to the 8Ilnex.ation of.!lte .PaEker.~ily property, 
the "fast l:rll.ck" prooedlJle for individual private properties purchas'.el:l WithiQ. a· 
designated 11 ,500.acres in the C(>rinnWJity, whicll includes·Rancho Es-tates. My 
wife and I object to this.plan, bw not because we "dislike the prospect of.living 
near Native Americans" (.Sam Coheil, Chumash legal ~visor, Santa B;n:bara ~ 
Press. Sep.t. :22, 2013); in fact, we. have tra-ve(ed eJ.tensively for many years the 
coastal waters o(·British.Columbi_a and have utmost·respect and.adminl;tion for the 
First Peopl~' efforts· ta rev ita lire. their na~_ve tribal roo18 and seafaring cttlture .. 

. . . 
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The second and third of the O"itJe•s stated obJectives lp the TCA (the first. being to 
locate land for housing) are to provide space for "eco~mic development" and 
"tribal government activities." If~ tribe's purcbased.land can ~:ily be removed 
from the local and coun!y ordinances, regulations and taxes members of oqr : 
corrunuoity abide by, there is no assurance to present landowners that an adjacent 
property will not be commercially developed or have muitiple dwellings -
presently prohibited . .It is recogoi.zed as well that only one of the two granted tribal 
gaming permits is presently activated; we wonder where ll!ld when the second will 
be put to use. AdditionaUy, the aquifer from which Ranc:ho Estates draws its 
water could be gravely impacted and tribal purchase of the priv~tte well lands 
could remove our water sources altogether. · 

Unfortunately, in past. years representatives of the Chumash fnbC.have been iess 
than fonhcoming with their intended plan i-s fo,·development, perha~ beginriing 
with minima,! participation some years. ago in helping to put together the Santa 
Ynez Valley Community Plan - .a vision b y Valley residents.(ineluding the . 
Chumash·Tribe) and businesses for the future of the Valley. Possibly the Valley 
Blueprint was the ideal vehicle to have fostereel a cooperative working relationship 
betw~n the comm.inlity and Tribe, ·a relationship which sadly·seems to nave 
become increasingly fraught·witb caneor·and palarizauon·.on both.sides. Recent 
tribal iniliiatives appear to disregard lhe Blueprint altogether. · 

In summary, un~ the pr.ovisions of the TCA those who live yfitbin lhe·designated 
11,500 acres·· lire given no assuriUrce that our surroUnding !a.n,'Qs" and wai.er sources 
will not be. deeply impacted ·by uncontrolled c<>mmeri::ial and residential 
development. As non-Santa Ynez Valley Chuinash tribai members, private owners 
will gfadually lose l ocal governmental representation and over:sigbt of. their 
adjacent neighborhood as stew~~rds of their individual lands. On these grounds. 
posing so many unknowns, my wife and 1 herewith file our obj~ion to the 
gJ:iffitin·g ·o{ aQnex..atip~ nnQ. .tilt~·rcA.plfln· fot:·.the Santa Yne1..VaUey: ·· . . . . . . 

:·\••r \ • . ,: :.. •• ' • . • 

·. 

cc: CbaQ Broussard, E.P.S: 
Dept. of the Interior, B.I.A. 

·Respectfully submitted, 

..&~ ~~__,>t::.~~ 
~\4L_ : ..6~~ 

John H. Sangir · 

J 
~ 
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AMY DUTSCHKE, REGIONAL DIRECTOR 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS, PAOFIC REGIONAL OFFICE 
2800 COTTAGE WAY 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95825 

OCTOBER 3. 2013 

DEAR MS. DUTSCHKE, 

RE; ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSI?SSMENT 

I AM A RESIDENT OF THE SANTA YNEZ VALLEY, SANTA BARBARA COUNT\\ ...• .! J 
STRONGLY OPPOSE THE UNPRECEDENTED CHUMASH .. TRIBAL CONSOLIDATION 
AREA APPROVED BY YOUR OFFICE ...•••...•.. AND ALSO OPPOSE THE FEE TO TRUST 
OFCAMP4. 

I DON'T KNOW IF YOU ARE AWARE OF THE HORRIFIC IMPACT THE CURRENT 
CASINO HAS ON OUR TEENAGE YOtrrH IN THE SANT YNEZ VALLEY .. ...! KNOW 
FROM CLERGY IN THE AREA THAT rnEY HAVE BEEN NONSTOP COUNSELING 
FAMILIES' AND TEENAGERS .... 

RR: DRUGS, GAMBLING, AND DRINKING DONE AT SAID AREA BY OUR . Jb ~ 
RESIOENTTEENAGERS.~~ ,c4 ~~;p-- -~~ 

SINCE THERE IS ANOTHER VIABLE GAMING PERMIT AV AIIABLE TO THE TRIBE, IT 
WOULD BE ONWISE TO ALLOW THE TRIBE TO GO INTO TRUST WITH ADDITIONAL 
PROPERTY ....... NOT ONLY UNWlSE ............ BUT DIASTROUS ......... . 

I ALSO AGREE WITH ALL THE OPPOSITION LETTERS YOU HAVE RECEIVED 
REGARDING THE MANY OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS SOME OF WHICH ARE 
WATER RIGHTS. CONTROL OF USAGE AND CONTAMINATION OF WATER, THE 
IMPACT ON Tl-IE ECOLOGY, THE IMPACT ON THOUSANDS OF U.S. CITIZENS LIVING 
IN THE TCA. ECONOMICALLY AS WELL AS MORALLY, AND THE ECONOMIC 
IMPACT OF LOSS OF REVENUES COMBINED WITH AN INCREASE IN USE OF 
RESOURCES. 

VERY TRULY, 

MIMI WALSTON 
300 FREYA DR. 
SOLVANG, CA 93463 
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Santa Bubara Audubon Soci4!ty, Inc. 
A Chapt"r of the NdrlonalAu.dubon Soo'aly 

~
·~ . . . . .. . ... 

·. <·' ·~ .- .: 
<f •• r-.-. • 

5679 liolliata Avenue Suite 58. Q,!eta, CA 931 17 (805} 964-1468 

Dear Ms. Dulllchke: 

Santa Barbara Audubon Sociely (SBAS) it a cbapter of the Natimal Audu.bon Socieay. SBAS 
educ•tea membm ofth.e SaJttn Barb8III COilllliWlity about birds and their habitats and ndvocale6 
rcspall$IDie legislation mel public pollcleg wbicb help preserve our ll8lutal resources. SBAS has 
abol!lllOO ll"!=ber.i in Ssllla Barba13 Cotmay. 

SBAS believes that the assessment of biological resources in the :Environmental Al:sessment 
(BA) is inadequste and &wed fur the following reasoos: 

The impa~ t'l'lllnat:ion iD tbe EA i9 restricted to fedetally-IJ.'Jred species. By limitlllg the 
~~luation to Ji:deraUy·listed species the EA preaents an incomplete picture of the full 
range of sp~ species that ocwr <r w!Uch could potenti811y 0<ic!1f on the projecl 
site aod whlDb-oould be aJb:tcd by the proposed projoat. The9e spec:fcs illcludo a wide 
voriety of plat!~~! and animals classified as Special Coooau by the Califumia I>epartmmt 
of Flsb. and Wlldl.ife. 

'Ihc project site is an i.mportont wintering gromxl fur several migntory bitd spec.les and 
bird& of prey, yet there were no ~Yi cond\lc!OO in my month between Sqxemller and 
Mllr<:b.l'ojnt..:ountsurvey3 ~houldconducted atseyqal ®ferent times o/tbc yw. in order 
to eb=cterizo use of the aite as fura&izlg aDd nestillg habitat for migratory birds and raptors. 

The BA staw, "No migratoty bitdt or olber bir<h of prey -.. observed lle$!ing cbing the 
2011, 2012, and ·20 13 biological surveys of tho poojecl site." lbis $11ltlltnent seve:tely strains 
credibilily and demonstrms the inadequacy of the survey. A thoroogh survey of <Ill habitsts 
within .die rrojeet ares would have certainly deiect.ed several species DeStin& includi.~ 
we!!~!= me.'Klowlar!c and aod-tailed hawk. California llomed !arts, a Watch List~ bave 
been~~·~ on the property by local birders as well 

... ·· .. ; . .. ··· 
·; . ... . . ' ... 

http;f/www.SantaBw-baraAudubon.org 

J 
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The EA. in Appendix .B, Species Lls1s and Biological AsseS$1'Ilent, sbows only I 6 bin! 
specie$ observed an lbe sire. 1a contrast, an on-line bird occurrence site, e-Bird1

, shows J 10 
species at th~ Happy Canyoo Road "hol qxrt'' adjaeeot to the site. Again, this seve.e 
~y dcmoosliates the inadeq\13CY of the biological survey. 

Other examples of inadequacy of the EA: 

The EA does not mention of the occurrence of the golden eagle on the project site. The site 
bllS nearly perfect grassland and oak savanna fO<aging habits! for golden eagles. Golden 
eagles have been reported near the site on Happy Canyon ~d'. 

2 

Bald eagles a.:e known to winter at nearby Cachuma Lakt, Saota l;larbara COIUity even offefs 
eagle crui!le:! in the winter months. In addition, it is widely known among Santa Barbara 
County bin!ers thor bald eagles nest within approxitnately two miles of the site. lt is highly 
.likely that bald eagles at least pass over the site. 

·· Tbe fact t1rat the impact of the project on golden and bald eagles is not stated is a $erious flaw 
in the EA. ~two species are protected by the Bald and Golden Hagle l'xoteclion N:t. 
The Impact oflhe project on these species must be detm:oined. 

Prairie Falcons and Ferruginous Hawks., also Watch List spocies, forage here regnJarly. 
Also, Bw:rowing Owl and Grasshepper Sparrow :u:e Species of CoDCelll with potential to 
ocCUJ: here. 

In addition, the only nesting pair of Vermilion Flycatchers in 1he Santa Barbara County . 
are found on the site and possibly the biggest wintering population of Chestnut-collared 
l.oo~purs in cisiiiOiltane Califumift '$ folmd tb.~ 

SBAS again emphasizes 1he inadequacy oflhe biological sorvey done for this project. We urge 
the BrA to significantly improve the survey medlodology and conduct a thorougb; cilmplele, and 
accurate survey. Then an unbiased professional· assessment of the environ.tmntal impact of the 
proj eC1 should be completed. 

Stephen J. Ferry 
Co-Presiilent 
Santa Barbara Audubon Society 

1 See httpsUebird.ot8/cbird/hotspotlt3673l8 . j:JJ.:J.:/0 
·Go~ eog~ ... re~ariy obsetw>:l inlhisa.rea. s .. ,~~f"\\J~ 
btttxiJgroop§.yahgo.comlnMigrou~jrdfpgloonverp~ ~ 
bttp;/lgmupsYJboo co011oecJgrooWsboobjrdjpglconytrr11ationslmef!!iitgesfl8492 . · 

l 1 :2 !old 91 DO mz 
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10/01/201.3 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Paciflc Regional Offi~ 

2800 COt~ge Way 

Sacramento, CA 95825 

Ref: WATER AND WASTEWATER FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS 
FOR CHUMASH CAMP 4 PROPERTY FEE-TO-TRUST APPLICATION 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Dear Amy, 

• • - - •• • 1'\ ':' • •• • : '!'" ~-.\.. ; • : • •• • 

I~is.~tter.Js _.to ~l!!l·Qu~M.e,deficiencle5 in<the EA and·the problems· that would ~u~,if !I Fee ~Q 
• •• , .. ··- "'·· _ • • .. •• •J- .:.. • ··.·c:• \' t tl\, t,:: -.. .· '• t ... , •· 

TI'JJ$t were a(),pr.oved. •· ~ ·.c · . • ,;, , ~--"- • :;.~-.. ,. · • · -··-"' ... •· --
··~···· .· :·· *": ' ... , ,,,•,..·: -·~ .. ··' ..... ~ ..... ''!'"' :.; • ~~!'.'~ ;,. .. ;;.,,; ,· .. · ~:::\.·;· ;•: :.:~to•.; . ..,,,._, -.:.: .... 

. . ;.. •. PI.L '· :J•l'.'ljl;o;;. •• #: J""'• -;l: q _,, H... . . 
' fhe'data •s·cne'rTy plcl<ed to support their cause. 

•• • . •• ... .... ,,. •• ,;;; .. ::; • "(,',~: ~: ::·£. :: . ..... ;:. '"!.; 

Where=.i'rt! tile resultS of ~~ia,&i;ifl ,Ma~emeot ~t.~:~dy,mand.ated-by.ABS630? This'Stiidy was 

performed bY th~ s.intaYnet Wat~ COnservation DiStrict, Improvement Oistrict No. 1 (10#1). If 

Fee-to. Tru~t were granted, would the basin be exempt and the Chumash be free to pump any. 

a. mount from_ the Santa ¥ne:e Uplands Basin? . · · · 
: .. 

1h!! Chumash.state there~ no water available to them eXcept 'from the·santa Ynet Uplands Basin. 

!kit the surrounding area resi dences and ranches use, in caddition to wells in .the Basil\ l[)jjl water 

which could be made available to them. 

Whyj~n~t the parent district, Santa Ynez River Water ConServation Distr ict, not used as a resource? 

The parent Aistriet-is ta,sked with monitoring thi!; basin aod others to the Pacific Ocean to determine 

the health of each of the basins; Are the baslris in 'under or over draft. . .. 
The Co~rliy of s~·~~a ~arbara, .~~J~Y.epr ln,,~'!ff!l •• m"~~u~es.theowa~er..level1rv!ielected viellfili '< 

deterh'lliie the healtfiof i!acn ·basin. iNhere is that data ln the EA? 
~ • •· ·r ''.>.Hi:;. ~~ .. -.:•'= t~·· ~·l · ~·f,\ .f ~~.':.i .• CJ."';": ·. 

Pbni'pirlgof tlie oasin resulting In a severe ove.mraftcan affect water quality as well as water 

qu8,1.ltity., If! ~~~90s, the Oty of Solvang. situated S miles west .and south of Camp 4~ <.lri!l~ 
! .. ' ..... ~-:. .•. .. • . • . • l ..• •· :.... .":. :· •:·"' -f .. ·-::·::· • - : ·'. 

well .~~~. ;.M~!Hl.~logimg;the'.Weli'_Witl't'6 weel<s 'of Ccih'teniious' pu'mping, faS (llydrogen sulfide) 

J 
J 
J 
J 
:J 

~ 

l 
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levels increased to where no amount of dorine Infection could bum out the H2S. An unaffordable 

treatment plant would be required to make the water potable. This situ:ttlon could occur in the 

Camp 4 area and would render the residential and farm wells In the area unusable. 

Sin~ely, 

~ 
1676 Nordentoft Way 

Solvang, CA 93463-2115 

J 
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POST OPFICR &OX 941 

•ANT A YH&Z. CA. 9•460 

October 4, 2013 

Amy Dutschk.e, Regional Direcror 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific R.egiooal Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, California 95825 

Interior Board of Indian Appeals 
Offices of Hearings and Appeals 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
801 N. Quincy S~t, Suite 300 
Arlington, VA 22203 

RE: CommeDts on Sa11ta Yoez Band ofChumash Indians Camp 4 Fee-to­
Trt!J I Draft Environmental Assessment 

Dear Ms. Dutschke: 

Thank you for the opporn.mity to comment on the Envirorunenbl Asse$SOlent (EA) 
for the Camp 4 Fe&-to-Trust Annexation. 

1be Santa Yno.z Valley Alliance works collaboratively with individuals, groups and 
governments to protect the rural character of the Santa Ynez Valley and support 
good stewardship of natural and a.grialltural resources through education, 
comprehensive planning and public participation. The Board of Directors of the 
Valley Alliance, many of whom bave significant land use and planning experience, 
worked extensively for several years on the Santa Ynez Community Plan update, 
attending hearings and submitting detailed comments. As a. result, the Alliance was 
able to support the adoption of the Plnn by the Board of Supervisors. 

The Valley Alliance has been monitoring the Camp 4 issue for more than three 
years and has a number of comments on the EA as follows: 

1.2 LOCATION AND SETTING 
First and foremost, we are concerned about the statement made on page 1-5 in fue 
Environmental Assessment that this application will be treated as "on-reservation". 
Our research confirms that the rule thut would have allowed this application to be 
treated in that manner wus withdnlwn in Nov em~ of200 I (66 Federal Register 
56608, 11-9-2001). 

IAf~••t.atoc._v-.l l~y•JIIaAc•.o~ 

www ,s ""' •Y••t.•a U• r• IUt~oc'".<"'l 
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Bureau ofludian Affairs 
October 4, 2013 
Page Two 

The current regulations are found in 25 CFR Part 151. Although 25 CFR 
J51.3(aXI) states that land may be acquired for a tribe in trust status when the 
property is located ''within the exterior boundaries of the tribe's reservation or 
adjacent thereto, or within a tribal consolidation area," this provision does TWI 
discuss the process by which land may be acquired. Contrary to the statement in the 
Envirorunental Assessment, 25 CFR 15l(a)(l) does not provide that property 
located within a tribal consolidation area is given the same level of scrutiny as land 
acquisition on or adjacent to a tribe's .reservation. 

Instead, the .reqlli.rements, process and criteria for considering applications for trust 
acquisitions are set forth in 25 CFR 151.9-15. The section that addresses on­
reservation acquisitions is 25 CFR 151.10. Tbls section applies to situations "when 
the land is I~ within or COIItiguous to an lndian reservation." Section 151.11, 
on the other hand, deals with off-reservation acquisitions and applies to land that 
"is located outside of and noncontiguous to the trlbe's reservation." This section 
requires greater scrutiny as the distance between the land the tribe • s existing 
reservation increases, and gives greate.r weight to concerns raised by state and local 
governments. (See 25 CFR 151. II (b).) Nothing in either of these sections 
references tribal consolidation areas. Aocordingly, land acquisition requests are 
handled as either on-reservation or off-reservation, depending upon whether the 
land is located within, contiguous or outside the tribe's existing reservation. 
Because the Camp 4 property is not located within or contiguous to tho Santa Ynez 
reservation, the application must be treated as off-reservation and thus subject to 
greater scrutiny. 

The statements in the Band's Plan and the BIA' s Environmental Assessment do not 
comport with existing regulations. As such, the Valley Alliance requests that they 
be corrected. 

2,0 PROJECT ALIERNA'ITVES 
It is important to note that the Purpose and Need of the proposed annexation are to 
provide tribal housing. Therefore, the Alternatives in the documellt must adhere to 
that purpose and need. The EA should focus on Alternatives that provide the 
desired housing while protecting the rest of the property from adverse impacts. 
Hence, Alternative B should cluster the proposed housing sites, or the EA should 
include an additional alternative that provides clustered, !-acre lots. 

3.4 AFFECI'ED ENVIRONMENT- BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
As noted in the attached Environmental Setting report for the proposed Camp 4 
development property, the projoct site supports two major vegetation alliances, 
grasslands and oak savanna in particular, which cover approximately 80% of the 
site. The oak savannas include both coast live and valley oaks, both of which are 
protected by County ordinan<:es. These habitats provide cover, foraging, denning, 
and nesting habitat for a broad diversity of animal species, including habitat that is 
being used or could be used by the federally-threatened California red-legged frog, 
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vernal pool fairy shrimp and Swa.inson' s hawk and the fully protected golden eagle, J 
white-tailed !cite and black bear (see documentation in attached report). Given the 
size and -location of the pro percy. its value as n wildlife movement corridor must 
also be considered. 

4.1 .4 ENVIRONMENTAL CQNSEQU£NCES - BIQLOQJCAL.RESOURGES 
According to the attached letter by Lawrence E. Hunt, consulting biologist, the 
evaluation of impacts to biological resources is insufficient and fails to adequately 
evaluate and disclose the significant impacts of the proposed project. An 
Environmental Impact Statement (EJS) mast be prepared to address the issues 
raised by Mr. Hw1t's letter. 

4.1.8LANDUSE 
The EA notes the inconsistency 'vith County's zoning and geDeral plan land use 
designation, but nevertheless says that there would be no land use impactS because 
development would be compatible with surrounding lund uses. Given that this 
significant inconsistency with the zoning and land usc designation (e.g., 143 units 
plus potential community center vs. 14 units) must be considered a significant 
impact, this conclusion is incorrect Furthermore, the loss of agriculture would be 
inconsistent with CoWlty policy. Both development alternatives would convert J 
most of the project site to non-agricultural uses, resulting in a loss of more than 
1100 acres of agricultural land, leaving only 300 a&Tcs (less than 1/4 of the site). 

4.4 CUM1JLATIVE EFFECTS 
Tho EA states that long-term cumulative conditions we.re established based upon 
the County's Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan. While this Plan is an 
approprime resource upon whicll to evaluate cumulative effects, the EA should also 
ioclude information from the Santa Ynez Band's Tribal Consolidation and 
Acquisition Plan (Appendix M to the EA). 

CONCLUSION 
Based upon the above information, including the attached Environmental Setting J 
report and comment letter from Lawrence E. Hunt dated October 3, 2013, the Santa 
Ynez Valley Alliance respectfully respects that the BlA prepare a full 
Environmental Impact Statement for this proposal. 

Sincerely, 

~k01l---· _ 
Mark Oliver, President 
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Atts: Huot, Lawrence E. Environmental Settlngfor Proposed Camp 4 Development 
Project, Santa Yne.z Valley, Santa Barbara, California. September 13,2013. 

Hunt, Lawrence E. Comments on S=ra Ynez Band of Chumash Indians Camp 4 
.Pee-to-Trust Draft Biological Assessment and Efrlllronmental Assessment, Santa 
Yne.z Valley, Santa Barbara Cuunty, California. October 3, 2013. 

cc: U.S. Senator Dianne Feinstein 
U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer 
Congresswoman Lois Capps 
County of Santa Barbara 
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lawrence E. Hunt 
Consulting Biologist 

Amy Dutschke, Regional Dir~tor 
Bureau oflndian Affairs, Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacram~mto, California 95825 3 October 20l3 

Subject: Comments on Santa Ynez Band of Cbnmash Indians Camp 4 Fe&-to· Trust 
Draft Biological Assessment and EnvironmenW Assessm ent, Santa Ynez Valley, 
Santa Barbara County, Catifornla. 

The Biological Assessment (BA) and Environmental Assessment (EA) prepared fOf the 
proposed project identify adverse impacts to these biological resources: 

• Special-status species; 
• Oak trees and oak savanna habitat; 
• Critical habitat for vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi) (VPFS); 
• California red-legged frog (Rana droytollii); 
• Waters of the U.S.; 
• Nesting migratory birds and raptot~; 
• Migration corridors. 

The EA states that implementation of the mitigation measures described In the document 
would reduce project-related impacts to these re.!IOurt:es to less than significant levels. 
This letter conunents on the thoroughness of the BA and EA and the effectiveness of the 
proposed mitigation measures . 

Occurrence of Special-Status Species. 'The impact evaluation in the BA and EA is 
restricted to federally-listed species, per NEPA allowances. However, this does not 
change the fact that, by limiting the evaluation in this way, these document$ necessarily 
present an incomplete picture of the full range of special-sta-tus species that are known 
from or which potentially occur on the project site and which could be affected by the 
proposed project. These species include a wide variety of plants and animals considered 
Special Concern by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFG, 2009) and 
the California Native Plant Society (Tibor, 200 I), species proteoted by various County 
policies and regulatioijll, and a number of wildlife species on ''Watch Liars" prepared by 
tho Audubon Society, CDFW, CNPS, or County of Santa Barbara (2008). 

Page 3-36 of the EA claims that no federal ly-listed plants occur on-site, but there are a 
number of List I B plant$ with a moderate to high potential of occurring on-aile and 

Hunt & Associates 
Biological Consulting Services 

5290 Overpass Road. Suite 108 
Santa Barbera, California 9311 1 

Phone: (8015) 967-8512 Fax: (805) 967-4633 
e·mall: l!lnnlel'a@veriz.on.net 
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which have some fcder.a.l status. Protocol level-surveys conducted at appropriate times of 
the year are needed to rule out occurrence of these species on-site: 

Speciai..Stat'lla Plaaa with Moderate to High Potential of Occurring On-Site. 

Comtt1on Name 
(Scientiftc Name) 

> 

C<>Wtct'• goldfields 
(Lilltl!tlria ~"' up. 

""''"rfJ 

Dwarf calyc>dcnio 
(~·nil oiUm l) 

1-loo,•et'• ~><at gos. 
(A,ytutit m""') 

Lat:>floweted 
maripo'a Jity 
(Cd.<horfsd .-fii ~~<thli) 

M.,. hotlttli• 
(Horh<lia """"'' oulnp. 
pMhmllt/) 

Ml1e's milk-vetch 
(At~tli~IIY/)'IJ 
- .. if,Ti.fnllij 

Oj;U fri ttilacy 
(PriHilctfq <J.UNII) 

South<:rn nrplant 
(Ct~~~rotJNitli• ll<lmi , • .,. 

CNPS Ptow.:ring Nea«ot 
U.dbg Time and Known 
Stams* He~ .... . Occwrenee 
U•t 1B Febtt<ary·June F~ofHwy 154 

be,....,. Santa Y ncz 
Vetosl poolund ruver :md S<\n J..ucu 

vecnil thu Croek, o.bout 2 tit mi 
SE proje<:t •it• (1997) 

Li<t 1B MQ)'"'OGtobcr Old ra:o<d for vicinity 
of loll AJ•mo-: tbwt 

Chapam.l. woodlar>d. 6 ml NW of project 
.,..,.l>nd ... .,. sib! I no date) . 

Liot 1B Ap<ii·July Uppe< <rest fark of 
Ballard Cyn.. •pp«>x. 

Clu.punl, O<lk 3.5 olr ml NW f><<>i<<:t 
woodl.tnd, ~m~sknd •itc loo d•te) 

li>t 15 June-Augus.r San MucO.:S Pu t:, E of 
runun.i" shout 12 tir 

Cb>j>UDI, wuodlaod, n>l SE project site 
ofteo on serpentine (195$) 

P.iotod C.ve Road, S 
of ict B Ctmino Cic;lo~ 
al>out 14 .tt mi SR 
project •it<: (2006} 

£ Comioo Cicio <t 
L~un:l Springs, 'tbout 
13 olr m~~E project 
si~ !2006 

Li" 18 Febru•ry.Sopt:w>ber Solomon Hillo approx. 
3.3.;,. ml SE jet Cl•rk 

Onparml, o..k Ave x Hwy 101, tbwt 
woodland, coasuJ 8otgC I 0 mi NW project om 
~crub,1lnd sand hiD 
wcn~b on sandy \IIOilJ 

Usti B Masch-Juoe 2.5 mi NW BueUwn, 
approx. 7.5 •ir mi 

Cacutal ""gc ;.tCtub on WNW proicct llitc 
clay .soils (19~5) 

N side San M•""" 
Pats, about 12 olr ml 
SE P<Oicct site 0 9 30) 

Liot IB Ms«:n-t.!•y Upper O•o Can ron, 
about t4 air mi E 

Woodlnnd, <h•p•nol 
on tockv roil~ 

project site (1 961) 

lJ;t 1B July-September eo •• .., phin w o< 
GoJe~ about 12 C rni 

Hunt & Associates 
Biological Consulting SetVices 

5290 Overpass Road, Suite 108 
Santa Barbara, California 931 11 

(805) 967-8512 (phone) (805) 967-4633 (fax) 
e•mall: annlella@verizon.net 

Po~enriol Cor 
OcCYrN:nce 

Mockntc 10 higb 
poccnri:t.t in i'tOnJ 
g~t~1!1lnds in 
C.t:n tra1 Slld 

oowbem p<><tiOn.< 
of oroiC'<t sitr 
Moder<lle p<>tential 
in gr.l-,t.Wtds on 
proioet sjte 

Moderotc to Hi&!> 
potentiaJ in 
gtl$$land ~nd 
M'#1D:niOn"''j~ 
Mode'""' potertlisl 
in OQk savanna ®· 

l!itc, bur fill kllown 
OCCJ,J!TCnOOI Ate in 

monblPC Qr-eG.S 

Sut<Oiloclint: tM 
Sannt Yncz Val<y 

Modetate 
poleotia.li mo.n 
soils on-~it:e may 
be u.n~uit~tblc lot 
tlti:< ~ (cl•y• 
•nd .a.., oould be 
found in lQndy 
ooni.ons ofwa~hcs 
Moden:ac: potcnti2l 
jn gtt.uu.nd atJd 

, *av;wn• on cb7 
l:'OiiJ 

Modettte potential 
io 11tony gta!l~la.od; 
on..;., 

Typic<Uy fnund io 
=stol irno"lando, 

J 
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""""""l Verrnl fblf and S project olt< (2005) but ptolect •ie.o 
£.1U~nd gnsm.ods and 

soa. doJcly 
resemble «>0011! 
sins when this 
. species I># been 
found 

Some of these species are not the same ones evaluated in the BA, but are included In the 
checklist prepared by USFWS and in Appendix B of the EA. The BA and BA do not 
provide mueh detail on bow the field surveys were condueted, stating only that botanical 
inventories were conducted in accordance with CDFG protocols. Additional information 
on field methods (number of persons, transect vs. random walk surveys, transect spacing, 
project site coverage, etc.), is needed to ovnluate the thoroughness of the surveys. More 
importantly, the botanical surveys for the BA and EA were conducted on 7-9 March 2012 
and 23-25 April 2012, which was not adequate to note the presence of special-status 
annual plants in this area at that time. Rainfall totals for the 20 12/2013 rainy season were 
sign!ficandy below average and the timing of most storms occurred rclatively early in the 
season. Consequently, many annual wildflowers bloomed earlier than is typical for this 
area. In additiop to the March and April surveys, botanical surveys should have been 
conducted in January and February in 201 2 in order to more completely capture year-to­
year variation in floral phenology. Additional botanical surveys should be cond\ICted to 
more fully evnluate the site status of annual special-status plants. 

Additionally, needlegrass (Nassella pulchra and/or N. lepida), species of local concern, 
~ lil<el)' present on-site and may be extensive enough to meet the criteria for 
consideration as "native grasslands" (County of Santa Barbara, 2008}. 

Wildlife surveys were conducted on 12-14 Sept 201 1 and 16-17 July 2013, the height of 
the dry season, which is Insufficient to adequately characterize wildlife occurrence on­
site or use of on-site habitats, including seasonal water features. Additional wildlife 
surveys, designed to characterize the full raJ\ge of wildlife resource use on-site, should be 
conducted from late fall through mid-summer. These surveys should include acoustic 
surve-ys for bats, time-constrained or drift fence-pitfall trap surveys for reptiles and 
amphibians, monthly surveys of seasonal water features (see below), track and camera 
stations for nocturnal carnivores, time-constrained surveys for bird~. and an analysis of 
raptor use of the site, including owls. 

Impacts to Oak Trees and Oak Savam1a. Oak savanna, an iconic habitat of the 
California landscape, has been diminished in extent and isolated by development to the 
point that this plant community i& considered threatened and of high priority fur 
conservation by the State of California (Davis, n.d., Brown and Davis, 1990; CDFG, 
2002; Sawyer et ol., 2008). Indeed, valley oaks, coast live oala, and blue oaks have been 
described as the "keystone structures" that gov1m1 biodiversity a.nd ecosystmt function in 
savanna habitats (Manning et a!., 2006; Tietje and Vreeland, 1997; Tietje et al, J 997). 
Oak tree density across the project site, while relatively stable over the time period that 

Huf'lt & Associates 
Biological Consulting Services 

5290 Overpass Road, Suite 1 08 
Saf'ltlll Barbara. Clllifomle 93111 

(805) 967-8512 (phone) (805) 967-4633 (fax) 
e-maU: aMiella@verizon.nat 

J 
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aerial photography has been available (1928-present), is severely threatened by lack of 
recruitment due to competing land uses, including livestock grazing and vineyard 
expansion. The loss of oak trees across the project site will result in significant impacts 
to local and regional biodiversity. Given that both Alternatives A and B result in 
significant loss of individual oak trees and fragmentation of existing oak savanna habitat, 
these project designs should be interpreted as Class I impacts to these resources at the 
County and State level of protection. 

Mapping of oak savanna habitat in Fig. 3-4 of the EA appears subjective. The Methods 
section in the BA does not describe minimum mapping units or provide critetia for 
distinguishing mapping of non-native annual grassland vs. oak savanna (e.g., inter-tree 
spacing and canopy cover). For example, several areas on Parcels 2, 3, and 4 in Figure 6 
of the BA support oak trees In densities mapped elsewhere on this figure as "oak 
savanna", but are not mapped as such. As a result, acreages of and impacts to oak 
savanna habitat on-site have been underestimated (Table 3 .~ I). 

There is no rationale given for translating areas mapped as oak savanna in Figure 6 of the 
BA 'into the "RMZ zones" mapped in Figures 2-1 and 2-2 of the EA. \1./hat is the basis 
for determining the size, shape, and location of the RMZs? 

Rodents (pocket gophers, ground squirrels, and mice) play a significant role in blue, 
valley, and coast live oak seeding mortality in Santa Ynez Valley oak savsnna and 
woodland (Tyler et al., 2006; 2008). Alternatives A and B will significantly fragment 
what is now open oak savanna and annual grassland. This could result in reduced. rates of 
raptor and carnivore predation on rodent populations in the resulting fragments because it 
may become more difficult for these predators to access the fragments because of 
increased human presence, noise, and movement baniers. Increased oak seedling 
predation by rodents in these "protected" habitat fragments could result in long-term or 
permanent reduction in oak b:ee recruitment. Recruitment is one of the natural processes 
that governs persiStence of oak savanna habitat, so any fuctor that inhibits or prevents 
recruitment runs counter to the stated goals of the RMZs. Oiven existing trends of little 
or no recruitment, it is only a matter of time before asus currently supporting oak 
savaiUla revert to annual grassland as mature trees die or are intentionally removed and 
are not replaced. The RMZs should strive to create self-sustaining oak savanna habitat. 

The EA makes reference to the TrWal Ordinance Regarding Oak Tree Preservation for 
the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash lndia1!S as a "built-in" mitigation measure. However, 
this ordinance states that, "there will be no loss of oak trees .. . unless they impede 
development of Ttibal facilities." (pp. 3-27 a:nd 3-28 of EA). Likewise, the mitigation 
measure proposed in Section 5.4 of tbe EA will not reduce project-related impacts to 
individual oak trees or oak savanna habitat to less than significant levels because is lacks 
specificity, purpose, performance standards, and long-term goals. 
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A biologically meaningful mitigation measure would include: a) no loss of existing 
mature oaks on the project site, and; b) restoration of ecosystem function and self­
sustalnability to existing oak savanna habitat through preservation and enhancement of 
patch connectivity. Additionally, the geographic coordinates, dbh (diamerer at breast 
height), and canopy diameter of all oak trees on the project site should be mapped in 
order to establish baseline conditions of current patterns of oak dispersion and age class 
structute. This would allow a more informed basis for preserving oak savanna and 
ecosystem function going forward. 

Mitigation measures should include preparation of a comprehensive, biologically-based. 
long-term oak savanna restwation and preservation program prepared by a qualified 
biologist (not an arborist, as slated in the BA). The goals of this program should include 
significantly increasing oak survivorship. recruitment, and self-S118tainability throughout 
the project site through a long-term effort of collocting acorns from existing trees on-site, 
growing them in a nursery setting until large enough to be planted, and strategically 
planting them such that they enhance ecosystem function of ex.! sting oak savanna habitats 
that have been degraded by decades of adverse agricultural practices. Whipple et al. 
(2010) outline such an approach for areas that fonnerly supported oak savanna but which 
now support only a few isolated, remnant trees in a semi-urban landscape. Such a 
prog)'arn should focus on Intensive oak tree planting in areas of the project site proposed 
for development together with preservation and enhancement of connectivity, function, 
and genetic integrity of oak savanna habitat. The plan should also include preservation of 
representative types of oak savanna funned by single species or combinations of species, 
such as valley oak savanna, blue oak savanna, and coast live oak-blue oak or coast live 
oak-valley oak savanna. 

Description of On-Site Drainages. Page 3-8 of 'the BA does not mention that two major 
uibutaries of Z~a de Cota Creek drain the northwestern and central portions of the 
project site (Parcels 1,2, and 3). zanja de Cota Creek is the major water feature of the 
Los Olivos Hydrologic Area, where the project site is located. Fo:rther on, the BA slates 
that the northwestern and western portions of the project site drain to the north and 
northwest. This ls not correct-most of the site drains to the west and southwest The 
descriptions in the text are contradicted by Fig. 3-3 in the EA (FEMA Flood Zones), 
which shows I 00-year floodways draining southwestward across Parcels I, 2, and 3. 

Seasonal Water Features. The EA does not explain the difference between an, 
"ephemeral drainage" and a "seasonaJ wetland swale". According to p. 3-34 in the BA, 
none of the ephemeral drainages contained water during any of the site visits. Site visits 
to these ephemeral drainages should have been timed to occur during or immediately 
following rain events In order to chlllliCterize their status· and function. Later, the EA 
states that the seasonal wetland swale in the northeastern portion of the site was 
inundated during the April 2012 surveys. Under the paragraph, "Habitat Types" on p. 12 
of the BA, there ls no mention of vernal pools on-aite, but Photos 9 and 12 in Figure 7b 
descrlbe vernal pools in the south-central and southwestern portions of the project site. 
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The entire evaluation of seasonal water features on-site is summarized in one sentence (p. 
12), a map that is roo large a scale to adequately snow aquatic features (Figure 6), and six 
photos (Figure ?b). The description, mapping, and analysis of these important resources 
ate inadequate to fully address project-related impacts, which include changes in 
hydrology, sedimentation, and water quality. 

Impacts to VernaJ Pool Fairy Slll'imp (VPFS) Critical Habitat. The BA and EA 
correctly identifY the regulatory circumstances involving this species and accurately map 
Unit 31 of the VPFS Critical Habitat designation as covering the southem half of the 
project site. In the absence of surveys for this species because the on-site seasonal water 
features wetlands did not contain water during their site visits, the BA and EA assume 
that VPFS may occur on-site. However, the BA states on p. 4-12 that, "The 2. 1 3 acres of 
ephemeral drainages on the project site do not provide adequate habitat for VPFS", This 
statement has no fucrual basis without adequate surveys timed to coincide when water is 
present in these features. VPFS can be found in a variety of seasonal water features, 
including isolated pools in ephemeral drainages, tire ruts, and other natural and man­
made habitats that may be very limited in size (Eriksen and Belk, !999; Hunt, pers. 
observ.). Moreover, this species can, ru1der optimal conditions, complete its life cycle in 
as little as 18 days {Eriksen and Belk, 1999). Consequently, detennining presence or 
absence at a water feature involves regular ~piing throughout the winter and spring. 
At a minimum, site surveys should occur every two to three weeks between December 
and early May. 

Under "Potential JmpacJs" (p. 19), the BA fails ro describe the type, location, or sevority 
of potential impacts to VPFS or vPFS habitat For ex811lple, which seasonal wetlands are 
" .. . proposed to be impacted."? The primary mitigation measure proposed to reduce 
potential impacts to VPFS and VPFS habitats is confusing. On p. 19 the BA 
recommends establishing a 500-foot buffer around wetland habitats, but goes on ro allow 
construction ro occur within this zone. The EA reduces this buffer zone to 50 feet (p. 5-
5). A 50-foot buffer around wetland features that potentially support VPFS is inadequate 
to prevent long-term degradation of these habitats from soil erosion and/or sedimentation. 
Ideally, the hydrological basin contributing to the vemal feature should be protected from 
development for long-term management of these sites. 

The EA states that the measures included in the BA, rogether with additional mitigation 
measures Cfeated in a future Biological Opinion from the USFWS, will reduce potential 
impacts to less than significant levels. Again, there is no discussion of the nature, timing, 
location, or severity of potential impacts. The first mitigation measure described in the 
EA states that, " ... the Tribe shall purchase preservation [credits at a two-to-one ratio] and 
creation credits [at a one-to-one ratio] from a USFWS-approved conservation bank. 
There is no conserv:ation or creation bank for. VPFS in Santa Barbara County, let alone 
elsewhere in Unit 31. USFWS (2005) shows that the nearest mitigation banks for v:PFS 
are located in the Central Valley (p. fi-201). Off-site mitigation will not offset significant 
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impacts to critical habitat in Unit 31. Why is there no discussion of creating seasonal 
water feature!> habitat on-s ite? 

The Recovery Plans fur VPFS prepared by the USFWS (USFWS, 1998; 2005) identify 
historic habitat loss and fragmentation as one of the major threats that have eliminated or 
degraded 90% of the historic vema! pools along the Central California coast. Alternative 
A proposes to eliminate 330 acres of VPFS habitat. In fact, impacts to critical habitat 
would be much greater because of habitat fragmentation that would occur under either 
development scenario. Approximately 65 acres would be removed under Alternative B. 
All of this disturbance would occur within the Lake Cachuma Core Area (USFWS, 2005-
Fig. lll-12a). The primary goal of the 1998 and 2005 USFWS recovery plans was 
presenration of core areas within critical habitat (p. Ill-89). 

Overall, the EA fa.i ls to adequately describe, locate, or even identify the severity of 
potential impacts to critical habitat for VPFS habitat. Moreover, the mitigation measures 
proposed in the EA to offset potential impacts do not rise to any standard of protection. 
Off-site mitigation for what amounts to very significant Joss and fragrnentati.on of core 
area critical habitat for VPFS is inadequate and inappropriate. Loss and fragmentation of 
VPFS habitat under ei ther development scenario should be considered Class r. 

lmp1cts to California Red-Leg&ed Frois (CRLF). The BA and EA correctly asserts 
that breeding habitat for CRLF is absent from the project site and notes the occurrence of 
nearby, off-site records ftum the CNDDB. However, these nearby records document that 
CRLF occur in the vicinity of the project site. The documents also state that at least 11 
natw:al and man-made water features that could provide breeding habitat for CRLF occur 
with a mile of the eastern and western boundaries of the project site. Additionally, Santa 
Agueda Creek, located east of the project site, may provide breeding babitlit for CRLP. 
The documents note that upland habitat on--site is suitable fur CRLF. CRLF use upland 
habitats for fornging and dispersal, and long-range dispenal between breeding sites is a 
key feature of mctapopulation persistence io this species (Bulger et al., 2003; Fellers and 
K leeman, 2007). 

CRLF can move distances greater than the one mile (1 .6 kilometer) limit used in the BA 
and EA. Movements in excess of 1.8 and 1.9 miles throuah upland habitat between 
aquatic sites ha'Ve been documented by Bulger et al. (2003) and Fellers and Kleeman 
{2007), respectively. Hunt (pers. observ.) also found CRLP in upland habitats up to I.S 
to 2 air miles from the nearest aquatic site. CRLF could disperse into the project &ite 
from known and potential sites that are location near the site, These dispersal movements 
may cumulatively exceed the observed distances noted above as individuals use rodent 
burrows as short-lean or long-term upland refugia in moving to other aquatic sites. 
Strategic placement of drift fence-pitfall trap lines during the winter and early spring 
offu the best means of evaluatiT\g CRLF use of the project site. 
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The EA offers a number of avoidance and minimization (A&M) measures designed to 
avoid adverse impacts to CRLF during project construction. While these measures mi.ght 
be sufficient to reduce impacts to less than significant levels during construction, they do 
not address potential impacts caused by project occupancy. For example, finding CRLF 
on-site during implementation of the A&M measures would mean that project occupancy 
could result in take of CRLF for the life of the project by interfering with dispersal. 
Currently, the project site can allow unrestricted movement of CRLF, if present, across 
the site. Increased potential for take from creating interior roadways (mortality) and 
barriers to dispersal (interference with movements) could occur for the life of the project. 
These long-term impacts associated with occupancy cannot be reduced to less than 
significant levels and must be classified as Class I impacts. 

Impacts to N~.sting Migratory Birds, Raptors, and Bats. BA and EA make no 
mention of the known occurrence of the golden eagle on the project site (Hunt, pers. 
observ.) or, at a minimum, the use of grassland and oak savanna as foraging habitat fur 
this species. Oak trees on-site offer potential raptor nest sites, but the BA makes no 
mention of seeing captor nests during site visits. 

Loss of individual oak trees and fragmeatation of oak savanna would significantly impact 
roost/nest sites for raptors and entire guilds of other birds, For example, oak trees and 
oak savanna on the project site support eight species of woodpeckers, including two 
migratory species (acorn, Nuttall's, Lewis', downy, hairy, northern flicker, Williamson's 
sapsucker, and red-breasted sapsucker). The oak savanna habitat on the project site 
represents some of the best remaining habitat for Lewis' woodpeckers, a Watch List 
species, in the Santa Ynez Valley. Acorn woodpeckers form complex, long-term fumily 
units around granary trees, typically valley and blue oaks, which could be eradicated as 
oak trees are removed under either development scenario. 

Additionally, several species of special-status bats likely forage in oak savanna and/or 
have seasona1 or permanent roosts in oak trees on the project site. These species include: 
pallid bat (Ailtrozous pallidus) and Townsend's big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendiz), 
both of which have established roosts less than two rm1es from the project site. Loss of 
oak trees and fragmentation of oak savanna and annual grassland would significantly 
impact both of these species as well as a host of other bats. Acoustic surveys, conducted 
at different times of the year, are needed to better characterize use of the site as foraging 
and roosting habitat for bats. 

Appendix E in the EA lists four species of raptors and 2 two species of migratory birds 
that were observed on-site during the surveys fur the BA, but the discussion of migratory 
birds on-site on p. 3-40 is cursory and should state that there is more than a "potential [for 
these species] to nest within the project siten. The Cultural Resources section (p. 3-48) 
states that rodent diggings were 'ubiquitous' across the pmject site, so there is evidently 
an abundant prey base for rap tors and carnivores. Point-count surveys, conducted at 
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different times of the. year, are needed to characterize nse ·of the site as foraging and 
nesting habitat for migratory birds and raptors. 

Impact of Tribal Govemmellt Facilities. The BA and EA do not analyze potential 
impacts to . biological resources callSed by locating ~ proposed 30-acre Tribal 
Government facilities and parking lot in the approximate center of the project site. In 
addition to the obvious significant long-tc:nn impacts to habitat loss and fragmentation 
associated with construction of the facility, there are a n11mber of significant, long-term 
impacli to wildlife associated with operation of the facility, Including, but not limited to: 
increased noise and human presence, night-lighting, trash, and changes to the seasonal 
hydrology and ecological function of surrounding -ephemeral drainages if surface 1'\111off 
from the facility and parking lot is directed eo them. 

Impacts to Wildlife Movement and Corridors. A tenet of conservation biology is thnt 
fulgmentation and isolation of fonnerly ex tenslve habitats is a major contn'butor to the 
loss of biodiversity. Consequently, it makes intuitive sense that maintaining habitat 
connectivity as landscape$ are developed offcm~ the best opportunity for conserving plant 
and animal biodiversity. Habitat corridors arc promoted as important features of reserves 
that allow dispersal between high-quality habitats. This means that corridor location and 
design are critical to maintaining ecological function of connected habitats and wildlife 
populations (Sutcliffe lind Thornas. 1996; Quintana-Ascencio and Menges, 1996; Meffe, 
carroll, et al., 1997; Aars and Ims 1999; Beier and Loe, 1992; Beier and Noss. 1998, 
Mech and Hallett, 2001; Tewsbnry, eta!., 2002; Damschen, eta!., 2006). 

At a mlnl.mum, the project site pro-vides foraging, nesting, or denning habitat for the 
following raptors and carnivores: golden eagle, red-tailed hawk, red-shouldered hawk, 
ferruginous hawk, Cooper'·s hawk, American kestrel, striped skunk, American badger, 
long-tailed weasel, bobcat, mountain lion, coyote, grey fox, and black bear. The site 
provides excellent ha.bitet for their prey, including ground squirrels and other rodents, 
rabbits and bares, and black-tailed deer. Consequently, much of the project site can be 
considered a wildlife corridor for these species (and others) moving between similar 
habitats north, southeast, south, and west of the site. The BA and EA identii}t one 
"wildli fe corridor"-the NE-SW trending drainage in the vineyard, but grassland and oak 
savaru1a can. function as a " wildlife corridor", not just riparian areas. Any discussion of 
"wildlife corridors" should recognize the complexity of this issue. One of the most 
significant l.mpacts of development of Alternative A orB is its potential effect on wildlife 
movements. 

Page 4-11 of the EA states that Alternatives A and B would not impact native resident or 
migratory fish, but the document fails to evaluate the effects of increased erosion and 
sedimentation in Zanja de Cota Creek and other ephemeral drainages on-site that flow 
into the Santa Ynez River, a steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) stream. 
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Pages 4-11 and 4-3 7 of the EA contain brief discussions of potential wildlife movement 
"conidors" on the project site. These discussions have no basis in fact and only vag1.1ely 
evaluate the potential impacts of project development on wildlife movement. The 
Alternative B section on "migratory corridors" on p. 4-37 expands this discussion to 
include " .. . overland migration through the project site [between) .agricultufll.l and 8llllual 
grassland areas to the southwest, south, and west of the project site." Additionally, it 
states that, "Alternative B was designed to a:void the ephemeral drainage that provides a · 
migratory corridor between the northern and western portion of the project site." How 
and why does the EA assume that ephemeral drainages provide the sole or even primary 
wildlife movement corridors within and through the project site? Although riparian 
corridors and drainages may connect otherwise discoiiiiected habitats, wildlife movement 
is not strictly or primarily associated with these corridors. If a goal of AJternative B is to 
conserve grassland and oak savanna habitat on-site, then the ephemeral drainages, with a 
suitable habitat buffer around them, could function as landscape elements that foster 
connectivity between upland habitat patches on-site and similar habitats north, south, and 
west of the project site, but only if adequate upland habitat buffers (several hundreds of 
feet) surround each drainage. 

In the absence of speciftc s tudies, it is better to speak of habitat connectivity and assume 
that more connected habitats allow for better dispersal of, and therefore persistence of, 
wildlife and plant biodiversity. In this case, a more thorough analysis of corridor 
function is necessary. Specifically, the ephemeral drainages could provide movement 
corridors for some species, but the buffer areas surrounding various drainages will be 
much more important in creating and maintaining dispersal opportunities for most of the 
plants and animal species found on-si te and in the region. Buffer width is critical in this 
function. In -the absence of specific studies detailing wildlife movement, wider buffers 
will offer the greatest opportunity for movement of a diverse assemblage of local species 
with widely disparate body sizes, dispersal ability, and guild ecology, ranging from 
annual plants, trees, beetles, butterflies, snails, snakes, birds, rodents, and carnivores. 

Barriers to dispersal are the counterpoint to habitat corridors and coiUJectivity. Barriers 
are species-specific. In the case of ground-dwelling wildlife (snakes, terrestrial birds, 
owls, rodents, rabbits, deer, and carnivores), the most significant barrier to dispersal to 
and from the site is Highway 154 because of its width and high likelihood for mortality as 
animals attempt to cross it or forage alongside it. Annour Ranch Road, Baseline Road, 
low-density ranchette development northeast of the project site, agricultural development 
west, northwest, and north of the site, and small-mesh fencing around otherwise open 
grassland and oak savanna habitat southeast and south of the project site are secondary 
barriers to unrestricted movement. These barriers are, depending on the species, more or 
less porous to movements of most ground-dwelling wildlife. Reducing the impacts of 
these existing barriers involves providing safe and effective means for ground-dwelling 
wildlife to cross (e.g., wildlife undercrossings). 
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The great value of the project site as wildlife habitat is the fact that it providea elctensive, 
connected grassland and oak savaMa habitat fur a wide variety of plants and animals, 
especially medium- and large carnivores and roptors whose foroglng, breeding, and 
dispersal habitat is shrinking regionally as their prey base becomes degroded by habitat 
fragmentation. In this regard, the BA correctly asserts that development of Alternative B 
would result in less habitat fragmentation and provide more habitat connectivity than 
Alternative A. However, the design of the development and associated mitigation 
measures do not reduce impacts to habitat connectivity and wildlife dispersal to less than 
significant levels. Either development sceoario could result in Class I impacts to wildlife 
movement, and although Alternative B may reduce impacts compared to Alternative A, 
the environmentally preferable alternative is one that clusters one-acre development 
parcels in the northwestern comer of the !)roject site and incorporates associated design 
changes: 

• cluster the one-acre development parcels, the proposed Tribal Government 
Center, and associated roadways and parking lots (appt'oximately 224 total acres) 
to the northwestern portion of the project site that is currently in vineyard 
production (approximately 269 acres); 

• retain aU valley, blue, and coa~~t live trees greater than 6 inches dbh trees in the 
existing vineyard areas during development and use these trees as "source" trees 
for re-creating and maintaining "urban oak savanna" in this portion of the project 

· site, similar to that proposed in Guisti, et a!. (2005) and Whipple, et a!. (20 I 0); 
• place the remainder of grassland and oak savanna on the project site under a 

permanent conservation easement to be used for passive rocreational purposes 
only, e.g., hiking, horseback riding, bird watching. etc.; 

• have a qualified biologist create and implement an Oak Savanna Restoration Plan 
whose goals include retaining all existing oak savanna habitat on-site, increasing 
oak tree density and recruitment with on-site seed So\lrces, and promoting 
ecological processes that ensure long-term oak savanna persistence and habilat 
function (also see comments under "Impacts to Oak Trees and Oak Sava.rma" 
above). 

References. 

Aars, ]. and R.A. Ims. 1999. The effect of habitat corridors on rates of transfer and 
interbreeding between vole demes. Ecology 80: 1648-1655. 

Beier, P. and R.F. Noss. 1998. Do habitlll corridors provide connectivity? Conse~W~Iion 
Bioi .. 12(6): 1241-1252. 

Beier, P. and S. Lee. 1992. In my experience: a checklist for evaluating impacts to 
wildllfe movement corridors. Wildlife Society Bull., 20(4); 434-440. 

Hunt & Associates 
Biological Consulting Services 

5290 Overpass Road. Suite 108 
Santa Barbara, California 93111 

(805) 967-8512 fphone} (805) 967-4633 (fax) 
e-mail: annlella@verizon.net 

J 

J 
J 
J 



P327-17

P998-30
Cont.

P327-22
Cont.

P327-18

P996-02
Cont.

P327-24

P327-21

Comment Letter P998 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.

P315-04
Cont.

P998-31

P308-01
Cont.

P308-02

P998-20

P998-26
Cont.

P993-14
Cont.

P308-18
Cont.

P316-02

P316-03

P998-32

P327-04
Cont.

P998-34

P998-33

P998-35
Cont.

12 

Brown, R.W. and F.W. Davis. 1990. Historic mortality of valley oaks in the Santa Ynez 
Valley, Santa Barbara County, California, l11: Proceedings of the symposium on 
oak woodlands and·hardwoodrangeland management. Oct 31-Nov 2. 

Bulger, J.B., N.J. Scott, and R.B. Seymour. 2003. Terrestrial activity and conservation of 
adult California red·legged frogs Rcma aurora draytonii in coastal forests and 
grasslands. Biological Conservation, 110(1): 85-95. 

CDFG (California Department ofFish and Game). 2009. Special-Status Animals List 
for the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). Sacramento, CA. July. 
59pp. 

County of Santa Barbara. 2008. Environmental thresholds and guidelines manual. Prep. 
by the Planning and Development Dept., Santa Barbara. October. 172 pp . 

Darnschen, B., et al., 2006. Landscape corridors promote plant diversity by preventing 
species loss. Science, in: ScienceDaily. 2008. How wildlife corridors work over 
time. www.sc iencedaily.com/r¢1eases/2008!12/08120l2001 J 5.html. 

Davis, F.W. n.d. Distribution and status of vaJley oaks (Quercus lohata Nee) in 
California. www.biogeog.ucsb.edulprojects{sboak/final report/sectionl .pdf. 

Fellers, G.M. and P.M. Kleeman. 2007. California red-legged frog (Rana draytonil) 
movement and habitat use: implications for conservation. Journal of Herpetology 
41 (2): 276-286. 

Guisti, G.A., D.D. McCreary, and R.B. Standiford. 2005. A planner's guide for oak 
woodlands. Pub!. No. 3491, Univ. California, Div. Agriculture and Natural 
Resources. Oakland, CA. 116 pp. 

Manning, A.D., J. Fischer, and D.B. Lindenmayer. 2006. Scattered trees are keystone 
structures: implications for conservation. Biological Conservation, 132: 311-
321. 

Mech, S.G. and J.G. Hallett. 2001. Evaluating the effect of corridors: a genetic approach. 
Conservation Eiol., 15(2): 467-474. 

Meffe, G.K., C.R. Carroll, et al. 1997. Princip-les of conservation biology, 2•d ed. Sinauer 
Associates, Inc., Sunderland, MA. 72(} pp. 

Quintana-Ascencio, P.F. and E.S. Menges. 1996. Inferring metapopulation dynamics 
from patch-level incidence of Florida scrub plants. Conservation Bioi., 10: 1210-
1219. 

Hunt & Asoociates 
Biological Consulting Sen~ces 

5290 Overpass Road, Suite 108 
· Santa Barbara, California 931 11 

(805) 967-8512 (phone) (805) 9674633 {fax) 
e-mail: ennlella@verizon.net 



P327-17

P998-30
Cont.

P327-22
Cont.

P327-18

P996-02
Cont.

P327-24

P327-21

Comment Letter P998 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.

P315-04
Cont.

P998-31

P308-01
Cont.

P308-02

P998-20

P998-26
Cont.

P993-14
Cont.

P308-18
Cont.

P316-02

P316-03

P998-32

P327-04
Cont.

P998-34

P998-33

P998-35
Cont.

13 

Sutcliffe, O.L. and CD. ThomM. 1996. Open corridors appear to filcilitate dispersal by 
ringlet butterflies (Aphantopus ltypertllltus) between woodland clearfng~~. 
C<mservation Bioi .. 10(5): 1359-1365. 

Tewsbtlry, J.J., et aL 2002. Corridors affect plants, animals, and their interactions in 
fragmented landscapes. Ecology 99(20): 1223-1226. 

Tibor, D. (ed.). 2001. Inventory of J"3J'e and endangered plants of California, ~ ed. 
California Native Plant Society, Special Publ. No. I, Sacramento, CA. 387 pp. 

Tietje, W.O. and J.K. Vreeland. 1997. The use of plywood coverboards to sample 
herpetofuuna in a California oak woodland. Trans. Westen1 Section of the 
Wildlife Soc .. 33: 67-74. · 

_ _ , N.R. Siepel. and JL . Dockter 1997. Relative abundance and habitat assooiati0118 
of venebrates in oak woodlands in coastBI Central California, pp. 391-399 In: 
Management of Hardwood Rangeland Resources in California, USDA Fol'\lst 
Service Gcnl. Tech. Rept. PSW-GTR-160. 

Tyler, C.M., B. Kuhn, and F.W. Davis. 2006. Demographic and recruitment limitations 
of three oak species in California. Quarterly Review of Bioi., 81 (2): 127-I 52. 

Tyler, C.M., f .W. Davis, and B.B. Mahall. 2008. The relative importance of factot5 
affecting age-specific seedling survival of two co-occurring oak species in 
southern California, Forest Ecology and Mgmt, 255(7): 3063-3074, 

USFWS. 1998. Recovery plan for vernal pools of soutllem California. Portland, OR. 113 
pp, plus appendices. 

_ _ . 2005. Recovery plan for vernal pool ecosystems of California and southern 
Oregon. Portland, OR. xxvi + 606 pp, 

Whipple, A., R.M. Qrosainger, and F.W. Davis. 2010. Shifting baselines in a California 
oak savanna.: Nineteenth Century data inform restoration scenarios. Resroration 
Ecology. 30(2): 130-144. 

Lawrence E. Hunt 

Hunt & Assoc:ll!ll&s 
Biological Consulting Services 

5290 Overpass Road, Suite 108 
Santa Barbara. CaMfornia 93111 

(805) 967-8512 (phone) (805) 967-4633 (fi!l)() 
e-mail: ennfella@verizorl.net 



P327-17

P998-30
Cont.

P327-22
Cont.

P327-18

P996-02
Cont.

P327-24

P327-21

Comment Letter P998 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.

P315-04
Cont.

P998-31

P308-01
Cont.

P308-02

P998-20

P998-26
Cont.

P993-14
Cont.

P308-18
Cont.

P316-02

P316-03

P998-32

P327-04
Cont.

P998-34

P998-33

P998-35
Cont.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING FOR PROPOSED CAMP 4 
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT, SANTA YNEZ VALLEY, 

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

Hunt &Associate& Biological 
Consulting Servi~s 
52.90 Ovtl}la&s Road, Ste 108 
Santr. Barba111, CA 93111 

Contact Lawrence E . Hunt 
805) 967-5512 

13 Septcm.btr 2013 



P327-17

P998-30
Cont.

P327-22
Cont.

P327-18

P996-02
Cont.

P327-24

P327-21

Comment Letter P998 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

L12-01

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.

P315-04
Cont.

P998-31

P308-01
Cont.

P308-02
P998-36

P998-26
Cont.

P993-14
Cont.

P308-18
Cont.

P316-02

P316-03

P998-32

P327-04
Cont.

P998-34

P998-33

P998-35
Cont.

Environmenwl Setting for Ptoposed Camp 4 Development Project, Santa Yne:r; 
Valley, Santa Barban~ County, California 

T his docu~t ~ummarizes !he enviionmental baseline for the proposed Camp 4 
Development Project, located in the eutetn Sanb Ynez Valley, northeast of the junction of 
Highway 154 and Highway 246 {Fig. 1). 

Proposed Camp 4 Project Site. 

Methodology. The following desctiption o f vegetation Md plant communities on the 
project site is based upon sire visits conducted by U:wrence E. Hunt in August and 
September 2013 along public roadways around the perimetet of the southern, wesrem, 
northern, and portions of the eastern sides of the project site. In total, appro-ximately 75% 
of the site was visible with bi.ooculars from these perimeter roads. Aerial photographs of the 
project vicinity dating from 1928 to 2013 were consult<:d to gain imight into past land use 
ptRctices within and around the project site (County of Santa Barbara, 2013; GoogleE:arth, 
2013). 

Pre-existing data sources were consulted co ~in insight into plant and animal occurrences 
from the area. T hese sources included the Califotnia Natural Diver$ity Data Base for areo.s 
within and surroll!lding the project site (Santt Yne2, Solvang, Figueroa Moun min, San Rafael 
Mountain, Los Olivos, San Mucos Pass, Zaca Creek, Gaviota, Dos Pueblos Canyon, and 
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Ta~guas quadr.tngles), discus5ions with local ·boCinists a.nd wildlife .. biologists familiar wim 
the area, geneul floristic and faunal ref=ces (Smith, 1998; Hickmtn, 1993; Lehman, !994; 
Stebbins, 2003; Jennings and Hayes, 1994; j!Ulleton and Peete!:$, 2004), and pertinent 
tcientiiic tnd environmental documents (Aspen Environmental Group, 1996; Hunt and 
As~ociatu, 2011, 2012) conducted in rhis region. A complete list of, references consulted are 
presented at the end of this document 

Land Use. The following discusrion is based on interpretation of ~~.erial photogftphs taken 
in 1928, 1938, 1964, 1994, and 2013. Surp risingly, the p roject site has ch9.0ged very little 
du.r:iog this 85-year range. Livestock gux:ing (rangeland) is the dominant, recutring land use 
du.ting this tiine up to present-day. Th~;- northeastern and northern portions o f !he site were 
dry-farmed up until the mid-1960s, then converted to irrigated row crops (see current site 
photograph& in Appendix 1). 

1928: These m11y be the earlie.t aerial photognphs of the future pro;cct s.ite. The 
proje<:t site is open space, used for gra~ing and dry fotming. Dry farming is evident 
in the NW portions o f the site that today (2013) are under cultivation . T here ~re 
more oaks present throughout the northern half of the aite, including the dry-farmed 
UQ&, than r.t present Zltoja de Cotll Creek is better-developed chan today. 'There is 
no Higb,vay 154 . A roa.dw>.y that fellows the present-day lt:l.ck o f Highway 246 
te.rminates :u today's intersection of Higbw:tys 246 and 154. A ~:CX~dw:~y thar follows 
the present-day tnd; of &.ase Line ./\venue 11 plaicly vi&ible in these photographs. 
The S.una Agueda Creek floodpbin is open space-no deo"elcpmenr. Portions of 
the floodp lain o f the Sunta Y n~ Rivet appear to be under cultivation. 

19J8: A roadwa.y following the tc~ck of presem-cky Highway 154 is visible; other 
main roadways are still present. The domioant land me across most o f the future 
project site it livestock p zing, CJrccpt in NW corner, which is still dry-fumed. Most 
o f the trec1 visible on the project site in theae photos are a till visible in 2013 aerilll 
photographs. The Sants Aguedt Creek floodplain is still mosdy ranchland, but there 
is some dry fil rrnlng in the ueas currently. occupied by low-densiry residential 
hou,ing east of the project site, The areas north o f the furore project sire are dry 
fumed, but in general, there is unbr<>ken open sptce between the fO<lthills ro the 
norrb, actos~ the project site, and the S9.01\\ Yne:z; River to the south. 

1964 (Shipma111 1972): Northwestern comet o f future project site is under 
cultivation (formerly dry·fa.rrned). Other nortl=tl portions of sire also are dry­
fumed, but If& sjy it ba.sitrdb itt !It! St!1Jff rom(iliorr w tpdq. There is no residenO.I 
development in the Santi Agueda Cteek floodplain cut of the project site, but some 
parts of the floodplain are under cultivation. Tree dcmity is basically whu is visible 
today in aeri.U photog.rt.phs. 

1994 111111 201 J {Fif.s. 2 1111d J): La.od use practices within the p roject site are 
surpriaingly simiL'lrt'O th06e found in the 1923-1964 ~crl:ll photographs. Surrounding 
bnd use changes include luge expiLtlsion of cultiva.tcd bod no<th, west, and east of 
the site. and expansion of low-derudty residentbl developmc:nt north and east of the 
sire. 
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Geoloi)l ud Soils. Jennings (1991) map$ rhe geology of the a.rea including the project site 
as Quaternary (Pliocet~t-Pleisrocenc), non-marine, mostly unconsolidated alluvium and 
terrace deposits. The rolling hills in the northern and cenual portions of the project site a.ce 
composed of non-marine Paso Robles Fom1at.ion deposits of Plio-Pleistocene age (2-5 
mybp), with younger alluvium throughout the southern portions of the site. These terrace 
deposlrs (old stream and floodplain ~Uuvium) are dissected by numerous sm.U gullies and 
soMe latget streams (e.g., Sana. Agueda Creek) that dwn to the Santa Ynez River. The 
Miocene ($-24 mybp), marine Monterey Formation is exposed in the bottom and side walla 
of many of the drainages that have cut below these younger terta~ deposiu (Norris, 2003). 

Sumu:e elevations range aaoos the project site from about 67 5 feet above sea level in the 
aouthcastem portions to appro2:imately 845 feet on hilltops along 2 ndgdine ln tbe tOOth· 
central portion of the sille. 

Soils in the project sire are derived from this parenr material and ate described by Ship1D2D 
(1972) u consi•tlng of tluee series: 

SM/4 Ynt-t Series: The Santa Ynez soil seties (SoC) consists o f modera.tcly well-drained, 
g.ravelly, 6ne sandy loams underlt.ln by gravelly clay subsoils. These solls developed on old 
wa~:e~:-deposited terraces, commonly in sw.al~ . . This soils type is restricted to a few drainages 
and sw.ales ~nd a.n upland ru:ea in the 1out:hwesretn pottions of the project a.~ea, north of the 
junctioo of Highways 154 and 246. Permeability is very slow. Depth co the elay subsoU is 
20·30 inch~ and on gentle slopes a petc:hed 'Water table forms above the clay subsoil aftet 
1:11ins that may be conducive to veroal pool formation. OL>on (1992) deaaibes vetnt.l pool& 
in this roil type from sites loa.ted appro:dmately ~3 air miles east of the souttleastem edge 
of the project site. 

Oxmrisr Snitr. The Cbrnise series c<>n3ists of we!J-dtaioed soils that developed over gmvclly 
beds o f silt and clay and sandy, water-deposited materials. These soils contain a luge 
number of water-rounded fogmcnt1 of Montefey Shale and are on dissected high teaaces. 
Cba.mise shaly loam (Chf) oco.tts on dinecred, old tettaces tluoughout the central portion 
of the project site. Permeability is moderately slow and tunoff is ropid. The oubsoU of this 
soil typ<: consists of a very sticky, plastic day that may function :1s a hardpan layer In vcmal 
pool fotm11ti01L Olson (1992) describes vema! pools in this ~oil type on Sedgwick R~nch, 
appro~imately three air miles north of the northern edge of the p roject sire. 

Puitll$ Striu; The Posites series consists of well-drained ftne, swdy loams with a. clay sub,oil. 
These soilt occur throughout the upper S•nta Ynez Valley on smooth, bench-like terraces 
that are broken by oanow, at:eep-sided c!J:ainages. Positu fine sandy loam (PtC, PtD, and 
PtE var:Wrts, depending on slope) oec~.~ra du:ougbout the project site. Pcn:nc.bility is very 
slow and in a n:presentative soil profile of thia series, the subsoil ic a heny, plastic day that 
foum the hudpa11 beDCatb vema! pools. The diatrlbutioo of the PtE soil Y'Ui2nt In the 
southem h:llf of the sire broadly coincides with the ~ limits of Critical Habitat Unit31 
for the vernal pool falty shtimp (Br.rntltbuda. !J~t(h:), a fedenDy-listed vema! pool crustacean 
(USPWS, 2006). 

Vegetation Alliances (Plant CommW111les). The followi11g desctipuons of plant 
communities observed within the 1,433-ac.re p roject sire are b:ised on field observations l 
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from public roads around the perimeter of the site ~nd anal)'$it of recent aerial photographs. 
Bea.use tbe site could not be acceued, these descriptions are ne«8urily general. ·Based on 
these observntioos, the project site supports seveul major vegett.tion alli&OCCS. Vegetation 
alliances are based on :recurring associatloniS of dominant plant species and are used by 
the National Vegetation Classification System and the Manual of California Vegetation 
(CDFO, 2002; Barbour et al, 2007; Sawyer et al., 2008) to provide Specific descriptions 
of plant communities. 

Bromus (diandr11s, hordeactli$)-BrllChypodiwn dlstachyolf Semi-Natural Stand (Non­
Native Annual Grassland). This is the most common vegetation alliance in the project 
site, covering all areas that have not been converted to agriculture. It o~ a$ an 
undcrstol)' in oak savanna and as a distinct plant community in areas that historically may 
have bocn oak savanna, but which, thr<7Ugh a combinatien of intentional removal and/or 
incompatible agricultural pm:ticea, have lost oak lt~ 

Because the field observations that form the basi& for this report were conducted in the 
dry season, it is possible that this vegetation alliance could be defined on the basis of 
annual native indicator speGies (e.g., DeiJI(IJidra fa.sciculata alliance or Eschscholtzia 
(ca/iformcus) alliance of Sawyer ct al., 2008). Representative understory species 
observed from the perimeter roads around th.e project site include: rip-gut brome (Bromus 
diandrus), soft chess (B. me/lis), red brome (Brom:u n~adrltensis subsp. rubenS), wild 
oats (Avena sp.), redstem lilaree (Erodium cicutamm), doveweed (Eremocarpus 
setigera), narrow-leaved milkweed (A6Clepias fas.Ciculalus), broad-leaved milkweed 
(Asclepias eriocarpa), star-thistle (Centaurea sp.), tclcgtaph weed (Heterotheca 
grandiflora). Patches of native fll'l!SSlands (e.g., Nassella spp.) may be present on-site, 
but could not be observed or evaluated given the constraint on site access. 

Rudera! vegetation is non-native and some native g:rassc3, forbs, and some shrubs that 
share the ability to rapidly colonize disturbed sites. These species are also common 
elements of non-native annual grassland and may include: broad-leaved filaree (Erodium 
botrys), redstem ftlarce (Erodium cicutanwn), soarlet pimpernel (Anagallis arvensis), 
several Species of mustards (Bra.ssica spp.), various species of clover (Trifolium spp.)1 

wild radish (Raphanus sattva), vetch (Vtcia sp.), dock (Rwnex sp.), smilo (Pipaiherwn 
miliace11m), telegraph wocd (Heterotlteca vtmdiflcra), Russian thistle (Sa/sola tragus), 
and horehound (Marrubium vulgare). 

Quercuj lobata-Quercus agrifolill-Grass Alliance. This vegetation alliance describes an 
association ·between valley oak, ooast live oak. and grassland and covers mo~t of .tJre 
project area. This alliance is ch8J'acte~zed by widely scattered valley oaks (Qu11rcus 
lobara) (generally on deeper temce solls) and coast live 9ak (Quercus agrifolta) 
(generally on shallower soils on slopes), with M 1;Uiderstory of non-native annual 
grassland. For the purposes of this docwoent, this alliance is called oak savanna and 
includes an understory of annual gxa$&land (see di.scussjon of grassland alliance). This 
allian~ is cla$&ified IIIJ having high conservation pFiority by the State of California 
(CDFO , 2002). 
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The quality of oak sa:vanna habitat varies widely across the project stte, from relatively 
densely arboreal savanna in the central and northwestern portions, to widely spaced 
mature trees that are remnants of formerly more dense sava!Uia over much of the southern 
and eastern half of the site. Long-term agricultural practices (grazing, dry farming, and 
row crop agriculture) have reduced oak tree density, eliminated oaks, and significantly 
reduced oak recruitment for decades. The observed result today are widely scattered, 
very old trees with very low or no recruitment. Over time, savanna habitats have been 
and are CQnverting to non-native aiUiual grassland. 

Along the north-facing slopes of a central ridgeline that runs west-east across the north­
central portion of the site, the de11$ity of coast live oaks and valley oaks is hlgber, almost 
approaching a woodland canopy structure in places. The northwestern portion of the 
project 5jtc is currently 1lJldeJ: cultivation, mostly as vineyard or clover/alfalfa production. 
The vineyards still support several dozen mature valley and coast live oak& 

Artemisia californic4-Eriogonum fascicuuuum AlliaJlce. Small, highly disjunct patches 
of this regionally widespread vegetation alliance occur on some north-facing slopes in the 
project site. Dominant species (vis ible with binooulars) include: California sagebrush 
(Artemisia ctdiforntca), Califomia buckwheat (Eriogonum fascicu/atum), coyote bush 
(Baccharia pi/wJaris), coast sunflower (Encelia californtca ), coast goldonbush (lsocoma 
menziesi~). and poison oak (Toxicodendron dille1'3ilcbum). 

BRcchari11 8:llicifoUs Shrubl~nd AlUance. T his allia.nce occurs in seasonal and 
lntetmittent dtainages and dta.in«ge swtlcs, •ucll a.s Zanja de Cota C.eek, Santa Agueda 
C:uk, 10d alMg the Santa Y neo: River lloodpbio. Staods usuaUy form open shrubland& or 
dllckecs in tipatian IXItridors with coyote bush (&ahtltis pi/tllarii), tree tob.te<:o (NiNiiJ!Ia 
tJIJJ(Mj, sandb.r willow (Salix IXi!l'tiJ, uroyo willow (S. lamltJI'..I), dderberty (Sfl11tb1H11S 
~a). T.rus, reptesemod by coast live oak (Q11m1H agffo/itJ) and valley <nk (Q. kHtd), are 
1cattued along the edges and tO)>o()f-bank along these dtainages. The herbtccous b.yer is 
spane to n~fent. 

Southern Vernal Pool Allisnce. See discussion below under SpeciRI-Statua Biological 
.Resources. 

General Wildlife Resources. The ptedomina.ot wildlife h«bitat on-sire is g!llssland aod oak 
sawnna and this habit'.lt is aten$ive and connected. Consequently, the project lite is 
expected to support a broad diversity of animal species. Common wildlife species eJ<pected 
to inhabit open gussl~od include: western fence lizard, southern ~lli~tor lizacd, western 
skink, common kingsruke, goph~ annke, mouming dove, western kingbird, common sven, 
northern mockingbird, European sl:'atllng. house fioch, wrlt.ey vulture, American kestrel, red­
rniled b2wk, long-billed curlew, omate shrew, black-r.Uied jacla:abbir, California ground 
squiuel. California vole, Botta's pcx:ket gopher, western harvest mouse, coyote, wey fox, 
bobat, long-tailed we:tsel, American badger, and bbdt-taikd deer. 

Oak savanna and oak woodland habit:tt ocatts extensivdy in the northetn, central, •nd 
southwestern portions of the project site and these open woodlands are known to support a 
dlvezse resident fauna that overlaps broadly with grnasland fauna. Depending on ground 
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cover, rover objects, and proximity to seasonal drainages, amphibian& such as black-bellied 
slender salamaoder, atbote\1 s~mander, ensacina, western spadefoot, P:lcific ttee frog, and 
we1tcrn toad are expected ro inhabit o ak savanna in the project site. Some of the more· 
common teptiles known to frequent this hab itat include southern alligator liz.urd, western 
fence litard, wa te.tn skink, common kingsm.ke, ringneck snake, gopher snake, American 
kestrel, red-tailed hawk. white-tailed kite, western kingbird, California quail, yellow-billed 
mtgpie, acorn woodpecker, Lewis's woodpecker, California towhee, American robin, 
American crow, European starling. house finch, Virginia opoaaum, raccoon, Bot!JI'$ pocket 
gophec, broad-footed mole, Audubon's cottontail, brush rnbblt, California ground squi.ttel., 
deer mouse, brush mouse. Califutnia mouse, dusky-footed woodrat, striped skunk. coyote, 
bobc:at, black be~r. mountain lion, and black-tailed deer. 

Patches o f scrub habitat on-site are small and disjunct, bu t Include riparian scrub along 
=sonal dl:llinoget. These habitats ate e~d to support Pacific treefrog, cOiltt botncd 
lizard, sourbetn alligato: liurd, <Alifornia quail, Antn's hummingbird, wrencit, busbcit, 
Bewick's wren, western scrub-jay, California tOWhee, American kestrel, and bi'IISh rabbit. 

Seasonal water farures nuy be US<:<! by 11 wide ntiety o f wildlifi: and chq p.rovide 
specialiud habitat for truny plant and animal species. W!ldlife that may occur in seasonal 
water fearures on-site include one or more species of vemal pool crustaceans (e.g., fairy 
shrimp), weste.tn spadefoot, Pacific ueefrog, western tOGd, long-billed curlew, and killdeer. 

Special-Statu11 Biological Resourcea. This section su.mm~rizes the disuibution and status 
of plant, wildlife, and ~uacic species that are known from oc potenli211y occur in the p roject 
area. These species ire lilted or propo&ed for listing under Fede~:al and Sttre Endwgered 
Species Acts, as wdl as species recognaed as Rare by the Cali.follllii Native Plmr Soaery 
(Tiber, 2001), O£ are considered Species of Special Concern by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (CDFG, 2009; CNDDB, 2013). The status and known o r po tential 
occw.rence of special-starus plants and animals in and uound the project site is summari%ed 
in Tables 1 and 2, respectively. Tbe.tt :ue po1COtially three specnl·statws plant communities 
on-site (see following discussion). 

Special-Status P lant Connnunitie&. Vemnl wetlnnds, if present, belong to the Soutbem 
Vern/U PqoJ Vegetation .A.IJi:uzoe and would be pa.tt of the Santa Barba~::~ Vema! Pool 
Region o f .Keekr-Wolf et al (1 998) and Sawyer et aL (2008, and references therein). Ths 
v¢getation alliance is considered to be of high comeM\tion priority by the Srnte of California 
(CDFG, 2002). Although rhc project site does not support any permanent dl'ainages or well· 
developed tipamn c:ottidora, the tabldands throughout the centul and southern portiom of 
the 3itc IU'e diss~tcd by " aeries of seuooal ~es and small, unrwned seasooal dtainages 
thAt genernlly run southwud and aouthwe.stward to the SantJo Ynez Rivet. TributarieJ o f 
Zanja de Cot~ Creek, the latgeu on-site drainage, run northeast to southwest acro&s ~ 
northwestern portion and eut to west across the center of the site. Santa Agueda Creek 
runs north to south approximately 0.9 tir miles eut of the eastern edge of the project site. 
The Santa Y ne2 River runs ea« to west approximately 1.3 air miles south o f the southern 
edge o f tbe project site (Fig. 4). 
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Pi&ure 4. D rain•&•• on md 11011ad prl>jtet site. Note .wmber of unaamed ...-.leo and droln~au 
ruJUlinC oortbtUI lo south'!Wtl :>cro•• project site. '"'- draioagu may support t<UOI>lll "'Iter 
reanues ofblolo&icol inte"'"· Approximllt ale bound~rleo arc iadico>ed by red lloe. 

The pxesence of vernal wetlands or othet season111 water features occur on-site could not be 
deteanined by observations from the perimeter observuion points, but rhe.re is strOng 
drcmnstantial evidence that the project site supports these sp«iJJ·status resources. For 
ex1Lt11ple, Olson (1992) describes vernal pools on the Uoiversity of California {UC) Sedgwick 
Ranch Natw:al Reserve that uc located approximately 2-3 air miles north of the project site 
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Otl 1hc tame soil type that oc:cw:s extem~vely on the projecr sire, Chamise shtly loam (ChP). 
The USFWS m&pped CritiCill Habitat Unit 31 the feder:olly-listed ve!!W pool fairy shrimp 
(Bra~~thinerla fynrht) to include the southern half of the project sire (USFWS, 2006). Other 
protected fairy shrimp, e .g., Un.JerUUa octident~lis, are known from vernal pools in the region 
(I'able 2). Svn!C$ and some of the mote well-defined drainage channels, including Zanja de 
Cota cteek and its aibuwies, may support seasonal wetlaods or seasonal wuu features that 
may provide habitat for ftcultuive and/ or oblig.tte vernal pool flora and fuunL 

These wedanda ate potentially regulated by State- and or Federal agencies. Formal wedand 
dcllo~doos are necessuy to determine their :~tatut aod map the wetbnd/upland boundary 
witlun each feanue. Such delineations wete beyond the scope of work of the present 
document, but should be investigated further if future development could affect these 
drlllnagea and/or cheir respective wateJ:Jhed &OJX". 

The Vttfley Oak·Cosst Live Od-GrSI8s Ve~t~don AJiisPCI!, which oc:cur' w er much of 
the project site, Ia classified as having high cooser11'ation priority by the State of California 
(CDPG, 2002). Addidoo$]Jy, individual coast live atks and volley oa.ks ue protected by 
County regulations, which atbo recognize the local and region:a.l impomnce of oak savanna 
:tod oak woodlands in ma1nta11ling biodive.csiry ill the region (Cowlty of Santa ~ 
2008). Large numbers of mature coast live oak and sm..Uer numbera of marure valley oaks 
are sca.ttered througbout the project site. These ll'ees are integral scrucnual components 
upon which DlUch of the animal biodlvusity found on-sire depends beeause they provide 
cover, food, roosting, and/ot nesting sires. For example., several large oaks scattered 
thtoughout the Nortb and South parcels are "gmnary trees", i.e., trees used by family groupe 
of acorn woodpecker& llS acorn sto111ge sites and uound which the~e family groups focus 
theu activities for many de~. V•lley oaks and cosst live oaks are slowly disappearing 
from the project site because old rrees die and ue not replaced by recruitment The pdual 
lo3s of oaks t rans for= oak $1\v:tnna to non-native, annual grtssland, signi6candy lowe.cing 
biodiversity and degu.ding the character of the landscape 

NfldYc G:ras#lmd Native g:asses may be present oo-slte, but could nor be evaluated g~ven 
the limitation~ on site ac:eeu. If present, patches of native g rasses would h~ve to b<: analyzed 
IX> see If they meet minimum County thresholds fat classification as "native grasslands. The 
County'' F.nvi.tonmcntal Thresholds and Guidelines Manual defines native grasslands on the 
ba3is of dcn$ity (>10"/o relative cover) and~ extent (>0.25 acres of >10% relative cover). 
The Manual defines relative CQVCt M , "theicover of~ pazticubr species u ~ percenmge of 
coral plant cover of a given area." The Mlljaual also ln$t:ruc:llJ that, "Nnliw gms.rlands wbidl an 
titJmi11akd 1tJ pmttllial bath t.rams ntdJ 111 p#Je nt<tlklf'JIJ (Sfi.M pldrrg) ttllli to IN J>4ft:I!J (th. 
mdivid11111 platttr tmd !fWtPt Dj planlt Wid to bt di{ln'blttul ill JK!IdMs). Thmforr,far tx4fJip/t. Jllkn 11 bit.h 
timsi,ty Dj small polriHs omm i, tl1l """ of Mt n~lht Jllbcft tun sho11/d bt dtlinMIId if n~ tpJJSI~~t~d 
sp~t#s wnrpris• 10 p<mnl or mo~V of lht mi4J nl. row, r11thtr lhan111trt!J delill,aJing tbt pa~hlslhat 
llJ{)I(/d Ill11l 14 kss W11 ~r.• am. " &molllll M' li . II&¥ to "patth or pakhu of ntdivl grwm lm tba.o 
0.25 tJml, whirh iJ tlt4Tf1 mhhd-' iJ lfQ( pmloj 0 sizrtifi-tiiOiiw !l=latrd or"" illtrgra/ e.mpotttlff 
if o !aq,fr wrytltm, it lt!llal/y ~11ridmd msignifi<4nt. "(County of Santa Barbara, 2008). 

Special-Status PlaDts. Table 1 lists tare, ~atened, or endangered pbots th:ot are known 
from the project region and porentially m&y j:>colr on the project $ite be<:ause it contains 
suitsble habitat. 
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N ...S. S.. u..., P-. ohout 12 
au ml SE p<'Ojo<c ••~ (1930} 

l'' '""" 
Loa! f'<bnwr~- C....w.!: c:oosod""' 0«111> 1M Hie" poletUiol of.,.,.,.,;.,, on-

_fliantA /:ll6irl t.nd/O< N. ~ Cooo:rn c"-"'';oolo ,.....,. .... 
Oi"' rottiluy List 16 Mu.h-May Uppec 0.0 Canyoo, •booc \4 air Modet>le pot<nu.IU. '""'' 
(fn)ti/,W o/dlvUJ mi l! proiecuue (1961) QrJ14IJ.ndc oo..cice 

Wondland, cllapoml oa oooky 
ocik 

Roun4~ 6btcc U.t2 Mu ck-May Sedpicll bnch (VCN>...,. Mod<mc po<cn!W in~ 
(f!,diNIM8t~ Ractve), 23 tit mi. W ohommil ao-.siW: 

Cooocal •Ill' >OW ...! gunland of Heu<l<la 1\loonllln, about 7 olr 
"" NNW Ptoita .... i2oosJ . 

SanD IWb= h,_,_tk List 18 Wty&pttmb« /\limo P!nndo Coeek, 7~ 11'1 N ~ poCimiW- o(bdr; of 

(.tAM ..... ~-·"· "'~ C:O..t>l .... ....,.,..,.,. ..,..,.,.., 
Lor O!roo., al>ouc I 0.11 air ml oouul ugt 4Crub h.tbltM 
NW rnoim ,;,. fi9GII 

S...u Lucia tN>uJ nah W.<3 Mty~oly J . .S mt W Sk\ Muoos P~• tlooa Modci'Uc paotmi.U io. v~mal Oa.tt 
q,_, !.tit.cJil) W c....mo Odo, oboott tl-10 air or oohet ....acu~ .... ..., !Wur., 

v...w pools ao4- a... miSE p<Ojea ~~~ (l~ -.ted -"dl ""*'""" 
'euooU ~c• oo"'iee 

Saw·VU" Us12 ApLii..July Vocnal wotbod off Poce Canyoo Mudcote poccntisl (n vt.rntl fb.H 
(Cio.i.• ..Jifomitwa) ad, NE! of Los Ahmoo, abou1 :U oc orher ~-..at« (t.A.ruct.t 

-IIW!h. seeps • ......w nli N\'11 o( j><'Ojca uu ~..;,t,-md 

• 

-w..!s --.~~~son..C.. 
Southern attpbnc Usc tB J~y&pt<rnber U...w pkin w or Gole~>, lbo<lt Typic&lly found in couc:al 
(C __ ,...,.;. /W'Y "''· "'""-liiJ t 2 a!< mi S ptOjcu ,;., (2005) gcaswl.t.nds. buc project aite 

Verno\ S.C.ot>d geutland tr.uslao.do dco<!y .,.,..,bte oolltal · 
- ..b<o: Ibis ........ bas l>ett> 

I r-..1 
Umbrelh Wbpw UsctB Ap<\1-j WIC Alllllo Pinudo Creek, •PP•O"- 1 I .ow pOteo..W bt<llu .. of lack of 
(O.~.a- ............... ) mi N Los au-. •bout 10 air mi coutal ngc: scrub oo-sttc 

c-a~..,. oaul> oM~ .... NW P<ojocr <iac (I~ 

r.-..Ooocy., No£S1ntt '<'ca 
l\lvt( ••« Los Prieto• llo)" 
Carop. about 10 air mi ES£! 
J"'iec•<ia: (1116:0 

Sprin$ ~ Caeh•""' Sod4• 
and Mc!Galcy Mtn, about 10 al< 
ml N~o.,;.ctoim.{\9"16) . 
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Wbil&-vcincd mol'ltrdella List l B j l.t(tt ·Altgast c,.,.;,o Ci<lo 1>etw Son Mo""' 
(M- I!Jpc"- "P· ~.w») Pan •od p...w;.c C:yn ltd, obout 

C,..<>J '"" saub. ch>patttl, and \ 0 air ali Sl). proj«< SUe (1964) 

..... .. woodLaod 

• CNPS Status cD4tS: 
List 1 B a Sp<>Cies clas•ified as ~ ... l<ne<l, c>r emw.red in California and elsowhe« 
Ust2 = 'l'ecles elassified •• r•CQ,I!ttea~eoed. or endangtre<l in Califomfa.,.,. more OOJl\mOOI ~here. 
Ust 3 = me, need more lnbmation on diSlribution and abundaDCe. 
Local Concetn = Species OllCOIDDWn c>r eM.emic 10 Sant<t Barban Couuty. 
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Low pot .. dal bec .. uc of 1:\Ck or 
sui\a'We C(JI;snl $~ serub oct·'iite 
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Tsblel. Rare, TlorOllteAed, aJHI l!ndA~geNd Wildlife Known f rom or l'o1tMit.Uy OCCIIITIMC In Projolet Region. 

Co0a>ooNaoe ~...,. Ncatut Diotribu<ioll - S..tus ia 
(Scin>o6c N•-J SU~r~tvt·• H"!Mut ll:oo- P tOjco Siu 

Oocw.....,., 

f i'IVERTEBRAT2S 

CAfotob. lindeci<b sse Vcm>) pool$;~ ...... , .. uduwt Cmyoo M>r Lake Modea.m pooeno!al io .. ,. .. 
(Ii·-~ ..._tt< fe1ruocs, including eO>Ck Ctchumt, about 5 ak ml E project wtU:ands ~'d other seas<lC\fJ Vrl\~t 

P<>ndo Olld dit<bcs .;..,~ •ndBcto 1m feat\at:S on~&ltc: 
Son Di<10o &ity ... rimp Fe Vema! poak; .,..,....,od<;_ .....,..ol Coull! plain W of Cole1>1, ..00... Moderm poo=cial in vcmll 

~- ' w') ..,. ... b ruca, ~- 11 oic.,; s p<ojoa ,;.. (!'up<. ~..u-s. lAd O<ba ..,._,.watt< 
ocotds ond ditdtos 199]) fcamraon..aic~ 

v...w pool &iry ohrlmp FT Vtmd pock; m an-madt. ~e~~oa:al C.Cum:a Can)'QA DCI.C J..ake Moclett.le eo bi8ft P"""'cialln 
(/J,..,;f!i-·~ .,...,. b.tutes, lnclu&tg 11ock C.cb.UCJA, ~out 5 aic mi E pcoiect vetUIJ wnbt\<b Md otb~ s.euooal 

poodo .00 d;tchot 1ioc (ll.ril<oeo aod S.ll<, 1999) w.a* 6euwt:t oa.aite 

I aio .U NW aod o.25 """" Sl# 
]<t Doo*oion RllOd X O.C.u-
Guty Rood, ..mm Soat> Mw 
Volley, a bow 18 att ml NW 
pa:;ca ' ik' (Hunt., pen o~cv+. 
2000. :1001) 

UPRll ROW. 'l'pulX· O.S <t1i W 
Col Pud>lo< c,., W o£ Goleta, 
o~>out 12 .;r ..,;s pO>ioc;t '""' 
(Hwu • .,..._ ob...,. 2001) 

l'lSHli:S 

Soonh<m •~lh .. d ~P. PCQ:I\Inc:nc and iAD:Ttl"linx:o.t r'IOCmc:dy O«U~ed. ia b oja de Pocttuial impoc:u 10 this sp•clt• 
(~ .. fo~ laetm'-' tDd ~'t:d <Aueu..kin 193011(DI'C, 1934; ,.._ P«JJ>>sod projoa: >S it: a fftC:U I 

Bodoec. 21l01); Ot!tet tnbowi<s in lbehJ<koiolr. ,..._,_....,, * I 
vlallcr; ..,.;,"""' ofSanlll Yocz poUun"" o(z..,ja de Cou Cc<>tl< 
JU .. , 

AMPHIDIANS 

WC"ftcrn ,IJ*)diooc I sse I Gnwland.. od: l,t.v;~.nnt I All«Js Crn Rood ar W cdoc of I Mod<tt,. -iool in v<r0.\1 I 
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(Sp.. Jtu...,.Nilj Sowh Poteet (1987· UCS6 "'oabOO~ and odle:r ~ wate< 
spocimca) 2.04 >t ••~cAl ,;,., fti\CW"tf on~lin:. Ms.n.-mtde 
witbin 2 mil<s SW tond W of pond.t and laka 8 ol pr<lj«< silc 
projt<t ...,. (2000.2009) m•y PJO'Odc bn:odi/1& babiw ro. 

thll specie• 
Alamo Pin !lido CaaJ'OO. li>oln l 
sir mi WNW pJOic:a site (oo date 
- ril!blioo2. UCS8 <tc<>rdl. 

c.iio<oh ted- I'T """"'"'''"-p«maial.- Zea Creel<, W ja H...y 101 x t$4, Wod<n~r pocmliol; suiu1>1e 
~IL"f mel pondo. ""' woc:><los>d. ~bout 6 tit ,... NW pa>joct sU.e ~t habittt is "f!'''U'dy 
(R-~ ch2potJ'il. gn.a-1 {li""~ pm. ciJsO<V, 1999) abs<m .,....leo, but.Wabk I!Wl· . 

m><lo boood5na .U.s ooeu< ..-! 
Sont> Ynoz a;..,, a ml W hundced fret E o£ p<Qj«t •ic.: 
SolVU\S, tbOUI 7 11M mi WS'I/ CRLF o«'\lt \G main tttm S&nu 
txojcct •ite (1007) Yon Rlvcc aod probtbb' OOCMr in 

ttibutll<i<l such u ZaDja de Cou 
Zm Crodt n<>r Jonata Pock Rd, Cxtdr; tbae aqua~< li"" >« 
about 6 air mi VI Jk"<>iec( irz lxo•dlf ...,_.,4 "" UJ>Iand 
(2000) psdJod SACf o* P Y.tl\1.\• 

bobiucs on oho proj<ct.;.., whi<h 
Tribu!aq o( Son~>. Yoa a;,..., I ~tO ....... and 
mi SB 1Ct H'IIJ 246 • 1St ('" ?AlJjo 

"""""""''""' blibiui!Or f<og,o de Coca Cn:d:). obou<l tlr mi W 
proj«<oioo (20031 

Q.ioto C..Cir:, 3 ml S Sontt Ync•, ! 

about 4 .tit ml W project s.itc 
i ' (2002) 

RS!>Tu.;es 

C.O..t homt<l lintd !\SC FOIItld Ia and hillo. p >o!uld, Sonoa y..,. a,,... Ooodplain Modt.cat~t poct:nti:al jo oak uvtmlt. 1 

~...-....) opm ocrul>, aod.,... ~ .,.....,.. L.Jw: <:.a. .... Md -' p..w.d ...., oo-sito I 

lW>ii1IS &dale, abouo 2-5 w !01 S and 
sw o( pcoj<a .... (H ..... .,.... 
Ob.«V, I ""-2011) 

Solcurw"' HU!s, WOL 3.3 air mi 
SE jet Clt.tk AV\\ x Hwy 101 in 
Nov 2010 {1-l trh~ pm. obo<rv), 
•bOUl 10 liz ml NW pcoj<d ai<o 

~ - - -- ~ -- · 
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Ca<hwna s.ddlc, ..,_ 7 ar mi 
NE~..,;/tpsO\ 

c.l&fo...U. ~ 111&«1 sse Pound in &Ui>l.o, oondy OOils IJ\ S«<swicl< IW><h (UC Nanml t.ow pot.cnrial; on-.si1e .snits havw: 
~j>JJJI""J c.aut:sl d~ du:IK: sca.ab. RciC"rV"t), abo...- 6.5 tic sni NNW ~~~"'"' silt aod d•r oompo...,, 

<lapozUl. >Ad ..-oodb.nd poojc<t .;.. (199'1) aS contcqucnCC" of ckft,.-.tiQn &om 
Mo<~t«<ySbal< 

P''3'JO<o• Mtn Rd, tlx>ut 3 "" N 
los O tivot, .bout 61\k mi NNW 
poojc<t ... (2009) 

Tcquq>aC...,OC. N Jlcp< S..... 
Y ... N"'r, tlx>ut 5 >it mi Sf! 
~a:' •iu (Hoo~ ptm. oboecv., 
19 c.......,.,.. sse rouno in und 1MJo. pm..d, s-. MW v.nc, (Hunr, pen. Mod-en~ pooemid ia o•k srnDDa 

C()tcd MJakt sa~ ud open :.;aub habillus obsen?, tboor 18 lit mi NNW and ptbod 
(S._ ""'"""'' lirg.U..J (){ojut sire 

Coos tal"'£<-a1oai N •lope 
s.oc. y.,.. ~ .... ODds slop< San 
Rt&d w ... t!IWI< oea. ~~ 

Two .. <ripe<l sse l'loodpi>Jn \W>i!Sts :wocio!Sd Bitab<ntOm- 1 mi ~ ~ Modmt• po«nd>.i In-owonal 

"""' ••>lot with pettnm.l and inttnnit1ont Cuant Smio.>, >bo.Jt G >1< rni N do.in~c:t &.nd S\\'11a: on.tlta 
(11-..,.,0U~ .......,., ... d,.,..._~d "'*'' ""' (1986) -and terub hal::iaa 

J.lmi Nliic< Hwy lS4 x F.gunoa 
MIn Rood, tbcuc hit ooi NNW 
fl"'iott •i .. (1 \l9J) 

H•m Cmyoo Rood, 2 ali S 
Clchum• Saddle, 2bout 6 air mi 
Nll oroicaslrr.n99Jl 

w ....... pond IXMlle sse Popul><ioos -t<d with Ks.owu &em P""'W'""' and No toil>l>le ~ IW>icu on· 
(Ad>~-~ 1'<"""""' .,..,... t<maes (dvur, irlttrmb:cnc ~ atwYCdl silt. but ptofc:a Sill: Cl ~ 

"""""· pcod s), but in~ loa_, alone N slope of s.,,.. dispcutl ci<o:•n«liom ~· 
~oge widely along in~r Ynn: Mon•(c.g,, Nojoq.i Ct«<.. po.tds a of ptoject tit-.; oo•o!d 

2.tldt-<h:lirl>.Stl Qolota Ct«k, S.Ota Yneo Rive<) dispc<>c aJons Zsu~ de Cota 
aodStlopeS..lla&dMt4S (641, ltoodpWn 
~Creek, Blnbau Cyn 
c-k) 

'- Son11 Yneo Ri¥<:r b<twoen Oui«a 
-
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C.edr. u>d n..-y Dora, sbou< z 
air mo S P<Oi«< obc (H""'- pm. 
obOftV.). 

! 

BlRDS 

Goldt<t ea;lc pp Ruiokm in ~; ""-"' l'toic «gWdy oboecv<d ~ H~ ~to • •• g_Qwnds 
VJqllil8 d>Q<f_, p.eth.l\d f.Dd oak U flntli,; nestS and oco~ U. Solomon Hills iu t.nd uvanut oo-cik l$ ~ 

in mouni'Oills Ot !Vl"'lands on 
suep oiq><ts *"din ~t<d tt<<s 

20!1, "PP""'· IG-12 O'll!<o NW of 
p<Oject sl"' (l{unt, pe.t. obtcrv.) 

htbitat; unlikely to nco< 0<1 projoe~ 
.; .. 

Rtgulally observed on S«<pidr. 
ltjnch (UC NlDJG!It<...-.. ond 
'-'<Wty, indodiur I"'i«• •loo 
""' ~·-ob..,;.,\ 

~loowk sse u...o...aoo &II_...,, and Obocn-c<l--' --pout HiJh po<tttoial "' ... ~ (B.,.,., 
"'"'"' oioioo< "';:rwta.>e ..... 10remms...u v .... Volley arM! •ft!l:l:n oo.Cte .s: ~ ............. (tlun~ pm. obt<tvJ lul>iw c1a<mg &I OAd wint.er 

Nea<i<t t lwy 101 dtw-, lA<\ •• 
Budltoo, <bou< 7 u'"' fll I>C"i«< 
•ire (l99i] ! 

s...mson'l h•w!t FT Win...- ......;eno to arusbnd, oolc B<OOdly disttb>ood _, "S""' PO<>j«t .,... w>d """'""dinS Of'<" 
(Bdo...w-) .,..,"., and opm woodbnd """""p~ • .._ '"""" 

loobit»os c.,...m, habit>t 

Notehcm 'bamec sse GnA!ond, 01100 tcrub bsbiboz, Obse<Ved 1ft S.na Yn<'l Valey un H~ pooen.W, cspeci>lly uaund 

(Cimt 9"""''> •od •8JI<:wtu<ti fiold• ,...,<>! ocaUoot (Hw>~ P<"- ~Dili.W. in notdowmem 
ob,.,..,.) ""'"""()(project ••• 

\\'lhht·aili:d &tlte f'P Ciftl<l ... d, 00 .......... """ 0(><0 R.c&ululy obs...-4 foupg in ~ potontiol in~ snd 
(EI>auslcuwrus) 15~ rorrNI communal t OOStS in 1.A>s 1\b.<nos Valley aruobo>d:t o.ud 5&\II.M:JI Oh-&iu: 15 fooc;Utg 

f'tllf,.,;,,... in 'Oiillow wooihnds Bub Slouch a<•a. 1-S m1ks frwl habioa~ ouitoOie nesting bsmu;,. 
pcojea ...0 (Hl.oo~ oet~. obouo.) Ot kt 

Cooptt'• htwlc sse R.oidcnt in oak dpoorion woodluul l'ouod~~ (Huot, H]g,h potC'Q.cial i(l cUe $1 V&nt\1 

~"'Pen) woueb- ooq;ioa pm. oboerv.). Ncum CNODB bsbOc on.Cte 
t«lXd is c-, w ()(X....,. de 
CouCdl. l miSS..~& Yna. 
.ooou 1.5.;, ml w p<Oica silt 
(1939} 

~edha...!< WL N w w\ncu ttal:Uient ID opM 1",_.,. Mm tnd ~ ~ oo high po«etiol !n ook {A.,. .. - ) np..;... ""d .u ...-...or lW>Ch (UC »•twol ~ .. .....,.,. __,;,, pulicWrlr u. Ne 
.., .... """' tq;iOo sbouc .S al:r ms. N o( ptoj«.t tat ond S portieas ocat <a\dca.W 

(Lebmon 199•) ..... 
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l'nm• t.lcon WL II.Wcient ro «raioo; fuqucnt11 Obocnu! in Soionllln J-lil>, about MocJ<goe., HJsh poctGIW in 
('PaAY~ grNsland~d aaw.nna h.tbittu 10 akmi NW p<ojocu= (Hunt, &'ttttt.nd SAd W.won.t. 

....,.~ ptox ob,..., 2011) 
~cwlcw WL Pt.q ..... b ••111Ulls. pnlands, Saullllocb om.....! ill Los !Mdcnc<:IO If'. pooe1lli2liD 
(N~<IMfli<ilNU) oak,..,.,., and ..,XdtutWI .IJvaO$ Valle)' itld 'lfeAien1 S..Ot1 gtt.ubnd, sa..,nt, and 

ll.olds Ynez v.aq_(H~·~= <JIM<v_l ~nual fidds 
Neuioc h--abitds (Ail<n'o, WL (uaolog) Uo"""""""•Prinimica"'"' Found tt.s-oocb""' region Hlch poom.W In oolt .. .....,... 
Olool'o, tad rufous ob!Whnds...S~ IW>iu.u ---\lody-tro.Miw 
h~irosl ;. oak:! aoo 5<n1b habitat I 
BW't'0'0\0( owl sse \VJlCU tnnsient to gcu.sbnds, fteauWt7 obsccvtd iD. ....incer in Jllocl<are"" bJ&h potmti21 to 
01ht•~ aavUWla,. 't.Jld couul $2{:e fC:rub S.Cta You v.u.y (Loll ...... 1994) grullu>d and oal< ,.-.. 

lu.biws ...,..,..,~ 

~··d•hrik< sse K.ctident in oak ~ tc.d tcl'Ub <li>M<Ved in Stnc Yne• Vollq at Hich po«ndll 10 ~and ncot 
I (Lo.;., lwl.uiR•w) habiuw io. tc.sOoc varlou• time• MU11t.P«•· obt<irv.) in 01.k saVlt\'1'\.l o!M:ite 

Ydlow-biled m>gpie WI. 8aidc:ot in oak 1.avmnah tnd l'uwd dlwugbout ~ Oblen<td oo..cfce; c:ommusW 

(Pi~r~ •"""'' opeo oak WOOdltDd in tq100. 1'00$U • oP: rrccs oo...a; ccsts 

I 

}lostoaod-..1 ..,.,... • .., "-
P<OII>Ciod 

r...e-.;,~5 woodpc<k~c WI, lrrqulu &n trandan Uld winta lmpuly ob•c,..od io oak ~lch pO<endN;. oal< savanoo .,.. 1 
MO>r $1Y2n01. i- Sane. Yea V.._, tdc : 

_(Leh...., 1994~ I 
Nu..U'• "'ondpocl<ct WL Rcaidcnt in oak woodland Uld oU Ob*""d th<O<O@I>ou< te&lon ~~0poten<iol to fo"'S" •nd.,... 

I I (/';trJiu Nll1ollill s-.VHA'1 in od. $8\?MC& 

R-ed "PI<I<kc< WL tloc:ocltnon ,,.. • ...._.tad...,~« San Rsftd Mco• ~ 19!14) ' Nod=D: 00 hfslo po:><oemial 00 .... 
lf~.., ...-.iQaOC' to cegion ooku.._,. ~ lubiur; 

low ,.,...,.W u nes<in• 8DcCi<s 

c.llf'<.mii h<m>al "'" WL OCC>ltt in I)JOotb.od, OJ)Cl>ICI'\tb, Fow;~d tluougbout ttgion Hi&)> po=riol c pol&nd omd 
~ ol>ttt.U llt1il) tftd. DYMI)I babia.t;;; ttlative:Jy oak ••vanna: m., oest be.tc io. 

.__...,~in early tpring -••d ......... , f<>u<l<i ~ 
~ 

I OoJ: ,;,.,...., WI. ~~( iA oU taY1:nna t11d oak Fouo41b~ rtgjon 
1 OIH.trved oo.«lt in ook •-

~__, wuodbDd; found~~ MS1S in oak nnt1n3. OCl-sitc 

~ 
O...&boppe< •P><mw S.'iC Unoommoo t:Dd 1uOO. sua:untc Foond tlt!Oil6hout o:iio• Modcut< 1<> h~ po=riol in 
(A ............... _......, «:td:nt in ~•an~ gn~ lftd pt.slMd and oak sav.a.naa Otll•si.n: 

=ml-oetub 
$ou<ha-o Cali&>m• WL 1todq, billy sn•slond 1M o»< FOUO<I th""'3hou< .., ~(ocl<ai>t 10 hi&h polmcW in 
cu~~ed 'P'ct()\lf n va.nna rocky p¥1lt.Qd On·lbe 

i i.Ai""'i>bi~o~'w ... ""') 
IM!I- WL Ro:Udcnr"' p>ool2nd IDCI oak C''"""ooly ..,_. in Saora _l"tia.h.-ti>loo - -and ocot 
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(a-1.-u--IJ .. -...lh..,.,.,.,.. ~ Yoa V>~~<y (1-hmt. - obo«v.) .. ~"""" oU. _... .... ..... 
T d<OIOttd bbdobltd sse u"""""""';., f«<h- Sc<lpidt Esn<b (UC l'la....X MQ<!enoe poo:ncial co fo.oce 

~""'""""" mal\h<I,!Ues. ponds, and Ktw.e}. N """lhlw« l.ioquc 2t0\1Jld SW1lt::s a.nd o\hec u . sond 
lal$t"d~l1tMS Cm:~ ~ ~lgutiOf. C...:,, about 3.5 wax:c fi:al:lltel OIWirc: :tad 1round. 

ai< mi NNW ptojeCI .... (2003} ~ 6dd, .. O<lahW<\ICb'tl 

pO!tioo of project site 
t .. wrencc'a pd1\ncl> WL LoallyWioOODimon in gras.w.d l~r oi>~ 1n s..."' y...,. Moo:lentte ., h'ah po=ual "' 
(C.nlm/is,........., Mil opco "'<>C<ll>.od h•ooat> Val!q (Hun~ pea. obottv.) fo<~;,., ~d Uld ook 

dtroug)tout •ciioo "vanna hl'bits.ts OIHde, • f well ti 
weedr •griculrunl .,... in N .. d 
NW~<>fsitt 

r.t\lleiALS 

l'.uidbtt sse <i<ah&Ad lAd opco t<n>l> ond R.ooau<h....S """'~ •• , H'cb j>OCI!ntW .. - psslttld I 

""-~ ~ripariaa...........S oo s.rua v- iiY<r. _ .... 2..., 00<1 ool<.....,.. ~·biu<s O!Hitl< 
... s projtn .... (200SJ .. ~ lubito<; roost- .. 

wic:WIJ of....,;-oile; =1-
ltOOOt .... ..w. CMJ-"- .. 
z..:. c...t. •bout 7.5 al. ... 

oak trcr::s .u tezupcaty fOOSt't 

WNW ptll!Cil ~~ (1.001) ' 

Vmd«<b<ti Jtir fota: B.,c, a boot 
IS tiJ mi SW oC I"'Ci«< 1lce 
~ •• al. 2002i 

T OW'Ilfie'Qd•s sse Ctutlaad and open OCNb and Rooat •h• sbued wilh A~ !i~h. potanial ro l'onac ovcc 
bi(<>t<d bat woodi1Ddi riparian woodbJld on S~t~u. Ynea Rivtr) apPc~. 2lit p•sl.oncl• ond oak .. _,.,. 

' (~.,., ''"'"'""'> mi S project oile (2005) babf.ltt oo~ite: roos.c 1icet neat 
pre;ectsit( 

Roost,;,. "'"' ~(00/U. X..... 
Creek, about 7.5 ait ml WNW 
ocoieet she !2001 l 

W-.n «dbu sse G....w.d.•ud ~Jubiws W<;mo.y •pe<ier, ..........,,., .... Modente 00 hiP pomltW"' 
I 

~ blt<uoi/!itJ """:..,..,.. roponso(Sil !one< in gcas.W•d""' ool< 
Couaq; flltn:est obKtvlrioN 2ft 

ftom v .. ~ AFB. obout lO 
5a:w.nna ~ on-si&c: ua fall aftd 

' win<c<wbeo mo..q £tom iot'tlioc 
mi sw o( ptOjo<t .... 10 00» talloadoas; .,., " "' otlr. .,.. .. -H""'!' bot sse G....ta..d aod """""""' bolliots ~""T opoclco; .,..._,... - ..... high .,.,....w (0 

(U:sl>lnu~ olce>g ooo>tll••@lon• ofSB £on&< in ~d WI ool< 
- - C"-9'-lt~cy; ~ atCuouJ.b ""~na.1 hs'bint oa.-siec in &n MCi 1 



P
327-17

P
998-30

C
ont.

P
327-22

C
ont.

P
327-18

P
996-02

C
ont.

P
327-21

C
o

m
m

e
n

t L
e
tte

r P
9
9
8
 (C

o
n

t.)

L12-02

P
209-04

C
ont.

P
315-04

C
ont.

P
998-31

P
308-01

C
ont.

P
308-02

P
998-26

C
ont.

P
308-18

C
ont.

P
316-02

P
998-41

C
ont.

P
998-32

P
327-04

C
ont.

P
998-34

P
998-33

P
998-36

C
ont.P

998-42

P
998-44

C
ont.

20 

LU>dlil "'" Vsndallbu& N< witloer wl\el mo.vios &om intaior 
~<<>«<e-..-, 15-ta.., .m \V "'"""""' loc..bona; oar .... oak 
of p<Ojc<t a io 2002 ~ .,_ 
aL 2002; ,.., ""' ,..,.· ....... ~-

Vunu cnyods sse Woodl2nd and tip•rill' habh:~ti Obt.,.,.d ~s a~oc8 ripotW> Hlih pot<n<i>l ., """"' in 
!MJW~<~i!J cooOcb ofSu\to Yner Ill-'<< scwl-1..,4 oak,. • ...,. 

CH••~ .,..._ """""·> hlbi..,. .,...;,._ rooot in oak tncs 
I><>S>iffl»t sse 

r-.....,._, ___ 
ll<bioo Rode ~111\ra, N 

··~~"'~" ~,_;,~ r\pamn!lobotoiO ol P>adise CanJOC. abooc 5 oir aa pubnd andoalt ,._.,. 
&~ pcoi«t ,;., (lm) h~ts on-&itt; I()Q&1s Wl nearby 

mounet.itls 
VandMbat .\it F"""' B-. about 
IS •k n>i SW ol p<oioc< site 
{l'rnoo ct al., 2002), coasto! s .... 
Ro.tb>n C<luncy (C"""""'"'e, 
\998) 

San [);ego block-Wlcd jad<tll>bU sse C...iltGd, ook .. VIUlOoh, and Bobo.t~ &tea Wof Hi(;b pooondtl; pro;ea . , .. 00<1 

~'""'!.,.,........,.> opco ""'" and ,..,....,d h•biou a ... n .. ,. """s.,,. Y~~a v.uc, S&M<oondi..g op<n '!"<"' p<Ot'VIo 
(H""~ pea. oboc<o, <OU): lllil:>ble r""'" blbia< 
bto><ly diltnouted iA 8JUIImd 
.and open t<·cub habi~& 
dlrou•hout «Jrioo 

S... Oiqo d<ocn wooclrat sse Roc\y pul>l>d aod ocrub S.V.co!localilies .m. .. UPRR Low to modmoc potenciol lll 
(l"'-ltpiJ4 i........-. b&l>iua axbcross~..,ss rotkf oa .a~~ beau.~ 

slopeS..... YfJJ!J. Mtno (H>.oru. ••=of habit";, liA=nod 
pen . obsen.); obo,,..d in s.n .. 
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Speciai-S~:an.U Wildlife. The project lite potentially supports a luge number of special­
status animals. The species listed' in Table Z are known from !be project region and are 
evaluated herein because the project site contains suitable habjtat. 

H'abitat Connectivity and Wildlife M ovement Coaidora. Documenting the existence 
and rc.lative importance of wildlife movement cotridon requin:s long-term lidd studies that 
are beyond the scope of this document (e.g., see discwsioo and ~cfcrences in Sttlllbetg, 2000 
and Gehrt et al, 2010). Any discussion of movement cotridot'l ia necessarily species-1pecific 
and focuses oo dispen;al ability, which diffetS widely fot ground-dwelling species vetsUa 
birds, pbnts versus ~nimals, animals of different body liz~. etc. In the absence of such field 
studies, extensive research has shown that biodiversity is generally best conserved by keeping 
hablnus broadiy coonected, i.e., minimi'£ing habitat fragmentation by anthropogenic 
disturbance. ln odler words, the most ''porousu movement corridors for wildlife are large 
landscapes that are broadly coonected to other open spa= 

T he project site is large (1 ,433 R.Cres) I.Cd much or the land usc therein is compatible with 
wildlife habitat u~e and wildlife movement (nngclatld). The project $ite it connected to 
other open space rangeland to the soudl jlj'Jd southwest, wbich more ot less retains 
connectivity to the Santa Ynez River floodplain and riparian eonidor &nd the adjacent north­
facing slopes of the Santa Y ne.z Mountains. Immediately north and west of the project site, 
land use activities oonh and west of the project site has converted broad areas of rangeland 
to row c:op agricultu:e (viney:uds, alfilia/ clover production, etc.) and low- to m«iium 
density zesidencial/urbao uses. Areas east and north of the proJect site have e:<perienced 
some frngmentation and conversion of open space, but bL'Oad exp•oses remain on large 
t:U>Ches and preserves, mch as the Sedwick Ranch Na.rua:al Reserve, which foster 
connectivity with exteo$lve open space in the San Rafael Mouotai.os. An in=aJingly 
uncommon feature of the project sire u surrounding areas are developed, is the fact that 
most of the sire is relatively flat, which promotea seasonal wetland formation and has 
important consequences for the structure and function of wildlife communities. 

The most sjgni fic:mr bauie, to di'spersal of ground-dwe.lli11g wildlife to and from the pt'Dject 
u tc is Highway 154, which is "semi-porous". Wildlife can move through 1\Sricultu:al fields if 
there are no fence&, however, small-o.crcage " ranchettes» along the northeastern borde: of 
the project site u well as large vineyard ateas north and southeast of !be project site h2ve 
erected fences ~hat ate complete b:mier~ to wildlife movement. 

ln 1 genefal sense, grassl~nd and oak ssvanna habitats on the undeveloped portions o f the 
project site, which comtitutes approximately 80% of the 1,433-aae prope:ty, provides 
COlfer, foraging, denning. and nesting habitat for a broo.d diversity of animal $pedes Of 
special note are the hlrge number of raptor and catn.ivo•e species known from or potentially 
occurring on-site by v irtue of its size 1nd connectivity to ampo:tant landscape elements 
ncuby (e.g., Santa Ynez River, Sanra Ynez Mountains, San Rafael Mountai.aa). 

J 
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Comment Letters P999 through P1001 
 

Comment Letter P999 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P998. 

Comment Letter P1000 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P327. 

Comment Letter P1001 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P308.
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Ms. Amy Dutschk.e 
Pacific Regional Office 
Bll:re&l of Indian Affairs 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacnunento, CA 95825 

Re Comments -<lue October 7, 2013 
E.nviromnental Assessment Portion of 

l460 Highway 154 
Santa Ynez, CA 93460 
September 30, 2013 

Sanm Ynez Band of Chumasb. Indians Camp 4 Fee-To-Trust Application 

Dear Ms. Dutschke: 

The Environmental Assessment, page 2-8 et at, regarding 'Roadways' does not 
identify or define ~sting road casements on the FTT application. I run p<Uticularly 
concerned with the easement on F1Tperce.ll (APN 141-121-Sl) as ram now an owner 
of1his easemrot, which has been in our family since 1955. 

This easement is used for iog7:ess and egress frOm Baseliiie A venue to the back 
portion of our ranch. We have no other access to this property for h1rge horse b:"ailers,. 
hay trucks, constructio.n and~ machinery. 

It is m:y understanding that the BIA m1:1st require elimination of liens, 
encumbrances or infirmities prior to taking final approval action of this FTT acquisition. 
I have not been contacted or given notice regarding the elimination of or the ensuring of 
the recorded easement Tmnsfer of this land into FTT without directly contacting us 
represents a ''taking or inverse condemnation" without due process or just compensation. 

This fec>to-trust creates irreparable harm. 

Bunnie Shepherd Sexton 

; ' .. : 

I '• ' ... 



Comment Letters P1003 through P1005 
 

Comment Letters P1003 and P1004 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the content of the letters are nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P273. 

Comment Letter P1005 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P328.
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To: Amy Outsebke 
amy.dut;schl<epbia.gov 
Regtonallnmctor 
Bureau of Indian Affirirs; Pacific Regional Office 
21JO<J~,Wey 
Sao:amento, CA 9582 S 

October 6, 2013 

RE: Environmental .Assessment, Camp 4 Pee-to-Trust 

Dear Ms. D-utsch.ke, 

Wim \'an-Dam 
wtm.van4ampnnaU.oom 

1240 QuB(IiUdge Rd 
Solvang, CA 93463· 

Wtdt.lt\ls I~-woui<Hil<e.to commentcin'tii-e Ca!nJ)'4 Fee4D-~jiovironmenml A3sessment 
(!!A) by thi>'Santa Ynez &nd of Chumash Indians 
{ htW: //www,cb um3Sh ea.com IWP·ronoont/uplgads/2013{08/Enyjmnmentai-Aaessmeutpdf ). 
We feel that this EA severely underestlnlates the role tbat the cum!nt.babitat of Camp 4 plays in 
supportillg a Wldevariety.ofbird species, many ofwltich winter at~!ocatlon. 

In its Appendix E, the EA lisu only 16 spucles of birds that have been ollserwd during surveys on 
September 2011, March 2012, and April 2012 (cf. Section 3.4.1). !tis bard to cake this~ seriously 
·as It Is sttaigbtfoi'\Yard to determine that the Camp 4 location in fact supports close to 100 different 
bird species. As an appendix to this letteJ; we howe attached a Ustof93 species that have been 
~ned the past few years at tbe south odge of the Camp 4 area, alone Armour Ra~ Road. fl'he 
parcel itself If !IJ.a;:ce~ible.J This list was compiled using data from the citizen science project eB1rd. 
and can be aa:essed at http;f/eb!rd.org/eb!rd/hot§poyl6192S4. 

The following few ex;amples CODQ!m.lng spedtlc bird species give funher proof of the Inadequacy of 
the EA. 
• ,NoJ'tlwrq ~. 8'!:11')?'~11. ~. a~d Gmssl\opperSparroW$ (all California Bird Species of 
Special Concern) are llkJI kti.owli to Wlnt:er al: this site. (For unexp!a(ned reasons, the BA dld not 
surwy the site during the winter ntoudls, which I• clte.perlod iD-.wltlch !he site hosts the most 
IJnpo~tsetq(l!irds,) . . · · . · . · 
• During the wintel' months, dte ~lands of this site h~>Sts flocks oflitel'lll\)1 hundreds of Horned 
Larks. Moreo:ver. a:s.pan:.o.ftl)GSe flocks. dozen!'.of Cl)es~ut.,collare~ Longspurs (IUCN conservation 
status: near threJrtined) and other longsRLln winlllr at this location as well This Is one of the few 
known wintering grounds for rhls species In all of Califotnia ('The BA completelY Ignores clte role 
that the site play8 in supporting gr.assland bl~.) · . 
• Golden Eagles, w!Ucb are lwqwn to breed nearby. fi:equently Llse this ~teas their hunttng grpun.ds. 
• Other bird specie', that are cegularijt ob,erved at the Camp 4,s1te and that are olt tile Audubon 
WatchLlstol C;iliro'rnla Birds are: Nt~tlall's Woodp~ Yellow-billed Magpie, Oak Titmouse, 
Wtentlt. caiiilm11i Thrasher, Trk:olored Blackbird, Lawrence's. Goldfinch. 

All of~~ a~~ f.o.~ are ~il& from tfte. EA. .. ' · ·. •', 

,i • ~· .: • /;·· • • •• :· ~ • f •• '• ~ .. : .· 
):'· ;': • •. .; * •• • f' '::. . • •• ·:· • 

(," .~·i,l:t. , ... :.· : ;' ., ... ; ·, ·,:; 

' , !, .·: ! . ·. ·· . ' 
: .. :•to' •. ~ .• :. • ,:r;: ·!,,I'' •::: :. ,. ',, ''.'.~• I '•I •I :~· ', '. • ' ' 

.. •:. t ·:. ' "· .. 

.-: .. t .' 



P327-17

P998-30
Cont.

P327-22
Cont.

P327-18

P996-02
Cont.

P327-21

Comment Letter P1006 (Cont.)

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.

P315-04
Cont.

Refer to 
Comment 
Letter P998

P308-01
Cont.

P308-02

P998-26
Cont.

P308-18
Cont.

P316-02

P998-41
Cont.

P1006-01
Cont.

P327-04
Cont.

P998-34

P998-33

P998-36
Cont.

P998-42

P998-42
Cont.

APPENDIX: Bird species {93) ~edatthesouth bofderofCamp 4 (atAnt>our Ranch Rd, Santa Ynez, CA) as 
part of the citizen scieDOe projecteBlrd(ref: hrm·IIE>hird·org/,.:mntlh<!rsnotf!A-19284) 

California Quall 
AlJ)eri<:at Kestrel European St3rtini 

Do~tbJe..cresb!d Cormorant Merlin 
American Pipit 

Great Blue Heron 
Peregrine J'ak::on 

Lapland Loogspur 

Turkey Vulture Pnririe Falcon 
Cbestn~tt-coll:ued l..oai:SPUI' 

Os)IT'IY 
Blac;k Phoebe 

).kCowl>'s Longspur 

Wb1m-tailed Kim Say's Phoebe 
YeDow-rmnped Warbler 

Golden Eagle 
Ash-tbroatecl Flycatz:her Spotted Towhee 

Northern Harrier Cassin' 1 IGngbird 
california Towhee 

Sharp-shinned Hawk 
lwastern Klngbird 

Chipping Sparrow 

Cooper'$ Hawk 
Loggerhead Shrike 

Vesper Sparrow 

Bald Eagle 
West6111 Scr~tb-) ay 

L.arll Sparrow 

Red-shouldered Hawk 
Yellow-billed Magpie Savannah Sparrow 

Red-railed Hnwk American Crow 
Grasshopper Sparrow 

Ferruglnclll Hawk Common Raven Song SparroW 

10\ld.eer 
Horned Lam 

Lincoln's Sparrow 

Greater Yellow legs 
Northern Rough-winged 

Wh\te·(I'OWI)ed Sparrow 

Swallow 

Rock Pigeon 
Tree Swallow 

GoiMn-crowned Sparrow 

Band-t:lliled Pigeon 
VIolet-green SwalloW Dark-eyed Jon co 

Euraslan·Collareci·D<Ml Bam Swallow 
Lanili Btm\ing 

Whim-wtn&ed Dove 
Cliff Swallow 

Red-wiopd Blackbird 

"{oumlng Dove 
Oak Titmouse 

Tri<;olored Bladlblrd 

Greater Roadrunner Busbtlt 
Western Meadowlark 

BUITOwinC Owt 
Wb1te-0Ce:lsbld Nu1batclt Brewer's Bla<:kb!rd 

Wlrlte·tltroab!d SWift Bewtclc's Wren 
Great-tailed ~lde 

Anna's Hummingbird Wren tit 
Brown-headed Cowbird 

Lewis's woodpecker 
Westeru Bluebird Bullock's Oriole 

Aa>m Woodpecker Mountain Bluebird House J'lnch 

Nuttall's Woodpecker American R.obin Lesser G<*ifinch 

Downy Woodpecbt 
Caifornia TI1rasher Lawrence's Goldfutch 

Haiiy Woodpecker Sa~ Thrasher 
American Goldfinch 

Northern flicker 
Nortbem Mockingbird }{ouse Spa!TOW 



Comment Letters P1007 and P1008 
 

Comment Letters P1007 and P1008 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the letters only provide comments on the fee-to-trust application associated 
with the EA.
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October 3, 2013 

Amy Dut$chke. Regional Director 
Bureau oflndian AffalrJ 
Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacra mente, CA 95825 

W.E. WATCH, INC. 
P. 0. BOX830 

SOLVANG, CA 93464-
WWW.Wt:·WATat.ORC 

Re: Environme111111 A5sessment, Santa Yn~z Band of Chuma.ID Indians, camp 4 Fee-to-TrU5t 

Dear Ms. OUtsc.hke: 

W.E. watch, Inc., ls a SOl(c)(3) which was organized In 1992. We strive to work with others to wstain the beauty 
and environment of the Sante Ynez Valley. We support c; refut analysis of proposed land development adhering to 
a long-term vision for srowth that maintains the quafity of life for all. 

We are writing to submit our comments on the abcMI referenced Environmental Assessment (EAJ. 

The stated purposes of an EA are to: 

Provide evidence and analysis sufficient to determine whether an EIS Is re-quired. 
Aid a federal agency's compliance with NEPAwhen no EIS Is reqwned 
facilitot! prepal'lltlon of an EIS when one Is necessary 

An £IS is required if the proposed ftd~>ral action has the po-tential to significantly a fleet t he quality of the human 
environment, indudlnS dinlct, Indirect and cumulative effects. Federal agencies are directed by the Council on 
fnvitonmental Quality (CEQI NEPA regulations to the decree" of publi<:: controversyO'Ier these effects in 
determir!Wlg whether to prepare"" Emlironmental lmpact Statement {EIS) or a Findln& of No Sienif.:ant Impact 
{FONSI}. 

The EA for the Camp 4 Fee-Trvst (FIT) application S31isfles none of these requirements. Yet the EA states1hat no 
significant effects wlll result of the approval of thll FTT application. The EA relies on Incomplete and inaccurate 
dJte and completely fails to address cumulative Impacts. Tho EA should be withdrawn. An ElS Is re-quired. 
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Comment 1! Tribal CDnsolidallor> Plan (TCA) Is included In the EA. This TCA is omently being challenged by sevtral 
entitles Including the County of Santa Barbara and the undersigned. The Approv.al is not supported by evidence In 
the record; no nO!Ice was alven to all interested partie$; ~I is contrary to the law governing tribal land 
a<quisitions because the land was nevar part of the reservation; the Santa Ynez lnd1ans have no remaiolna 
ancestral or hlste>rlcal tiUe claims to the land; etc. See attached copy Notice of App~al. 

comment 2: The justification for the m based on the need for tribal housing is unsubstantiated and not 
legitimately analyzed in Ute EA in terms of the full effect and m~aningful use of the existing reservatioo. The EA 
concludn ba!ed on no ~pparent evidence that approximately 50 acres of the exlstiog reservation are available but 
WUIJited for development. Flftv acres is more than adequate for 143 homes. This leads m to the mor~t troubnr\8 
Issue. The Tribe has a population of 136 members 111<1 roughly BOO descendants. There Is no explanation of why 
the Tribe with a population of 136 and 1300 de>CMdants is planning 143 home sites. Indeed there Is no mention 
or analysis of the prospective future development to accomrnodftte all orthem. The presented alternatives do hOt 

ev~n mention the possibaity of this develOpment. TIMffe must b. another plan which would of necessity produce 
c:umul~tive impacts which have not be~n analyzed. Th~ EA fulls to state the ultimate total tl~ment of the 
land. 

Comment 3: The Tribe can meet Its goals by see!cJOIIItl'ltltlement throllgh the County of SJnta Borbara and does 
not need to take the land "-to-Trust. The EA should ha.ve considered the alternatives of development under the 
ex1sting County Santa Yne1 Community Plan ~nd vla an amendment to the Santa Ynez Community Plan. 8oth of 
these altern•tlws are feasible, especially wt>en only 17% of the tribal membership lrves on the current reservation. 
Ther~ is no showing \hat tribal members who live off-reservation In the community, and many do, would sell their 
fee simple inter~ In tMir homes and move to the camp 4 property. Given the small number of tribal members 
who live on the current reservation, it Is likel¥ ti>at a redevelo!lment alternative Is fe~ble. 

CDmment 4: The analysis of the impact on ground water is completely insuflicMflt. The EA discusses the Tribl!i 
uses, bvt not~ plan \hat Includes the off trust Iandi community. The acquisition of camp 4 means a loss of loaf 
control of the aquifer t o the valley. Major decisions regarding usage will be made without c:onsidecation of loCal 
Impacts. l ocal wat«r companfas do oot ~nly own the land oo which lnfrauructure Is located. Easement 
supports the use of these pmpertJ•s for lnfr~structure. Would these easements sut11lve an m? Many sm.>ll water 
companies and private reside noes could potentially lose their water source. TM impact demands thorough 
ai\Oiysis. 

Commttnt 5.: The Secretary of Interior must ensure and stipulate that easements remain enforce on trust parcels. 
The Regional DirectQ< must require the e4imlnation of all fiens, encumbrances or infirmitiet prior to taklng final 
~al of the m . Transfen-lng this land into trust without directly contacting easement owners represents a 
"taklng or inverse condemnatioo" without due process. 

Comment 6: m must be evaluated •• an off reservation acquisition. The Chumash reservation Is <~Pproxlmately 
1.6 miles from the camp 4 property. These parcels do not share a boundary with the establisked reservation land 
and must be rl!lliewed under the r«8Uiatlons eoveming an Off Reservation Acqukltion. 

concJusioc>, The direct, lndir~ct and cumulative effectS of this m, and the need for an EIS are undeniable. The 
Integrity of the NEPA process demQnds the BIA to reject this EA and pursue an £15 prior to any decision on this m 
application-

J 
J 
J 
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These comments do not include every impact and are not intencled to limit any fut ure documents regarding "Camp 
4• including future environmental impact studies. 

Sincerely, 

(~:.L-61>.-?~~~ 
Cathie McHenry 
President 

Attachment: Notice of Appeal 

J 
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.. 

Cathie McHenry 
President 

2 W.E. Watch, Inc. 
P.O. Box 830 

3 Solvang, CA 93464 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

W.E. WATCH, Inc. 

v. 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 

INTERIOR BOARD OF INDIAN APPEALS 

Case No. 

Appellant, NOTICE OF APPEAL 

PACIFIC REGIONAL DIRECTOR. BUREAU 
16 OF INDIAN AFFAlRS, 

17 Appellee. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22. 

23 

24 

25 

2.6 

27 

2.8 

W .E. Watch, Inc., is a 501(c)(3) wbich was organized in 1992.. We strive to work witi\ 

others to sustain the beauty and environment of the Santa Yne:z Valley. We support careful 

analysis of propOSed land development adhering to a IOilg-term vision for growth that maintains 

the quality of life for all. 

W.E. Watch, appeals the June 17, 201 3, Approval of the Land Consolidation Acquisition 

Plan of the Santa Ynez Indians by the Bureau of Indian Affairs for the fullowing reasons: 

I. The Approval is not supported by evidence in the record: Instead, the BlA approved the 

proposal as submitted by the Santa Ynez Band of Indians. 

NOTICE OF APP.EA 
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17 
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21 

22 

23 
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2. The BIA failed to give notice of the Approval to all interested parties, including W.E. Watch 

as required by the regulations. The time to appeal this decision has not started to run. 

3. The purpose of the Approval is to promote fee-to-trust applications by the Santa Y nez 

Indians. But they were not a recognized tribe in 1934 and do not qualify for these benefits. 

4. The Approval is contrary to the law governing tribal land acquisitions because the land was 

never part of a reservation. 

5. The Santa Ynez Indians have no remaining ancestral or historical title claims to the land 

v.-ithin the proposed acquisition plan area thai was approved by the BrA 

6. The Approval will have sigruficantadverse environmental impacts on the Santa Ynez Valley. 

The BIA should be required to comply witl1 NEP A before issnin8 the Approval. 

7. The BrA fuiled to insure that there was compliance with State and local laws before approving 

the Land Consolidation and Acquisition Plan. 

8. Only the Secretary oflnterior has the authority to approve a tribal acquisition plan. The BIA 

Regional Director does not have that authority. 

Dated: September2!, 2013 

2 

CATHlE MtHENRY 
1'resideot 
W .E. Wateb, Iuc. 

NOl'ICE OF APPEAL 
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Comment Letter P1010 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P327.
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Kelly B. Gray 
2657 Stow Street I P.O. Box 384 

Los Olivos, California 93441 
Phone: 805-350-0261 ~)ailylawma@gmail.com ... 

October 2, 20-1;3 

To: AmyL. Dutschke. BIA Pacific Regional Director ·· :~~:!.~01~· .. ·.:· . 
Chad Broussard , Environmental Protection Specialist,BIA P H .. 
2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento, CA 95825 ~ 1 M.1~ . . 

R~ Roqlln.if~ji( 
Michael S. Black, Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs 0u o.w C 
MS-4606, 1849 C Street, NW, Washington, DC, 20240 M•mo-Lir·-----Fu _____ ....._ 

Re: Public Comment re: Chumash Fee-to-Trust Application 

As a matter of law, you, the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), are required to use the 
appropriate level of scrutiny to when you exercise your authority pursuant to 25 C.F.R. §151 
to evaluate a Fee-to-Trust Application, including the Environmental Assessment submitted in 
connection with the Application. 25 C.F.R. §151 eJtpnpssly prescribe~ two dllfvtntlevels 
of scrutiny to be applied when the BIA evaluates fee-to-Trust applications. -There is one 
level of scrutiny for land that is contiguous with the existing reservation and a second, higher 
level of scrutiny for land ltlat is not contiguous with the existing reservation. 

The Santa Ynez Vallet Band of Chumash Indians {The S'N Band) own • in tee - the 1,400 
acre property In the Santa Ynez Valley referred to as "Camp 4". Camp -4 is !!21 contiguous 
with the existing Ghumash Reservation. 

On.June 17, 2014, the BIA approve a Land Consolidation & Acquisition Plan (TCA) submitted 
by the S'N Band dated June 2013. The TCA indudes "Camp -4". The TCA provides that !OX 
land that is within its boundaries will be treated as if it were contiguous for purposes of Fee­
to-Trust application evaluations. As a result of the TCA, the level of scrutiny that would be 
applied to the Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust application would be pursuant to 25 CFR § 151.3{a)(1). 

On July 12, 2013, the BIA received an Application for Transfer of Title for Fee lands Into 
Trust (Fee-to-Trust Application) for "Camp 4" from the S'N Band dated July 2013. 

On September 11, 2013, the County of Santa Barbara filed an Appeal of the TCA (the 
Appeal). 

In light of the- foregoing, until such time as the ruling on tl!e Afmeal has become final, the 
BIA cannot know what level of scrutiny to apply to the July 12, 2013 Fee-to-Trust Application. 
Thus. until there Is a final ruling on the Appeal. the B!A must stay any consideration of the 
Fee-to-Trust Application. 

Res~y,R 

K~~·~ 
cc: Distribution list Attached 



P327-17

P998-30
Cont.

P327-22
Cont.

P327-18

P996-02
Cont.

P327-21

P1011-01

Comment Letter P1011 (Cont.)

L12-02

P209-04
Cont.

P315-04
Cont.

Refer to 
Comment 
Letter P998

P308-01
Cont.

P308-02

P998-26
Cont.

P308-18
Cont.

P316-02

P998-41
Cont.

P327-04
Cont.

P1009-06

P998-36
Cont.

P998-42

P998-42
Cont.

P1009-07

P1009-09

P1009-08

Service List 

Honot'able Barbara Boxer 
112 Han Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20.510 

Dlsuict Diretlor 
Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
750."8" Street, Suite 1030 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Honorable Lois Capps 
U.S. House ofR~tives 
30-1.-East Carrillo Street, Suite A 
Santa 8a1tera, CA 931 0 I 

Legal Affairs Secretary 
Office 'of the Governor of California 
State Capitol Buliding 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Office of the Solicitor 
Pacific Southwest Region 
2800 Cottage Way, Rm E-2753 
Sacramento, CA 95825-l 890 

Regional Di~tor 
Bureau of Indian Afl'ai~ 
Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Collage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Joginder Dhillon 
Senior AdviiiOI' for Tribal Negotiations 
Office of the Governor 
State Capitol, Suite I t73 
Sacnunento, CA 95814 

Ms. Sara J. Drake 
Deputy Attorney General 
State of California Department of Justice 
PO Box 944255 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2SSO 

Pecer Kaufman, .Esq. 
Deputy A nomo:y Genua! 
Office of the Attorney General 
PO Box 85266-5299 
San Diego, CA 92 t 86-5266 
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Superintendent 
Southern Califontia Agency, BIA 
14S I Research Park Drive, Suite I 00 
Riverside, CA 92507 

Salud Carbajal 
County Board of Supervisiors 
Santa Barbara County 
I 05 Eaat Anapamu Street, 4th Floor 
Santa Barbara, CA 93l 0 I 

Jpnet Wolf 
County Board of Supervision 
Santa Barbara County 
I OS East Anapamu Street, 4m Floor 
Santa Barbara, CA 931 0 I · 

Doreen Farr 
County Board of Supervision 
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Santa Ynez Rancho Estates Motual Water Company, Inc. 
Post Office Box 2'J7 -- Santa Ynez, CA 934()0 

October 4, 2013 

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 
Cbad'Broussard, Environmental Protection Specialist 
Dept. of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office, Suite 2&20 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

·<. 
:~ 
~ 

_~_:· ~· .. 
·,: .. :..:.-· 
;.::,r 

:·:' 

lt.eg Dir J1/ 1_. 
I>ep RD Tnm--"'-' . .h.."""'.....--
I>epRDJ.~ \ 
RO<lle UIM 
Responoe ~uircd JJj 
DuoOate_ I 
Memo_Ltr __ _ 
Fu: ____________ _ 

RE: Comment on EnvironmentaJ Assessment (EA) ofrroposed Trust Acquisition of Five Parcels 
known as the Camp 4 Property 

Dear Ms. Dntschke and Mr. Broussard, 

Thank you tor extending the comment period on this document in response to numerous requests, 
including ours. Titank you in advance for giving serious consideration to the criticisms of the analysis 
which have been solicited and are herein provided. 

TUESE COMMEflTSARE FILED UNDER PROTEST; 

Firs~ the comments filed on this EA by the Santa Ynez Rancho Estates Mutual Water Company, Inc. are 
filed under JX"otest for two reasons: 

> This eo.tiro process to considec IIIllleXll1ion of Camp 4 i.s based upon a materially false premise: that a 
TCAhas been lawfully approved which includes the property. Numerous legal appeals have been ffied 
(including ours) challenging this premise on multiple material counts. Until all legal jssues ace,fulfy 
resqlyedrewdinf the TCA there, should be 1w action talqm on this fee-to-tru.'ft application. fnc/udj!JK no 
action nn the. qssocjated RA 

> 1be magnitude and foreseeable impacts from this application to 8llJleX I ,400 acres - over 2 square 
miles -- ofland in the Santa Ynez Valley go well beyond that which can be analyzed in an EA. Umier 
existing development practices in Santa Barbara County, this is enough land area to develop a town of 
between 5,000 and 10,000 population. (Solvang is same size, population is 5,000; Ca..-pinteria Is only 
200 acres larger, population is 13,000.) In addition, this i.s a highly controvecsial project that has been 
receiving national news coverage since 2005, and it has been the subject of oversight hearings by the 
House Resources Sub-committee on American Indian and Alaskan Native Atfairs. Thercfore. an '6/S is 
unquestjonahlv reauired in this case 

There are materl.al .IAults with proceeding with this proce:~s and it has the highly adverse eifect on the 
public interest by unnecessarily consuming valuable and scarce public time, energy, and money. 
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COMMENT$ BELA fED TO WATER ISSUES: 

1) The EA's forecast de.mand for water usage by the 143 5-acre homes in Alternative A 

We start with the Conclusion: the Aliemgtive A forecast Q,f379 acre feet per yegr Cor 2 6 qc. ft per 
parcel) is low lzy aver 4X 

The Data upon which this conclusion is based: 

> Our service area is contiguous with Camp 4, and identical in nature 

> The Chumash proposal is for 143 tribal homes, 3,000-5,000 square feet each, on 5 acre parcels. 
Since this is represented as "desperately needed housing.,, it must be assumed that they are full-time 
t'ellidences, not second homes. 

> In contrast, we serve 91 properties, most commonly 2,000-3,000 square feet homes, also on 5 acre 
parcels. Many of these are second homes which are occupied only occasionally. 

> The EA assumption is 3.5 people per home; our actual population in fuU-time residence is about 
· 1 .5 people per home. Secot\d home effects reduce the full time equivalent population further. 

> Analysis of actual water usage by our users most comparable to the Ommash proposal (simi.l!ll' 
size, quality, and occnpancy) is an arurual water usage of I 1.6 acre feet per year each - in contrast with 
the EA assumption of only 2.6 acre feet per year each. 

> Conclusion: actual water usage by Alternative A will be 4.4 times as much as forecast and 
analyzed by the EA. 

2) The EA's forecast demand for water uu.ge by the 143 homes In AlterRative B 

> The water usage forecast for the 143 homes in Alternative B is similarly WKierstated and 
unrealistic. An accurate assessment of the environmental impacts cannot be based on numbers which 
have been selected to favorably skew the analysis in favor of the applicant and against the public. · 

3) Only a small fraction of reasonably foreseeable development is analyzed 

The BA analyzes the water demand for only a tiny percentage of the clearly foreseeable development of 
the Camp 4 property. In addition to what was analyzed in this document, the applicant bas already 
publicly displayed its desire on this property for a casino, a multi-hundred room hotel, two golf COIJI'&tS, 

an equestrian center and 175 related condominiums. All that proposed development used significantly 
less than half of the land urea of Camp 4. 

-2 .... -
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4) Overall water usage issues 

Each individual well on Camp Four can pump between 1,000 and 2,000 gallons per minute (gpm) this ls 
equivalent 4.4 to 9 acrelflJday or 1600 to 3000 acre/ftlyear. In contrast, recharge from precipitBtion in 
this area is roughly 5 to I 0% of precipitatiQU, close to zero in years like the past two. 

For 1400 acres this yields rechwge of roughly 120 aaeJft/yeat, assuming 1 inch of recharge. Pumping 
above this level will result in groWldwater being taken from surrounding properties, lowering their water 
levt:ls and possibly resulting in wells having to be drilled deeper and/or the development of new wells. 

Even the minimal development which is analyzed by this EA exceeds this rechwge significantly, and the 
foreseeable potential development is many times what was analyzed. 

OlHERABEASOFCQNCERN 

1) Potential for casino development not analyzed 

TIJis EA must consider .thls application as including "gaming". First, the tribe has already puhlicly 
demonstrated with their joint proposal with Fess Parker in 2005 that they wish to have their second 
casino on this property. In addition, the robust history of tribes - with the active support of the BIA -
changing actual land use from that wbich is proposed during the fee-to-llUSt process makes it imperative 
that this be analyud a a ~ing application. The implications of this are dramatic, and cover virtually 
all areas ofNEPA concerns. 

2) Impacts of numerous proposed developments are not analyzed 

The EA states: "The tribal facilities would include development of a banquet/exhibition hall designed 
with an agriculture/equestrian theme, associated administrative spaces, a tribal office complex, aud a 
tribal conununity space including ceremony room and gymnasium._.Approx.imately 400 parldng spacc; 
would be provided for the facilities." 

However, nowhere in the EA. are the impacts of the usc ofthls facility analyzed. The proposed 
"community event facilities" are stated to encompass nearly 80,000 square feet, include 400 parking 
spaces (enough tor 1,000 or more simultaneous visitors), and is proposed (but not limited to) being us¢ 
100 times per year. 

Santa Ynez Valley residents already are troubled by and pursuing ordinances to regulate and restrict the 
number of special events that m ay be hosted at wineries and othet' privately owned facilities due to the 
traffic, light and sound pollntion, and other negative impacts caused by these events. 

The impacts from these proposed facilities must be realistically fon.>cast and analyzed. 

-3-
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3) Traffic impacts are not adequately forecast or analyzed 

The EA. in no way adequately forecasts or analyzes the significant impacts on County roads and 
circulation that would obviously result from the reasonably foreseeable development of this cUJ:Tently 
undeveloped 1400 acres - 2.2 square miles - of Santa Ynez Valley !nod. 

4) Impacts on Puh lic Safety services n ot adequately forecast or analyzed 

The EA in no way adequately forecasts or analyzes the significant new demands for County law 
enforcement and ft.re services that would result from the proposed development of this currently 
undeveloped 1400 acres - . 2.2 square milf'.S - of Santa YnezValley land. 

S) Impacts ro Biological Resources are not adequately forecast or analyzed 

While the EA provides general information and maps regarding biological resources it fails to 

adequately analyze the impact'l of reasonably !breseeable development on the Camp 4 property and 
completely fails to analyze how the project impacts the surrounding regional area. NEPA requires such 
an analysis. 

6) Cumulative Impacts are completely ignored 

The cumulative impacts analysis must include all reasonably foreseeable projects, on nod off the subject 
property. This analysis is missing in the EA, and it affects numerous areas of required impact analysis. 

CQNCLUSIQN 

J 
Santa Ynez Rancho Estates Mutual Water Company, Inc. respectfully requests that the BIA inunediately J 
stay the processing of this EA and the SJSsociated fe~to-trust application for Camp 4 until all legal issues 
involving the TCA upoo which they are predicated have been resolved. 

In addition, we respectfully request that after such issues have been resolved the BIAprepare a full EIS J 
foe recirculation and review of this proposed fee to trust acquisition, as required by law, whlch includes 
addressing of all public comments received in response to this defective EA as weU as all comments to 
be received in response to the EJS. 

Sincerely, ( 

Robert B. Field, President 
on behalf of the Board Of Directors 
Santa Ynez Raocbo Estates Mutual Water Company. lnc 
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Comment Letter P1013 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P289.
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11117113 DEPARTMENT Ol' lliE INTERIOR Moil· EA COMMENTS. 1,A00acr~tfeelo~ust SY BAND 

Broussor.:i, Chad <chad.brol<ssard@bia.gov> 

EA COMMENTS, 1,400 acre fee to trust, SY BAND 
1 l"!"l<l!\1:c>n<> 

Kathy Cleary <kcleary@cfginc.us> Thu, Oct 3, 2013 at 5:02 PM 
To: "Chad.brouss erd@bia.gov- <Chadbroussard@bia.QOIP 

RE: Santa Ynez Band of Mission Chum !ISh ·Indians flle.fo-tMt, 1,400 acres 

Dear Mr. Broussard. 

I was a<Msed to send P.O.LO.'a comment on the EA to Amy Dutschke. It was maied today. I wanted to send 
the letter to you .. t!Vs does not Include the attachments. Ms. Dutschke \WI h8\'8 the attachments with the entire 
document. If you need me to email the attachments, please let me know. Here Is our letter. 

Kathy C1eary 
P.O.L.O. Board President 

~ POLO EA COMMEHTS KEN.docx 
122K 

111 
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October 3, 2013 

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) 
Padfte Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, ca. ~5825 

SUBJECT: Comment, Environmental Assessment, Santa Ynez. Band of 
Chumash Mission Indians, "Camp 4N, approximately 1,400 acres, Santa 
Ynez, ca. fee-to-trust. 

Dear Ms. Dutschke, 

Preservation of Los Olivos, P.O.L.O., is a grass roots citizen group in the Santa Yn& 

Valley representing approximately 1,000 people. P.O.l.O. has appeared as an interested 
party In BIA and ISlA cases, and has commented on many issues regarding BIA decision­
making that is aggressively promoting expansion of Tribal land into federal trust. The 
BIA's expansion of Tribal land into federal trust is of critical importance to our 
community, and communities throughout the United States. Tribal governments claim 
that when land is in federal trust it ls outside local and state jurisdiction and taxation. 

Tribal government leadership is not accountable to the non-Indian community- the 
non-Indian community does not elect them - yet their decision-making impacts the 
community. 

Impacts of placing land Into federal trust include public health, safety and welfare, 
property values, and also taxation. Tribal businesses on land in trust are not subject to 
taxation. Consequently, expansion impacts such as crime, water usage, road repair and 
school funding are paid for by the taxpayer. In addition, even Tribes with casinos 
generating hundreds of millions of dollars in revenue receive federal subsidies from 
taxpayer dollars. 

The BIA has consistently ignored these impacts on com.munities. 

Please refer to www.polosw.org for our M ission Statement and for documents 
demonstrating P.O.l.O.'s longstanding involvement with this issue. In particular, refer 

to P.O.L.O.'s Written Statement for t he Record submitted to the United States House of 
Representatives House Resources Committee Subcommittee on Indian and Alaska 
Native Affairs, July 22, 2011. 
(http://www.polosyv.orgfimages2/pages/lndex/POLOCongressmanYoung4.pdf} 
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P.O.LO. is now taking this public comment opportunity to request an 
Environmental Impact Statement, and referral to an outside agency for Its 
review. 

P .O.LO. wiU document that the Environmental Assessment, Santa Ynez Band of 
Chumash Mission Indians, wcamp 4w, approximately 1,400 acres, Santa Ynez, Ca. is 
inaccurate, incomplete and fails to address many i.ssues that will negatively impact the 
public health, safety and welfare, and private property values. These comments do not 
include every impact, and they are not intended to limit comments on any future 
documents regarding · camp 4", including future Environmental Impact Studies. 

The purpose of the Environmental Assessment lEA) 
lhttp:/fwww.epa.gov/Compliance/basics/nepa.html#regulrement) 

The CounCil on Environmental Quality (CEQ) coordinates Federal environmental efforts 
and WQI"ks closely with ageilcies and other White House offices In the developmerrt of 
environmental por1des and init iat ives. CEQ was established within the Executive Office 
of the President by Congress as part of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA) and addition<~l responsibilities were provided by the Environmental Quality 
Improvement Act of 1970. 

The NEPA process consists of an evaluation of the environmental effects of a federal 
undertaking including its alternatives. There are three levels of analysis: categorical 
exclusion determination; preparation of an environmental assessment/finding of no 
significant impact (EA/FONSI); and preparation of an environmerrtal impact statement 
(EIS). 

An EA is described in Section 1508.9 of the CEQ NEPA regulations. Generally, an EA 
includes brief discussions of the following: 

• The need for the proposal 
• Alternatives {when th~e Is an unresolved conflict concerning alternative uses of 

available resources) 
• The environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives 
A r!stlng of agencies and persons consulted. 

Federal Agency Role 

The role of a federal agency in the NEPA process depends on the agency's expertise and 
relationship to the proposed undertaking. The agency carrying out the federal action is 
responsible for complying with the requirements of NEPA. 

• lead Agency: In some cases, there may be more than one federal agency involved in 
an undertaking. In this situation, a lead agency is designated to supervise 
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preparation of the environmental analysis. Federal agencies, together with state, 
t ribal or local agencies, may act as joint lead agencies. 

• Cooperating Agency: A federal, state, tribal or local agency having special expertise 
with respect to an environmental issue or jurisdiction by law may be a 
cooperating agency in the NEPA process. A cooperating agency has the 
responsibility to assist the lead agency by participating in the NEPA process at 
the earliest possible time; by participating in the scoping process; in developing 
information and preparing environmental analyses including portions of the 
environmental impact statement concerning which the cooperating agency has 
specia l expertise; and in making available staff support at the lead agency's 
request to enhance the lead agency's Interdisciplinary capabilities. 

• Council of Environmental Quality (C£Q): Under Section 1504 of CEQ's NEPA 
regulations, federal agencies may refer to CEQ on interagency disagreements 
concerning proposed federal actions that might cause unsatisfactory 
environmental effects. CEQ's role, when it accepts a referral, is generally to 
develop findings and recommendations, consistent with the policy goals of 
Section 101 of NEPA. 

P.O.LO. regueg.s that the BJA relinquish its role as lead agency regarding 
this EA to an alternate agency, including but not limited to the Council of 
Environmental Quality, that will provide objective decision-making on this 
~nvironmental Assessment to ensure that the rights of all people are 
represented. for the following reasons: 

1. The Bureau of Indian Affairs Is inherently biased towards decision•making favoring 
people of Indian descent. 

"The Bureau of Indian Affairs' (BIA) mission Is to • ... enhance the quallty of life, to 
promote economic opportunity, and to carry out the responsibility to protect and 
improve the trust assets of American Indians, Indian tribes, and Alaska Natives. • 

Pepperdlne Law Review, 12-15-2012, "Extreme Rubber Stamping: The fee-to-Trust 
Process of the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934 .. 

lli"Most significantly, 100% of the proposed fee-to-trust acquisitions submitted to the 
Pacific Region 8/A from 2001 through 2011 were granted.183 Additionally, across alllll 
decisions, the Pacific Region BIA cDd not conclude that a single foetor weighed against 
acceptance of the land Into trust. This resulted in a total of 10,538.03 acres being 
accepted into trust for individual lndlans and tribes in California over that period." (page 
278)(Appendix A or go to: 
htto:ljdigita!commons.oepperdine.edu/cgi/viewcontent .cgi?artide•l727&context=otr) 

NEPA requires that the lead agency take a "hard look" at the environmental 
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consequences before proceeding. The BIA may be unwilling or unable to require full 
compliance with NEPA because to do so would be incompatible with its mission to 
protect and fully support tribal economic development. 

This Environmental Assessment is inaccurate and incomplete. An 
Environmental Impact Statement is warranted for the following reasons: 

1. Once in federal trust, the use of the land can be changed. 25 CFR Part 151 does not 
authorize the Department of the Interior to impose restrictions on a Tribe's future use 
of land that has been taken into trust. In a 20081etter from then Assistant Secretary of 
Indian ~ffairs, cart J Artman: "In addition, the Department has been reluctant in the · 
past to take any action to eliminate the flexibility that Indian tribes enjoy to change the 
use of lands both because it is an aspect of tribal sovereignty, and because it is a needed 
t ool to adapt to changed economic conditions.• (Appendix 8 or go to: 

http://www.oolosw .org/hotTopics/odf/DOI to Congressman Hunter-
no rest rictlons.pdf) 

The Secretary would have to approve any restrictions or encumbrances on the land and 
there are no such Secretarial approved restrictions. (Appendix Cor go to; 
http;//www.polosvv.org/lmages2/pases/index/2005 ole opinion.pdf) 

N EPA requires that all foreseeable uses be considered. Since the Department is taking 
the position that development on land in trust is outside State jurisdiction, then an EA or 
EIS must consider all possible development. Development on the 1,400 acres, an area 
the size of the adjacent city of SOlvang. could indude a second casino {as allowed by 
their Tribal State Gaming Compact), a power plant, massive commercial development, 
or thousands of homes. This EA fails to address ab foreseeable uses. 

2. The EA falls to address the impact ofthe "TCA"; Its parameters and condusions are 
based on this land falling In a Tribal Consolidation and Acquisition Area. Paragraph 1 of 
the Introduction of the EA states the following; "The land proposed for t rust 
acquisition, Which is known as the Camp 4 site and is currently owned in fee by the 
Tribe, consists of approximately 1,411.1 acres plus rights of way in Santa Barbara 
County, california and Is located within the Tribal Consolidation Area (project site)."' 

At least nine Apptals of this Tribal Consolidation Area are now on record with the BIA, 
Including an appeal by Santa Barbaro County, objecting to the Pacific Region BIA 
approval of this area as a Tribal Consolidation and Acquisition Area for the Santa Ynez 
Band. The boundary of this TCA was approved with no legal or outside review and 
determination of its accuracy. It is based on an 1897 Roman Catholic Church lawsuit. 
However, In in 2002 the attorney for the Santa Ynez Band stated there were no lineal 
descendants of the Individual Indians Involved in that lawsuit. (Appendix D or go to: 
http;l/www.polosw.org£images2/pages/index/2002 letter.pdf} 

J 
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This decision by the BlA was also completed with no noti fication to property owners 
within the TCA, nor notification to the County or the State. (See Appendix E). It has 
caused Immediate impact on property values, with dowmented escrow failures (See 
Appendix E or go to: http:/ /www.polosyv.org/hotTopics/pdf/realtor-robert-etling­
speaks.pdL) and the necessity of d isclosure by realtors (See Appendix F} 

The nine pending IBIA Appeals are challenging the TCA, which is being used as a basis of 
the EA for the Camp 4 fee to trust application. 

Congresswomen lois Capps and Diane Feinstein have sent questions about the TCA to 
the BIA. (See Appendix G.) Those questions should be fully answered as a part of the EA 
process. 

In addition, the EA did not include any discussion of the impact of the TCA that 
facilitates fee-to-trust land transfers on all land within the TCA. If the TCA is approved, 
this 11,500 acres could be considered contiguous to a reservation. The standards are 
lower for contiguous or "on· reservationw fee-to-trust decision-making than the 
standards for "off reservation" fee to trust applications. Without the TCA, Camp 4 is 
clearly not contiguous and would be an •off reservationw acquisition subject to the 
stricter standards and other restrictions. 

3. The EA and TCA fail to address the impact on hundreds of property owners that are 
within the TCA. (See Appendix H) Every one of t he affected property owners are 
obviously •interested partie~ with respect to the TCA and EA. As such they are entitled 
to receive direct notice of the TCA and EA f rom the BIA by personal delivery or mail. 
They have a due process right to receive direct notice and to have an opportunity to 
provide meaningful comment on the TCA before the EA Is completed. 

4. The EA fails to address the claimed 1,300 lineal descendants. The EA references 
1,300 lineal descendants, page 1·6, "Purpose and Need": "'The Tribe has a population of 
136 tribal members and approximately 1300 lineal descendants which It must provide 
for." Although the application states the need to provide housing for 1,436 people, It 
only addresses 143 home sites. l'his EA fail s to address this stated Purpose and Need. 

5. The EA fails to address "commercial enterprises•, page 1-7, "Purpose and Need": 
wsecondarily, the trust acquisition of the proposed trust land would also allow full tribal 
governance over its existing agricult ural operations on the property; thereby allowing 
t he Tribe to continue to build economic self sufficiency through diversified tribally­
governed commercial enterprises. Under the Proposed Action, the tribal government 
would be able to fully exerdse its sovereignty over its own future growth:" 

As explained above, according to the BIA, once land is in federal trust the use can be 
changed without limitation. The Santa Ynez Band Is clearly stating their intent to 
expand development on this land to provide for these 1,436 people, and future 
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generations. This EA falls to address that stated Purpose and Need. 

6. The EA fails to address the impact on water. Potential unrestricted development 
could impact the water supply to residents in the Santa Ynez Valley and Santa Barbara. 
In addition, tribes are malting claims to water rights. A Hastings College Law Review 
Article, Summer, 2013 states: • ... This note will lay out arguments the Santa Ynez 
Chumash Band of Indians could use to secure a right to groundwater •.. " (Appendix I o r 
go to: http://W>NW.polosyv.org/hotTopies/pdf/ReseCH"ch-LR-Santa-Ynez-Ground-Water-
19%20HastingsWNWJEnLPoly_277.pdf) 

7. The EA fails to address the TCA and fee-to-trust transfer of land outside the Santa 
Ynez Valley Community Plan (SYVCP). The SYVCP was adopted in 2009 after 10 years. It 
provides guidance for thoughtful deci sion-making. The TCA removes land from the 
SYVCP. 
(http:Uiongraoge.$bcouotyplanniog.org/planareas/santaynez/documents/Board%20of 
%20Superyisors%20Adoptlon/Eiectronjc%20Docket/Master%20Final%2010=15-09.od0 

Santa Barbara attorney Barry Cappello informed Congresswoman Capps in 2011 about 
the removal of the 1,400 acres from the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan outside of 
the estabfished process.{See Appendix J or go to: 
htto:Uwww.polosw.org/hotTopics/pdf/ll-18-11-CN lois Capps.pdfl 

The Santa Ynez Band is required to comply with applicable State and local law, induding 
the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan, regardless of whether the lands are .taken into 
trust. See Hawaii v. Offici! of Hawaiian Affairs, 129 S.Ct. 1436 (2009). 

8. The EA fails to address increased clime that occurs on land in trust - Indian 
Reservations. This is well documented: "The Country's 310 Indian reservations have 
violent crime rates that are more than two and a half times higher than the national 
average, according to data complied by the Justice Department. American Indian 
women are 10 times more likely to be murdered t han other Americans. They are raped 
or se.l<Ually assaulted at a rate four times the national average.• {Appendix K or go to: 
htto://www.nvtlmes.c:om/2012/02/21/us/on-indian-reservations-hlgher-crlme-and­
fewer-prosecutions.html?pagewanted-l& r=()) 

9. The EA falls to address the impact ofthe Santa Ynez Band's claim of land as aboriginal 
territory on the State of California. In a 2005 fetter from t he Office of Governor 
Schwarzenegger, the Govern"Or w rote: •Further, while the Tribe seeks to justify the 
acquisition as a re-acquisition ofthe "Chum ash cultural group's" aboriginal territory, It 
has not demonstrated either a political entitlement to th<~t territory-Allowing up to 108 
federally recognized tribes in California to place into trust land for which they have an 
aboriginal claim could involve more than 75 million acres ... Such a result would 
constitute federal interference with the powers reserved to the State in a manner 
patently at odds with the intent of the Tenth Amendment." (See Appendix Lor go to: 
http:/ /www.polosyv.org/hotToplcs/pdf/LetterFromGov .pdf) 

_j 
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10. The EA falls to address the Impact of the removal of 1,400 acres for the fee-to-trust, 
and 11,500 acres for the TCA, from the Williamson Act. 

11. The EA fails to address the Impact of the removal of 1,4()0 acres for the fee-to-trust, 
and 11,500 acres for the TCA, on agriculture. 

12. The EA fails to address the impact of development on the Scenic Highway. 

13. The EA was completed by AES. There are allegations that AES has violated NEPA 
with Its work with other tribes: NMartin found that the Cowlitz tribe, Its attorneys, 
partners and lobbyists had "at least 71 formal telephonic or in-person meetings• with 

AES while the lead agency, the Bureau of Indian Affairs {BIA), had virtually no active role 
In the preparation of the environmental study. This is illegal under NEPA." Because of 
these allegatlon.s, a different, more independent consultant should be hired to prepare 
the EIS to avoid future issues. (See Appendix M or go to: 

http:/ I archive. co nstantcontact .com/fs096/1102324248697 / arch lve/ 11093683114 7 4.ht 
ml) 

Conclusion: This Environmental Assessment is inaccurate, incomplete, and the TCA is 
being legally challenged in at least nine separate appeals, indudlng an Appeal by the 
County of Santa Barbara. 

P.O.l .O. requests an Environmental Impact Statement and refe"al to an 
outside agency for its review. 

These comments do not include every impact, and they are not intended 
to limit comments on any future documents regarding "Camp 4", 
indudlng future Environmental impact Studies. 

Sincerely, 

The Board of Preservation of los Olivos, P.O. l.O. 

P.O. Box 722 

Los Olivos, Ca. 93441 

www.polosyv.org 
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Comment Letter P1015 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the letter presents appendices to Comment Letter P1014, which do not address the 
Proposed Action, project alternatives, or analysis presented in the EA. 

Comment Letter P1016 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letters P1014 and 
P1015.
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Comment Letter P1017 

FW: Santa Ynez Band of Chum ash Indians 
1 message 

Broussard, Chad «;had.brooui<i rd@~1 1rq~ov> 

Amy Outsehke <amy.dutachke@bia.gov> 1hu, Oct 24, 2013 at 8:52 AM 
To: Aneda Woftin <ar.ada.wol!n@bia.gOIP, Chad Brt1US$ard <chad.broussard@bia.~ 

FYI 

ft'onl: John G. Trailer [mailto:jayteehere@verizon.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 23, 2013 7:58 PM 
To: Amy.dui3dll<e@bia.gov 
SUbject: Santa Ynez Band ~ Olumash fndians 
-.ortance: Hi!jl 

Hello Ms. Dutschke 

This email concerns the pending applic~ of the abole tribe to place acXitlona! lands within their reser.etion. 

I am a former resident of Santa Ynez; still reside in Santa Barbara County within 15 minutes of the Santa Ynez 
Valley; and ha-.e absolutely no ties. directly or Indirectly , with the Tribe. I ha-.e obsan.ed with dismay the negatllo$ 
reactioos displayed by some residents to the Tribe's application. Such reactions appear at times to approach 
near-hysteric proportions. • may be those· resident& hope to affect the outcome by the sheer shrillneas of their 
protests. 

The sola reason for emailing you is to assue you that such attitudes are by no means unanimous. In my 
opinion, and in the opinion of others ,;th whom I haw spok:en, t.he application should be considered solely on Its 
merits, and independently of the small-minded, selt-sel\llng, and at times lrrele19nt comments which ha~ been 
generated by certain elements of the community. 

The Tribe has repeatedly shown, by past actions fN:f the long term, that they are oxtremety good c itiZens ..00 
are rnilxful ~the IJWt'all welfare of !he Sana Ynez Valley comll'lU'Iity. 

Your senices in your pi'!Nient capacity are much appreciated. Thank you. 

John G. Trailer, CPA 
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Comment Letter P1018 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not 
provided herein as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P327.
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Allen Matkins 

October 3, 2013 

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian A.ffajrs (BIA) 
Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2820 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Allen Matlcins Leek Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP 
Altool<jiJ " Low . 
1900 MaiJJ Stroot, S" Floor flrtiJlc, CA 92614·7321 
Telqlboa<· 949.5SJ. IJI3 1 faaimllo: 949ss;,$3S4 ....... ~ 
WIDIJ.mR.Dtrioo 

--~ Ditea0111' 949.8SI.l4 12• FikNut:btr.~. 1210C'998371 01 

R~~ 'Drr-:;--~~.1!:~-,tc;j~~::..._ 
Dep RO l'rult._--"'---
OepRD~ 
Route ~"it:tt Sf fins 
RC5p011se equlrecf<:;l.e.L_ 
Due Date 
Memo_--::ltr:-----Fax ______ _ 

· :Re: Comments on the Envi1:0nmenta.J Assessment for the Santa Yna 
Band of Chomasb lndiaus Camp 4 ¥ee-To-Trust Pn>posed Action 

Dear Ms. Du1schke: 

Save The Valley Plan ("STVP") is an unincorporated association which inclOOe.s landowners J 
in the Santa Ynez VaHey who will~ significantly impacted by the proposed Fee-To-Trust ("FTr) 
proposal. The implications of having 1,400 acres transferred from local and state jurisdiction and 
taxation to tribal control are well beyond significant Tf the FlT proposal is approved, then land use 
control over 1,400 acres in the middle of the Santa Ynez Valley will be completely outside the 
control of the local and state government. This bas tbe likelihood, let alone the potential, of causing 
a wide variety of significant imparts on the current and futuJe residents of the Santa Y ntc Valley, 
including the members of STVP. Among oth.ers, tbe propsed project will have significant negative 
.impacts on public health, safety and welfure, land use planning. aesthetics, water supply, biological 
resources, noise, population growth and housing, and transportation and traffiC. 

For all the reasons noted below, SlVP requests that the Environmental Assessment {"EA") 
be witl)drawn and prepared in a manner consistent with the conunents below so thai it meets the 
minimal requirements under the National. 'Environmental Policy Act ("NEP A") and re-circulated for 
public conunent or that me BIA prepare a detarled Environmental Impact Statement ("EIS") which 
adequately and thoroughly addresses nll potential impacts of this proposed action. 

DETAILED COMMENTS 

NEPA establishes a process by which federal agencies must study and understand the 
environmental effects of any of their proposed actions. One of tile specj.fic puxposes ofNEPA is to 
promote efforts that will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and protect human health 
and welfme. Public involvement is a critical part of the NEP A process. In order for NEP A's goal of 
fuU environmental disclosure and problem-solving to be achieved, there must be full public 
disclosure and open decision-making on the part of federal agencies Prior to tsking action on a 
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Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 
October 3, 2013 
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proposed project or approvaL Thus, in order for NEP A to fulfill its intended purpose, federal 
agencies must m.a.ke diligent efforts to involve the public and 10 consider the concerns of the public. 

Once the federal agency decides that a proposed action falls within the scope ofNEP A, it 
must determine whether the proposed action may "significantly affect the quality of the human 
envirorunent." In order to make this determination, the fedelal agency firSt prepares an EA. The 
purpose of the EA is to provide the federal agency with an initial analysis of the environmental 
impacts that could possibly arise as a result of the proposed acti011. Thus, it is critical that the EA 
contain enough information and address all of the potential impacts in order for it 10 adequately 
inform the tooeral agern:y as well as the public on whether or not the proposed action will or will 
not have a significant impact. 

Federal agencies do have some discretion in reaching this determination but it is certainly 
not unlimited. In fact, pursuant to numerous Federal Appellate and U.S. Supreme Court decisions, 
the agency must provide "convincing reasons• why an EIS is not necessary. In one of those 
decisions, Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Cotrul)issjon v. United States Postal 
Service. 487 F.2d 1029 (D.C. Cir. 1973), the Court stated the fonowing: 

"There are a number of crileria that can be used hy a court to make such a determination. 
First, did the agency ra~ a "hard loo!C' at the problem, as opposed to bald caru:JusWm,, unaided 
by preliminary irrvestigalion? Second, did the agency identify the relevant areas of 
environmental conurn? Third, as to problems studied and identified, did the age11cy malw a 
coi'IVillcing case that the impact l.r insignljicant?" 

Essentially, reviewing courts need to take a hard look at an agency' decision not to prepare 
an E1S to ensure that the agency took a hard look pursuant to this hard-loolc doctrine. Aassumptions 
must be spelled out, inconsistencies explained, methodologies disclosed, contradictocy evidence · 
rebuned, record references solidly groWlded, guesswork eliminated and conclusions supported in a 
manner capable of judicial understanding. 

With these standards in mind, please note all the comments below which failed to meet even 
the minimal standards just described. 

1. The EA states that the tribe's Consolidation and Acquisition Plan (CAP") was 
approved June 17, 2013, by the Regiol;lal Director. The purpose for this comment is to then 
conclude that, according to the land acquisition policy defined in 25 C.P.R. 151.3(a)(l), "Land may 
be acquired in trust status for a tribe when a property is located within a Ttibal CoD.SOlidation Area 
("TCA") and given the same level of scrutiny of land acquisition on or adjacent to a tribe's 
reservation." TI1e BIA then concludes that "the trust application for the .proposed trust's proposal 
constitutes a request for land acquisition within an approved TCA under the authority granted to the 
federal goverrunent 1liid~r 25 C.P.R. 151.3(a)(l)." 
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There are ~o significant 3lld serious fla~"S with this analysis. Unfortunately for the BIA, 
these futaJ flaws constitute the entire basis upon wrucb the FIT application, and the related EA, are 
being processed. First, the referenced CAP was indeed approved by the Regional Director but was 
done without follov.ing appropriate procedure and without any opportunity for a hearing or 
discussion or a consideration of evidence. Trus decision by the Regional Director has been 
appealed by ai least wne different organizations including the County of Santa Barbara. As a result, 
the CAP is invalid and cannot serve as lhe basis for moving forward with lhe FTT proposal. 
Second, 1hc statement that a F1T proposal for property k>cat.ed within a TCA is given the same 
level of scrutiny as a FTT proposal on land within on or adjacent to a tribe's reservation is 
completely false. None of the .regulations referenced by BIA support this conclusion. In fact, the 
regulations, specifically 25 C.F.R. Sections 151.10 and 151.11, and tbaL BJA's own Fee To Trust 
Handbook, dal:ed July 13, 20 II , contradicts 1hc ~ent contained in the EA. On-reservations 
disCretiolll!I)' tnlSt acquisitions are governed by 25 C.F.R. Section 15l.i O while off~ons 
discretionary trust acquisitions are governed by 25 C.F.R. Section 151.1 1. The off-reservation 
discretionary trust acquisitions have a higher level of scrutiny than do oo-reservation acquisitions. 
Pursuant to the BIA's own Handbook, the on-reservation discretionary trust acquisition procedures 
are for trust acquisitions on reservation and/or contiguous to a reservation. There is no mention 
anywhere of property wjthio a TCA. Off-reservation discretionary trust acquisitiOQS are governed 
by a Separate set of procedures which deal strict] y witb off-reservation lands. The <.:reation of a 
TCA does not make a property part of a reservation and there is nothing in any federal regulation 
that supports such a conclusion. Thus, the premise oflhe BIA in their opewng .section of the BA is 
erroDCOUS and unsupported by law. Based on this alone, the EA should be returned to the BIA for 
further review and consideration in light of the different standards applicable to off-reservation fee 
to trust acquisitions. 

2. rn discussing purpose and need, the EA states that the CAP constitutes the area 
historiclilly held for the tribe by the Roman Catholic Church and sets forth a series of conclusory 
sta!ements regarding this with absolutely no supporting evidence. The EA then.sta!es that the 
purpose of the CAP is to provide housing to the current members and anticipated growth. However, 
the suggested development proposal, 143 tive-acre residential lots, is inherently inconsistent with 
the notion of housing 136 tribal members and approximately 1 ,300 lineal descendents. This 
inherent conflict is nc.wer addressed in the EA. For both of these reasons, the EA is inadequate and 
WJSupported. 

3. According to the regulations for implementing NEPA, lead agl'llcies are required to 
evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives. In this case, the EA. only considered one real 
alternative. The other alternative is tbe proposed project. Cl~ly, the use of only one alteruative 
fails to meet the nrinimal NEPA requirements. This is especially important in lighl of the fact that 
once the land is placed in trust, the tribe would then have the authority to implement its own lBnd 
use decisioo-making process and develop anythiDg on the property. Given this signifi~t issue, a 
reasonable range of altemati ves should include a much larger variety of alternatives. 
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4. In discussing current proposal, Alternative A, the EA acknowledges that this FTT 
action would shift civil regulatory jurisdiction over the 1,433 acres from the State of California and 
Santa Barbara County to the tribe and the B!A. However, it fails to acknowledge the. implications 
of this and simply assumes that the property wiU be developed as currently proposed by the tribe. 
As a result, the discussion in the £A of each of the potential environmental Consequences of the 
project is fatally defective in that it fails to consider any development on the 1,400 acres other than 
the currently proposed five-acre lots. Til is is a futaJ flaw because it fails 10 address 1he very 
foreseeable likelihood that the tribe, once the land bas been secured in trust, will alter their land 
development plans for the property. The only way to legally rely on the proposed development plan 
for establishing a !ega.lly defensible environ.mental ·analysis, is to preclude the tribe from engaging 
in any other development plans other than that proposed as Alternative A. As everyone knows, that 
will never happen. Tilus, it is reasonably foreseeable that the land uses on the 1,400 acres will be 
considerably more intense than that proposed. Unless n worst case analysis is prepared along with 
environmental·eonsequences of that, the analysis contained in the EA is utterly laclcing in 
evidentiary support and is malting assumptions and presumptions that are unsupportable. 

5. The EA states that the development of Alternative A with the referenced mitigation 
measures will not result in significant adverse impacts 10 grmmd water resources. The mitigation 
measures do nothing to limit the nse of ground water. In &ddition, it is reasonably foreseeable that 
1he tribes will develop more intensely on the site and will seek to establish reserved ground water 
rights for the site whicb would have significant detrin1ental impacts on the surrounding community. 

6. The impacts to biological resources, especially oak trees, are clearly significant. The 
various proposed mitigation measures .identified are completely inadequate to address these 
significant impacts. These impacts will be much more significant with more intense development 
which is not even addressed in the EA. · 

7. The proposed project will create significant socioeconomic impacts to the residents 
of the Santa Ynez Valley including dispJacemen.t, decreased property values, and a variety of 
related·matters that are not even addressed in the EA. 

8. The EA concludes that impacts to land use will be less than significant with no 
oeCCl>S8X}' mitigation. This conclusion is reached with absolutely no support and is completely 
contradictory to the reality. As the EA aclcnowledge:;. if approved, the FIT would remove o~er 
1,400 acres ttom the land use control of the state and the county right in the middle of the San1a 
Ynez Valley. Once tbllt happens, the tribe "'·ili be able to implement \'rilatever land uses they desire 
on the site without regard to the uses neighboring the 1,400 acres. To suggest that the removal of 
I ,400 acres from local Jan.d use control does not create a significant impact demoostrates, perhaps 
more than anything else in the EA, the arbitrary and capricious manner in which the BIA is acting 
with regard 10 this proposal. · 

J 
J 
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9. The EA suggests that development would be compatible with existing local 
conditions and visual impacts would be at a minimum. The reality is that development of any kind, 
even assuming such development is consistent 'With Altemative A, would have a significant impact 
on tbe visual chll!ll(;ter oftbe Santa Ynez Valley and all the areas sunounding the proposed project. 
Clearly, there will be a significant impact. 

10. The EA goes on to make similar unsupportable cooclusjons with regard to land J 
resouroes, air quality, tnmsportation a.od circulation, public services, and noise. In addition, the EA 
fails to even address health and safety concerns. 

For ell of the reasons noted above, inducting the many U&"tated assumptions, 
inconsistencies, undisclosed methodologies, and unsuppOrted conclusions, based on the minimal 
standards established by NEPA and its implementing guidelines, the EA isl~y inadequate under 
NEP A. The fuilure of BIA to acknowledge these inadequacies and prepare a detailed and thorough 
ElS willl'I:Sult in a clear violation ofNEPA. Based on all of the above, we request that the BfA 
prepare a detailed EIS regarding this proposed action. Jn addition, we JeqUeSt that the BIA · 
acknowledge that any FTT propOsal regarding this property be handled in a manner consistent with 
25 C.F.R. Section 15l.ll for off-reservation discretionary tiust acquisitions. 

Sincerely, 

w~t.~ 
William R. Devine 

WRD:meg 
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! Ms. Amy Dur8Chke, Dixcctor 
i BIA Pacific Repm 
I 2800 C""hh!f Way i s- •M<IIID, CA 95325 

: Dear DJm;tor Dutscbig.,, 

l Weare submitting this lt:Ueriu support of tile JII'OPO'CdamlC'xlltioo oftiM: Camp 4 Plupeaty by J 
i tbeSaola Y.z:BandofOmmashJJlCtiaos WebellevetbecxicringresetVI!ti.onis too small in I ~ 8lld too~ by ~4okical conaaiadsto ~. tbe.bousillgneodJ of~ (bnmash 

! We also Wllllt to~ to the opposi(loo ap.st tbis Jll.Oject iium IJMl!Dbers.ofthe Sama Y:nez 
; C• •ily IUld tbe Coul¥y Bo«d ofSupcniBon. We acbo'llricO&e tbe <WNJilmi(y lias 
; CXlft'e{DS ahwttbe ':'Joss, ofc.carol":'!botlfd·tbe.BIA.~ this :pQject, liq.~ 1dJat U1c 
' BIA.~ta.~.is tl!Ait~.~miitY~i:s"<?Ufof.l.Wbm.it ·~~to~, I 8llti-dewlopmem 111<1 it is p&rtic:ularly obsc rs: :1 wfth.opposing any and an proJecits hiMn& ,. 
I auydUng to-do ~lb tribe! ~ IIDd affairs., 110 matte~" bow benip and reprdless of 
I wbdber tbe particalar project.ill.volYes p!'OIItDy 1Jaine tabs off !be tax rolls. 
• 
! The Comty md lhe coo.unooity claim the Tribe :sbould eo~ the DOJ:Ullll obannela IUld the 
I tOUtioe pesmit path 8lld 1haeby waive the rigbt to ask fOr fa: 1o fDISt. However, the trutll of lhe 
, 111111ter is tbe ~ ~oftbis property, tbeWe Fess Patker, opted· to do juat fhat-.1 was 
I tql"a"".iy rdlofi'ed. He was told in oo -=ertain te.ans to no( waste bis time, energy aad mo-cy I because ANY project to develop Camp 4 would 'be soundly rejec:tcd. Mr. Pt.tii;c( is not tbe oaly 

l ptoperty owner to be 1Dld to "not both«" asking for a ct.oge in zOolng. We can citellllllleiOUS 
olher recent exaqW:s iuclndiug an infilJ devdof • ,., project i'.o the middle of 111. existing golf 

j ~ lDd wous odwr projocb from da•'"tghoot fie couaty. The county has a ~riooa 
.
1 

aDd llllllioaaiiqAolll1i.lll a beillg ..U~ and.aali- deve lopmc:ut. One particular cievdopment 
project has'-tied up coabmooutly in red tape delllpite the filet that the Califomia Supreme 

I 
Court ruled in-favor oftbe·propertyowoer more than twenty years aao. R~tinfrprojects that 
cOnfmm 1o ZODillg.~ take ye~ to get~ tbq permit process -r lll;d is the C83e in the 

1 ~of ~"."4 owe ri¢cn . '·. , . . . . .. . . .. .• . . .. 

I ~ oi~ ~.toj~·~~fo.. . .k;iee'~~:~t;c,.,.;s:e ~ beli~·ii ~ ~ 
j absoWel : 'bte.:fuJ:tbe .'Th===± .to~ · · odla- .... ..-eMbn..;.·iegi·sladoa ! y illlPOI!'i'l . ~.. . . ' Ill)' .. way, -y· . ~ ~.'!". IJOIL 

' ;,e ~ ~ BIA-II;IIU$\ oonskttt tilo.WOAI~':iy•i ~ 1be Boards Opposition to the annr:nrlon 
request illc:x;tntext. Most impoc1aatly,lheCouuty's cootroUiDg doc::wDent aft'eaiing.lhc Camp 4 

COLAS PO Box 7~3. &.118 Maria, CA 113456 Ph. (806) 929-3148 Email: Andy@t;olabsbc.org 
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co 
i covers the entire Ceutnll Coast, and ill my cap.city ~ Eecotive I>irec:t«, I am the primary 
! gueaedibial writzr fur me Santa Barbara News Press, tbe region's oldest IIDCl most~ I DeWSpiiJ)Ct. We submit liD c:o1unms per week. 
I 

I We iJldlcatJe these tbi.o8s to denote tl..t we aze coosidered bo.aafidc opilliolllelclers CYf !be Ceotral 
. Coast aid to oertifY that ID06t people oalside 1bo Santa Yaez Valley do uot reseat tbe Tribe. 

I It is a 1'act, IUt many eiti1.e'DS tbroujboot tbe region bold lhe San1a Yoez Band of Cb.uma3h 
1 Indians ill high regaxd fur the jobs tlley have cre.ted, the charities 1hey have Sll81aioed, and 1ho 
i ptog2CIIS 1hey ba.ve made in bettering tbe lives ofthrB members mM1 smtaiDiDg their aocestnl1 I tn!lditions. We wish tbem tbe best. 

i Thaok yuu for YQUr cooalderatioo of our COIIJIM:DU, 

;~ 
~-=~ 
i COLAB 
I 

l 
~ cc: 

: Vmecm ADnema,. Tribel Cbaii'!JI8!! 
! Saom YDCI'Z Band ofctJownasblDdiaos 
i POBoxS17 
j Saola Ynez, CA 93460 

! ~Lois Capps I 2231 Rayburn ~Office BuildiDg 
~ Washingfm, P .C. 20S1S 

. I COLAS PO Box 752!, Santa Melia. CA 913466 Ph. (806} 92.9-3148 Email: Andy@c:olab6l)c.org 
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Comment Letter P1020 

I t0-28-20J:J 

! Ms. Amy Dur8Chke, Dixcctor 
i BIA Pacific Repm 
I 2800 C""hh!f Way i s- •M<IIID, CA 95325 

: Dear DJm;tor Dutscbig.,, 

l Weare submitting this lt:Ueriu support of tile JII'OPO'CdamlC'xlltioo oftiM: Camp 4 Plupeaty by J 
i tbeSaola Y.z:BandofOmmashJJlCtiaos WebellevetbecxicringresetVI!ti.onis too small in I ~ 8lld too~ by ~4okical conaaiadsto ~. tbe.bousillgneodJ of~ (bnmash 

! We also Wllllt to~ to the opposi(loo ap.st tbis Jll.Oject iium IJMl!Dbers.ofthe Sama Y:nez 
; C• •ily IUld tbe Coul¥y Bo«d ofSupcniBon. We acbo'llricO&e tbe <WNJilmi(y lias 
; CXlft'e{DS ahwttbe ':'Joss, ofc.carol":'!botlfd·tbe.BIA.~ this :pQject, liq.~ 1dJat U1c 
' BIA.~ta.~.is tl!Ait~.~miitY~i:s"<?Ufof.l.Wbm.it ·~~to~, I 8llti-dewlopmem 111<1 it is p&rtic:ularly obsc rs: :1 wfth.opposing any and an proJecits hiMn& ,. 
I auydUng to-do ~lb tribe! ~ IIDd affairs., 110 matte~" bow benip and reprdless of 
I wbdber tbe particalar project.ill.volYes p!'OIItDy 1Jaine tabs off !be tax rolls. 
• 
! The Comty md lhe coo.unooity claim the Tribe :sbould eo~ the DOJ:Ullll obannela IUld the 
I tOUtioe pesmit path 8lld 1haeby waive the rigbt to ask fOr fa: 1o fDISt. However, the trutll of lhe 
, 111111ter is tbe ~ ~oftbis property, tbeWe Fess Patker, opted· to do juat fhat-.1 was 
I tql"a"".iy rdlofi'ed. He was told in oo -=ertain te.ans to no( waste bis time, energy aad mo-cy I because ANY project to develop Camp 4 would 'be soundly rejec:tcd. Mr. Pt.tii;c( is not tbe oaly 

l ptoperty owner to be 1Dld to "not both«" asking for a ct.oge in zOolng. We can citellllllleiOUS 
olher recent exaqW:s iuclndiug an infilJ devdof • ,., project i'.o the middle of 111. existing golf 

j ~ lDd wous odwr projocb from da•'"tghoot fie couaty. The county has a ~riooa 
.
1 

aDd llllllioaaiiqAolll1i.lll a beillg ..U~ and.aali- deve lopmc:ut. One particular cievdopment 
project has'-tied up coabmooutly in red tape delllpite the filet that the Califomia Supreme 

I 
Court ruled in-favor oftbe·propertyowoer more than twenty years aao. R~tinfrprojects that 
cOnfmm 1o ZODillg.~ take ye~ to get~ tbq permit process -r lll;d is the C83e in the 

1 ~of ~"."4 owe ri¢cn . '·. , . . . . .. . . .. .• . . .. 

I ~ oi~ ~.toj~·~~fo.. . .k;iee'~~:~t;c,.,.;s:e ~ beli~·ii ~ ~ 
j absoWel : 'bte.:fuJ:tbe .'Th===± .to~ · · odla- .... ..-eMbn..;.·iegi·sladoa ! y illlPOI!'i'l . ~.. . . ' Ill)' .. way, -y· . ~ ~.'!". IJOIL 

' ;,e ~ ~ BIA-II;IIU$\ oonskttt tilo.WOAI~':iy•i ~ 1be Boards Opposition to the annr:nrlon 
request illc:x;tntext. Most impoc1aatly,lheCouuty's cootroUiDg doc::wDent aft'eaiing.lhc Camp 4 
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co 
i covers the entire Ceutnll Coast, and ill my cap.city ~ Eecotive I>irec:t«, I am the primary 
! gueaedibial writzr fur me Santa Barbara News Press, tbe region's oldest IIDCl most~ I DeWSpiiJ)Ct. We submit liD c:o1unms per week. 
I 

I We iJldlcatJe these tbi.o8s to denote tl..t we aze coosidered bo.aafidc opilliolllelclers CYf !be Ceotral 
. Coast aid to oertifY that ID06t people oalside 1bo Santa Yaez Valley do uot reseat tbe Tribe. 

I It is a 1'act, IUt many eiti1.e'DS tbroujboot tbe region bold lhe San1a Yoez Band of Cb.uma3h 
1 Indians ill high regaxd fur the jobs tlley have cre.ted, the charities 1hey have Sll81aioed, and 1ho 
i ptog2CIIS 1hey ba.ve made in bettering tbe lives ofthrB members mM1 smtaiDiDg their aocestnl1 I tn!lditions. We wish tbem tbe best. 

i Thaok yuu for YQUr cooalderatioo of our COIIJIM:DU, 

;~ 
~-=~ 
i COLAB 
I 

l 
~ cc: 

: Vmecm ADnema,. Tribel Cbaii'!JI8!! 
! Saom YDCI'Z Band ofctJownasblDdiaos 
i POBoxS17 
j Saola Ynez, CA 93460 

! ~Lois Capps I 2231 Rayburn ~Office BuildiDg 
~ Washingfm, P .C. 20S1S 

. I COLAS PO Box 752!, Santa Melia. CA 913466 Ph. (806} 92.9-3148 Email: Andy@c:olab6l)c.org 
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James E. Marino 
Attorney at Law 

1026 Camino del Rio 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 
TeL/FAX (805) 967-5141 

Email: jm.arinolaw@hotmail.com 

1 October2013 

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

Dear Director Dutschke; 

Re: Comments of No More Slots on lhe 
Proposed Environmental AS3eSsment 
For the Off-Reservation Transfer to 
Trust as Currently Proposed 

Please find enclosed the comments submitted by No More Slots [NMS] 
concerning the Envi'ronmental Assessment for the proposed transfer of 
a_pproxjmately 1,400 acres of off-reservation fee land COmmPnly called the Camp 
4 property owned by the Santa Ynez Band of Mission Indians, now calling 
themselves 'Thumash". This parcel is sii:uated within a puJ;pOrted "Tribal Land 
Consolidation Ar~' rTCA] approved by you shortly before the current fee to trust 
application was filed and whicb Enviroomental Assessment is based upon this 
erroneous T .C.A. 

tfully submitted, 

~~ .•' ·. ~ 
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T~EOOMMffiNTSARBMADEONB~~FTHBCOMMUNITY 

ASSOCIATION NO MORE SLOTS [N.M.S.] CONCERNING THE 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT SUBMJI lED IN SUPPORT OF THE 

PROPOSED TRANSFER TO FEDERAL lRUST OF 1,400 ACRES OF "OFF­

RESERVATION" LANDS OWED lN FEE BY THE SANTA YNBZ BAND OF 

MISSION INDIANS UNDER 2S C.F.R. 151.11. 

Legal Deficiency and Complete Inadequacy of the Prooosed Environmental Assessment 

Vi.Itually all of the analysis and findings sec out in the Environmental Assessment [EAJ 

for a proposed transfer of approximately 1,400 acres of off-reserv:~tion fee Jimds owned 

by tne Santa Ynez band of Mission [Chumash] Indians, are based on a false and legally 

fatal premises. The Santa Ync:z Band drew an arbitrary boundary line around 

appro11:imately I4,500 acres, of largely priv:~te fee owned non-Indian lands, and mnde 

application to the Pacific Regional Din:ctor to create a "Tribal Land Consolidation Aiea." 

This area of land fictitiously claimed to be a " Land Consolld.aUon and Tribal Acquisition 

Area'' is· not an Indian reserv-ation or any part of one. Moreover it never was an Indian 

reservatioo or in any categocy of restricted lands. This Band of Indian descendants never 

bad any rights to thatlnnd or exemsed any tribal dominion, autboiity·or control over it. 

The approval of that area of land as a tribal land consolidation area by the Pacific 

Regional director was made with no notice to interested parties and affected land owners 

and no verificatioo of any of the: relevant and critical facts in the application submitted by 

the Santa Yne~ band. The approval of that land as a Tribal Land Consolidation Area is 

l 
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........... 

arbitral)', capricious and contrary to Jaw. 81\d tJlat .unlawful approval has been appealed by 

the County of Santa Barbara and numerous other groups and individual and land owners. 

Unless and unu1 these appeals are detemllned the Environmental Assessment based 

entirely upon the erroneous existence of the Tnnal Land Coll60lidation Area cannot be 

valid. 

Overyiew 

Although voluminous, at over 900 pages in length the assessment contains a large 

number of auached computer-generated statistical documentation data not specific to the 

proposed fee to truSt transfer and containing a great deal of redundancy and irrelevant 

information as discussed herein. 

Patent Copflicts oflnterest 

In addition to the completely arbitrary, capricious and unlawful use of the Tribal 

Consolidation Area designation, the Pacific Regional offices are disqualified from 

approving any purported .. application and approval of either a:"'Tribal Land 

Consolidation and Acquisition Plan" or approval of the proposed fee to trust tT1l.IISf« of 

tbe 1,400 acre Camp 4 property because of the existence of the o"Yerwbelming bias and 

conflict of intere6t that is so extensive as to prevent any fair and objecfive analysis and 

investigation required for review and approval of any tribal1and consolidation and 

acquisition plan" or any transfer of fee owned Indian land from fee ownership into truSL 

l t is a notorious fact that this agency bas never denied any single tribal fee to trust 

application. ln a recent Pepperdine University Law Review article the fee to rrust 

2 
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processes of this agency had been described as a "rubber stamp" bureaucracy that bas 

permitted the existence of an improper "consortium" agreement whereby the tribe's 

seeking approvals for fee to trust transfers have paid their salary and evaluated their job 

performance and this is done by the verY same tribal governments seeklng those 

approvals. 

This constitutes a patent and unlawful conflict of interest preventing the unbiased 

analysis required of this agency by the applicable federal laws and rules in applying the 

criteria set out in both 25 C.P.R. 151.10 and 25 C.F.R. 151.11 in cases such as this one 

involving off-reservation fee to trust applications. 

In addition, the same company furnishing environmental analysis for fee to trust transfers 

by Indian tribal governments and repeatedly concluding Findings of No Significant 

Impacts {P.O.N.S.I.] is a company hired over and over again and paid by the ostensible 

"lead agency" which is the very same B.I.A. Pacific Regional Offices making these same 

decisions. 

Lack of Iropgrtant Consultation 

Although virtually all the public services and infrastructure impacted by the transfer of an 

initial minimum of 1,400 acres of Land \v:itbin the 11 ,500 acre so-called tol>al land 

consolidation area, are pro.v:ided by County and State agencies and other independent 

local agencies, it is conspicuous that these agencies, such as he Santa Barbara County 

Sheriff's Department, Fue Department, Air Pollution Control District, CAL TRANS, the 

3 
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3 affected scbool districts, Cachwna Operfllions Management Board, U.S. Forest Service 

and several other agencies were never even consulted. Section 6.0 of the EA listing 

agencies ueonsulted" demonstrate that none of these esseniial agencies, many of whom 

are directly impacted by providing required public services and infrasuucrore, were 

consulted. 

Hazardous Waste Sites 

Having asserted that this 1,400 acre parcel is in effect part of a tribal land consolidation 

area or to be treated as a reservation then the existence of all hazardous waste sites must 

be identified and included in any EA. There are at least 4 known hazardous waste and 

comaminaUon sites in the TCA. and the environmental assessment does not address any 

of them. These include the airport, Sanja Cota Creek used as a dump site by the tribe for 

many years, the "upper reservation" dump site, and the tribal land at the corners of 

Edison and State Route 246 where underground plumes of gasoline and hazardous 

chemicals have been detected, have not been cleaned up and threaten the exrsting water 

table and aquifers. 'The environmental assessment including the tribal land consolidation 

atea is incomplete and irusdcquate in addressing hazardous waste. 

Critical and integrnl Legal jssues 

As set out above the applicant tribe is claiming that by obtaining the approval of the 

PBCific regional Director the tribe has unilaterally created a 1,400 plus acre "Tribal Land 

Consolidation Area" and therefore the environmental assessment can be based upon 

criteria contained in 25 C.F.R. 151.10 instead of those required by 25 C.F.R. lSl . ll 

4 
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As a result the Environmental Assessment fails to adequate address nwnerous key issues 

required to be considered acutely by 25 C.P.R. 151.11 before any proposed transfer of 

off-reservation fee lands to lndinn trust can occur and be approved for lands that arc now 

within the false nnd fictitious area, designated as a "Tribal Land Consolidation Area." 

That erroneous approach fails to recognize that the TCA determination is ioextricably 

bound up with the BA for the 1,400 acre o:ansfer to trust of land now purportedly lying 

witlun that aroneous TCA. 

As n result of this false assumption the EA fails to consult with numerous local 

government agencies as required by 25 C.P.R. l5l.Ll(c)(d). In addition the EA falsely 

assumes the fact that the proposed fcc to trust transfer of tho l,400+ acre Camp 4 

property is to be treated tts if it were n fee to ttust transfer to be made from within an 

existing reservation or tTeated as if it were a reservation, pursuant tO' 25 C.P.R. 151.10 

and 25 C.F.R. 151.2 and 25 C.P.R. 1513. In fact, even 25 C.F.R. 151.10(a) requires a 

sbowing of the statutory and underlying authotiry to transfer on-reservation fee lands into 

trust and this EA makes no effort whatsoever to do so and to establish any of the facts 

required to demonstrate this C111J1p 4 parcel is in fact located inside of any lawfully 

established Tribal Land cOnsolidation area and therefore fails to meet the burden ~uired 

by25 C.P.R. lSl.lO(a). 

5 
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As a result of the erroneous reliance upon 25 C.F.R .l.Sl.lO instead of25 C.P.R. t.Sl.ll 

the EA is deficient in numerous instances in its analysis and facts set out therein to even 

discuss critical i!sues required let alone propose any required mitigations or altemauves .. 

Rather the writel'll of the EA glibly dismiss these issues by repeatedly stating "the land 

once in trust will be outside of the jurisdiction and control of the County government and 

adler important regulatocy agencies, as if to dismiss any need to even consider the 

impacts on these various State and local government agencies or even consult with them 

in direct violation of25 C.F.R.l51.ll(a), (c), and(d), and also 25 C.F.R. 151.'10 (a), (b), 

(c), (d), and (e) as incorporated into 25 C.F.R. 151. LJ.. the proper applicable rules. 

These defects in the analysis, based on the improper failure to apply criteria as required in 

25 C.F.R. l.Sl.ll , is demonsttated throughout l')le EA and that is fatal to all and any 

cooclusions reached as to impacts and any need for mitigation or alternatives. 

Also the inclusion of the Santa Ynez aii])OI't into the "Tribal Land COD$Olidation Are:1," 

forming the basis for the fee to trust transfer of the 1,400 acre Camp 4 property thereby 

necessarily incorporates numerous federal regulations and rules imposed by the Federal 

Aviation Agency which was not only not consulted at all but !bat airport and those 

comple" regulations are not even mentioned in the EA. 

Lastly the fUldJng$ and conclusions are violative of the National Environm~ntal Policy 

Act [NEPAl for all the reasons hereinb~fore set out and also for faillrig to comply with 

6 
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the California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] wbich is required for any tribal project 

being undertaken by a gaming tribe by the tenus and conditions of the Tribal-State 

compact in effccL 
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E. Marino 

Ml•lli'T"'Y for and oo behalf of 
No More- S Jots 
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James E. Marino 
Attorney at Law 

1026 Camino del Rio 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 
Tel./FAX (805) 967-5141 

Email: jroarinolaw@hotm.ail.com 

22 October 2013 

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

Dear Director Dutschke; 

Re: Comments of o.Mor,e S · e 
Propos vironmental Assessment 
For the eservation T 
Trost as Currently Proposed 

Please find enclosed the comments submitted by No More Slots [NMS] 
concerning the Environmental Assessment for the proposed transfer of 
approximately 1,400 acres of off-reservation fee land commonly called the Camp 
4 property owned by the Santa Ynez Band of Mission Indians, now calling 
themselves "Chumash". This parcel is situated within a p1:1rported "Tribal Land 
Consolidation Area" [TCA] approved by you shortly before the current fee to trust 
application was filed and which Environmental Assessment is .based upon this 
erroneous T.C.A. 

s E. Marino 
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Comments on the proposed fee to trust transfer 
proposed by the Santa Y nez Band of Mission 
Indians ( now calling themselves The Santa 
Y nez Band of "Chwnash" Indians) and based 
upon the earlier approval of a purported ''Tribal 
Consolidation and Acquisition Area. 

These comments are submitted on behalf of the 
community group No More Slots. 

A. The 1,400 acre parcel of land proposed for 
fee to trust transfer. 

The Santa Ynez Band purchased a parcel of 
land fr01n the estate of the late Actor/land 
developer Fess Parker's probate estate. The 
parcel of approximately 1,400 acres was 
purchased in fee and is located in the Santa Ynez 
Valley near the intersection of State Routes 154 
and 246. 

1 
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This land was never part of any Indian 
reservation and never held in Indian trust status 
by the United State nor was it reserved by the 
United States at the time California became a 
State of the Union. There is no evidence that any 
Indian village or encampment of any Bands, 
Colonies, or Tribes of any particular recognized 
historical Indians ever inhabited this land and 
archeological surveys did not disclose and 
significant Native Indian artifacts or villages of 
any kind. 

The Santa Ynez Band of Mission Indians, 
formerly referred to simply as "the Indians at 
Santa Ynez" or "the Santa Ynez Indians" was 
not a historical tribe as defmed by 25 Code of 
Federal Regulations part 83 but rather was an 
unorganized community of Indians who settled 
on land near Santa Ynez where there was 
evidence of earlier Indian occupation. This 
group of mixed race Indian descendants only 
became a federally acknowledged Indian tribe 
sometime around 1964. Although this band was 
offered the opportunity to vote for or against the 
Indian Reorganization Act after it was enacted 

2 
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on 18 June 1934 they never completed the 
pro~ess of seeking federal approval and 
acknowledgment or tribal recognition for thirty 
(30) years. 

As set out in the .Supreme Court's 2009 decision 
in Carcieri v. Salazar [555 U.S. 379] in order to 
be able to transfer land into trust a group of 
Indians must have been": 

1. A functioning Indian tribe on or before 18 
June 1934. A functioning Indian (ltrihe" entitled 
to acknowledgment and recognition is defined in 
25 CFR part 83.7. The mandatory requirements 
to establish what it takes to be a functioning and 
valid Indian tribe are discussed thoroughly in 
the 2013 case heard before the Washington 
Circuit Court of Appeals and determined in their 
decision entered in Muwekma Ohlone Tribe v 
Salazar, [708 F. 3d 209]. The Indians at Santa 
Ynez were never a functioning tribe on or 
before 18 June 1934 and are not entitled to bring 
any land into trust using the administrative 
process and discretion of the Secretary of 

3 
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Interior as set out in the Indian Reorganization 
Act 25 US. C. 465, et. seq. (I.R.A) 

2. Also, the Supreme Court in Carcieri, supra. 
held, that in addition to being a lawfully existing 
and functioning Indian tribe on the date the IRA 
was enacted, they also had to be under the 
federal government's superintendence, control 
and jurisdiction on 18 June 1934. The Indian 
community at Santa Ynez was not under federal 
superintendence, jurisdiction and control at that 
time. 

Therefore, as a preliminary matter, the currently 
described Santa Ynez Band of"Chumash" 
Indians, is not eligible to transfer any lands they 
own in fee into federal Indian trust status, 
because of the holding in the Carcieri case. 

In addition to this disqualification, the Santa 
Y nez Band applied for and obtained the 
approval of the Pacific B.I.A. regional Director 
Amy Dutschke to define a large tract of land, 
encircled by a boundary line the band had 
arbitrarily drawn around some 11,500 acres of 

4 
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privately owned fee lands, and called it a 
"Tribal Land Consolidation and Acquisition 

. Area" and alleged that this was authorized by 
25 C.F.R. part 151.2(h) and 25 C.F.R. part 
151.3 et.seq. 
This approval by the Regional Director was 
without authority and was arbitrary, capricious 
and contrary to law, and the Director did not 
even notify the affected land owners who's land 
was included within this fictitious boundary nor 
any of the interested parties, including the 
governmental agen~ies having lawful 
jurisdiction, authority and control over these 
encircled privately owned fee lands. 

The proposed fee to trust transfer, as set out in 
the application filed by the Santa Y nez Indian 
community, relies entirely on this erroneous 
classification of the area as a "Tribal Land 
Consolidation and Acquisition Area H to justify 
the transfer into trust of this 1,400 acre parcel of 
"off-reservation", land owned by the1n in fee, 
and thereby attempt to utilize the analysis and 
criteria for such fee to trust transfer set out in 25 
C.F .R. 151 .10 instead of the mandatory criteria 

5 
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set out in 25 C .F .R. 151.11 that must be applied J 
in cases such as this. 

B. The improper analysis of trust transfer 
rules. 

The fee to trust transfer of the 1,400 acre, so 
called "Camp 4" property, cannot be transfened 
into trust as applied for. The application to 
classify the 11,500 acres of fee land as a ''Tribal 
Land Consolidation and Acquisition Area" was 
based on numerous false statements concerning 
that land. The entire area was part of a land grant 
that was given to the Catholic Church. 

Because of claims that were being made by 
some members of a group of 5 families of 
Native Indians of mixed background, who had 
been occupying a small section of the grant with 
the permission of the Chw·ch, the Church had to 
file a lawsuit in Superior Court to Quiet the Title 
to the entire tract. In that Superior Court lawsuit, 
case no. 3926, the Plaintiff Church had to name 
all of the individuals occupying the land at that 
time as defendants because there was no tribe in 
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Comment Letters P1023 through P1102 
 

Comment Letters P1023 through P1086 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the letters only provide comments on the fee-to-trust application associated 
with the EA. 

Comment Letters P1087 through P1102 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies 
were not provided herein as the letters were received by the BIA after the comment period deadline of 
November 18, 2013.  The comments contained within these comment letters do not present any new 
topics or issues that are not already presented in the comment letters received within the comment period.   
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CHAPTER 3.0 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Responses to comments are organized below in two sections.  General comments about the project and 
issues that were raised by multiple commenters are addressed first in Section 3.1.  Section 3.2 provides 
individual responses to each unique comment.  All comment letters were reviewed; similar and identical 
letters and/or comments were grouped together and responded to in a single response.  All of the 
comments, which have been bracketed for ease of reference, are provided in Section 2.0 of this document.  
Refer to Table 2-1 which provides an index of all of the comments received on the Environmental 
Assessment (EA).  Once an issue is addressed, either in the General Responses (Section 3.1) or in an 
individual response to a comment (Section 3.2), subsequent responses to similar comments reference the 
initial response.  Identical letters reference the initial letter and associated response.  This format 
eliminates redundancy where multiple comments have been submitted on the same issue.  

3.1 GENERAL RESPONSES 

3.1.1 Extension of the Comment Period 

Summary of Comments 

Several commenters requested an extension of the comment period presented in the Notice of Availability 
released August 20, 2013.  Commenters also expressed concern related to the furlough of government 
employees associated with the partial government shutdown on October 1 through October 16, 2013.   

Response  

The 30-day public comment period for the EA, established consistent with Section 6.2 of the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Guidebook (59 IAM 3-H) (BIA NEPA 
Guidebook), began on August 20, 2013 and was noticed to end on September 19, 2013.  In response to 
requests received, the public comment period was extended to October 7, 2013, providing an extension of 
19 days.  During the public comment period, the federal government was partially shut down on October 
1, 2013 and returned to full operation on October 16, 2013.  The Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) issued guidance regarding NEPA documents under public review during the government 
shutdown that recommended extending any comment period deadlines held during the government 
shutdown by a minimum of the period of time equal to the shutdown (16 days).  The comment period was 
therefore extended a second time to November 18, 2013.  Overall, the EA was released for public review 
and comment for 90 days.   
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3.1.2 Tribal Consolidation Area (TCA)  

Summary of Comments – BIA Approval of the TCA 

Several comment letters included questions and concerns related to the Tribe’s Tribal Consolidation and 
Acquisition Plan (Plan) and corresponding Tribal Consolidation Area (TCA).  These concerns included 
jurisdiction of the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) to approve a TCA under the Tribe’s Plan, 
environmental review procedures relating to Plan approval, socioeconomic impacts of the TCA associated 
with private lands identified within the TCA, and consideration of cumulatively considerable impacts 
associated with taking all lands within the TCA into trust.    

Response  

In March 2013, the Tribe submitted the Plan to the BIA.  The Plan identified a TCA encompassing 
approximately 11,500 acres within the Santa Ynez Valley, including the project site of the EA; the BIA 
approved the Plan on June 17, 2013.  Several appeals were filed to the Interior Board of Indian Appeals 
(IBIA) requesting review of the BIA Regional Director’s approval of the TCA.  On October 11, 2013, the 
Tribe withdrew without prejudice the approved Plan and corresponding TCA via Resolution #926 Santa 
Ynez Band of Chumash Indians-Tribal Land Consolidation Area (included as Appendix P of the Final 
EA).  The Tribe also requested that the BIA dismiss any appeals on the TCA without prejudice.  In 
response to this request, the IBIA dismissed the appeals (Appendix Q of the Final EA).  Accordingly, the 
Final EA has been updated to remove mention of the Plan and corresponding TCA.   

Summary of Comments – Withdrawal of the Plan and TCA 

Several comment letters were received stating that the EA was no longer valid as a result of the 
withdrawal of the TCA by the Tribe since the purpose and need of the EA as presented was no longer 
valid.  In addition, several commenters stated that, with the withdrawal of the TCA, the EA does not 
provide an adequate assessment of the potential environmental impacts because, as stated in Section 1.2 
of the EA, a trust acquisition within a TCA may be “given the same level of scrutiny as land acquisition 
on or adjacent to a tribe's reservation” (Section 1.2, page 1-5).   

Response  

The overall purpose of the trust acquisition request, as stated in Section 1.3, is to alleviate a housing 
shortage on existing tribal lands while providing full tribal governance over existing agricultural 
operations on the project site.  The removal of the Plan and corresponding TCA from consideration in the 
Final EA does not alter the purpose and need as presented in the EA: 

This trust land acquisition is an integral part of the Tribe's efforts to bring tribal members 
and lineal descendants back to the Tribe, accommodate future generations, and create a 
meaningful opportunity for those tribal members and lineal descendants to be a part of a 
tribal community revitalization effort that rebuilds tribal culture, customs and traditions.  
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In order to meet these goals, the Tribe needs additional trust land to provide housing for 
tribal members and lineal descendants who currently are not accommodated with tribal 
housing.  (Section 1.3, page 1-7) 

As stated in Section 1.2 of the EA, under the land acquisition policy defined under 25 CFR 151.3(a)(1), 
land may be acquired in trust status for a tribe when the property is located within a TCA and given the 
same level of scrutiny as land acquisition on or adjacent to a tribe's reservation.  Off-reservation 
acquisition requests are addressed under 25 CFR 151.11.  Additional scrutiny of the Tribe’s justification 
of anticipated benefits from the trust acquisition is required by the Secretary of the Department of the 
Interior for off-reservation trust acquisition requests.  The additional level of scrutiny does not apply to 
the environmental review process.  The EA was prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for 
Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook.  The EA represents the BIA’s “hard look” at the 
potential environmental impacts associated with the trust acquisition and proposed development by the 
Tribe.  The Final EA has been updated to reflect the Tribe’s request to withdraw the Plan and associated 
TCA. 

3.1.3 Need for an Environmental Assessment (EA)/Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) Versus an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) 

Summary of Comments  

Several commenters requested an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared for the Proposed 
Action and subsequent development project.  Comment letters stated that the EA is inadequate because it 
fails to take the “hard look” at potential significant impacts; fails to disclose all project components; uses 
an inaccurate baseline; contains inadequate mitigation; and incorrectly describes Camp 4 as an “On-
Reservation” acquisition request.  Commenters stated that the BIA, Santa Barbara County (County), and 
the public need to be fully informed about all potential significant environmental impacts of the proposed 
alternatives prior to any decision, and an EIS is therefore requested to provide such information.   

Response  

The Final EA has been prepared to address the impacts associated with the Tribe’s revised application to 
have the project site taken into trust given the withdrawal of the Plan and associated TCA.  The Final EA 
was prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA 
Guidebook and addresses the potential impacts of the Proposed Action and development on all required 
resources.  The Final EA provides adequate analysis to provide for a “hard look” at the trust acquisition’s 
and proposed alternatives’ environmental impacts.  Preparation of the Final EA is consistent with the 
level of environmental review and scrutiny provided for other similar BIA actions for trust acquisition 
requests for tribal housing projects.     
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The Final EA has been prepared to address all components of the Proposed Action and project 
alternatives.  The project description is provided in Section 2.0 of the Final EA, which clearly states that 
several site plans are being considered by the Tribe and provides two representative site plans 
incorporated as the alternatives for analysis within Section 4.0 of the EA (all site plans being considered 
are included as Appendix N of the EA).  The project description provides the necessary level of detail 
required to assess the potential environmental impacts of each proposed alternative and includes such 
details as a description of the proposed land uses on the project site; the proposed residential development 
intensity, including the proposed area of disturbance for each residence; a description of the proposed 
tribal facilities and square footages for each component; and the anticipated number of events, employees, 
and parking spaces.  Section 2.0 of the EA also includes details regarding the ancillary development 
projects that would support the proposed development, such as public safety and fire protection, water 
and wastewater demands, circulation, grading and drainage, project construction, and BMPs that would 
be incorporated into project design to reduce the environmental impact of development.  Per the BIA 
NEPA Guidebook, the Final EA incorporates the required components of the project description, 
including the identification of the lead agency and the applicant, descriptions of the project alternatives, 
and timing considerations.  The level of detail provided within Section 2.0 of the Final EA allows for the 
comparison of the project alternatives to the environmental baseline presented in Section 3.0 and the 
subsequent discussion and analysis of associated environmental impacts presented in Section 4.0 of the 
Final EA.  For example, Section 2.0 provides a summary of various technical studies conducted to 
determine the appropriate supporting infrastructure required to develop each project alterative.  These 
studies, including a Grading and Drainage Study and Water and Wastewater Feasibility Study, are 
referenced in Section 2.0 and are included as appendices to the Final EA. 

In accordance with the BIA NEPA Guidebook, the Final EA assesses the existing conditions of the 
environmental resources that may be impacted by the trust acquisition and subsequent tribal development.  
The baseline of the existing resources consists of the existing conditions anticipated at the time the project 
would be developed.  The appropriate baseline conditions per each resource are presented in Section 3.0.  
For example, soil resources on the project site are the appropriate baseline condition to determine erosion 
impacts associated with the construction of the project components, whereas the off-site roadway network 
is assessed as the appropriate baseline condition for impacts to transportation and traffic from 
construction activities.  In addition, the baseline conditions assume that providing new tribal housing 
would not result in a substantial change in the population.  While some homes vacated by tribal members 
living in the area may result in new residents moving to the area, many of the tribal members currently 
live in multiple-family units on the Reservation.  Accordingly, there wouldn’t be a substantial increase in 
population in the Santa Ynez region.   

Mitigation, as defined by the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1508.20), can include 
avoidance measures; decreases in the magnitude of the action and its implementation; reparation, 
rehabilitation, or restoration of the affected environment; preservation and maintenance activities; and 
compensation through replacement or substitution of the affected resource or environment.  Mitigation 
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measures are presented in Section 5.0 of the Final EA.  As stated in Section 5.0, the mitigation measures 
presented would minimize identified impacts and incorporate the definition of mitigation presented by the 
CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA.  The Tribe will be legally bound to implement mitigation 
measures, which are necessary to reduce adverse impacts to a minimal level, because it is intrinsic to the 
project, required by federal law, required by agreements between the Tribe and local agencies, and/or 
subject to a tribal resolution.  Refer to General Comment 3.1.2 regarding the withdrawn Plan and 
corresponding TCA.  Accordingly, the trust acquisition project constitutes an off-reservation acquisition 
request, and the Final EA meets the environmental review requirements under NEPA for such a trust 
acquisition. 

Furthermore, the BIA NEPA Guidebook (2012) states an “EA is the document that provides sufficient 
analysis for determining whether a proposed action may or will have a significant impact on the quality of 
the human environment and therefore requiring the preparation of an EIS.  If the EA does not reveal any 
significant impacts, a FONSI is prepared… [whereas if] the analysis in the EA identifies significant 
impacts, then an EIS will be prepared” (BIA, 2012).  Since the Responses in the above-referenced 
sections and Final EA provide sufficient analysis to support the conclusion that the Proposed Action 
would not have a significant impact on the quality of the human environment, an EIS is not required.   

3.1.4 Chumash Casino Resort 

Summary of Comments  

Several commenters raised concerns related to environmental impacts of the existing Chumash Casino 
Resort.   

Response  

Impacts associated with the existing operations at the Chumash Casino Resort constitute the baseline 
condition of the existing environment and, although they are not explicitly referenced, are addressed 
where relevant in the baseline discussion within Section 3.0 of the EA.  For example, traffic counts were 
collected along the existing roadway network during peak hours to determine baseline traffic conditions, 
and any trips generated by the existing casino were captured within the collected traffic counts.  Aside 
from contributing to the baseline condition of the existing environment, environmental impacts associated 
with the existing operations at the Chumash Casino Resort are not relevant to this EA.  

3.1.5 Purpose and Need 

Summary of Comments – Proposed Number of Residences Compared to Tribe Population 

Several commenters questioned the purpose and need for the proposed development.  In particular, 
commenters requested justification for the proposed 143 home sites if the Tribe has 136 members and 
1,300 lineal decedents.   
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Response  

As stated in Section 1.3 of the EA, the purpose of the proposed development (development of 143 
residential units) is to provide housing for its existing tribal members and continue to provide housing for 
descendants as they come of age.  The construction of 143 homes would provide the necessary number of 
units to address the current housing shortage. 

Summary of Comments – Preference to Trust Acquisition Process versus County Process 

Several commenters stated that the need for a trust acquisition was not justified because the Tribe could 
still achieve its purpose of providing tribal housing for members by developing the project site through 
the County approval process.   

Response  

The trust acquisition process is codified in 25 CFR 151 and outlines the process for the federal 
government to take land into trust on behalf of a tribe (or tribal member).  The purpose of the trust 
process is to establish land bases for tribes to support their sovereign right to self-governance.  Trust 
acquisition is one of the federal Indian trust responsibilities of the federal government.  The federal Indian 
trust responsibility is a legal obligation under which the United States “has charged itself with moral 
obligations of the highest responsibility and trust” toward Indian tribes (Seminole Nation v. United States, 
1942).  This obligation was first discussed by Chief Justice John Marshall in Cherokee Nation v. Georgia 
(1831).  Over the years, the trust doctrine has been at the center of numerous other Supreme Court cases, 
thus making it one of the most important principles in federal Indian law.  The federal Indian trust 
responsibility is also a legally enforceable fiduciary obligation on the part of the United States to protect 
tribal treaty rights, lands, assets, and resources as well as a duty to carry out the mandates of federal law 
with respect to American Indian and Alaska Native tribes and villages.  In several cases discussing the 
trust responsibility, the Supreme Court has used language suggesting that it entails legal duties, moral 
obligations, and the fulfillment of understandings and expectations that have arisen over the entire course 
of the relationship between the United States and the federally recognized tribes. 

Furthermore, because the Constitution vested the Legislative Branch with plenary power over Indian 
Affairs, states have no authority over tribal governments unless expressly authorized by Congress.  While 
federally recognized tribes generally are not subordinate to states, they can have a government-to-
government relationship with these other sovereigns as well.  Federally recognized tribes possess both the 
right and the authority to regulate activities on their lands independently from state government control.  
They can enact and enforce stricter or more lenient laws and regulations than those of the surrounding or 
neighboring state(s) wherein they are located.  Yet, tribes frequently collaborate and cooperate with states 
through compacts or other agreements on matters of mutual concern such as environmental protection and 
law enforcement.  For the Tribe to fully submit to the jurisdiction of the State and local jurisdictions 
would contradict the right of tribal self-governance.  Therefore, the Tribe is seeking the trust acquisition 
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of the project site to extend its sovereign right to self-governance in additional to meeting the Tribe’s 
need for housing.   

3.1.6 Air Quality and Traffic 

Summary of Comments 

Several commenters expressed concerns as to the amount of traffic that would be generated by the 
development of new residences and tribal facilities in a rural area of the County, in particular the traffic 
that would be generated by the anticipated 100 annual events at the banquet/exhibition hall proposed 
under Alternative B.  Concerns included the impact on safety and road infrastructure as well as the impact 
on air quality in the Santa Ynez Valley associated with an increase in the volume and frequency of traffic 
on rural roads.  Some commenters acknowledged that the EA states that existing roads would be 
improved but request additional information and details of such improvements.  Comments also stated 
that the EA fails to analyze the impacts of additional traffic that would result from future development on 
the project site.   

Response  

Traffic that would be generated by the proposed alternatives is analyzed in the April 12, 2012, Traffic 
Impact Study (TIS) prepared by Associated Transportation Engineers (Appendix I of the EA).  The results 
of the TIS are summarized in Sections 3.7, 4.1.7, 4.2.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA.  An additional 260 P.M. peak 
hour trips, including 166 trips attributed to the banquet/exhibition hall (Alternative B), would be added to 
local roadways under Alternative B, which has the highest trip generation of both alternatives (refer to 
Table 5 of the TIS).  The results of the impacts assessment indicate that one study roadway intersection 
would operate at a less-than-acceptable level of service (LOS) with the addition of project-related traffic: 
the intersection of SR-246 at SR-154, which would operate at LOS F (Tables 11 and 12 of the TIS).  
However, since the release of the EA, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has begun 
construction of a traffic circle at the intersection of SR-246 at SR-154, which was recommended in the 
TIS and included in Section 5.7 of the EA.  With implementation of this safety improvement, the 
intersection of SR-246 at SR-154 would operate acceptably both in the near-term and cumulative 
conditions.  The impact on safety and road infrastructure from either project alternative would therefore 
not be significant under the roadway operational criteria of either the County or Caltrans.    

An air quality analysis is provided in Sections 4.1.3 and 4.2.3 of the EA.  Traffic trips generated by 
proposed alternatives are included in the air quality analysis, as shown in the URBEMIS 9.2.4 
(URBEMIS, 2007) air quality output files provided in Appendix B of the EA.  Emissions of criteria air 
pollutants (CAPs) would not exceed federal de minimis levels of 100 tons per year (the significance 
threshold for CAP emissions), and accordingly impacts to regional air quality would be less than 
significant.   
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Commenters are correct in that implementation of Alternative A or B would require improvements at the 
intersection of SR-246 and SR-154.  Mitigation is included in Section 5.7 is provided which would result 
in a level of service A in the near term cumulative with project.  Caltrans is currently implementing this 
mitigation with a completion date of 2015.  No reasonably foreseeable future development would occur 
on the project site beyond what is described in the Final EA.    

The analysis of impacts to traffic and transportation has been updated in Sections 4.2.7 and 4.4.7 and 
Appendix I of the Final EA to reflect revisions to the tribal facilities under Alternative B (refer to 
General Response 3.1.17 for further discussion) and to reflect updates in the cumulative environment.  
The analysis of impacts to air quality has been updated in Sections 4.1.3, 4.2.3, and 4.4.3 and Appendix B 
of the Final EA also to reflect revisions to the tribal facilities under Alternative B (refer to General 
Response 3.1.17 for further discussion), to reflect updates in the cumulative environment, and to utilize 
the California Emission Estimator Model 2013.2.2 (CalEEMod), which has become the preferred air 
emissions modeling software since the release of the EA.   

3.1.7 Biological Resources  

Summary of Comments – Analysis Inadequate 

Several comments stated that the impacts to biological resources are inadequately addressed in the EA.   

Response  

Biological resources are addressed in Sections 3.4, 4.1.4, 4.2.4, and 5.4 of the EA.  A list of regionally 
occurring federally-listed species in the vicinity of the project site was compiled based upon a review of 
pertinent literature, aerial photographs, site topographic maps, a map of special-status species reported 
within five miles of the project site, a map of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) designated critical 
habitat for federally-listed species in the vicinity of the project site, informal consultation with the 
USFWS, and lists of regionally occurring special-status species.  In addition, a biologist and botanist 
conducted biological surveys and informal delineations of the project site.  The biological surveys 
consisted of walking and/or driving throughout the project site to characterize terrestrial and aquatic 
habitat types and evaluate their potential to support regionally occurring federally-listed species.  
Terrestrial habitats were classified, where applicable, using California Wildlife Habitat Relationships 
(CDFW, 2005).  Potentially jurisdictional waters of the U.S., other than wetlands, were determined using 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) regulations (33 CFR Part 328).  Aerial photographs were 
used to document preliminary boundaries of habitat types during the fieldwork.  All visible plants and 
wildlife were noted and identified to the lowest possible taxon necessary to determine rarity and listing 
status.   

Botanists also conducted focused botanical surveys in accordance with the Protocols for Surveying and 
Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities (CDFW 
Protocols) (CDFW, 2009).  The protocol recommends one or multiple surveys should be conducted 
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during a season when species are evident and identifiable.  Results were not observed to change notably 
over multiple surveys conducted over multiple seasons and years; therefore it can be concluded that false-
negative results (such as missed species verifications) were minimized to the greatest extent feasible.  The 
surveys were performed by a CDFW approved, qualified botanist familiar with plant communities in the 
area and who has performed numerous botanical surveys for CDFW and other agencies throughout the 
state of California.  All plants observed within the project site were documented during the botanical 
inventories (Appendix E of the Final EA).      

Global Positioning System (GPS) technology, a Trimble Geo XT™ receiver, was used to locate and map 
preliminary boundaries of waters of the U.S. during the 2011 and 2012 fieldwork.  The geographic 
coordinate system used to reference the data was Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM–Zone 10), North 
American Datum (NAD83) in meters.  Potential wetland boundaries (including vernal pools) were 
mapped at a level of accuracy of less than one meter.  Habitat boundaries were identified during the 
biological surveys on an aerial photograph.  Environmental Systems Research Institute (ESRI) shape files 
were generated based on the habitat boundaries, potentially jurisdictional waters of the U.S., and other 
sensitive biological resources mapped within the project site.  Geographic analyses were performed using 
Geographic Information System (GIS) software (ArcView 3.3 GIS, ESRI, Inc.).  The ESRI data and GIS 
software were used to calculate the acreages of habitat types and wetland features. 

A list of regionally occurring federally-listed species was compiled based on the USFWS, California 
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), and California Native Plant Society (CNPS) lists.  The potential 
for each of the regionally occurring federally-listed species to occur on the project site was subsequently 
evaluated based on the results of the biological surveys and the focused botanical surveys, review of 
applicable literature, and proximity of known occurrences of special-status species within five miles of 
the project site.  The distribution and habitat types for each federally-listed species and the potential for 
each species to occur on the project site are included in a list provided in Appendix E of the Final EA.  
Several regionally occurring federally-listed species were eliminated from consideration either because 
the project site lacks suitable habitat or the project site occurs outside of the known elevation range or 
geographical distribution of the species.  Based on the potential presence of federally-listed special-status 
species (or associated habitat), avoidance measures were incorporated as mitigation in Section 5.0 of the 
Final EA.  As explained in the Final EA, implementation of either alternative with mitigation measures 
identified in Section 5.4 would not result in a significant adverse impact to biological resources.   

As discussed in Section 3.4 of the EA, the Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp (VPFS) is a federally-listed species 
and is listed under the Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems for California and Southern Oregon 
(Vernal Pool Recovery Plan) (USFWS, 2005).  The southern portion of the project site occurs within the 
Santa Barbara Vernal Pool Region within the Lake Cachuma core area of the Vernal Pool Recovery Plan 
(USFWS, 2005).  Although the vernal pools present on site did not contain water during the September 
2011, March 2012, and April 2012 biological surveys (text was updated in Section 3.4 of the Final EA to 
be consistent with this finding), and consequentially, no VPFS were observed during those surveys, VPFS 
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are considered to have the potential to occur within the project site because the project site falls within the 
Lake Cachuma core area.  Because the impact assessment in Sections 4.1.4 and 4.2.4 of the EA assumes 
presence, protocol-level VPFS surveys are not required.  The EA states that implementation of the 
Alternatives A and B could adversely impact VPFS due to the assumed fill of habitat on the project site.  
A Biological Assessment (2013 EA Appendix E) has been prepared and has been submitted to the 
USFWS pursuant to Section 7 of the FESA (Appendix R of the Final EA).  Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, and 5.4 
of the Final EA have been updated to incorporate the mitigation included in the Biological Assessment, 
and the Tribe is committed to avoiding development within VPFS habitat on the project site.  Avoidance 
measures, such as proper placement of high-visibility fencing and establishment of staging areas away 
from confirmed wetland features during construction, will be implemented so that potential habitat is 
more fully protected from the effects of construction.  VPFS habitat sensitivity training will also occur to 
reduce potential impacts to VPFS to a minimal level.   

Although State-listed special-status species are sometimes not afforded protection under FESA, Section 
3.4 of the EA addresses the potential for state-listed special-status species to occur on the project site.  As 
discussed therein, while one State-listed species, the western pond turtle (Emys marmorata), may have 
potential to occur within the project site, the likelihood of occurrence within the project boundaries is 
minimal.  The nearest recorded occurrence of the western pond turtle is approximately four miles 
southwest of the project site.  While the manmade storage basin within the vineyard provides a ponded 
water source, the habitat is marginal given the lack of emergent vegetation.  In addition, this species was 
not observed during the September 2011, March 2012, and April 2012 surveys.  Considering the western 
pond turtle is not afforded protection under FESA, minimal suitable habitat is located within the project 
site, and the species was not observed during the biological surveys, potential impacts associated with the 
western pond turtle are not further addressed within the EA.   

3.1.8  Cultural Resources  

Summary of Comments  

Various comment letters contended that the EA failed to adequately address cultural resources and failed 
to demonstrate the cultural significance of project site to the Tribe.   

Response  

Existing cultural resources and the historical significance of the project site are addressed in Section 3.5 
of the EA.  The Tribe’s historical and cultural ties to the project site are discussed therein.  A Phase 1 and 
Phase 1.5 Archaeological Investigation of the project site was conducted in June 2011 and revised in 
December 2013 and February 2014 (Archaeological Investigation) (Archaeology Assessment and 
Management, 2011).  The Archaeological Investigation included a records search, Native American 
consultation, and intensive field survey to identify and evaluate any prehistoric and historic-period 
resources, including traditional cultural properties, within or adjacent to the project site.  The 
Archaeological Investigation is confidential due to the sensitive nature of historic resources.  Therefore, 
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the document is included as a confidential appendix to the Final EA (Appendix F) to ensure sensitive 
information is protected.  The cultural resources study has been reviewed by the appropriate State and 
Federal agencies to ensure compliance with Federal regulations.  Potential impacts to cultural resources 
are evaluated in Sections 4.1.5, 4.2.5, 4.3.5, and 4.4.5 of the EA, and mitigation measures were included 
in Section 5.5 of the EA to reduce or avoid adverse impacts in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for 
Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook.  Impacts to cultural resources were assessed in 
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), and concurrence was 
received from the SHPO on March 6, 2014 that no adverse impacts to cultural resources would occur 
from the implementation of the Proposed Action (included as Appendix S of the Final EA).  Cultural 
resources were adequately addressed within the EA.  

3.1.9  Water Resources 

Summary of Comments – Drainage and Water Quality 

Several commenters stated that the EA did not clearly describe how the Tribe would protect water quality 
during construction and operation of the proposed alternatives.    

Response  

The impacts of Alternatives A and B related to drainage and water quality are addressed in Sections 4.1.2 
and 4.2.2 of the EA, respectively.  As discussed, construction activities and runoff from residential and 
community facilities could transport debris, oil, sediments, and grease into adjoining surface waters, 
potentially affecting surface water and groundwater quality.  Increased runoff could create scouring and 
could impact riparian and aquatic habitats and seep into groundwater aquifers.  To reduce the effects of 
increased surface runoff volume and associated pollutants, the Tribe will comply with the terms of the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA’s) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Construction General Permit and will prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to ensure that Best Management Practices (BMPs) and mitigation measures, 
including as those listed in Section 2.2.10 and Section 5.2, are used to reduce the risk of soil erosion and 
polluted discharge.  This would reduce potential construction-related adverse impacts to surface and 
ground waters to a minimal level.  Additionally, roadways will be designed with improvements such as 
culverts, bridges, basins, and crossings to reduce adverse impacts to minimal levels.  In addition, BMPs 
listed in Section 2.2.10 and mitigation measures listed into Section 5.2 would ensure irrigation rates of 
treated wastewater are monitored and are appropriate for the time of year to minimize incidental runoff.  
During the non-irrigation season, recycled water would be stored in the existing water reservoir that 
located near the WWTP building on Parcel 1.  Adverse impacts to surface water and groundwater quality 
associated with wastewater treatment and disposal would be minimal and would be in full compliance 
with USEPA standards.  Accordingly, implementation of Alternatives A and B would not adversely 
impact beneficial use designations of regional water resources. 
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The wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) under both Alternative A and B would be designed to ensure 
recycled water meets the same requirements as California Code of Regulations, Title 22, which is 
indicative of water quality that is acceptable for irrigation of crops, including edible crops.  BMPs listed 
in Section 2.2.10 and mitigation measures listed into Section 5.2 would ensure irrigation rates are 
monitored and are appropriate for the time of year to minimize incidental runoff.  During the non-
irrigation season, recycled water would be stored in the existing water reservoir located near the WWTP 
on Parcel 1.  Impacts to surface water and groundwater quality associated with wastewater treatment and 
disposal would be minimal and not constitute a significant impact as the WWTP would be in full 
compliance with USEPA standards. 

Alternative A would increase impervious areas on Parcels 1, 2, 3, and 4 by three percent as a result of the 
construction of tribal residences, the WWTP, utilities, and improvements to and construction of roads and 
sidewalks.  This change is minimal and the increase in peak flows on the project site varies between less 
than 1 cubic foot per second (cfs) to a maximum of 9 cfs compared to existing conditions for 2- to 100-
year storm event peak flows (Appendix D of the Final EA).  Drainage would flow through a total of 21 
road crossings prior to being discharged from the project site, which would pass over potential Waters of 
the U.S and may require permits from the USACE (Appendix D of the Final EA).  The grading and 
drainage feasibility analysis for Alternative A recommends the incorporation of 7 detention basins within 
Parcels 2 and 4 into the project design to ensure discharge of stormwater runoff occurs at the same rate as 
during existing conditions for 2 to 100 year, 24-hour storms (Appendix D of the Final EA).  Alternative B 
would minimally increase impervious surfaces by approximately 4 percent on Parcels 2 and 4.  The 
increase in peak flows would be up to 14 cfs compared to existing conditions for the 100-year, 24 hour 
peak storm events (Appendix D of the Final EA).  Stormwater runoff generated on the project site would 
flow through a total of 13 road crossing, surface swales, and permeable surfaces to 1 of 7 detention basins 
within Parcel 2 to ensure off-site stormwater peak discharge rates are the same rate as those under 
existing conditions for the 2- to 100-year storm events.  Basins developed under both alternatives would 
be approximately 100 feet by 400 feet, with depths of up to 15 feet, and would be shaped and designed to 
match the project site’s terrain.  Other minor drainage improvements for both alternatives include the 
incorporation of Low Impact Development (LID) features into the project design, such as: designing 
roads of minimal paved width to lessen the impermeable area; vegetative swales along unpaved shoulders 
to help further the velocity of the runoff and allow for sediment to drop out of the flow prior to entering 
the existing channels; and infiltration planters incorporated into open space and recreation areas.  Culverts 
would be constructed to assure that drainage is not impeded at sites where the proposed access road 
crosses existing drainage courses.  Culvert crossings would be sized to allow a 25-year, 24-hour storm 
event to drain without creating backwater or flooding of existing and proposed roads.  Bridge crossings 
and detention basins would be designed for the 100-year, 24-hour storm events (Appendix D of the Final 
EA).  Additionally, the Tribe would address drainage-related concerns at the WWTP proposed under both 
alternatives by re-purposing and, if necessary, enlarging the existing man-made water reservoir to store 
recycled water from the WWTP.  The Tribe would install drainage control along the perimeter of the 
recycled water irrigation areas to prevent comingling with stormwater runoff and capture recycled water 
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runoff for disposal at the WWTP.  With the implementation of stormwater drainage improvements 
recommended in Appendix D of the Final EA and the protective measures and BMPs discussed in 
Sections 2.2.8, stormwater flows on the project site, including from the WWTP facility, post-development 
would equal existing runoff rates.  Thus, both alternatives would result in no significant adverse impacts 
from stormwater runoff generated as a result of the proposed development.  

Summary of Comments – Groundwater Use 

Numerous commenters expressed concerns that the EA failed to adequately address the use of 
groundwater as the water source for the proposed alternatives.  Commenters stated that insufficiencies 
included a dated and therefore inaccurate characterization of the capacity and water quality of the existing 
wells on the project site, inaccurate assessment of water demands for the proposed alternatives, 
insufficient mitigation measures given that the aquifer is in overdraft, and a lack of analysis of potential 
impacts to groundwater resources in the cumulative scenario.   

Response  

Existing groundwater resources are described in Section 3.2.  A Water and Wastewater Feasibility 
Analysis (Appendix C of the EA) was prepared to assess water needs of Alternatives A and B.  The 
impact assessment in Section 4.1.2 of the EA states that although the Santa Ynez Uplands Groundwater 
Basin (Uplands Basin) may be in a state of overdraft (based on 2001 data), altered pumping patterns 
throughout the County and importation of supplemental water has resulted in more balanced groundwater 
conditions that have the capacity to serve the needs of the project alternatives.  These changes in water 
use and the rising water table in the project area suggest that the three existing wells can be relied upon 
for agricultural use (Appendix C of the EA).  As described in Sections 4.1.2 and 4.2.2 of the EA, the 
Tribe would develop two new wells to meet potable water demands of Alternatives A and B.  The 
mitigation included in Section 5.2 of the EA would ensure the new wells would tap the relatively 
unexploited Careaga Formation and therefore would not adversely impact neighboring wells.   

To more accurately determine the production capabilities and water quality of the three existing wells, the 
Tribe conducted additional field well pumping tests and water quality analysis in January and February 
2014 (Appendix C to the Final EA).  The results of these tests and analyses confirm that the existing wells 
have adequate capacity and water quality is sufficient to support the existing and proposed agricultural 
land use on the project site.  Further, with the use of recycled water for irrigation of the vineyard, 
agricultural demands for groundwater would be reduced compared to existing conditions.   

The California Department of Water Resources estimates the storage capacity of the Upland Basin at 
about 10 million acre feet (AF), and the available water in storage is estimated to be approximately 
900,000 AF (DWR, 2004).  The safe yield (annual basin withdrawal rate at which no long term significant 
impacts to water levels are anticipated) is estimated at approximately 11,500 acre-feet per year (AFY) 
(Santa Barbara County, 2012).  The EA stated that groundwater within the Uplands Basin is in a state of 
overdraft, which was based on a 2001 study that stated the Uplands Basin was estimated to be in a state of 
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overdraft by about 2,000 AFY (Santa Barbara County, 2012).  At that time, water agencies in the region 
were reducing demand on groundwater and supplementing water demands with the State Water Project.  
In 2002, the Santa Barbara County Water Agency (SBCWA) commissioned an independent study of the 
Uplands Basin, which concluded that increases in imported water resulted in a basin that was balanced or 
in a state of slight surplus (Santa Barbara County, 2012).  Additionally, more recent planning documents 
have indicated that the Uplands Basin has surplus supply.  The 2009 Final EIR for the Santa Ynez Valley 
Community Plan (SYVCP) identified a surplus of approximately 513 AFY within the Uplands Basin 
(Table 4.9-2; Santa Barbara County, 2009b).  The SYVCP states that at least several hundred AF of new 
long-term demand on the Uplands Basin could be accommodated without substantial effects on the basin 
(including impacts to flows of regionally important surface waters such as the Zanja de Cota Creek) 
(Santa Barbara County, 2009a).  SBCWA’s 2011 report (page 53) further states that groundwater pumped 
by the City of Solvang may actually be from a perched aquifer that is not within the Uplands Basin.  The 
pumpage rates may therefore have erroneously been included in prior Uplands Basin pumpage estimates.  
Regardless, the Tribe is committed to conserving water and minimizing its impact on groundwater 
supplies during operation of the selected project alternative. 

Since the release of the EA and in response to current economic conditions in the Santa Ynez Valley and 
surrounding area, the Tribe revised the vineyard development plans under Alternatives A and B to reduce 
vineyard production by 50 acres and to exclude the banquet/exhibition hall as a component of the 
proposed tribal facilities (refer to General Response 3.1.17).  Potable water supply demands for the 
residential aspects of Alternative A would be met via connection to two new wells.  These two new wells 
would provide groundwater supply redundancy as well as allow flexible pumping schedules.  The net 
water demand for Alternative A (agricultural demands plus residential demands minus recycled water 
use) is 348 AFY (refer to Table 2-4 of Appendix C of the Final EA).  Under existing conditions, 
approximately 256 AFY of groundwater is utilized on the project site, with an increase to 300 AFY under 
the No Action Alternative (refer to General Response 3.1.18).  Accordingly, implementation of 
Alternative A would result in a net increase in water use of approximately 92 AFY compared to existing 
conditions and a net increase in water use of approximately 48 AFY compared to the No Action 
Alternative.  As discussed above, according to local planning documents, the Uplands Basin has a surplus 
of several hundred AFY (estimate in the SYVCP to be approximately 513 AFY) of safe yield.  Therefore 
the increase in use with the implementation of Alternative A over existing conditions would result in less 
than significant impacts to the Uplands Basin.  Because less residential landscape would be irrigated 
under Alternative B, even taking into account water use at the tribal facilities, implementation of 
Alternative B would result in a slight net increase in water use of approximately 4 AFY compared to 
existing conditions and a net reduction in water use of approximately 40 AFY compared to the No Action 
Alternative.  Compared to the No Action Alternative, the decrease in net water use of Alternative B 
would result in a beneficial impact to the Uplands Basin.   
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3.1.10  Land Use 

Summary of Comments – Incompatible with Existing State and Local Government Plans 
and Existing Land Uses 

Several comment letters expressed concerns that the proposed alternatives are incompatible with existing 
State and local government plans and would thereby constitute an adverse impact on land use.  These 
concerns were primarily related to the goals and polices contained in the Santa Barbara County 
Comprehensive Plan and the SYVCP.  Additionally, several comments contended that the EA fails to 
assess if the proposed land uses of Alternative A and Alternative B on the project site are compatible with 
the existing land uses of the surrounding area, stating that the residential and tribal facilities, including the 
banquet/exhibition hall, are incompatible with the surrounding agricultural community for reasons such as 
an increased potential for trespassing, vandalism, theft, and grass fires on agricultural lands as well as 
increased nuisance complaints from farmers.  Comments also stated that the proposed alternatives would 
result in decreased farming productivity because growers would have to implement special management 
practices due to the close proximity of a residential development and because traffic, noise, and proximity 
of attendees at the banquet/exhibition hall would negatively impact farm production.   

Response  

Existing conditions for the project site with regards to local government and land use plans are fully 
described Section 3.8 of the EA, and potential impacts of the proposed alternatives to land use 
designations are fully described in Sections 4.1.8, 4.2.8, 4.3.8, and 4.4.8 of the EA.  These sections 
correctly note that local land use and zoning designations would no longer apply after the land is taken 
into trust.  NEPA requires an assessment of the project effects on and compatibility with adopted land use 
plans.  Accordingly, the land use assessment methodology presented in Section 4.1.8 of the EA states that 
adverse impacts to land use would result if an incompatible land use within the project parcels would 
result in the inability of the County to continue to implement existing land use policies outside of the 
project boundaries.   

As acknowledged in Section 4.1.8, the development of tribal housing on the 1,433-acre property would 
not be consistent with the allowed land uses under the AG-II-100 zoning and AC land use designation 
identified by the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan if it remained under the jurisdiction of the 
County; however, it would be compatible with the surrounding low density rural residential developments 
to the north and moderately dense residential development adjacent to the northeastern border of the 
project site.  These adjacent residential areas are clearly visible in the aerial photo in Figure 1-3 of the 
EA.  Growers in the vicinity of the project site should already be implementing special management 
practices related to residential development given that the nearby surrounding areas are zoned for AG-I-5, 
AG-I-10, AG-I-20, and AG-II-40, which allow for single-family dwellings, residential accessory uses and 
structures, and residential agricultural units on minimum lots sizes of 5, 10, 20, and 40 acres, respectively.  
The dedicated land uses for the remainder of the project site under Alternative A (agriculture, open space, 
and resource management zone) would account for 44 percent of the total land uses on the project site 
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after taken into trust and would be consistent with the zoning and land uses north, west, and south of the 
project site.  Therefore, implementation of Alternative A would not conflict with surrounding land uses 
and would not impede the County’s ability to enforce the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan, 
SYVCP, and other relevant land use regulations.  Additionally, the proposed development on the project 
site is consistent with the many ranchette subdivisions that have been developed in the Santa Ynez Valley 
over the last forty years, setting a historical precedent (Urban Planning Concepts, 2014).  Implementation 
of Alternative A would result in less than significant impacts to land uses. 

As discussed in Section 4.2.8, Alternative B would generally result in the same impacts to land use as 
Alternative A although to a slightly lesser extent given that Alternative B is a reduced-intensity version of 
Alternative A.  Total residential land use and utilities would cover approximately 197 acres compared to 
the approximately 796 acres proposed under Alternative A.  The 1-acre resident plots proposed under 
Alternative B would be slightly smaller than existing designated land uses of minimum lots sizes of 5, 10, 
20, 40 and 100 acres in the vicinity of the project site, but the 1-acre resident plots would be clustered so 
as to retain larger open spaces and preserve the rural character of the Santa Ynez Valley while still being 
large enough plots such that the clusters do not constitute a suburban subdivision.  Land preserved for 
agricultural uses under Alternative B would be the same as Alternative A (206 acres; refer to General 
Response 3.1.9).  Because less acreage would be designated for residential purposes under this 
alternative, even when including the proposed 30 acres of tribal facilities, more acreage would be 
preserved for open space and recreational uses than Alternative A and more acreage would therefore be 
consistent with local zoning and adjacent land uses.  Approximately 825 acres would remain undeveloped 
and used as open space/recreation areas compared to approximately 256 acres proposed under Alternative 
A.   

The tribal facilities proposed under Alternative B have been revised to exclude the banquet/exhibition hall 
and instead would serve as a tribal meeting area with space to accommodate up to 400 attendees plus 
vendors as well as administrative offices and support space, similar to that of the existing Tribal 
Administrative Building on the Reservation (refer to General Response 3.1.17 for further discussion).  
The tribal facilities are not consistent with local land use plans or existing land uses, as stated in Section 
4.2.8 of the EA.  However, as stated in Section 2.3 of the Final EA, the tribal facilities are designed to be 
consistent with the visual character and distinctive style of the Santa Ynez Valley.  In addition, the 
community facilities would be positioned at the center of the project site, thereby creating a buffer 
between the facilities and surrounding, off-site residential and agricultural land uses.  Further, because the 
Tribe will also have low density residential development and agricultural land uses on site, it would 
therefore be in the Tribe’s best interest to limit impact of the community facilities on residential and 
agriculture land use.  Lastly,  adverse impacts to land use would only result if an incompatible land use 
would result in the inability of the County to continue to implement existing land use policies; the 
proposed tribal facilities would not prohibit the County from implementing its existing land use polices in 
the vicinity of the project site under the County’s jurisdiction.  Operation of the tribal facilities would 
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therefore not create a significant adverse impact to local land use plans or existing land uses.  The text in 
Section 4.2.8 of the Final EA was updated for clarification.   

Summary of Comments – Easements and Right-of-Ways 

Several commenters expressed concerns related to rights-of-ways (ROWs) within the project site and the 
TCA.  The EA states that the Tribe proposes a trust acquisition of 1,433± acres (1,411.1 acres plus 21.9 
acres of ROWs).  Comments indicated that further research is needed to determine the owner of the 
ROWs, and, if it is determined an entity other than the Tribe owns the ROWs, then the 21.9 acres cannot 
be taken in to trust and/or ROWs on the 21.9 acres must remain in place.   

Response  

Existing ROWs on the project site are shown in Figure 3.1-1 and include the following (the numbering 
corresponds to the labels on Figure 3.1-1):  

1. A 60-foot wide, approximately 9,190-foot long, north-south ROW located at the center of and 
extending the north-south length of project site for the planned Mora Avenue;   

2. A 60-foot wide, approximately 3,320-foot long, east-west ROW located in the northwestern 
portion of project site that extends west from the Mora Avenue ROW (number 1 above) to the 
western boundary of the project site for the planned Torrance Avenue; 

3. A 60-foot wide, approximately 1,290-foot long, north-south ROW located in the southwestern 
portion of the project site that extends north from SR-154 to the northern edge of the project site 
for the planned Riordan Avenue;  

4. A 40-foot wide, approximately 2,580-foot long, north-south ROW located just within the western 
boundary of the project site that extends south from Baseline Road to the southern boundary of 
the project site for road ingress, egress, public utilities, and incidental purposes in favor of 
Williard W. Shepherd and Norma D. Shepherd;  
A 40-foot wide, approximately 2,580-foot long, north-south ROW located just within the western 
boundary of the project site that extends south from Baseline Road to the southern boundary of  
the project site for road ingress, egress, public utilities, and incidental purposes in favor of Titus 
A. Giorgi and wife; 

5. A 40-foot wide, approximately 2,580-foot long, north-south ROW located just within the western 
boundary of the project site that extends south from Baseline Road to the southern boundary of 
the project site for repair and maintenance of  the ROW area;   

6. A ROW for a 30.44-foot wide access point located at the northwestern corner of the project site 
for abutter’s rights of ingress and egress to or from SR-154;  

7. A ROW located at a point along the southwestern boundary of the project site for a water line, 
equipment passing, and incidental purposes in favor of Joan Vickers Crawford, Executor of the 
Will of Anna V. Crawford;  

8. A ROW for a 20-foot wide access point located at the northwestern corner of the project site for 
abutter’s rights of ingress and egress to or from SR-154; and  
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1. A 60-foot wide, approximately 4,770-foot long, east-west ROW located in the northeastern 
portion of project site that extends east from the Mora Avenue ROW (number 1 above) to the 
eastern boundary of the project site for the planned San Marcos Avenue; this ROW is noted as 
abandoned on the ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey but is not listed in the title report (ALTA, 
2013).   

The Tribe conducted a review of the title and concluded the above-listed ROWs are easements not 
dedications; therefore, the Tribe is the owner in fee of the ROWs and the areas can be taken in to trust 
(L&P Consultants, 2014).  If the trust acquisition is approved, the Tribe would honor all ROWs that 
provide primary access to land-locked parcels (e.g. ROWs 4, 5, and 6 in Figure 3.1-1) unless otherwise 
negotiated.  Preservation of other existing ROWs not providing primary access would be assessed on a 
case by case basis.  The purpose of the EA is to analyze the potential environmental impacts resulting 
from implementation of the proposed alternatives, including impacts related to existing ROWs.  Thus, the 
project site was defined to include these ROWs, and the existing ROWs were therefore considered within 
the environmental impact analysis of the EA. 

3.1.11 Public Services and Utilities  

Summary of Comments  

Several commenters expressed concerns as to how public services that would be utilized by the proposed 
alternatives, such as law enforcement and public schools, would be funded if the project site were 
removed from the County tax base.  Additionally, some comments stated that utilities would be 
disproportionally affected if the project site were removed from the County tax base. 

Response  

As discussed in Section 4.1.9 and 4.2.9 of the EA, residents of the new housing units would be tribal 
members who move from existing homes within the County.  Employees of the Tribe working at the site 
would generally be current County residents.  Because residents and employees are already being 
provided with these public services, impacts to law enforcement, public schools, and parks and 
recreational facilities would not constitute a significant effect.  The SBCPD and the Tribe has completed 
negotiations for law enforcement services on the Reservation, existing trust lands, and parcels currently 
owned in fee by the Tribe that may be conveyed to trust status within the four-year period (e.g. the project 
site); text has been added to Section 3.9.5 of the Final EA to reflect this negotiated agreement.  Mitigation 
was included in Section 5.9 of the Final EA to ensure that either 1.) the Tribe would grant permission to 
the SBCFD to enter the project site after it has been taken into trust, or 2.) the existing agreement between 
the Tribe and the SBCFD for fire protection services would be updated to include services at the project 
site and the County would coordinate with the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
(CAL FIRE) to continue the Cooperative Wildland Fire Management and Stafford Act Response 
Agreement if the Proposed Action is approved.  Additionally, the Tribe included mitigation measures in 
Section 5.9 of the EA to further reduce the risk of fire during construction, which also further reduces the 
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impact on fire protection services.  The Tribe would develop its own water supply and WWTP as well as 
coordinate with solid waste, electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications providers to establish 
services, thereby minimizing any impact.   

In addition, as discussed in Section 3.9 of the EA, the County currently receives payments for law 
enforcement and fire protection services through special agreements with the Tribe.  The Special 
Distribution Fund in the 1999 Tribal-State Gaming Compact provides for law enforcement funding to the 
County, which has totaled approximately $4.6 million since the 2003-2004 fiscal year.  As discussed 
above, the Tribe and SBCSD negotiated agreement for law enforcement services on tribal lands and lands 
owned in fee by the Tribe in exchange for the Tribe providing funding for one patrol vehicle and 
associated equipment, estimated at a one-time cost of $65,000; funding for Full Time Equivalent (FTE) 
position, at a cost of $840,900 per year; and funding for maintenance on the patrol vehicle, at a cost of 
$8,231 per year.  In addition, the Tribe and Santa Barbara County Fire Department (SBCFD) entered in to 
an Agreement in 2002 that the Tribe would fund one additional firefighter/ paramedic position in 
exchange for fire protection services at and around the Chumash Casino Resort.  The SBCFD was 
originally paid under the Agreement, and funding transitioned to payments from the Special Distribution 
Fund in 2006.  To date, the Tribe has paid $1.58 million under the Agreement, and $3 million has been 
paid by the Special Distribution Fund for fire protection services.  In total, just over $9 million has been 
paid to the County to compensate for law enforcement and fire protection services on tribal lands.  Text 
has been added to Section 3.9 of the Final EA to clarify these payments.   

The Tribe has also made substantial donations to public schools and recreational facilities in the Santa 
Ynez Valley.  Examples include a donation from the Tribe’s Chumash Foundation of $3 million to the 
Santa Ynez Valley Union High School for complete renovation of its athletic fields and the Tribe’s 
partnership with the Santa Ynez Valley Youth Recreation to fund the renovation of the tennis courts at 
Los Olivos Elementary School.  Over the years the Tribe has contributed over $4.5 million to Santa 
Barbara County educational institutions, including $3.1 million to local schools in the Santa Ynez Valley. 

3.1.12 Development of Proposed Alternatives 

Summary of Comments – Future Plans and Development Would Not Be Regulated 

Several commenters expressed concern that future development on the project site would not be regulated 
by local or regional laws.  Commenters stated that there is nothing binding the Tribe to adhere to the plans 
presented within the EA, thereby creating the potential for future development that may be incompatible 
with local and/or regional plans.  Comments also contended that if State and local authorities no longer 
have jurisdiction, the goals and purposes of local land use plans and policies cannot be realized affecting 
the safety of current residents, viability of existing economic enterprises, and organized growth in the 
region.   
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Response  

If the project site is 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 provided by the Tribe, 
USEPA, and other federal agencies in accordance with applicable federal regulations such as the Clean 
Water Act and Clean Air Act.  Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding the impacts of development 
on the project site that is incompatible with local plans and adjacent land uses.   

Summary of Comments – Potential for Future Casino on Project Site 

Comments were received including questions and concerns regarding the future use of the project site for 
gaming purposes.  Some commenters acknowledged that the EA specifies that no gaming would occur on 
the project site but requested an analysis of a potential gaming facility on the project site regardless.   

Response  

The EA evaluates reasonably foreseeable alternatives, which do not include gaming.  Gaming is not 
reasonably foreseeable because the Tribe already owns and operates a casino resort 1.7 miles west of the 
project site.  Hundreds of millions of dollars have been invested in the existing casino resort and 
associated infrastructure, and it would not be reasonable to expect the Tribe to duplicate this effort and 
expense for a similar facility 1.7 miles away.  The EA states “No gaming would occur on the subject 
property” under Alternative A (page 2-4) and Alternative B (page 2-12).  As explained in Section 2.0 of 
the EA, Alternative A includes plans for residences, agricultural, open space, resource management 
zones, and associated utilities.  No community facilities are proposed under Alternative A.  Alternative B 
includes all project components of Alternative A and the addition of tribal facilities that include a 
banquet/exhibition hall, tribal office complex, and tribal community space.  The details of the proposed 
Alternative B tribal facilities are provided in Table 2-2 and do not include square footage for a gaming 
facility.  No development would occur under Alternative C, and therefore no gaming facility would be 
constructed under Alternative C.  No gaming would occur on the subject property regardless of the 
selected alternative; therefore, no analysis of a gaming facility is warranted in this EA.   

Furthermore, the use of newly acquired trust property for gaming purposes must either meet one of the 
exceptions under the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act (IGRA) Section 20 (25 U.S.C. 2719(a)) or achieve 
approval under the process identified under 25 U.S.C. 2719(b) (hereinafter “two-part process”) which 
requires approval by the Secretary of the Interior and concurrence by the Governor of the State.  Both 
such processes require further documentation, submissions, and approvals which would be in addition to 
the current trust acquisition application process.  The Tribe would therefore have to submit a full request 
(and likely additional environmental documents) to the Secretary of the Interior seeking approval under 
the two-part process.  Thus, gaming uses of the property could not be achieved by approval of the trust 
application but rather further submissions and documentation would be required in a separate process. 



3.0 Response to Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 3-22 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 

May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

3.1.13 Alternatives 

Summary of Comments  

Several comment letters stated the EA did not evaluate an adequate range of alternatives.  Commenters 
also stated that the alternatives selected for detailed analysis in the EA are not representative of all the 
concept plans presented in Appendix N of the EA.  Additionally, commenters contended that the 
discussions and details presented of selected alternatives were insufficient.   

Response  

Refer to General Response 3.1.3 for a discussion as to how the description of the alternatives in Section 
2.1 of the EA provides the necessary level of detail required to assess the potential environmental impacts 
of each proposed alternative.   

The EA and Final EA appropriately consider a reasonable range of alternatives that were determined with 
a consideration for each alternative’s ability to meet the purpose and need (see Section 1.3 of the Final 
EA).  The discussion in Section 2.1 of the EA provides the reasoning as to why some alternatives were 
not further considered.  As stated therein, the only reasonable alternatives are to either take no action or 
take the requested parcels into trust on behalf of the Tribe to alleviate the existing shortage of developable 
land and associated housing on the Tribe’s Reservation.  Other potential alternatives to the Proposed 
Action, such as a reduction in the number of parcels taken into trust or alternative locations do not meet 
the definition of “reasonable” under the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA.  As shown in the 
Tribe’s various concept plans under consideration for development on the project site (Appendix N of the 
EA), all requested parcels are integral to meeting the purpose and need, as stated in Section 1.3.  To take 
fewer parcels into trust would not provide acreage for housing assignments; circulation; multiple access 
and egress points for residential safety; agriculture operations to diversify tribally-governed commercial 
enterprises; open space, recreation, and conservation in accordance with tribal environmental ordinances; 
and associated utility infrastructure to support each of the designated land uses.  Because the purpose and 
need would not be met, such an alternative is not considered reasonable and therefore is not evaluated 
within the EA.  There are no other available comparable lands that would provide a sufficient land base to 
support the proposed land uses to meet the stated purpose and need within the immediate area of the 
existing Reservation and within the Tribe’s ancestral and historic territory.  The Tribe reevaluated its 
selection of alternatives for detailed analysis in the EA and concluded that, regardless of the withdrawal 
of the TCA (refer to General Response 3.1.2), the project site is the only property that would meet the 
purpose and need of the Proposed Action in the immediate area of the existing Reservation.  Placing a 
housing development on the existing Reservation would not achieve the stated purpose and need as there 
is not enough undeveloped acreage to provide for residences for current and future generations and 
rebuilding on the Reservation is extremely difficult because it involves canceling existing land 
assignments.  Therefore, alternative locations for the housing development are not evaluated in the EA.   
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Additionally, the EA and Final EA appropriately consider alternatives that are representative of all 
concept plans proposed for the project site.  The discussion in Section 2.1 of the EA provides the 
reasoning as to the selection of alternatives for detailed evaluation within the EA.  As stated therein, the 
Tribe is considering various project alternatives including clustered development plans (Appendix N of 
the EA).  The five-acre concept plan was selected to be evaluated in detail within the EA as Alternative A 
because it is the only concept plan identifying five-acre assignments and is comparatively different from 
the remaining eight concept plans.  Although eight one-acre concept plans are being considered by the 
Tribe, based on the similarities in the developments, one layout (Concept Plan Option M.0.1) was 
selected as the representative layout to be evaluated in detail within the EA as Alternative B.  This layout 
includes the largest distance between assignment clusters and therefore covers a majority of the area that 
could be developed once a concept plan is approved by the Tribe for development.  Inclusion of all eight 
one-acre concept plans as fully-evaluated alternatives within the EA would result in a high level of 
redundancy, would not provide the contrast in alternatives as required by the CEQ Regulations for 
Implementing NEPA, and would not further educate the decision makers as to the environmental impacts 
of the Proposed Action.  Given the similarities in development footprint, density and layout, and project 
components among the eight one-acre concept plans and that all eight one-acre concept plans are 
proposed for the same project site, there is minimal potential that implementation of one of the seven 
other one-acre concept plans not fully evaluated within the EA would result in significant environmental 
impacts not identified under Alternative B.  Therefore, each variation of the one-acre concept plan has not 
been individually subject to detailed analysis in the EA.  In addition, the potential that implementation of 
the other one-acre concept plans would result in significant environmental impacts not identified under 
Alternative B is minimal; and therefore each one-acre concept plan does not warrant individual 
assessments within the EA.  The alternatives that were selected to be evaluated in detail allow for contrast 
in alternatives as required by the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and further educate the 
decision makers as to the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action without resulting in redundant 
analyses.   

3.1.14  Visual Resources  

Summary of Comments – Lighting and Glare 

Several letters commented that the EA fails to analyze the impact of nighttime and outdoor lighting 
associated with the proposed residential development and banquet/exhibition hall.   

Response  

The design of the proposed alternatives minimizes the impact of nighttime and outdoor lighting through 
incorporation of protective measures and BMPs, which are discussed in Section 2.2.10.  The impacts of 
nighttime and outdoor lighting associated with roadways, parking lots, the WWTP facility, and individual 
residences proposed under Alternative A are analyzed in Section 4.1.12.  As stated in Section 4.2.12, 
Alternative B would involve the construction of a similar residential development of reduced intensity.  
Therefore, nighttime and outdoor lighting associated with roadways, parking lots, the WWTP facility, and 
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individual residences proposed under Alternative B would be similar to those proposed under Alternative 
A.  External lighting at the tribal facilities, including the building and parking lot, would be downcast and 
shielded, in accordance with “dark sky” principals to minimize light pollution, glare, and light trespass.  
Additional text has been added to Section 4.2.12 of the Final EA to clarify that the impacts of lighting 
associated with all components of Alternative B would be insignificant.   

Summary of Comments – Scenery 

Commenters expressed concern that the proposed alternatives may cause significant impacts to visual 
resources due to the development of 143 residential units and 80,000 square feet of tribal facilities (under 
Alternative B) on relatively undisturbed, agriculturally-centered lands.  Several commenters requested 
additional information as to how 1-acre lots are similar in visual character to surrounding development if 
surrounding development is rural residential lots that range from a minimum of 5 acres to a maximum of 
20 acres.  Commenters stated that the banquet/exhibition hall is not similar to any surrounding 
development and requested mitigation be included to ensure it will be compatible with the distinctive 
style of the Santa Ynez Valley.   

Response  

The 5-acre residential plots proposed under Alternative A would be similar to existing designated land 
uses in the vicinity of the project site whereas the 1-acre resident plots proposed under Alternative B 
would be slightly smaller than existing designated land uses of minimum lots sizes of 5, 10, 20, 40 and 
100 acres in the vicinity of the project site.  However, as discussed in General Response 3.1.10, 1-acre 
resident plots would be clustered so as to retain larger open spaces and preserve the rural character of the 
Santa Ynez Valley while still being large enough plots such that the clusters do not constitute a suburban 
subdivision.  Additionally, as shown on Figures 2-1 and 2-2 of the EA, an approximately 1,000 foot view 
corridor of open space would be established along the project site’s southwestern boundary with SR-154 
under both Alternatives A and B, thereby preserving the scenic views from the roadway.  The hilly nature 
of the terrain along SR-154 is such that none of the proposed residences will be visible from roadway.  
All residential structures would be designed to be compatible with surrounding residential structures and 
the rural character of the Santa Ynez Valley; text was added to Sections 2.2 and 2.3 of the Final EA to 
clarify this.   

The tribal facilities proposed under Alternative B would constitute a land use that differs from existing 5-
acre (minimum) residential land uses in the vicinity of the project site.  The community facilities would 
be positioned at the center of the project site, creating a buffer between the facilities and surrounding 
residential and agricultural land uses.  Additionally, as discussed in Section 4.2.12 of the EA, the visual 
character of the development under Alternative B would be compatible with the neighboring East 
Baseline/Rancho Estates and would be designed similar to that of structures on nearby farms and ranches, 
thereby keeping consistent with the distinctive style of the Santa Ynez Valley.  Mitigation measures to 
ensure the design is consistent with the style of the Santa Ynez Valley are therefore not necessary.  
Further, the tribal facilities proposed under Alternative B have been revised to exclude the 
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banquet/exhibition hall, and therefore constitute an approximately 12,042 square foot (sf) facility as 
opposed to an 80,000 sf facility (refer to General Response 3.1.17 for further discussion); the analysis 
presented in Section 4.2.12 of the EA has been updated accordingly.  The level of detail and analysis 
provided within the Final EA constitutes the required “hard look” at the potential impacts of the Proposed 
Action and project alternatives to visual resources.    

3.1.15 Expressions of Opinion/Non-Substantive Comments   

Summary of Comments 

Many of the comments received were expressions of opinion either for or against the trust acquisition and 
subsequent proposed development.  Many other comments were received which do not raise a substantive 
environmental issue.  Several other comments were statements of information related to the commenter, 
such as a mailing address.   

Response  

To warrant a detailed response in the Final EA, comments must fulfill two minimum requirements: 1) the 
comments must raise a substantive environmental issue, and 2) they must be related to either the decisions 
to be made by the Lead Agency based on the EA or to the expected result of these decisions.  Responses 
have not been provided to comments failing to raise substantive environmental issues; however, all 
comments are in the administrative record for the project and will be considered by the BIA in making its 
decision. 

3.1.16 Impact to Oak Trees and Oak Habitat   

Summary of Comments 

Several of the comments received expressed concern related to the impact to oak trees and oak habitat.  
Commenters requested additional information as to how no net loss of oaks would be achieved as well as 
expressed concerns related to habitat fragmentation, removal of understory, disruption of the canopy, and 
disruption of animal movement through the woodland.   

Response 

The Tribal Ordinance Regarding Oak Tree Preservation for the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians 
(Oak Tree Ordinance) protects species of oak tree native to the County including Valley oak (Quercus 

lobata), coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), and canyon live oak (Quercus chrysolepis) but does not 
include blue oak (Quercus douglasii).  Blue oak would be protected at a level consistent with the Tribal 
Oak Tree Ordinance if the Proposed Action is approved; text was updated in Section 3.4, 4.1.4, 4.2.4, and 
5.4 of the Final EA to provide clarity.  The Tribal Oak Tree Ordinance requires that there shall be “no net 
loss of oak trees from the Reservation unless they pose a threat to human health or impede development 
of tribal facilities.” 
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Similar to the tree ordinance which applies to County projects, Section 5.4 of the EA states that the 
location of specific trees anticipated for removal as part of a project will be identified prior to 
groundbreaking.  Under the selected project alternative, identification of trees which cannot be avoided 
will be performed by the site contractor.  A qualified arborist with experience working with biological 
resources will survey trees which have been slated for removal by the contractor, identify the specific 
location, species, size, and health of those trees within the construction footprint, and prepare an Arborist 
Report describing findings and recommendations.  All oak trees anticipated for removal will be assessed 
and replaced.  No net loss of oak trees will occur. 

The Arborist Report will provide a revegetation plan which will include proposed planting locations and a 
five-year plan to ensure successful oak tree replacement.  As outlined in Section 5.4 of the EA, specific 
actions both to preserve existing trees and to encourage recruitment and growth of young trees would be 
required to offset potential impacts associated with proposed development under Alternatives A and B.  In 
response to comments, the Tribe updated the mitigation measure in Section 5.4.1 of the Final EA to 
incorporate some of the recommendations from commenters related to replacement oak tree plantings:    

Once the construction footprint is finalized, the contractor shall flag any oak trees slated 
for removal prior to groundbreaking.  A qualified arborist shall survey trees anticipated 
for removal, identify any oak trees within the selected footprint, and prepare an Arborist 
Report.  The Arborist Report shall identify all oak trees anticipated for removal and 
require a no net loss of oak trees.  The Arborist Report shall provide a revegetation plan 
that includes proposed planting locations within the project site with a minimum spacing 
of 20 feet, protection within the dripline of newly planted trees, and a five-year 
monitoring plan to ensure that the revegetation effort is successful. 

As part of the oak tree mitigation program (refer to Section 5.4 of the EA), much of the oak replacement 
would focus on the riparian corridor and surrounding microhabitats.  This process would encourage the 
recruitment of new trees and would include monitoring to ensure survival, thereby encouraging the 
establishment of younger trees.  To protect oak trees, ground disturbance in these areas would be limited 
within the dripline of any oak tree in this zone and hand tools would be used whenever feasible to 
minimize ground disturbance.  The oak tree mitigation program would outline provisions that aim to 
improve the quality of and propagate the habitat available.   

Placement of a portion of the new oak trees along the existing riparian corridor would increase habitat 
complexity and contribute beneficial features including control of stream bank erosion, increased shade, 
and increased connectivity between existing patches of riparian habitat.  Riparian corridors are generally 
focused movement areas for wildlife relative to upland habitat due to increased forage associated with 
proximity to water.  By planting a significant portion of replacement trees in the on-site riparian habitat, 
the beneficial effect upon wildlife by new plantings will be maximized.  The Arborist Report will also 
detail the number and placement of additional oaks so that plantings will contribute to reducing runoff.   
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Understory vegetation has been described in Section 3.4 of the EA as being similar in composition to 
surrounding non-native annual grassland.  Non-native grassland covers a significant portion of the 
property.  During several vegetation surveys performed by qualified botanists within the suitable 
identification period, it was determined that the project site does not provide habitat for any federally-
listed plants.  With installation of replacement trees, the type and quantity of which will be determined 
within the Arborist Report, effects of tree removal on understory vegetation will be reduced to a minimal 
level. 

Establishment of 33 acres of Oak Woodland Resource Management Zone will ensure that large patches of 
oak woodland are preserved.  In these areas, pruning will be closely monitored for the purpose of public 
safety and tree health.  Trimming or other disturbance associated with vegetation management will be 
limited within the drip line of any oak tree within these designated resource management zones. 

Plantings required by the Arborist Report will be subjected to a 5-year monitoring plan to ensure the re-
vegetation effort is successful based on provisions outlined and approved in that Report.  

3.1.17 Impacts of Alternative B – Tribal Facilities  

Summary of Comments 

Several of the comments received stated that the EA did not address impacts associated with the tribal 
facilities included in Alternative B. 

Response 

Impacts associated with the development of the tribal facilities included within Alternative B are 
addressed in Section 4.2 of the EA.  For example, Section 4.2.7 of the EA addresses impacts to 
transportation and circulation from Alternative B, including trips generated by the tribal development.  
Table 4-13 in Section 4.2.7 of the EA provides the estimated number of peak hour trips generated by 
Alternative B, and the tribal facilities are clearly represented through the incorporation of a trip generation 
rate identified as “Community Center.”  The Tribe has revised the program for the tribal facilities as the 
development of a banquet/exhibition hall is no longer economically feasible.  Instead, the Tribe would 
develop approximately 12,000 square feet of tribal facilities nearly identical to the facilities on the 
existing Reservation.  The tribal facilities would include a meeting hall, private offices, general office 
space, conference room, break room and kitchen, and associated circulation and miscellaneous spaces 
(lobby, bathrooms, reception, storage, etc).  A breakdown of the components of the proposed tribal 
facilities is displayed in Table 2-2 in Section 2.3 of the Final EA.  It is anticipated that the tribal 
development would include office space for up to 40 tribal employees and result in up to 100 events per 
year being held at the facilities with up to 400 attendees plus vendors.  The analysis of impacts within the 
Final EA has been updated to account for the reduction in size of the facilities and intensity of anticipated 
use.  For example, the TIS has been updated to account for the lower number of trips that would be 
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generated by the smaller facilities (refer to Appendix I of the Final EA).  To accommodate the reduced 
intensity of the development, approximately 250 parking spaces would be provided.    

3.1.18 Impacts of Alternative C  

Summary of Comments 

Several commenters stated that the No Action Alternative (Alternative C) was inaccurate because it 
assumed no development would occur on the property.  Comments contended that the project site could 
be developed consistent with existing zoning laws.   

Response 

The Tribe reevaluated its options and decided that, if the Proposed Action is not approved, the Tribe 
would likely increase vineyard production to maximize the use of the prime farmland on the project site 
that would continue to be held under fee title and governed by County land use restrictions.  The No 
Action Alternative (Alternative C) has been updated in the Final EA to include development of 
approximately 44 acres of vineyard (refer to Section 2.4 of the Final EA).  The Tribe may keep all parcels 
of the project site under Williamson Act contracts under the No Action Alternative.   

3.2 INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES 

This section provides direct responses to individual comments received from public agencies, 
governmental bodies, organizations, as well as private citizens during the comment period.  All of the 
comments, which have been bracketed and numbered for ease of reference, are provided in Section 2.0 of 
this document.   

3.2.1  Federal Comment Letters (F) 

No comment letters were received from federal agencies.   

3.2.2  State Comment Letters (S) 

Response to Comment Letter S1 – California Department of Transportation, District 5 

S1-01 The Traffic Impact Study (TIS) (Appendix I to the Final EA) applied the Caltrans LOS D 
significant criteria for SR-154 and SR-246 as found in the Caltrans Transportation Concept 

Report.  This approach is the same used, and therefore consistent with, the County’s traffic 
analysis prepared for the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan (SYVCP).  The traffic study 
prepared for the SYVCP was reviewed by Caltrans staff, and LOS C was not specified by 
Caltrans as the applicable significance criteria.  The Santa Barbara County Congestion 
Management Program adopted by the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 
uses LOS D as the standard for SR-154 and SR-246.  Accordingly, a LOS D was used as 
significance criteria to determine adverse traffic impacts to State highway facilities.  
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 The commenter suggests using LOS C as the standard for SR-154 and SR-246, stating, “The 
current minimum standard for all state highways is LOS C, as outlined in the Caltrans Guide 

for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies [Caltrans Guide].”  Caltrans published the 
Caltrans Guide to provide “better quality and consistency in the analysis of traffic impacts 
generated by local development and land use change proposals that effect State highway 
facilities” (Caltrans, 2002).  The Caltrans Guide was developed by Caltrans staff and then 
adapted for State-wide use by a team of Headquarters and District staff; however, the LOS C 
reference in the Caltrans Guide is not an LOS standard or significance criteria that has been 
adopted pursuant to CEQA or NEPA requirements.  Accordingly, a LOS C was not used to 
evaluate the impacts of Alternatives A and B to State highway facilities.    

 Additionally, the Caltrans Guide states “Caltrans endeavors to maintain a target LOS at the 
transition between LOS “C” and LOS “D” on State highway facilities; however, Caltrans 
acknowledges that this may not always be feasible and recommends that the lead agency 
consult with Caltrans to determine the appropriate target LOS.  If an existing State highway 
facility is operating at less than the appropriate target LOS, the existing MOE should be 
maintained” (Caltrans, 2002).  As shown in the TIS, most of the study-area roadway 
segments and intersections are forecast to operate at LOS C or better with the addition of 
project traffic in the near-term.  For those study-area State highway facilities and 
intersections that are forecast to operate at LOS D or worse, the existing LOS would not be 
degraded by Alternatives A and B in most cases (refer to Tables 3.7-3 through 3.7-5 in 
Section 3.7, Tables 4-5 through 4-7 of Section 4.1.7, and Tables 4-14 through 4-16 of Section 
4.2.7 in the Final EA).  The SR-246/SR-154 intersection currently operates at LOS C but 
would degrade to LOS F with the addition of project traffic in the near-term, which is a 
significant impact.  The mitigation recommended in Section 5.7 of the EA is to signalize or 
convert the intersection to a roundabout.  A roundabout project is now under construction and 
scheduled for completion in 2015, which will mitigate the impact generated by Alternatives 
A and B.  In the cumulative scenario, several of the study-area State highway facilities and 
intersections are forecast to operate at worse than LOS D (refer to Tables 4-23 through 4-28 
of Section 4.4.7 in the Final EA); mitigation included in Section 5.7 of the EA would provide 
fair share funding from the Tribe for recommended traffic improvements that would reduce 
the impact of Alternatives A and B to minimal level.   

S1-02 The commenter is incorrect in stating, “A Peak Hour Factor (PHF) of 1.00 was used for all 
traffic analysis in this traffic study.”  The TIS applied a PHF of 0.88 for the roadway segment 
analyses prepared for SR-154 north and south of the SR-246 connection.  For intersections, 
the traffic study applied a PHF of 1.0, which is consistent with the traffic analysis prepared 
by the County for the SYVCP. 
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 The comment includes several definitions and descriptions of volumes and flow rates from 
the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM).  However, application of PHFs that are less than 1.0 
is not required by the HCM.  Use of PHFs less than one are intended to evaluate traffic 
operations for the busiest 15-minute period within the peak one-hour period, instead of 
analyzing the one-hour peak period.  Both the County and SBCAG have adopted LOS 
standards for the one-hour peak period (i.e. PHFs = 1.0).  Therefore, the intersection analysis 
contained in the TIS and EA for Alternatives A and B is consistent with the standards 
adopted by the County and SBCAG.  Furthermore, the analysis contained in the TIS and EA 
is consistent with that used in the traffic study developed by the County for the SYVCP. 

S1-03 The LOS analysis for the unsignalized intersections provided in the TIS prepared for 
Alternatives A and B is consistent with the analysis used by the County for unsignalized 
intersections in the traffic study prepared for the SYVCP (Appendix I of the Final EA).  
Caltrans is correct in stating that the HCM does not provide procedures for determining the 
overall LOS for unsignalized intersections.  However, the traffic analysis for the unsignalized 
intersections provided in the TIS does not “violate HCM methodology,” as stated by the 
commenter.  Instead, the LOS reported in the TIS use a weighted average of the delays for 
vehicles that are required to stop and wait for a gap prior to traversing the intersection (major 
road left-turn movements and minor street left-turn, thru, and right-turn movements).  This 
method was developed by Associate Transportation Engineers (ATE) and the County 
evaluating LOS at unsignalized intersections within the County. 

S1-04 Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment S1-01 for a discussion of the LOS 
criteria used to determine significant impacts to intersections.   

Response to Comment Letter S2 – California Department of Fish and Wildlife, South Coast 
Region 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is solely correspondence between the BIA and commenter regarding the 
end of the comment period on the EA.   

Response to Comment Letter S3 – California State Clearinghouse  

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is solely correspondence from the commenter regarding comment letters 
received at the State Clearinghouse during the comment period on the EA.   
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Response to Comment Letter S4 – California Department of Fish and Wildlife, South Coast 
Region 

S4-01 Comment noted, and the comment letter and attachments are hereby incorporated into the 
administrative record.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

S4-02 and S4-03 Comment noted.   

S4-04 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.16 for a discussion of the Tribal Ordinance 
Regarding Oak Tree Preservation for the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians (Oak Tree 
Ordinance) and actions that would be taken by the Tribe to ensure no net loss of oak trees on 
the project site.   

S4-05 Comment noted.  Sections 3.4 and 5.4 of the Final EA have been updated to reflect a raptor 
nesting season of February 1 through September 15.   

S4-06 The project site is bound by roads on its north and south borders.  Currently developed land 
uses in the vicinity of the project site include residential development to the north and east.  
Agricultural crops are located to the north, east, and west.  Oak savannah is located to the 
west and south, and non-native annual grassland can be found to the southeast, south, and 
southwest of the project site.  The ephemeral drainage that extends in a southwestern 
direction through the vineyard is comprised of highly incised three and ten-foot high banks 
with shrubby upland vegetation present, which provides cover and a link to other habitats 
located to the north and southwest of the project site.  Appropriate buffer zones will be 
established surrounding each ephemeral drainage identified on the property as described in 
Section 5.4 of the Final EA.  These buffers will restrict construction activities so that no 
equipment storage, grading, or structural development will occur within the identified 
corridor.  Alternatives A and B have both been designed to avoid the identified wildlife 
corridor and its associated migratory value.  Planting of replacement oak trees, as described 
in General Response 3.1.16, will improve the habitat resources available within the corridor 
by increasing beneficial effects associated with habitat diversification.  Enhancement of the 
wildlife corridor will improve the linkage between.  No habitats associated with native or 
resident migratory fish or wildlife nursery habitats are found on the project site.  

 Edge effects that may result from implementation of Alternatives A and B would either result 
in a minimal impact due to the project design (e.g. maximizing the size of resource 
management zones) or would be mitigated to a minimal impact (e.g. development of a spill 
prevention and countermeasure plan for construction, as required by mitigation in Section 
5.11).   
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 The Tribe will consider factors that would maximize animal wildlife corridors, such as 
placement, size, and links between resource management zones, when developing the final 
site plan of the selected project alternative.  In particular, the designated open 
space/recreational such as Passive Trails and an Equestrian Area create a transition between 
residential and riparian areas in many portions of the property (EA Figures 2-1 and 2-2).     

 As stated in Section 2.2 of the EA, structural fire protection would be provided through 
compliance with tribal ordinances no less stringent than applicable International Fire Code 
requirements.  During development of the final site plan of the selected project alternative, 
the Tribe will consider the location of proposed structures location and roadways as they 
relate to fuel modification zones and consult with the SBCFD as needed.  Hand tools for fuel 
modification activities will be utilized where feasible.    

 The Tribe will consider invasive species, including ants, when designing the project site 
landscaping plan.  The analysis within the EA is consistent with the CEQ Regulations for 
Implementing NEPA, the BIA NEPA Guidebook, and the FESA.    

S4-07 Comment noted.   

S4-08  Comment noted.  The Tribe will retain open space wherever feasible in accordance with its 
commitment to conservation.  Maintenance of riparian corridors, including implementation of 
buffers, management of invasive vegetation, and encouragement of oak woodland 
establishment will act to ensure protection/enhancement of habitat and existing migratory 
corridors.  It is appreciated that the commenter will be available for future consultation.    

S4-09 Comment noted.  It is appreciated that the commenter will be available for future 
consultation.   Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or opinions. 

Response to Comment Letter S5 – California Native American Heritage Commission 

S5-01 Comment noted. 

S5-02 Comment noted. 

S5-03 Comment noted.  For comments related to contacting the commenter, refer to General 
Response 3.1.15.   

Response to Comment Letter S6 – California Native American Heritage Commission 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as it is a duplicate of Comment Letter S5.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter 
S5.   



3.0 Response to Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 3-33 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 

May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

Response to Comment Letter S7 – California State Clearinghouse  

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is solely correspondence from the commenter regarding comment letters 
received at the State Clearinghouse during the comment period on the EA.   

Response to Comment Letter S8 – California State Clearinghouse  

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is solely correspondence from the commenter regarding comment letters 
received at the State Clearinghouse during the comment period on the EA.   

3.2.3  Local Comment Letters (L) 

Response to Comment Letter L1 – Santa Barbara County Executive Officer Chandra L. 
Wallar 

L1-01  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

L1-02  Comments noted. 

L1-03  The commenter is correct that acreage of the project site (approximately 1,433 acres) 
accounts for approximately six percent of the rural lands identified in the Santa Ynez Valley 
Community Plan (SYVCP) area (approximately 22,690 acres), which could be considered a 
substantial amount.  However, the majority of the project site would remain rural. As stated 
in Appendix D to the EA, the development footprint of residences and new roadways would 
be approximately 43 acres under Alternative A and approximately 57 acres under Alternative 
B.  Including the 3 acres for utilities, the total conversion from rural land on the project site 
would be approximately 46 and 60 acres for Alternatives A and B, respectively.  These 
acreages represent approximately less than one percent of the rural lands identified in the 
SYVCP area.   

L1-04  Comment noted.  Land use is adequately addressed in Sections 3.8, 4.1.8, 4.2.8, 4.3.8, and 
4.4.8 of the EA.   

L1-05  Refer to General Response 3.1.8 regarding requests to review the cultural resources 
appendix of the EA (Appendix F of the EA). 

Response to Comment Letter L2 – Cathy Christian, Attorney for Santa Barbara County  

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is solely a request from the commenter to receive notice of any 
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information regarding the EA, the associated NEPA process, the associated fee-to-trust application, and 
the TCA. 

Response to Comment Letter L3 – Santa Barbara County Executive Officer Chandra L. 
Wallar 

L3-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or opinions. 

L3-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 for further discussion as to why an EIS is not required.  The 
commenter cites the case of Natural Resources Defense Council v. Duvall, 777 F. Supp. 1533 
(E.D. Cal. 1991) to support the comment that the Tribe’s EA is inadequate because there are 
“substantial questions as to whether Camp 4 may cause significant environmental impacts.”  
The referenced case does not support the proposition that a third party’s questions can trigger 
a requirement to prepare an EIS.  Instead, the case states that “only in those obvious 
circumstances where no effect on the environment is possible, will an EA be sufficient for the 
environmental review required under NEPA” (Natural Resources Defense Council v. Duvall, 
777 F. Supp. 1533 (E.D. Cal. 1991)).  However, this is an older case in which the court held 
that the EA in that case failed the test of “reasonableness” (Natural Resources Defense 

Council v. Duvall, 777 F. Supp. 1533, 1539 (E.D. Cal. 1991)).  Recent cases have identified 
more objective criteria, such as the intensity of the environmental effects and context, for 
determining if an EA is sufficient (e.g. Ocean Advocates v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
402 F.3d 846 (9th Cir. 2005); Ctr. for Envtl. Law & Policy v. U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, 
655 F.3d 1000, 1007-1011 (9th Cir. 2011); Rohnert Park Citizens to Enforce CEQA v. U.S. 

Dept. of Transportation, 2009 WL 595384 (N.D. Cal. Mar. 5, 2009)).  The commenter cannot 
simply state that there are “substantial questions” to require an EIS; it must show that the 
project may cause significant effects.  As demonstrated in Ocean Advocates v. U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers, 402 F.3d 846, 864–865 (9th Cir. 2005), an EIS was required for a dock 
extension because Ocean Advocates showed an increasing market demand for use of the dock 
over time.    

 Finally, there are no significant environmental impacts from the Proposed Action and project 
alternatives after mitigation.  The EA addresses all required impacts in Section 4.0; as Section 
2.2.10 of the EA further states, protective measures and BMPs have been incorporated into 
the project design to eliminate or substantially reduce environmental impacts.   

L3-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding extension of the comment review period equal to 
the length of the government shutdown. 

L3-04 Refer to the response to Comment L3-02 regarding the case cited by the County to support 
its claim that the BIA should prepare an EIS for the Proposed Action and project alternatives.   
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L3-05  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the withdrawal of the TCA by 
the Tribe.   

L3-06  Comment noted.   

L3-07  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding the extended comment period. 

L3-08 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

L3-09 The commenter states that the Proposed Action and project alternatives may have a 
significant environmental impact on land use, agriculture, public services including fire and 
sheriff, water resources, biology, air quality, traffic, and visual resources.  The existing 
settings of these resources are assessed in Section 3.0 of the EA, and the corresponding 
environmental impacts to these resources from the implementation of the project alternatives 
are assessed in Section 4.0 of the EA.  As stated therein, impacts to these resources would be 
minimized with the incorporation of mitigation or through project design; no significant 
adverse impacts would occur as a result of the Proposed Action and project alternatives.   

 The commenter further states that the project alternatives are inconsistent with land use 
regulations, including: the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan, SYVCP, the 
Williamson Act, County Uniform Rules, County zoning ordinance, and County Codes 
including Agricultural Buffer and Grading; refer to General Response 3.1.10.  The Tribe is 
planning to continue to operation of approximately 200 acres of the existing vineyard under 
Alternatives A and B, as discussed in Sections 2.2 and 2.3 of the Final EA (refer to General 
Response 3.1.9).  As discussed in Section 4.1.8 of the EA, all parcels of the project site are 
under Williamson Act contracts.  The Tribe has submitted a notice of non-renewal for the 
Williamson Act contracts (Appendix L to the EA).  In addition, the Tribe passed Resolution 
931 dated July 1, 2013 which requires compliance with the provisions of the existing 
Williamson Act contracts and the associated non-renewal process until the contracts expire in 
2023. 

 Refer to General Response 3.1.11 regarding removal of the project site from the County tax 
base and impacts to public services and utilities. 

 The commenter states than an EIS is required to disclose all project components and correct 
factual errors, to establish a clear and accurate baseline, to evaluate a full range of 
alternatives, and to disclose and analyze the reasonably foreseeable uses of Camp 4.  The 
comment further states that the project description is inadequate because it fails to disclose 
components of the project that are vital to evaluating the impacts and what is reasonably 
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foreseeable.  An EIS is not required for such disclosure and analysis as the EA provides this 
information; refer to General Response 3.1.3.   

 The commenter also states than an EIS is required to analyze all potentially significant direct 
and cumulative impacts and to require measures to mitigate or avoid significant impacts.  An 
EIS is not required for such disclosure and analysis, as the EA provides the same analysis.  
The EA includes a comprehensive description and sufficient analysis in Section 4.0 of the 
foreseeable consequences of the trust acquisition, the tribal residential development, and the 
additional proposed land uses and supportive development to provide the BIA with a “hard 
look” at the potential environmental effects of the Proposed Action and project alternatives.  
With incorporation of the protective measures and BMPs discussed in Section 2.2.10 and 
2.3.1 of the EA and the mitigation measures presented in Section 5.0 of the EA, 
environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and project alternatives would be reduced to 
minimum levels.  The commenter cites Center for Environmental Law and Policy v US 

Bureau of Reclamation (655 F.3d 1000 (9th Cir. 2011)) and argues that “Agencies conducting 
NEPA review must also consider the indirect effects of the proposed project—i.e.[,] effects 
caused by the agency action that are later in time or farther removed in distances, but are still 
reasonably foreseeable.”  But where “an action ‘could conceivably’ occur but ‘it is at least as 
likely that it will never’ occur, the ‘future activity is not reasonably foreseeable,’ (refer to, 
e.g., Building a Better Bellevue v. U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 2013 WL 865843 at *6 
(W.D. Wash. Mar. 7, 2013) (“[W]hen) (quoting Headwaters, Inc. v. Bureau of Land Mgmt., 
914 F.2d 1174, 1182 (9th Cir. 1990)) and need not be considered.  Here, the EA thoroughly 
discusses indirect and reasonably foreseeable environmental effects in Section 4.0.  In Center 

for Environmental Law, the EA in question was deemed adequate because the EA discussed 
cumulative effects.  The court also held that the EA did not need to include discussion of 
impacts of a future project (Ctr. for Envtl. Law & Policy v. U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, 655 
F.3d 1000, 1007-1011 (9th Cir. 2011)).  Although the discussion of past cumulative effects 
was “perfunctory,” the court held that the rest of the EA in question displayed Reclamation’s 
sensitivity to those effects: 

The perfunctory discussion in the “Cumulative Impacts” section of the 
EA is not, however, reflective of Reclamation's overall approach.  The 
analysis of various effects in other portions of the EA displays sensitivity 
to, and consideration of, the multitude of changes previously wrought by 
mankind on the Columbia River Basin (Ctr. for Envtl. Law & Policy v. 

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, 655 F.3d 1000, 1007-1011 (9th Cir. 2011)).   

 Table 4-17 in Section 4.4 of the EA expressly presents a summary of the approved and 
pending development projects in the Santa Ynez Valley, and Section 4.4 of the EA discusses 
potential cumulative impacts, easily meeting the standard applied in Center for 
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Environmental Law.  Finally, the court further stated that although another project was 
reasonably foreseeable—since the government had issued a Notice of Intent to conduct the 
project—the impact of that project would be addressed in the NEPA review for that project 
(Ctr. for Envtl. Law & Policy v. U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, 655 F.3d 1000, 1007-1011 (9th 
Cir. 2011)).  Since the completion of the EA, the Tribe has proposed a hotel expansion 
project on the existing Reservation.  Section 4.4 of the Final EA has been updated to include 
the cumulative impacts associated with the Tribe’s proposed expansion of the hotel.   

L3-10 Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding the existing Right-of-Ways (ROWs) on the 
project site. 

L3-11 As stated in Section 2.2.2 of the EA, the residential units proposed under Alternative A would 
be single-family detached houses.  Residential units proposed under Alternative B would also 
be single-family detached houses; text was added to Section 2.3 of the Final EA for 
clarification.  Accessory structures on the residential lots would be typical of those associated 
with single-family, rural residences.  If the Proposed Action is approved and the project site is 
taken into trust, rules and regulations associated with allowable structures and permitted land 
uses on residential lots would be at the discretion of the Tribe (refer to General Response 
3.1.12 for further discussion).   

 The EA is a planning level document.  Consequently, the exact details of the type, number, 
timing, and size of events to be hosted at the banquet/exhibition hall proposed in the EA have 
not yet been determined.  As stated in Section 2.3 of the EA, it is anticipated that the 
banquet/exhibition hall would result in up to 100 events per year, a highly conservative 
number (approximately two events per week).  The actual number of events and number of 
attendees would likely be less.  Environmental impacts associated with the banquet/exhibition 
hall are assessed in Section 4.2 of the EA using the conservative assumption of hosting up to 
100 events per year with up to 1,000 people in attendance at each event.  For example, the 
proposed trip generation rate for peak hour trips of the tribal facilities presented in Table 4-13 
in Section 4.2.7 of the EA conservatively estimated that all 80,000 square feet of 
development would add new trips to the study roadway network simultaneously during peak 
hours (refer to Appendix I of the EA).  This assessment provides a worst-case impact 
assessment scenario.  The tribal development trips were estimated using the trip generation 
rate for land use category 495 Recreational Community Center published in the ITE Trip 

Generation Manual for all 80,000 square feet of development.  Utilization of ITE and use 
category 495 provides a conservative assessment of the entire development (use of office ITE 
rates for some of the spaces would result in a lower overall trip generation rate).  To produce 
a conservative estimate of water supply and wastewater treatment needs, the Water and 
Wastewater Feasibility Study (Appendix C of the EA) assumed 100 events per year with 
1,000 people in attendance at each event.  As with the traffic analysis, the actual number of 
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events and attendees will likely be less.  Accordingly, the comprehensive description 
provided in Section 2.0 of the EA provides adequate detail for the BIA to fully evaluate the 
potential impacts of the Proposed Action and proposed alternatives. 

 Since the release of the EA, the Tribe has revised the tribal facilities proposed under 
Alternative B to exclude the banquet/exhibition hall.  The Final EA and associated technical 
studies have been updated accordingly; refer to General Response 3.1.17 for further 
discussion.   

L3-12 Baseline conditions are presented in Section 3.0 of the EA.  In regards to population and 
housing, the baseline accurately presents data from the U.S. Census.  Refer to Table 3.6-1 of 
the EA for the population data and Section 3.6.1 of the EA for a discussion of housing 
inventory in the project region.  These population estimates and housing inventories are 
utilized in Section 4.0 of the EA to assess impacts of the project alternatives.  For example, 
Section 4.1.6 of the EA assesses the impacts of Alternative A to socioeconomic conditions 
and clearly outlines the corresponding analysis methodology.  As stated therein, an adverse 
impact to socioeconomic conditions would result from the implementation of Alternative A if 
the project alternative would result in: 

 The substantial alteration of the ability of the local economy to perform at existing 
levels, from the effects of substantial losses to businesses (for example revenues or 
employees) or governments (for example tax revenues); 

 The displacement of substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere; or 

 The displacement of substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere. 

 The commenter states that the document assumes that there will be no increase in residents of 
the Santa Ynez Valley.  On the contrary, Section 4.1.6 of the EA states that there will be an 
increase in residents associated with Alternatives A and B; however, the population and 
demographics of the region would not change “in a substantial way.”  Furthermore, the 
analysis states that additional indirect growth would result as people move into the area for 
construction work or to staff the jobs created indirectly from Alternative A; however, the 
growth would be minor.  Conservatively assuming that all of the 143 new tribal residences 
would be constructed at once and filled immediately by tribal members residing in the 
surrounding area and assuming 2.9 persons per household, approximately 415 new residents 
could move into the region from the homes vacated by tribal members.  Based on the 
population of the region (Santa Ynez, Solvang, Los Olivos, and Buelton), 415 new residents 
would account for a 2.6 percent increase over the 2010 combined census population of the 
region.  Considering that the project would be constructed in phases as each residence is 
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needed, such an increase would not occur all at once.  The phased growth would not be 
considered substantial.  Therefore, the baseline assumptions are accurate within the EA and 
the assessment of population growth and number of visitors to the tribal facilities under 
Alternative B (e.g., refer to Section 4.2.7 of the EA for an analysis of the traffic impacts of 
the tribal facilities), do not require revisions to the traffic, air quality, or public services 
analyses presented in Section 4.0 of the Final EA. 

L3-13 For comments related to the requirement for an EIS, refer to General Response 3.1.3. 

 The County relies on Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332 (1989) for 
the rule that “NEPA requires the BIA to take a ‘hard look’ at the environmental consequences 
of Camp 4.”  This case so holds, and the BIA did take a “hard look” at the impacts of the 
Proposed Action.   

 The County relies on Natural Resources Defense Council v. Duvall, 777 F. Supp. 1533, 1539 
(E.D. Cal. 1991) for the rule that “An Environmental Assessment in [sic] only appropriate ‘in 
those obvious circumstances where no effect on the environment is possible’” (Natural 

Resources Defense Council v. Duvall, 777 F. Supp. 1533, 1539 (E.D. Cal. 1991)).  Refer to 
the response to Comment L3-02 regarding the applicability of this case.   

 The commenter cites Greenpeace Action v. Franklin, 14 F.3d 1324 (9th Cir. 1992) and Blue 

Mountain Biodiversity Project v. Blackwood, 161 F.3d 1208 (9th Cir. 1998) as support for the 
comment that “NEPA requires the BIA to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement 
because there are substantial questions about whether Camp 4 may have a significant effect 
on the environment.”  Greenpeace, however, does not support an argument that “substantial 
questions” about a project that “may” have an effect on the environment triggers the 
requirement to prepare an EIS.  In Greenpeace, the court stated that the issue is not the 
presence of uncertain effects on the human environment, but whether the mitigation measures 
allowed the reasonable conclusion that there was an adequate buffer against the 
environmental impact: 

The issue, then, is not whether the uncertainty surrounding the effect of 
pollock depletions on the Steller sea lion mandated the preparation of an 
EIS. It is whether, assuming that pollock depletion has had an adverse 
impact, the 1991 TAC in combination with the mitigation measures 
formed such an adequate buffer against that depletion that any possible 
depletion would be too minor to warrant an impact statement 
(Greenpeace Action v. Franklin, 14 F.3d 1324 (9th Cir. 1992)). 

 This case therefore confirms that the commenter’s mere assertion that there are “substantial 
questions” is insufficient to trigger an EIS. 



3.0 Response to Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 3-40 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 

May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

 Blue Mountain likewise stands for the proposition that a third party, such as the commenter, 
cannot trigger an EIS by simply posing questions.  The case states:  “As a preliminary step, 
an agency may prepare an EA to decide whether the environmental impact of a proposed 
action is significant enough to warrant preparation of an EIS” (Blue Mountain Biodiversity 

Project v. Blackwood, 161 F.3d 1208 (9th Cir. 1998)). 

 L3-14 Existing agricultural resources, including existing grazing operations, are discussed in 
Section 3.8.1 of the EA.  Impacts to agricultural resources are analyzed in Section 4.1.8, 4.2.8 
and 4.3.8 of the EA, and cumulative impacts of Alternatives A and B are discussed in Section 
4.4.8 of the EA.  Consistent with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA 
NEPA Guidebook, the impact analysis considered potential impacts to the resource of 
agricultural land, including the impact to livestock, crops, prime and unique farmland, and 
land use patterns.  Specific to existing grazing activities on the project site, implementation of 
Alternatives A or B would remove less than 0.1 percent of the grazing land within the 
County, as discussed in Sections 4.1.8 and 4.2.8 of the EA.  Livestock and other animals that 
are currently grazed within the footprint of the proposed housing development would be 
relocated to other grazing land.  Further, the open space retained on Parcels 1, 2, 3, and 5 in 
Alternative A and on Parcels 2 through 5 in Alternative B would be available for grazing 
operations; text was added to Section 4.1.8 of the Final EA to correct inconsistencies in 
statements.  The fact that the existing grazing activities on the project site would cease or be 
significantly reduced in scale does not constitute an impact to an agricultural resource under 
NEPA.  The Tribe would maintain approximately 80 percent of existing vineyard operations 
on the project site with implementation of Alternatives A or B (refer to General Response 
3.1.9).   

L3-15  Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding applicable land use policies.   

L3-16  Construction of the selected project alternative would begin in 2023 at the earliest to comply 
with the Williamson Act contracts for the project site and Tribal Resolution 931 dated July 1, 
2013, unless the contracts are terminated at an earlier date.  For the purpose of evaluating 
impacts to other resources (e.g. air quality, land use) in the EA, the construction date was 
assumed to be 2014 to apply conservative assumptions.  For example, air quality modeling 
assumes vehicle emission rates reduce over time; accordingly a vehicle emissions factor for 
2023 is lower than those used in the 2014 analysis.  The cumulative environment in Section 
4.4 of the EA assesses impacts to the region under the 2030 planning horizon, which assumes 
full build-out of the project alternatives.  This is an accurate assumption given that the Tribe 
would then have seven years to develop the residential units before the 2030 planning 
horizon.  Text was added to Section 2.2.9 of the Final EA for clarification.   

L3-17  Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding land use on the project site.   



3.0 Response to Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 3-41 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 

May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

L3-18  Agricultural resources are listed under the general headings of Living Resources and 
Resource Use Patterns and are not listed under the general heading of Land Resources in the 
BIA NEPA Guidebook.  The EA was organized to be consistent with the organizational 
structure presented in the BIA NEPA Guidebook; therefore, agricultural resources are 
considered under the resource heading of Land Use in the EA (Sections 3.8, 4.1.8, 4.2.8, 
4.3.8, 4.4.8, and 5.8).  As in Section 4.1.8 of the EA, impacts to land use resources, which 
were defined in Section 3.8 of the EA to include agricultural resources, would occur if 
implementation of the project alternatives would result in the inability of the County to 
continue to implement existing land use policies or would result in the conversion of a 
significant percentage of County designated prime agricultural lands or other protected 
agricultural lands.  Therefore, the EA considered land use policies as well as the type of 
agricultural lands proposed for development when evaluating impacts to on-site and off-site 
agricultural resources.   

 As discussed in Section 4.1.8 of the EA, implementation of Alternative A would impact 
approximately 3 acres of unique farmland, 76 acres of farmland of local importance, and 704 
acres of grazing land on the project site.  The Agricultural Element of the Santa Barbara 
County Comprehensive Plan indicates that there are approximately 105,060 acres of irrigated 
farmland within the County, including prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, 
and unique farmland.  The 3 acres of unique farmland and 76 acres of farmland of local 
importance proposed for conversion by Alternative A represent a statistically insignificant 
percentage of agricultural land in the County.  There are roughly 1,330,280 acres of grazing 
land in the County (Santa Barbara County, 2011a), and implementation of Alternative A 
would remove approximately 0.05 percent (± 704 acres) of this grazing land from the 
jurisdiction of the County.  Because this land is non-prime farmland, impact to agriculture 
would minimal.   

 The EA utilized the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (FCIR) system to evaluate impacts 
to agricultural resources.  The FCIR rating system is a tool used under the Farmland 
Protection Policy Act (FPPA) to establish a FCIR score on proposed sites of federally-
authorized projects.  This score is used as an indicator for the project sponsor to consider 
alternative sites if the potential adverse impacts on farmland exceed the recommended 
allowable level.  The purpose of the FPPA is to minimize the impact federal programs have 
on the conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses and assures that, to the extent possible, 
federal programs are administered to be compatible with state and local units of government 
and private programs and policies to protect farmland.  The FCIR form was completed in 
compliance with the instructions and submitted the form to the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS).  The design and factors considered in the FCIR rating system 
is not within the control of the BIA. 
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 The project site received a FCIR score of 141 points for Alternative A, which is less than the 
threshold of 160 points and therefore does not warrant consideration of alternative project 
locations.  The impact to agricultural resources would therefore be minimal.  Text was 
updated in Section 4.1.8 of the Final EA to correct typos and add clarity.   

 No prime farmland would be converted under Alternative A or Alternative B.  The area 
designated as prime farmland constitutes the existing vineyard, the area proposed for 
designation as a Resource Management Zone, and a portion of the areas proposed for 
designation as open space (refer to General Response 3.1.9). 

 As discussed in Section 4.2.8 of the EA, Alternative B would convert the same acres of 
unique farmland and would convert fewer acres of farmland of local importance and grazing 
land.  This project site received a FCIR score of 137 points for Alternative B, which is less 
than the threshold of 160 points and therefore does not warrant consideration of alternative 
project locations.  The impact to agricultural resources would therefore be minimal.   

 Refer to the response to Comment L3-14 for a discussion of the evaluation of impacts to on-
site existing agricultural operations, including grazing operations.   

L3-19  Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding land use authorities and compatibilities.   

L3-20  Refer to the response to Comment L3-16 concerning the dates utilized within the assessment 
sections of the EA.   

L3-21  Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding land use restrictions on the project site.   

L3-22  Refer to General Response 3.1.14 regarding lighting and glare impacts.  

L3-23  Comment noted.  Text was updated on page 3-59 of Section 3.8.3 of the Final EA to reflect 
the expiration of the ordinance.   

L3-24  Refer to General Response 3.1.10 for a discussion of land use compatibility related to 
residential lot sizes proposed under Alternatives A and B.  If the project site were taken into 
trust, the County Agricultural Buffer ordinance and California pesticide regulatory program 
would no longer apply.  Additionally, the development footprint of the tribal residences 
would account for approximately 50.1 and 35.8 acres for Alternative A and B, respectively, 
of the 1,433 acre project site.  The remaining undeveloped areas would serve the purpose of 
an agricultural buffer to off-site agricultural operations by helping to prevent against the 
spread of insects, diseases, and weeds from the proposed residences.   
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L3-25  Comment noted.  The EA is a planning level document, and as described in the Grading and 
Drainage Feasibility Analysis (included as Appendix D of the EA), the 7 detention basins 
included in the project design of Alternatives A and B will generally be 100 feet by 400 feet, 
with depths up to 15 feet.  However, the final shape and design of the detention basins will 
depend on final placement, local terrain, and flow requirements (Appendix D of the EA).  As 
stated in Section 4.1.1 of the EA, approximately 10,000 cubic yards of fill material would be 
required for Alternative A, and, as stated in Section 4.2.1 of the EA, approximately 75,000 
cubic yards of fill material would be required for Alternative B.  The Grading and Drainage 
Feasibility Analysis states that the required fill material will be reduced by including the 
amount of asphalt concrete and aggregate base needed for the road sections (including road 
shoulders), and excavated material from the on-site detention basins could be used as one 
source for the required fill.  Once a project alternative is selected and the roadway structural 
section is finalized, these items could be adjusted to achieve a near-balanced cut and fill 
(Appendix D to the EA).  Over-sizing a detention basin to obtain additional fill material 
would not result in an adverse effect on the detention basin’s capacity or functionality.  That 
being said, some structural grade fill may be imported to meet engineering requirements, as 
stated in both Section 4.1.1 of the EA regarding Alternative A and Section 4.2.1 of the EA 
regarding Alternative B.  Accordingly, although Alternative B when compared to Alternative 
A would require more infill material and is designed with smaller detention basins, the infill 
material would be obtained from either excavated material from the on-site detention basins 
and/or import.   

L3-26  Comment noted.  Refer to responses to Comments L3-27 through L3-30, L3-45 and, L3-47.  
For comments related to requirements for an EIS, refer to General Response 3.1.3.   

L3-27  An EIS is not necessary to provide a description of the existing level of service for fire 
fighting in the area and the capacity to provide such needs to the project site.  Existing fire 
protection and emergency services as well as potential impacts that may result after 
implementation of project alternatives are discussed in Sections 3.9.6, 4.1.9, 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 
4.4.10 of the EA.  As discussed therein, the Tribe currently provides financial support to the 
SBCFD to alleviate impacts to services from existing service to tribal operations and use of 
the project site for residential purposes could create additional demand for fire protection and 
require more frequent responses from local fire-fighting agencies.  In addition, given that a 
majority of proposed residents of the housing development currently live in the Santa Ynez 
Valley, a significant increase in demands on the SBCFD would not occur (refer to the 
response to Comment L3-12 for further discussion related to the project induced population 
growth).  

 The commenter states that there is currently no agreement in place that gives the SBCFD 
permission to access the tribal trust land; this is incorrect.  The existing five-year agreement 
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between the Tribe and the SBCFD that renews annually grants permission to SBCFD to 
access tribal trust land at and around the existing Casino.  The Tribe is in the process of 
working with Fire Chief Michael Dyer to update this service agreement, which will include 
provisions for structural and wildland fire protection at the project site if the trust acquisition 
is approved.  This updated agreement will also address the commenter’s concerns related to 
SBCFD’s existing service agreement with CAL FIRE.  Text was added to Section 4.1.9 of the 
Final EA to clarify this potential impact, and a mitigation measure was added to Section 5.9 
of the Final EA to reduce this potential impact to a minimal level.   

 The commenter stated that the SBCFD does not use firefighter-to-population ratio to 
determine Standards of Cover and that the five minute response time standard in urban areas 
does not apply to the project alternatives as the project site is not within an urban area; 
associated text was updated in Section 3.9.6 of the Final EA for clarification.   

 As stated in Section 4.1.9 of the EA, an adverse impact to fire protection and emergency 
medical services would occur if project-related demands on public services would cause an 
exceedance of system capacities that result in a need for additional facilities, the construction 
and operation of which would result in adverse effects to the physical environment.  Analysis 
related to specialized firefighting equipment to provide fire protection services to a non-
residential structure (the proposed banquet/exhibition hall under Alternative B), is not 
necessary because such equipment is available in the County and, regardless, the impact 
would not result a physical impact on the environment.   

 As stated previously, the EA is a planning level document.  Consequently, final plans for a 
water supply system for fire protection, such as the number, size, and location of storage 
tanks and location of associated water supply connections, has not yet been determined.  
Preliminary analysis of the water supply system, including the flow and storage requirements 
needed for fire protection, is presented in Appendix C of the EA.  As stated therein, an 
estimated flow of 1,500 gpm for 2 hours and storage capacity of approximately 180,000 
gallons would supply adequate fire suppression for Alternative A and for Alternative B, 
including the banquet/exhibition hall.  The water supply system for fire protection will be 
designed such that water storage tanks would meet current standards for tank design and 
seismic requirements and tanks would be sited at locations to allow advantageous gravity 
flow while ensuring accessibility for maintenance, as discussed in Section 4.1.2 of the EA.  
Since the release of the EA, the Tribe has revised the tribal facilities proposed under 
Alternative B to exclude the banquet/exhibition hall; refer to General Response 3.1.17.  
However, for a conservative estimate, no changes to the requirements for fire flow rate and 
water storage have been made.   

 Comments related to recommendations that the Tribe adopt the Santa Barbara County Fire 
Code of the California Fire Code are noted.  As stated in Section 4.1.9 of the EA, all 
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development would be designed to meet the Tribe’s building codes that include fire safety 
requirements, established under a tribal ordinance that is similar to International Building 
Code (IBC) standards.  

 For comments related to funding for public services, refer to General Response 3.1.11.  For 
comments related to preparing an EIS to more completely analyze the impact to fire and 
emergency services, refer to General Response 3.1.3.   

L3-28 Existing law enforcement services as well as potential impacts that may result after 
implementation of project alternatives are discussed in Sections 3.9.5, 4.1.9, 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 
4.4.10 of the EA.  As discussed therein, use of the project site for residential purposes would 
result in a negligible increase in demands on the SBCSD.  Calls for service would not be 
disproportionate to other residential development in the County.  In addition, the proposed 
tribal residents are expected to relocate from existing housing units in the Santa Ynez Valley; 
therefore a significant increase in calls to the SBCSD would not occur (refer to the response 
to Comment L3-12 for further discussion related to the project induced population growth).  
The Tribe would continue to provide funding to the SBCSD.  No significant adverse impacts 
to law enforcement would occur that would result in physically adverse impacts to the 
environment.  The analysis of potential impacts to law enforcement service within Section 4.0 
of the EA provides a “hard look” at the potential impact to law enforcement services. 

 The commenter states that the SBCSD is responsible for search and rescue and 9-1-1 
dispatch; text was updated in Section 3.9.7 of the Final EA to reflect this.   

 As discussed in Section 4.2.9 of the EA, planned special events at the banquet/exhibition hall 
may impact public services.  The main access driveways would be utilized during special 
events, and mitigation was included in Section 5.9 of the EA to ensure a minimal impact to 
the California Highway Patrol (CHP).  Since the release of the EA, the Tribe has revised the 
tribal facilities proposed under Alternative B to exclude the banquet/exhibition hall; refer to 
General Response 3.1.17.  As stated in Section 2.3 of the Final EA, the primary events at the 
tribal facilities would include for tribal events, functions, and ceremonies similar to events 
currently hosted at the existing Tribal Administrative Building on the Reservation.  These 
facilities would be open to tribal members and their guests and would accommodate up to 
400 attendees.  Additional law enforcement staff would not be necessary to promote an 
orderly event or ensure the safety of attendees.     

L3-29  Text was updated in Section 3.9.3 of the Final EA to reflect the more recently adopted 
Assembly Bill (AB) 341, and the analysis contained within the Final EA considers the 
existing diversion rate of 75 percent.  The mitigation in Section 5.3.1 of the Final EA was 
updated to be consistent with these standards, as the Tribe is committed to reducing the 
amount of solid waste transported to landfills.  Text was updated in Sections 3.9.3, 4.1.9, and 
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4.2.9 of the Final EA to reflect the information provided by the commenter regarding the 
Tajiguas Sanitary Landfill.  The Final EA therefore accurately depicts existing resources 
related to solid waste and the potential impacts of the Proposed Action and project 
alternatives to public services related to solid waste.  Accordingly, an EIS is not necessary to 
achieve the objective of factual correction.   

 Solid waste generation associated with construction activities is described in Section 4.1.9 of 
the EA and would be temporary in nature.  The amount of construction waste would be 
consistent with projects of similar size and scope, and the Tribe would recycle as much of the 
construction waste as possible.  The Tribe anticipates diverting approximately 50 percent of 
construction solid waste.  Text was added to Section 4.1.9 of the Final EA to provide 
additional information.  The amount of solid waste generated by construction activities would 
not create the need for an expanded, upgraded, or new solid waste transfer and disposal 
facilities, and therefore would not result in a significant impact.   

 Solid waste generated by agricultural operations under Alternatives A and B would be less 
than currently generated on the project site.  Alternatives A and B would remove 
approximately 704 acres and 135 acres, respectively, from grazing operations and both 
alternatives would remove approximately 50 acres of vineyards (refer to General Response 
3.1.9), which would reduce the amount of agricultural solid waste generated on site.  For the 
purpose of analysis in the EA, it was assumed a negligible change would occur in the amount 
of solid waste generated by existing and proposed agricultural operations; text was added to 
Section 4.1.9 and 4.2.9 of the Final EA for clarification.   

 The rate of solid waste generation from events at the banquet/exhibition hall would depend 
on various factors, such as the type of event and event attendance.  As stated in Section 4.2.9 
of the EA, solid waste accumulated during special events at the exhibition hall would be 
collected at the time of the event through contractors hired by the Tribe and disposed of.  
Since the release of the EA, the Tribe has revised the tribal facilities proposed under 
Alternative B to exclude the banquet/exhibition hall; refer to General Response 3.1.17.  
Assuming a standard generation rate of 244 pound per 100 attendees (CalRecycle, 2006) and 
a conservative maximum of 400 attendees per event, the facility would generate 
approximately 976 pounds (0.5 tons) of waste per event.  Text was added to Section 4.2.9 of 
the Final EA to provide this additional quantification.  With 170 tons per day of remaining 
capacity at the local transfer station and 850 tons per day of remaining capacity at the local 
landfill, these intermittent events would not adversely impact solid waste facilities.  
Additionally, implementation of the BMPs presented in Sections 2.2.10 and 2.3.1 of the EA 
would further reduce impacts to solid waste facilities.  Text was added to Section 4.2.9 of the 
Final EA for clarification as to the estimated quantity of solid waste that would be generated 
by the proposed banquet/exhibition hall.   
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 For comments related to project induced population growth, refer to the response to 
Comment L3-12.   

 An EIS is therefore not necessary to update the information and analysis regarding solid 
waste.   

L3-30 The existing public schools and park and recreational facilities are described in Section 3.9 of 
the EA, and impacts of the project alternatives to these facilities are considered in Sections 
4.1.9, 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the EA.  As discussed therein, the impact to public schools 
and recreational facilities would be minimal with implementation of Alternatives A or B 
because any increase in population from the newly vacant residences by tribal members 
moving off-reservation to the project site would be minimal.  The purpose of the Proposed 
Action and project alternatives is to provide new tribal housing.  As stated in Section 1.3 of 
the EA, the Tribe has a population of 136 tribal members and approximately 1,300 lineal 
descendants.  Approximately 17 percent of members and lineal descendants (approximately 
244 people) have housing on tribal lands; the majority of the remaining balance of members 
and lineal descendants live within the Santa Ynez Valley and surrounding region.  Even 
though the existing land assignments on the Reservation would remain unchanged, there is 
enough of a demand from members and lineal descendants not currently on the Reservation 
for additional housing.  It is possible that new residents from outside of the region could 
move into homes vacated by tribal members; however, this would not result in a substantial 
increase in population of the Santa Ynez Valley.  Refer to the response to Comment L3-12 
for further discussion related to the project induced population growth.  Further, tribal 
members and lineal descendants under the existing tribal education policy have the option of 
attending private elementary schools which is 100 percent paid by the Tribal Education 
Department.  The Tribe has also made substantial donations to public schools and 
recreational facilities; refer to General Response 3.1.11 for further discussion.  The EA 
therefore considers all impacts to schools, parks, and recreational facilities.  Any potential 
increase in enrollment in local schools would not be significant.  Development of the project 
would not increase the number of park users enough to adversely impact local parks and 
recreation.  Therefore, an EIS is not necessary to provide further analysis.   

 It is unclear how the commenter calculated the projected student growth from the project 
based on methodology in the SYVCP, as it appears no such methodology is contained within 
the SYVCP.  Regardless, as discussed above, Alternatives A and B would result in minimal 
increase in enrollment to public schools as the majority of new tribal residents currently 
reside within the Santa Ynez Valley, the impact of families relocating to residences vacated 
by tribal members would be negligible, and the proposed housing would be developed over 
time as needed.  The commenter goes on to state that an EIS is necessary for an updated 
analysis of the capacity of nearby schools to serve the project given that the SYVCP is four 
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years old.  As discussed above, the EA presents a complete and detailed assessment of the 
potential impacts of the project alternatives to public schools, and an EIS is not necessary to 
provide additional analysis.   

L3-31  Comment noted.  Refer to responses to Comments L3-32 through L3-34 and L3-43.  For 
comments related to requirements for an EIS, refer to General Response 3.1.3.   

L3-32 Refer to General Response 3.1.9 for a discussion of the analysis presented in the EA of 
potential impacts of the project alternatives to groundwater resources.  Although the 
commenter is correct that Table 2 of the Santa Barbara County Environmental Thresholds 
and Guidelines Manual (Santa Barbara County, 2008) defines a withdrawal of 61 acre-feet 
per year (AFY) as significantly adverse, the source of the supportive data is more than 20 
years old (last revised August 20, 1992).  Groundwater levels in U.S. Geological Survey 
monitored wells to the north, east, and west of the project site have risen since the mid-1990s 
(Appendix C to the EA).  The analysis presented in the EA and the Water and Wastewater 
Feasibility Study (Appendix C to the Final EA) considered more recent data, including the 
Santa Barbara County Groundwater Report (2008), and concluded that, with implementation 
of mitigation presented in Section 5.2 of the EA, the water demands of either project 
alternative would not have an adverse impact on groundwater resources.  The Santa Barbara 
County Groundwater Report released May 1, 2012 (after publication of the Water and 
Wastewater Feasibility Study) presented findings consistent with those presented in the 2008 
report with respect to the Santa Ynez Uplands Groundwater Basin (Uplands Basin).  Further, 
more recent planning documents have indicated that the Uplands Basin has surplus supply; 
refer to General Response 3.1.9 for further discussion.   

 The EA considers supplemental supplies and potential future demand for potable water.  As 
stated in Section 3.2.2 of the EA, groundwater levels are influenced by riparian underflow in 
local tributaries to and from the Santa Ynez River, precipitation, and irrigation using surface 
water from Lake Cachuma and the State Water Project (Tetra Tech, 2010).  As discussed in 
Section 3.9.1 of the EA, existing water requirements in the vicinity of the project site are met 
either via private groundwater wells or via connection to the Santa Ynez River Water 
Conservation District, Improvement District #1 (ID1).  The project site is located just outside 
of the jurisdictional boundary of ID1.  ID1 water supplies consist of allotments from the State 
Water Project, allotments from the Central Coast Water Authority, and 19 groundwater 
supply wells.  As discussed in Section 4.4.2 of the EA, with implementation of mitigation 
included in Section 5.2 of the EA, providing potable water for the selected alternative would 
not impact other existing and proposed projects in the vicinity.  Future projects would be 
subject to County provisions regarding potable water supplies and water conservation, 
thereby preventing any cumulative impacts of the selected alternative in the future.   
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 The purpose of the commenter’s statement “that the Cachuma Project does not constitute an 
additional water source” is unclear, as the EA never implies that water from Lake Cachuma 
would supply the selected project alternative or any other project considered in the 
cumulative scenario.   

 For comments related to requirements for an EIS, refer to General Response 3.1.3.   

L3-33  The Tribe conducted additional field well pumping tests and water quality analysis in January 
and February 2014 (Appendix C to the Final EA; refer to General Response 3.1.9 for further 
discussion).  The results of these tests and analyses confirm that the water quality of the 
existing wells is sufficient for use as no analytes were present in concentrations above the 
primary or secondary standards for drinking water, including nitrate and other chemicals 
related to septic system contamination.  Text in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the Final EA 
were updated to incorporate these additional data.  For comments related to requirements for 
an EIS, refer to General Response 3.1.3.   

L3-34 The solid waste and liquid sludge generated by operation of the proposed WWTP would be 
hauled off site and appropriately disposed of via a private contractor, similar to the process in 
place at the Tribe’s WWTP located on the Tribe’s Reservation.  Text has been added to 
Section 2.2.6 of the Final EA for clarification.  An EIS is not required to provide the 
information regarding waste generated at the proposed WWTP to allow the BIA to take a 
“hard look” at the associated environmental impacts. 

L3-35  Refer to General Response 3.1.7 regarding impacts to oak trees.    

L3-36  Refer to General Response 3.1.7 regarding impacts to vernal pool fairy shrimp (VPFS).  An 
EIS is therefore not necessary to analyze impacts to VPFS.   

L3-37 Biological resources are discussed in Sections 3.4.1, 4.1.4, 4.2.4, and 5.4.3 of the EA in 
accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA, the BIA NEPA Guidebook, 
and federal requirements under the Endangered Species Act.  Refer to General Response 
3.1.7 for additional discussion.  Also, because of minimal quality and quantity of habitat on 
the project site to support western pond turtles, impacts to on-site habitat associated with 
construction are anticipated to be minimal.  Combined with mitigation and avoidance of 
wetlands and streams that shall occur as part of the selected project alternative, as required 
under the Clean Water Act, the western pond turtle will be protected without implementation 
of additional mitigation measures.   

L3-38 Potential impacts of global climate change are discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the EA.  
Language has been added to Section 4.1.3 of the EA to define the climate change significance 
criteria.  It is unclear why the commenter feels the EA relies on conclusory statements based 



3.0 Response to Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 3-50 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 

May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

on vague description of the Santa Barbara County Climate Action Strategy (CAS).  As shown 
in Section 4.4.3 of the EA, a direct comparison of the CAS and project mitigation or BMPs is 
provided, as well as a quantification of project-related greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  
Language has been added to Sections 3.3 and 4.1.3 the EA to clarify the CAS has not yet 
been adopted by the County; however, the County strategies are consistent with the State’s 
AB 32 reduction strategies and are therefore reasonable criteria for determining the project’s 
climate change significance. 

 Section 5.3 of the EA provides mitigation which would minimize project-related emissions of 
criteria pollutants.  Quantification of the mitigation measures and BMPs provided within the 
EA for air quality were not quantified as the impacts were not determined to be significant.  

L3-39 The commenter believes the EA lacks specific information to fully evaluate traffic impacts.  
Traffic impacts are fully evaluated in Section 4.0 and Appendix I of the EA.  Alternatives A 
and B would increase traffic on local roadways.  However, as shown in Section 4.0 and 
Appendix I of the EA, Alternatives A and B would not significantly increase congestion.  As 
shown in Section 4.0 and Appendix I of the EA, all roadways and intersections in the study 
area (as defined in the TIS) would operate acceptably under the County’s level of service 
criteria.  It is unclear what questions the commenter is referring to.   

 Once the project site is in trust, it will not be under the jurisdiction of the County; however, 
as stated by the commenter, the EA does not provide County permit requirement for 
accessing the project site.  Language has been added to Section 1.6 of the Final EA stating 
that the County regulatory requirement for access permitting would be completed.  These 
permits will dictate the design of the access to the project site; therefore, the access will be 
designed according to County standards.   

 As shown in Section 4.0 and Appendix I of the EA, project-related traffic would not result in 
an unacceptable capacity on County roadways.  An acceptable County roadway capacity is 
based on the County’s LOS B standard, adopted for the Santa Ynez area.  Therefore, no 
mitigation is required for County roadways and no fair share contribution is necessary.  Since 
County roadways would operate under acceptable conditions with the implementation of the 
proposed alternatives, a turn lane warrant assessment for County roadway access 
unnecessary.  No further traffic analysis would be warranted.  However, since the release of 
the EA, the Tribe has revised the tribal facilities proposed under Alternative B to exclude the 
banquet/exhibition hall.  The Final EA and associated technical studies have been updated 
accordingly; refer to General Response 3.1.17 for further discussion.   

 Because it is not known exactly what type of events will be held at the banquet/exhibition 
hall, a conservative trip generation rate of 22.88 trips per thousand square feet is used.  The 
trip generation rate is from the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Report, 
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8th Edition, 2008, land use code 495.  The land use generally defines a standalone structure 
that facilitates a variety of events.  At the time the EA was prepared, the exact type of events 
was not known; therefore, the land use code 495 is an appropriate trip generation rate.  Since 
the release of the EA, the Tribe has revised the tribal facilities proposed under Alternative B 
to exclude the banquet/exhibition hall.  The Final EA and associated technical studies have 
been updated accordingly; refer to General Response 3.1.17 for further discussion.  As the 
exact type of events that would be held at the revised tribal facilities is not known at this time, 
the analysis used land use code 495.   

 The commenter is correct that the EA states that the Tribe will be required to contract with 
the CHP to ensure visitor access to the project site does not interfere with roadway 
operations, and mitigation that was developed in consultation with CHP is included in 
Section 5.9 of the EA.  However, since the release of the EA, the Tribe has revised the tribal 
facilities proposed under Alternative B to exclude the banquet/exhibition hall; refer to 
General Response 3.1.17 for further discussion.  Given the reduced maximum attendance at 
events at the tribal facilities, there would be no need for traffic management or coordination 
with the CHP and/or the County; Section 5.9 of the Final EA has been updated accordingly.   

 For comments related to requirements for an EIS, refer to General Response 3.1.3. 

L3-40  Refer to General Response 3.1.14 for a discussion of the impact to visual resources, 
including the scenic resources of SR-154, the potential impacts of the proposed one-acre 
housing development, the potential impacts of the proposed banquet/exhibition hall, and the 
potential impacts on night and outdoor lighting.  If the project site is taken into trust, the 
County’s Outdoor Lighting Regulations for the SYVCP area would no longer be applicable.  
An EIS is not required to provide the information regarding visual resources to allow the BIA 
to take a “hard look” at the associated environmental impacts.   

L3-41 The EA (referred to as the ‘Camp 4 EA’ in the following response for clarity) provides the 
appropriate level of detail to evaluate the potential cumulative impacts of the project 
alternatives and all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions and projects in Section 
4.4 of the Camp 4 EA.  In addition, the cumulative setting accurately describes development 
in the project areas that could result in cumulative impacts from the Proposed Action.  The 
Tribe’s proposed hotel expansion project, proposed by the Tribe in February 2014, has been 
included in the cumulative setting in Section 4.4 of the Final Camp 4 EA; text in Section 4.4 
of the Final Camp 4 EA and technical studies were updated accordingly (for example, the 
cumulative setting of the TIS was updated to account for the hotel expansion).  The 
commenter states that incremental impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, even if all development complies with codes, standards, and ordinances, are exactly 
what an EA is required to consider, referencing 40 CFR 1508.7.  This reference is to the CEQ 
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Regulations for Implementing NEPA, in particular the definition of a cumulative impact.  
This reference by the commenter states that a:  

Cumulative impact is the impact on the environment which results from 
the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency 
(Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions.  
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively 
significant actions taking place over a period of time. 

 The reference does mention other actions’ compliance with codes, standards, and ordinances.  
The cumulative analysis within Section 4.4 of the Camp 4 EA adequately assesses such 
actions in accordance with the definition referenced by the commenter. 

 The commenter cites Ocean Advocates v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 402 F.3d 846 (9th 
Cir. 2005) as support for the comment that “[t]he Environmental Assessment’s discussion of 
cumulative impacts consists of perfunctory general statements about possible effects and fails 
to provide a useful analysis of the cumulative impacts of past, present, and future projects.”  
Ocean Advocates states that the “cumulative [impact] analysis ‘must be more than 
perfunctory; it must provide a useful analysis of the cumulative impacts of past, present, and 
future projects’” (Ocean Advocates v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 402 F.3d 846, 868 (9th 
Cir. 2005)).  It does not, however, provide any examples of what it considered “perfunctory” 
statements.  In Ocean Advocates, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers approved a dock 
extension, but the Ninth Circuit held that the conclusion that the extension would not result in 
increased ship traffic was unsupported because “The Corps based this conclusion on an 
unsubstantiated letter from BP [which used the dock for the purpose of shipping oil], 
claiming that it had many options other than sea travel for transporting crude and refined oil 
to and from its refinery” (Ocean Advocates v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 402 F.3d 846, 
868 (9th Cir. 2005)).  However, the Camp 4 EA does contain a thorough discussion of the 
cumulative impacts in Section 4.4.  Shasta Resources Council v. U.S. Dept. of Interior, 629 F. 
Supp. 2d 1045, 1062 (E.D. Cal. 2009) held that an EA adequately addressed the cumulative 
impacts of a project as it addressed “air quality . . . cultural resources . . . fisheries . . . water 
quality . . . .wildlife,” and five other items, which is comparable to the Camp 4 EA as it 
discusses the “Potential cumulative impacts” on land resources, water resources, air quality, 
biological resources, cultural resources, and seven other items.   

 The commenter cites Kern v. U.S. Bureau of Land Management, 284 F.3d 1062 (9th Cir. 
2002) as support for the comment that “[t]he Environmental Assessment fails to provide 
quantified and detailed information regarding cumulative impacts and thus does not constitute 
the ‘hard look’ required by NEPA.”  Kern states that “Consideration of cumulative impacts 
requires ‘some quantified or detailed information; . . . General statements about ‘possible’ 
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effects and ‘some risk’ do not constitute a ‘hard look’ absent a justification regarding why 
more definitive information could not be provided’” (Kern v. U.S. Bureau of Land 

Management, 284 F.3d 1062, 1075 (9th Cir. 2002)).  The EA at issue in Kern County, unlike 
the Camp 4 EA, included no cumulative impact analysis beyond the area covered by a timber 
sale plan and thus was deemed inadequate.  Conversely, the Camp 4 EA contains sufficient 
information about the cumulative impacts of the project alternatives in Section 4.4 to allow 
the BIA to take a “hard look” as required by NEPA.   

 The County cites Center for Environmental Law and Policy v. US Bureau of Reclamation 
(655 F.3d 1000 (9th Cir. 2011)) as support for the statement that “Consideration of 
cumulative impacts ‘requires some quantified or detailed information’ in order to result in a 
useful analysis.”  Refer to the response to Comment L3-09 for a discussion as to why this 
case is not applicable to the Camp 4 EA.   

 The commenter cites Te-Moak Tribe of Western Shoshone of Nev. v. United States DOI, 608 
F.3d 592 (9th Cir. 2010) as support for the comment that “the Environmental Assessment’s 
cumulative impact section incorrectly focuses on the impacts of the project, rather than the 
combined impacts resulting from the activities of the project along with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects.”  This case involves the amendment of a project and the 
combined impacts from other projects: 

We note that the bulk of the EA’s discussion in these two sections 
focuses on the effects of the Amendment itself, rather than the combined 
impacts resulting from the activities of the Amendment with other 
projects.  Although part of the BLM’s analysis discusses “[t]he effects of 
the activities to be conducted under the [proposed Amendment] within 
the cumulative effects study area,” only two of the seven paragraphs in 
these two sections refer to cumulative effects.  The majority of the 
discussion focuses on how effects of the Amendment’s additional 
exploration activities will be avoided or mitigated.  The EA’s discussion 
of the Amendment’s direct effects in lieu of a discussion of cumulative 
impacts is inadequate (Te-Moak Tribe of Western Shoshone of Nev. v. 

United States DOI, 608 F.3d 592, 603–604 (9th Cir. 2010)).   

 In contrast, the Camp 4 EA adequately analyzes the cumulative effects of the project 
alternatives in Section 4.4.   

 The commenter cites Bering Strait Citizens for Responsible Res. Dev. v. United States Army 

Corps of Engineers, 511 F.3d 1011 (9th Cir. 2008) as support for its assertion that the 
“Environmental Assessment’s ‘generalized conclusory statements that the effects are not 
significant or will be effectively mitigated’ are the type of statements that ‘do not constitute a 
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hard look.’”  However, in Bering Strait Citizens, the challenged EA was deemed adequate by 
the court because it “succinctly but adequately discusses the cumulative impacts of the 
project and points out the Corps’ determination that the project will leave portions of the 
drainage in “more natural conditions than currently exist” due to mitigation measures 
included in the permit (Bering Strait Citizens for Responsible Res. Dev. v. United States Army 

Corps of Engineers, 511 F.3d 1011 (9th Cir. 2008)).  To be sure, the EA does not discuss at 
length other projects taking place in the Nome region.  However, the record indicates—and 
we were assured at oral argument—that this is because there are no projects of similar 
magnitude at this time” (Bering Strait Citizens for Responsible Res. Dev. v. United States 

Army Corps of Engineers, 511 F.3d 1011 (9th Cir. 2008)).  The opinion cited was amended 
and superseded at 524 F.3d 938 (9th Cir. 2008), which also upheld the cumulative impact 
analysis in the EA.  The Camp 4 EA does adequately discuss all environmental effects, 
including cumulative effects in Sections 3.0 through 5.0. 

 The commenter cites Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain v. U.S. Forest Service, 137 F.3d 1372 
(9th Cir. 1998) as support for the comment that the Camp 4 “Environmental Assessment’s 
‘generalized conclusory statements that the effects are not significant or will be effectively 
mitigated’ are the type of statements that ‘do not constitute a hard look.’”  In Neighbors of 

Cuddy Mountain, the court stated that “[t]he Forest Service provided some information in 
regard to the cumulative effects of all proposed timber sales on old growth habitat, but the 
analysis provided was very general, and did not constitute the hard look that the Forest 
Service is obligated to provide under NEPA” (Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain. v. U.S. Forest 

Service, 137 F.3d 1372 (9th Cir. 1998)).  The EA was held to be inadequate because it failed 
to address three reasonably foreseeable future timber sales and “[t]he sole reference to future 
sales stated, ‘Future timber sales over the next several years would propose to treat additional 
old-growth habitat’” (Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain. v. U.S. Forest Service, 137 F.3d 1372 
(9th Cir. 1998)).  The court concluded that “Without such information, neither the courts nor 
the public . . . can be assured that the [agency] provided the hard look that it is required to 
provide” (Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain. v. U.S. Forest Service, 137 F.3d 1372 (9th Cir. 
1998)).  Conversely, the Camp 4 EA considers all past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in Section 4.4 and presents quantified, where appropriate (e.g. Section 4.4.3), 
and detailed information.  The Camp 4 EA therefore provides the “hard look” as required by 
NEPA.   

 In Section 4.4 of the Camp 4 EA, impacts of the project alternatives are considered as they 
would interact with or add to the impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
projects.  For example, in Section 4.4.1: 

Reasonably foreseeable development projects could result in alterations 
to land resources to accommodate development in urban areas or areas 
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designated under the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan and Santa 
Barbara General Plan.  Future developments would be required to be in 
compliance with local and state building codes and ordinances to ensure 
buildings are constructed to appropriate seismic standards and with local, 
state, and federal requirements to prevent water quality degradation from 
soil erosion.  Accordingly, potential cumulative impacts to land and 
mineral resources would be minimal. 

 Regarding air quality, the Camp 4 EA discusses that the project alternatives would not result 
in adverse cumulative affects to regional air quality or GHG emissions because, as explained 
in Section 4.4.3, “If a project’s individual emissions contribute toward exceedance of the 
NAAQS, then the project’s impact on air quality would be cumulatively considerable.”  This 
is due to the fact that, as stated in Section 4.4.3 of the Camp 4 EA, “Past, present and future 
development projects contribute to a regions air quality conditions on a cumulative basis; 
therefore by its very nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact.”  Lastly, the 
commenter is misinterpreting the text in Section 4.4.10 of the Camp 4 EA, which states 
“Alternatives A or B would not result in significant cumulative impacts to public services.”  
In accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA 
Guidebook, cumulative effects are defined as “the impact on the environment which results 
from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions” (40 CFR 1508.7) (emphasis added).  Only the addition of the 
impacts of the Proposed Action and project alternatives in the context of the cumulative 
setting, which includes other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, is relevant.   

 For comments related to requirements for an EIS, refer to General Response 3.1.3. 

L3-42 The mitigation measures presented in the EA (referred to as the ‘Camp 4 EA’ in the 
following response for clarity) are adequate as they provide the appropriate level of detail and 
measures of effectiveness.  The commenter cites Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain v. U.S. Forest 

Service, 137 F.3d 1372 (9th Cir. 1998) as support for the comment that the “mitigation 
measures identified in the [Camp 4] Environmental Assessment are inadequate because they 
are a ‘mere listing’ of mitigation measures and are insufficient to qualify as the reasoned 
discussion required by NEPA” and the “the EA fails to provide an estimate of how effective 
mitigation measure would be if adopted, or give a reasoned explanation as to why such an 
estimate is not possible.”  In Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain, unlike the Camp 4 EA, the EA 
did not discuss mitigation measures.  Mitigation measures are discussed in Section 5.0 of the 
Camp 4 EA, and therefore the referenced case-law does not apply.  Section 5.0 of the Camp 4 
EA presents BMPs, contractual obligations, and avoidance measures that will reduce adverse 
impacts to the environment.   
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 The commenter cites Okanogan Highlands Alliance v. Williams, 236 F.3d 468 (9th Cir. 2000) 
as support for the comment that “[t]he mitigation measures identified in the Environmental 
Assessment are inadequate because they are a ‘mere listing’ of mitigation measures and are 
insufficient to qualify as the reasoned discussion required by NEPA.”  But Okanogan 
involves a challenge to an EIS, not an EA: 

An EIS is not complete unless it contains “a reasonably complete 
discussion of possible mitigation measures.”  Robertson v. Methow 

Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 352, 109 S.Ct. 1835, 104 L.Ed.2d 
351 (1989).  That requirement is implicit in NEPA’s demand that an EIS 
must discuss “ ‘any adverse environmental effects which cannot be 
avoided should the proposal be implemented.’ ” Id. at 351-52, 109 S.Ct. 
1835 (quoting NEPA, 42 U.S.C. § 4332(C)(ii)); see also 40 C.F.R. § 
1502.16(h) (stating that an EIS must contain “[m]eans to mitigate 
adverse environmental impacts”).  NEPA does not contain, however, “a 
substantive requirement that a complete mitigation plan be actually 
formulated and adopted” (Okanogan Highlands Alliance v. Williams, 236 
F.3d 468 (9th Cir. 2000)).   

 Okanogan also held that the EIS was adequate because it “provide[d] methods for ensuring 
that environmental problems do not develop” (Okanogan Highlands Alliance v. Williams, 236 
F.3d 468 (9th Cir. 2000)).  The discussion of the mitigation measures in the Camp 4 EA is 
adequate because Section 5.0 of the Camp 4 EA also provides methods for ensuring that 
environmental problems will not develop.  In addition, should a FONSI be prepared for the 
Proposed Action, a mitigation monitoring and enforcement program (MMEP) will be 
included for adoption.   

 The commenter cites Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332 (1989) as 
support for the comment that the Camp 4 “Environmental Assessment discussion of 
mitigation fails to contain ‘sufficient detail to ensure that environmental consequences have 
been fairly evaluated.’”  In Robertson, the court rejected the argument that NEPA requires a 
fully developed mitigation plan: 

There is a fundamental distinction, however, between a requirement that 
mitigation be discussed in sufficient detail to ensure that environmental 
consequences have been fairly evaluated, on the one hand, and a 
substantive requirement that a complete mitigation plan be actually 
formulated and adopted, on the other (Robertson v. Methow Valley 

Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332 (1989)). 
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 Here, the Camp 4 EA does contain sufficient detail about the mitigation plan in Section 5.0 to 
satisfy the “hard look” requirement of NEPA. 

 With implementation of the mitigation measures contained in Section 5.0 of the Camp 4 EA, 
all impacts of the Proposed Action and project alternatives would be reduced to a minimal 
level.  This therefore provides a measure of the effectiveness of mitigation measures, as 
requested by the commenter.  Additionally, the mitigation provided in the Camp 4 EA does 
minimize the impacts of the project alternatives to water quality, air quality and public 
service resources (fire);  this is further discussed in the responses to Comment L3-43 (water 
quality), Comment L3-44 (air quality), and Comment L3-45 (public service resources) 
below.   

L3-43  Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding water quality data.  Refer to the response to 
Comment L3-42 regarding the effectiveness of mitigation measures presented in Section 5.0 
of the EA.  

L3-44  Comment noted.  Section 5.3 of the EA provides emissions reduction measures to further 
minimize project-related emissions.  As shown in Section 4.0 of the EA, project-related 
criteria pollutant and GHG emissions do not cause an adverse impact to local or regional air 
quality; therefore, mitigation and associated quantification of effectiveness is not warranted.  
The Tribe provides BMPs in Section 5.0 of the EA and project design features provided in 
Section 2.0 of the EA to further minimize project-related emission.   

 The Tribe will work with the City of Solvang to assess new stops for the Santa Ynez Valley 
Transit system to the needs of the selected alternative.  A Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) will be prepared, which will specify the implementation and 
timing of the mitigation measures.  The Tribe is not required to be in compliance with 
California requirements, such as AB 341.  That being said, the Tribe is committed to 
diverting 75 percent of solid waste from landfills to further reduce project-related GHG 
emissions.  The mitigation measures in Section 5.3 of the EA provide sufficient detail to 
ensure that adverse environmental impacts identified in Section 4.0 have been minimized. 

L3-45  The commenter is correct that code compliance does not mitigate the need for emergency fire 
response services for Alternatives A and B.  Accordingly, several mitigation measures are 
included in Section 5.9 of the EA that consist of protective measures that will reduce the risk 
of fire during construction and operation of the selected project alternative as well as ensure 
fire protection services are provided by the SBCFD (refer to the response to Comment L3-27 
for further discussion).  The existing setting related to fire protection and emergency response 
services is adequately described in Sections 3.9.6 and 3.9.7 of the EA, and potential impacts 
to fire protection services are fully evaluated in Sections 4.1.9, 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the 
EA.   
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L3-46  Refer to General Response 3.1.7 and the response to Comment L3-42 regarding the 
effectiveness of mitigation measures presented in Section 5.0 of the EA.   

L3-47 Comment noted.  Since the release of the EA, the Tribe has revised the tribal facilities 
proposed under Alternative B to exclude the banquet/exhibition hall; refer to General 
Response 3.1.17.  As stated in Section 2.3 of the Final EA, the primary events at the tribal 
facilities would include for tribal events, functions, and ceremonies similar to events 
currently hosted at the existing Tribal Administrative Building on the existing Reservation.  It 
is therefore not anticipated, with the revision to the type of and maximum attendance at 
events that would occur at the proposed tribal facilities, that a significant increase in calls 
requesting law enforcement services would occur.  Mitigation has been added to Section 5.9 
of the Final EA to address concerns related to contracts and agreements for fire protection 
services (refer to the response to Comment L3-27 for further discussion).  The current 
financial support provided by the Tribe to the County for law enforcement and fire protection 
and emergency services is not limited to funding from the Indian Gaming Special 
Distribution Fund; refer to General Response 3.1.11.  The ongoing funding from these 
agreements, not only the Indian Gaming Special Distribution Fund, will continue to support 
these services at the project site.   

L3-48  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 concerning the withdrawn TCA and the effort of review 
required for an off-reservation fee-to-trust acquisition request.  The EA states that a trust 
acquisition request within a TCA is given the same level of scrutiny as a trust acquisition 
request contiguous to a Tribe’s existing trust lands.  As discussed in General Response 3.1.2, 
this level of scrutiny pertains to the Secretary of the Interior’s review of the purpose and need 
of the project.  The level of environmental review is the same regardless of the request being 
contiguous to or distant from the Tribe’s existing trust lands.   

L3-49 The commenter is correct that the No Action Alternative often includes development that is 
reasonably foreseeable on the site if the Proposed Action never happens.  However, it is not 
always reasonably foreseeable under NEPA that development will occur under the No Action 
Alternative.  Existing land use controls would prevent development that would benefit the 
Tribe in accordance with the purpose and need presented in the EA.  The Tribe initially had 
no plans to develop the property if it is not taken into trust; however, since the release of the 
EA, the Tribe has revised its plans to expand the existing vineyard by approximately 44 acres 
if the Proposed Action is not approved; refer to General Response 3.1.18 regarding revisions 
the No Action Alternative.   

 For comments related to analysis of additional alternative actions and projects, refer to 
General Response 3.1.13  

 For comments related to requirements for an EIS, refer to General Response 3.1.3. 
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 For comments related to the TCA, refer to General Response 3.1.2. 

L3-50  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 for a discussion related to the requirements for an EIS.   

Response to Comment Letter L4 – Gary M. Kvistad and Diane C. De Felice, Attorneys for 
Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District, Improvement District No. 1 

L4-01 Comment noted and the comment letter and attachments are hereby incorporated into the 
administrative record.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

L4-02 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

L4-03 and L4-04 
 The Secretary of the Interior has the authority to place the project site into trust for the Tribe.  

Section 5 of the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934 (48 Stat. 984), as amended, provides the 
authority for this acquisition.  The process for securing this land acquisition is governed 
generally by 25 CFR Part 151.  The Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Mission Indians (Tribe) is 
recognized as an American Indian Tribe by the Secretary of the Interior ["Indian Entities 
Recognized and Eligible to Receive Services from the United States Bureau of Indian 
Affairs" Federal Register 78 (6 May 2013): 26384-26389] and has been determined by the 
Department of the Interior to have “been under Federal jurisdiction in 1934” according to the 
Solicitor’s Opinion dated May 23, 2012.  For comments related to the TCA, including 
associated standards of review of the EA, refer to General Response 3.1.2.  For comments 
related to the range of alternatives evaluated within the EA, refer to General Response 
3.1.13.  Potential impacts resulting from the use of groundwater by the project alternatives are 
discussed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 4.4.2 of the EA. Mitigation is included in 
Section 5.2 of the EA to ensure potential impacts are reduced to a minimal level; refer to 
General Response 3.1.9 for further discussion.  Cumulative impacts, including an accurate 
discussion of the cumulative setting, are addressed in Section 4.4 of the EA.  For comments 
related to consideration of cumulative impacts in the EA, refer to the responses to Comments 
L3-09 and L3-41.   

L4-05 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 for comments related to the TCA, including associated 
standards of review of the EA.   

L4-06 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.10 and the response to Comment L3-09 
regarding land use consistency and associated analysis within the EA. 

L4-07 For comments related to consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives evaluated within 
the EA, refer to General Response 3.1.13.  The Tribe’s development plans for the project 
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site are included in Appendix N of the EA; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further 
discussion of regulation of future development on the project site.   

L4-08 Section 4.1.2 of the EA offers several pieces of evidence to support the conclusion that the 
three existing wells on the project site can be relied upon for agricultural use.  As stated by 
the commenter and stated in Section 4.1.2 of the EA, altered pumping patterns throughout the 
County and the importation of supplemental water has resulted in more balanced groundwater 
conditions; these changes in water use and more recent planning documents indicating a 
surplus in groundwater supply in the Uplands Basin (refer to General Response 3.1.9) 
suggest that the three existing wells can be relied upon for agricultural use.  Additionally, as 
stated in Section 4.1.2 of the EA but not stated by the commenter, the three existing wells are 
reliable for future irrigation use based on their design, location within the project site, and 
their location within the deepest part of the groundwater basin.  Further, as stated in Section 
4.1.2 of the EA but not stated by the commenter, agricultural demands for potable water 
would be reduced with the use of recycled water for irrigation of the vineyard.  In response to 
comments, the Tribe conducted field well pumping tests which confirm the existing wells 
have adequate capacity to support the existing agricultural land use on the project site (refer 
to General Response 3.1.9).  Additionally, since the release of the EA, the Tribe has revised 
the vineyard development plans under Alternatives A and B to reduce vineyard production by 
50 acres thereby further reducing agricultural water demand; refer to General Response 
3.1.9.   

 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  As the TCA has been withdrawn, 
comments related to the TCA are moot.   

 The commenter is correct that the hydrographs displayed in Figure 2-5 of Appendix C 
generally indicate declining water levels in the associated wells since the early to mid-2000s 
until approximately 2010.  Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding concerns that the 
Uplands Basin is in a state of overdraft, that additional extractions associated with the 
Proposed Action would exacerbate the overdraft conditions, and that mitigation measures 
would ensure minimal impacts to off-site wells, including those owned and operated by the 
ID1.   

 The Tribe would bear the costs associated with providing a water supply for the selected 
project alternative, which would include any associated development studies, installation, and 
operation of new groundwater wells.  Per the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and 
the BIA NEPA Guidebook, analysis and mitigation of the impacts of the project alternatives 
on costs associated with obtaining water for other entities, such as the ID1, are not required 
within an EA as the EA should only consider impacts to environmental resources.    
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L4-09 Section 2.3 of the EA refers the reader to Appendix C of the EA (Water and Wastewater 
Feasibility Study) for a discussion of the water facilities required for Alternative B.  Table 2-
2 of Appendix C of the EA indicates that the net increase in water demand for Alternative B 
would be 106 AFY.  Since the release of the EA and in response to current economic 
conditions in the Santa Ynez Valley and surrounding area, the Tribe has revised the 
development components included in Alternative A and B.  Water demands in the Final EA 
have been revised accordingly; refer to General Response 3.1.9 for further discussion.  Text 
was added to Section 4.2.2 of the Final EA to clarify the net increase in water demand over 
existing conditions for Alternative B would be 54 AFY.   

L4-10 Water quality analysis of the existing on-site groundwater wells was performed in January 
2014 (Appendix C to the Final EA).  Results indicate the specific conductivity is nearly the 
same magnitude, at 845 umhos/cm.  A corresponding total dissolved solids (TDS) value of 
420 mg/L was also measured during the January 2014 analysis.  This level of TDS is 
common in drinking water across the nation and, for California, would be considered a very 
desirable quality from a drinking water standpoint.  Irrigation of crops is accomplished 
throughout the nation and world with water of this quality without the need for leaching/ 
flushing of salts.  The Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Association (MRWPCA) 
operates one of the largest scale water recycling operations in the world, in the heart of the 
“salad bowl,” Salinas Valley, California.  Farmers in this area utilize treated wastewater for 
direct food crop irrigation, with TDS values ranging between 800 and 1,000 mg/L, and a 
sodium absorption ratio (SAR) (adjusted) of around 5.5 to 7.5.  According to the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA, 2012) 2012 Guidelines for Water Reuse (Table 
3-4, Guidelines for Interpretation of Water Quality for Irrigation), MRWPCA’s water quality 
would be considered to have a slight to moderate degree of restriction on irrigation; however, 
recycled water is used year-round on food crops with no documented ill effects from recycled 
water quality.  Given that the potable water quality at the project site has a specific 
conductivity value of approximately 0.85 mmhos/cm (845 umhos/cm) and a SAR value of 
0.7, water quality restrictions of this water for irrigation would be slight to none per the 
USEPA 2012 Guidelines for Water Reuse.  Wastewater quality would be expected to be of 
equal or better mineral quality than MRWPCA’s wastewater, and restrictions on irrigation 
expected to be minimal.  The Tribe does not anticipate the need to flush salts to augment 
irrigation practices on site.  Furthermore, the Tribe plans to blend existing well water with 
recycled water from the treatment plant, and thus the blended water quality is expected to be 
suitable for irrigation on site. 

L4-11 The Tribe uses wind turbines for frost protection of the vineyards, and thus no supplemental 
water demand is anticipated for frost protection. 
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 Although not specifically listed as demands for gardens, swimming pools and/or irrigated 
pastures, such demands are included in the 0.5 acres of low water use landscaping for 
Alternative A at 1.0 acre-feet per acre (or 0.5 AFY per 5-acre parcel) and are included in the 
0.1 acre of low water use landscaping for Alternative B at 1.0 acre-feet per acre (or 0.1 AFY 
per 1 acre parcel).  In reviewing existing neighboring parcels in the area, there are parcels 
with irrigated pastures, large lawn areas, and plentiful landscaping.  However, there are also a 
number of existing homes with no irrigated pasture and minimal landscaping.  The Tribe 
maintains that the projected outdoor water demands are a reasonable estimate of anticipated 
outdoor water demands.  

 Therefore, the EA does not underestimate total water demand for Alternatives A and B as 
there is no water demand for frost protection and all outdoor water demands were considered.  
The EA accurately estimates that Alternatives A and B would result in an increased water 
demand compared to existing conditions.   

 The Tribe revised the components proposed as Alternatives A and B and has adjusted water 
demands accordingly; refer to General Response 3.1.9 for further details.  The commenter’s 
discussion of the Thirty-Fifth Annual Engineering and Survey Report on Water Supply 
Conditions of the Sana Ynez River Water Conservation District 2012-2013 is noted; 
additional reference materials were consulted in preparation of the Final EA and are 
discussed in General Response 3.1.9.  Additionally, refer to General Response 3.1.9 
regarding concerns that additional extractions associated with the Proposed Action will 
exacerbate overdraft conditions and  how mitigation measures will ensure minimal impacts to 
off-site wells, including those owned and operated by the ID1.   

L4-12 The commenter is correct that the hydrographs displayed in Figure 2-5 of Appendix C 
generally indicate declining water levels in the associated wells since the early to mid- 2000s, 
including the Well 32R1.  Refer to the response to Comment L4-08 regarding the reliability 
of the existing wells to support agricultural use on the project site.   

L4-13 Given the topography of the project site, it is possible that some of the homes on the five-acre 
lots located near at the south boundary of the project site just north of Amour Ranch Road 
(the south side of Road 2 as shown on Figure 3-1 of Appendix C of the EA) may require 
individual sewage pumps.  This will have no bearing on the recommended design of 
Alternatives A and B and wastewater requirements of Alternatives A and B.  During detailed 
design of the selected alternative, site grades will be designed to promote as much gravity 
drainage as possible.  Where infeasible, individual sewage lift stations will be provided for 
houses on those lots not able to discharge sewage by gravity.   

L4-14 As previously discussed, the Tribe has withdrawn without prejudice the approved TCA; refer 
to General Response 3.1.2 for further discussion.  Therefore, additional consideration of 
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actions pursuant to the TCA in the cumulative analysis presented in the Final EA is not 
warranted.    

L4-15 The BIA has the jurisdiction to take the project site into trust for the Tribe; refer to the 
response to Comment L4-03 for further discussion.  For comments related to the TCA, refer 
to General Response 3.1.2.  The BIA has fully complied with NEPA in considering the 
Proposed Action and associated project alternatives; refer to General Response 3.1.3 for 
further discussion.   

Response to Comment Letter L5 – Cam Van Wingerden on behalf of Santa Barbara 
County Executive Officer Chandra L. Wallar 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is solely correspondence regarding submission of a comment letter from 
the County.  The correspondence does not include comments on the Proposed Action or the EA. 

Response to Comment Letter L6 – Cam Van Wingerden on behalf of Santa Barbara 
County Executive Officer Chandra L. Wallar 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as it provides a duplicate of the correspondence provided as Comment Letter L5.  
Refer to Response to Comment Letter L5.   

Response to Comment Letter L7 – Ryan A. Smith, Attorney for Santa Ynez River Water 
Conservation District, Improvement District No. 1 

L7-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

L7-02 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the purpose and need of the 
trust acquisition given the withdrawal of the TCA.  As stated in the comment, the Tribe 
withdrew without prejudice the TCA and requested that the BIA dismiss any appeals on the 
TCA without prejudice.  In response to this request, the IBIA dismissed the appeals 
(Appendix Q of the Final EA).  It was never necessary for the BIA to revoke its approval of 
the TCA.  If any Indian tribe submits a tribal consolidation and acquisition plan to the BIA, 
the BIA will take all appropriate actions as dictated by federal law.   

 The commenter is correct that the original Camp 4 Fee-To-Trust application submitted by the 
Tribe is no longer accurate given the withdrawal of the TCA.  Accordingly, the Tribe 
submitted a revised application to the BIA, as indicated by the BIA’s release of a Notice of 
(Non-Gaming) Land Acquisition Application on November 19, 2013 identifying the vacation 
of the Tribe’s TCA and submission of a revised application by the Tribe.  The BIA has 
prepared a Final EA in part to reflect withdrawal of the TCA.   
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 For comments related to the level of scrutiny given to the Proposed Action and project 
alternatives, refer to General Response 3.1.2.  The EA is not fatally flawed as it was 
prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA 
NEPA Guidebook and presents the BIA’s “hard look” at the potential environmental impacts 
associated with the trust acquisition and proposed development by the Tribe.   

L7-03 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.  Refer to the response to Comment L7-02 regarding the Tribe’s trust acquisition.  
Accordingly, the notice meets the request by the commenter. 

Response to Comment Letter L8 – Santa Barbara County Executive Officer Chandra L. 
Wallar 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter only provides comments on the fee-to-trust application associated with 
the EA.  

Response to Comment Letter L9 – Gary M. Kvistad and Ryan A. Smith, Attorneys for 
Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District, Improvement District No. 1 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is regarding legal actions associated with the TCA.  

Response to Comment Letter L10 – Gary M. Kvistad and Ryan A. Smith, Attorneys for 
Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District, Improvement District No. 1 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is regarding legal actions associated with the TCA.  

Response to Comment Letter L11 – Gary M. Kvistad and Ryan A. Smith, Attorneys for 
Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District, Improvement District No. 1 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is regarding legal actions associated with the TCA. 

Response to Comment Letter L12 – The City of Solvang Mayor Jim Richardson 

L12-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

L12-02 Comment noted.  The language on page 36 of the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) (Appendix I to 
the Final EA) regarding the intersection at SR-246 and Alamo Pintado Road and the City of 
Solvang’s construction of a modern roundabout has been removed.  The traffic analysis 
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provided in Section 4.1.7, 4.2.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA did not assume the modern roundabout 
would be implemented; therefore, no changes to the EA are warranted. 

L12-03  Commented noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

Response to Comment Letter L13 – Santa Barbara County Executive Officer Chandra L. 
Wallar 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as it is a duplicate of Comment Letter L3.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter 
L3.   

Response to Comment Letter L14 – Gary M. Kvistad and Diane C. De Felice, Attorneys for 
Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District, Improvement District No. 1 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as it is a duplicate of Comment Letter L4.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter 
L4. 

Response to Comment Letter L15 – Santa Barbara County Executive Officer Chandra L. 
Wallar 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as it is a duplicate of Comment Letter L3.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter 
L3. 

Response to Comment Letter L16 – Santa Barbara County Executive Officer Chandra L. 
Wallar 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as it is a duplicate of Comment Letter L8.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter 
L8.   

Response to Comment Letter L17 – Ryan A. Smith, Attorney for Santa Ynez River Water 
Conservation District, Improvement District No. 1  

L17-01 Comment noted. 

L17-02 Comment noted.  The language and issues raised in this comment are nearly identical to 
Comment L7-02; refer to the response to Comment L7-02 for a discussion of the BIA’s 
future actions regarding any future tribal consolidation and acquisition plans, the original and 
revised Camp 4 Fee-To-Trust applications, and a refute of a fatal flaw in the EA.   
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L17-03 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

Response to Comment Letter L18 – Gary M. Kvistad, Attorney for Santa Ynez River 
Water Conservation District, Improvement District No. 1 

L18-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

L18-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 for a discussion of the TCA, including associated standards 
of review of the EA.   

L18-03 Comment noted and a Final EA has been completed in response to comments received on the 
EA as well as the withdrawal of the TCA by the Tribe. 

L18-04 and L18-05  
 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 for a discussion of the overall purpose of the EA and the 

level of scrutiny given to the Proposed Action and project alternatives given the withdrawal 
of the TCA.   

L18-06 The BIA will consider the Proposed Action and alternative as they are presented and 
evaluated in the Final EA.  Refer to the response to Comment L7-02 as the language and 
issues presented in this comment are very similar.  For comments related to contacting the 
commenter, refer to General Response 3.1.15.   

Response to Comment Letter L19 – Ryan A. Smith, Attorney for Santa Ynez River Water 
Conservation District, Improvement District No. 1 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as it is a duplicate of Comment Letter L17.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter 
L17.   

3.2.4  Private Citizens/Commercial Entities Comment Letters (P) 

Response to Comment Letter P1 – Stand Up For California! Director Cheryl Schmit 

P1-01 Comment noted.   

P1-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

P1-03 For comments related to requesting an extension of the comment period, refer to General 
Response 3.1.1.  For comments related to the commenter’s intentions, refer to General 
Response 3.1.15. 
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Response to Comment Letter P2 – Jonathan Paulson 

P2-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA. 

P2-02 The City of Solvang is 2.43 square miles, which is equivalent to 1,555 acres (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2014).  Therefore, the project site is smaller than the City of Solvang as the project 
site is 1,433 acres.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the 
comment period on the EA. 

P2-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 
regarding requests to extend the comment period on the EA. 

P2-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding the regulation of future development on the 
project site. 

P2-05 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA. 

Response to Comment Letters P3 through P7  

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P2.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P2.   

Response to Comment Letter P8 – Pamela Zwehl-Burke 

P8-01  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA. 

Response to Comment Letters P9 and P10 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P2.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P2.   

Response to Comment Letter P11 – Nancy Englander 

P11-01  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

P11-02  Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding the regulation of future development on the 
project site. 
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P11-03  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 
regarding requests to extend the comment period on the EA.   

P11-04  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

Response to Comment Letters P12 and P13 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P2.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P2.    

Response to Comment Letter P14 – Beth and E.A.  Horvath 

P14-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.     

P14-02 Refer to the response to Comment P2-02 regarding the size of the project site compared to 
the City of Solvang.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the 
comment period on the EA.   

P14-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 
regarding requests to extend the comment period on the EA. 

P14-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding the regulation of future development on the 
project site. 

P14-05 Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment L4-03 regarding the U.S. Department of 
the Interior’s recognition of the Tribe.  Potential impacts to water supply are addressed in 
Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 4.4.2 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or 
avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.2 of the EA.  
Potential impacts to land use and agriculture are addressed in Sections 4.1.8, 4.2.8, 4.3.8, and 
4.4.8 of the EA; as discussed therein, no adverse impacts to land use and agriculture would 
occur.  For comments related to requests to extend the comment period on the EA, refer to 
General Response 3.1.1.  

P14-06 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   
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Response to Comment Letters P15 through P18 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P2.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P2.   

Response to Comment Letter P19 – Mike Shuler 

P19-01 Comment noted. 

P19-02 Refer to the response to Comment L4-03 regarding the U.S. Department of the Interior’s 
recognition of the Tribe.  Refer to General Response 3.1.4 regarding the environmental 
impacts of the existing Chumash Casino Resort.  

P19-03 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P19-04 Potential impacts of project alternatives to environmental resources are addressed throughout 
Section 4.0 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA.  The analysis 
includes potential impacts to water supply, which are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.2, 
and 4.4.2 of the EA, and to roads, which are addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 
4.4.7 of the EA.  Adverse impacts to water supply and roads would be reduced or avoided 
with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Sections 5.2 and 5.7, 
respectively, of the EA.  Refer to the response to Comment L4-03 for further discussion 
regarding the U.S. Department of the Interior’s recognition of the Tribe.   

P19-05 Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment L4-03 regarding the U.S. Department of 
the Interior’s recognition of the Tribe.  If the Proposed Action is approved and the project site 
is taken in to trust for the Tribe, the Tribe would not be required to pay County property taxes 
on the project site because the project site would no longer be within the jurisdiction of the 
County.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for further discussion of the purpose of the trust 
acquisition.  That being said, the Tribe would provide financial support for public services, 
such as law enforcement and fire protection, provided by the County on the project site if the 
trust acquisition were approved; refer to General Response 3.1.11 for further discussion.  
The Tribe would still be required to pay other taxes as applicable.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or opinions. 
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Response to Comment Letters P20 through P22 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P2.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P2.    

Response to Comment Letter P23 – Tim Gorham 

P23-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.  Potential impacts of project alternatives to environmental resources are addressed 
throughout Section 4.0 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA.  The analysis 
includes potential impacts to water supply, which are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.2, 
and 4.4.2 of the EA, and to traffic, which are addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 
4.4.7 of the EA.  Adverse impacts to water supply and traffic would be reduced or avoided 
with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Sections 5.2 and 5.7, 
respectively, of the EA.     

P23-02 Comment noted.  The Tribe’s existing Chumash Casino Resort, gas station, and other 
development projects, and impacts associated with these entities, constitute the baseline 
condition of the existing environment and are addressed where relevant in the baseline 
discussion within Section 3.0 of the EA; refer to General Response 3.1.4 for further 
discussion regarding the baseline condition.   

P23-03 Comment noted.  Potential impacts of the Proposed Action and project alternatives to 
environmental resources are addressed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA, and adverse impacts 
would be reduced or avoided with implementation of mitigation measures identified in 
Section 5.0 of the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding the impact to land use 
and applicability of County development restrictions, and refer to General Response 3.1.5 
regarding the preference of the fee-to-trust process compared to development per the County 
land use approval process.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments 
or opinions.   

Response to Comment Letter P24 – Bill Krauch 

P24-01  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.     

P24-02  Refer to the response to Comment P2-02 regarding the size of the project site compared to 
the City of Solvang.  Potential impacts of the Proposed Action and project alternatives to 
environmental resources are addressed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA, and adverse impacts 
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would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in 
Section 5.0 of the EA.  

P24-03  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P24-04  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.  

Response to Comment Letter P25 – Kyle Abello 

P25-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.   

P25-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.     

P25-03 Refer to the response to Comment P2-02 regarding the size of the project site compared to 
the City of Solvang.  For comments regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA, refer to General Response 3.1.1.  For comments related to the impacts of the TCA, refer 
to General Response 3.1.2. 

P25-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.     

Response to Comment Letter P26 – Caryn Cantella 

P26-01  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.  Potential impacts of the Proposed Action and project alternatives to environmental 
resources are addressed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be 
reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 
of the EA. 

P26-02  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding impacts of the TCA.   

P26-03  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P27 – Mary Conway 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2.   
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Response to Comment Letter P28 – Neal Abello 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P25.  Refer 
to Response to Comment Letter P25.   

Response to Comment Letter P29 – Virginia Burroughs 

P29-01 Comment noted.   

P29-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the impacts of the TCA. 

P29-03 Comment noted.  The potential impacts of the Proposed Action to environmental resources 
are analyzed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.  With mitigation measures included in Section 
5.0 of the EA, adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided.   

P29-04 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding the regulation of future land 
use.   

P29-05 Refer to General Response 3.1.4 regarding the environmental impacts of the existing 
Chumash Casino Resort. 

P29-06 Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or opinions.   

Response to Comment Letter P30 – Michelle de Werd 

P30-01  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the impacts of the TCA. 

P30-02  Comment noted.  Potential impacts to water are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.1.4, 4.2.2, 
4.2.4, 4.3.2, 4.3.4, 4.4.2, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or 
avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Sections 5.2 and 5.4 of 
the EA.  Potential impacts to public service, including schools and public safety, are 
addressed in Sections 4.1.9, 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be 
reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.9 
of the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the impacts of the TCA. 

P30-03  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

P30-04  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 
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Response to Comment Letter P31 – Linda and Sid Kastner 

P31-01  Comment noted.  

P31-02 and P31-03  
 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 

EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

Response to Comment Letter P32 – Mary Jane Edalatpour 

P32-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P33 – Robert P. and Ann Tucker 

P33-01  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.10 for a discussion of the compatibility of the project alternatives with the 
Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan (SYVCP).   

P33-02  Comment noted.  Potential impacts to public services; including police, fire, emergency 
agencies and services, and loss of tax monies that support these services; are addressed in 
Sections 4.1.9, 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or 
avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.9 of the EA.  
Potential impacts to traffic are addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA, 
and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation 
measures identified in Section 5.7 of the EA.  Potential impacts to water are addressed in 
Sections 4.1.2, 4.1.4, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.3.2, 4.3.4, 4.4.2, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and adverse impacts 
would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in 
Sections 5.2 and 5.4 of the EA.  Potential impacts to socioeconomic conditions and 
environmental justice (including local businesses) are addressed in Sections 4.1.6, 4.2.6, 
4.3.6, and 4.4.6 of the EA; as discussed therein, no adverse impacts would occur.  Refer to 
General Response 3.1.11 regarding lost tax revenue and support of public services.   

P33-03  Refer to the response to Comment L4-03 regarding the U.S. Department of the Interior’s 
recognition of the Tribe.   

P33-04  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA. 
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Response to Comment Letter P34 – Mary Jane West-Delgardo 

P34-01 and P34-02   
 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 

EA. 

P34-03 through P34-09   
 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  As the TCA has been withdrawn, 

comments related to the TCA are moot.   

Response to Comment Letter P35 – Prince Lionheart, Inc. CEO Kelly McConnell 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2.   

Response to Comment Letters P36 and P37 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P1.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P1. 

Response to Comment Letter P38 – Robert Walton 

P38-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

P38-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P38-03 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the purpose of the proposed 
trust acquisition and project alternatives.  Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding future 
oversight of the project site.  Additionally, if the project site is placed into trust for the Tribe, 
the state and County would no longer have jurisdiction over the property and County property 
taxes would not be applicable.  That being said, the Tribe would provide financial support for 
public services, such as law enforcement and fire protection, provided by the County on the 
project site if the trust acquisition were approved; refer to General Response 3.1.11 for 
further discussion.   

P38-04 through P38-07 
 Comments noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 

opinions.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Currently, the Tribe owns 
the project site in fee.   
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P38-08 through P38-15   
 The comments are nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P34.  Refer to Response to 

Comment Letter P34.   

P38-16 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

Response to Comment Letters P39 and P40 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P2.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P41 – Jordan Mo and Janet I. Hines 

P41-01 through P41-03  
 Comments noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 

opinions. 

P41-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P42 – Susie Snow, Pat Wall and Jean Wall 

P42-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P42-02 and P42-03  
 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the trust acquisition 

process.   

P42-04 and P42-05  
 Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or opinions. 

Response to Comment Letter P43 – Kenneth Karas 

P43-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA. 

Response to Comment Letter P44 – Ann Janis 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P1.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P1. 
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Response to Comment Letter P45 – Kelly and Sandy Rose 

P45-01  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or opinions. 

P45-02  Comment noted.  

P45-03  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  For comments related to future 
development on the project site if the land is taken into trust, refer to General Response 
3.1.12.  For comments related to the applicability of existing land use policies and plans, refer 
to General Response 3.1.10.   

P45-04  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA. 

Response to Comment Letter P46 – Lynn North 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P47 – Wendy Eisler 

P47-01 and P47-02  
 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 

period on the EA. 

P47-03  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P47-04  Refer to the response to Comment P2-02 regarding the size of the project site compared to 
the City of Solvang.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the 
comment period on the EA. 

P47-05  Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding the regulation of future development on the 
project site. 

Response to Comment Letter P48 – Harold McHugh 

P48-01 The public comment period for the EA, which considers the Proposed Action of transferring 
the project site to trust status, began on August 20, 2013 and ended on November 18, 2013; 
refer to General Response 3.1.1 for further discussion.   

P48-02 Comment noted.  It is unclear why the commenter believes the Proposed Action and project 
alternatives would impact the property rights of people residing in the Santa Ynez Valley.  
Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the trust acquisition process. 
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P48-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.4 regarding the impacts of the existing Chumash Casino 
Resort. 

P48-04 No casino would be developed on the project site; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for 
further discussion.  

P48-05 In response to comments received on the EA, a Final EA has been prepared.  The responses 
to comments received and the Final EA provide sufficient analysis to support the conclusion 
that the Proposed Action would not have a significant impact on the quality of the human 
environment.  The BIA may make its decision regarding the Proposed Action following the 
release of the Final EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P49 – Gary Waples 

P49-01  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

P49-02  It is assumed the commenter is referring to the public comment period for the EA; refer to 
General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the EA.   

P49-03  Comment noted.  

P49-04  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P50 – Heather Elliott 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P51 – Jon Quirt 

P51-01  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

P51-02 and P51-03 
  Comments noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

Response to Comment Letter P52 – Tami and Denison Bollay 

P52-01 and P52-02  
 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 

EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 
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P52-03 through P52-10  
 The comments are nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P34.  Refer to Response to 

Comment Letter P34.   

P52-11 Comment noted.  The parcels proposed for trust acquisition are owned in fee by the Tribe; 
therefore the Proposed Action would not constitute the taking of a private property.   

Response to Comment Letter P53 – George Newbern 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P1.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P1. 

Response to Comment Letters P54 through P60 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P2.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P61 – Scott and Claudia Matthews 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P1.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P1. 

Response to Comment Letter P62 – Steve and Bonnie Bollinger 

P62-01and P62-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on 
the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

Response to Comment Letters P63 through P67 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P2.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P68 – Mark Rick 

P68-01  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 
period on the EA.   

P68-02  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.11 regarding removing the project site from 
the County tax roll.  Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding the regulation of future 
development on the project site if the land is taken into trust.   
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Response to Comment Letter P69 – Carol Ann Herrera with Vista Verde Ranch 

P69-01  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 
period on the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P69-02  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P69-03  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the trust acquisition process.  
Community land use policies relevant to the Proposed Action and project alternatives are 
described in Section 3.0 of the EA, and potential impacts of the Proposed Action and project 
alternatives related to community land use policies are evaluated in Sections 4.1.8, 4.2.8, 
4.3.8, and 4.4.8 of the EA.  As discussed in Section 4.1.8, there would be no adverse impacts 
related to community land use policies because the Proposed Action would not result in the 
inability of the County to continue to implement existing land use policies.  No casino would 
be developed on the project site; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further discussion.  
Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P69-04  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P69-05  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P70 – Lee and George Weir 

P70-01 and P70-02  
 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 

EA.   

P70-03  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P70-04  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the Tribe’s purpose and need 
for the Proposed Action and project alternatives.   

P70-05  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the purpose of the proposed 
trust acquisition and project alternatives.  

P70-06  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P70-07  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.     



3.0 Response to Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 3-80 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 

May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

Response to Comment Letter P71 – Steve Raftopoulos 

P71-01  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 
period on the EA.   

P71-02 and P71-03  
 Comments noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 

opinions. 

P71-04  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P72 – Patrick and Lucy McCarthy 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P73 – John H. Werden 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P1.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P1. 

Response to Comment Letter P74 – Nancy and David Hunsicker 

P74-01  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P74-02 through P74-09   
 The comments are nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P34.  Refer to Response to 

Comment Letter P34.     

P74-10 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 
regarding requests to extend the comment period on the EA.   

P74-11 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 
period on the EA. 

Response to Comment Letter P75 – Michele Hinnrichs 

P75-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA. 
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P75-02 Comment noted.   

P75-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

P75-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 to the commenter’s intentions.   

Response to Comment Letter P76 – Shirley DiCroce 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P77 – Gerry B. Shepherd 

P77-01 Comment noted.  The commenter is correct that the EA addresses several environmental 
resources; including land use, water resources, and air quality; and considers community 
plans as they relate to the Proposed Action and project alternatives.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the EA.   

Response to Comment Letters P78 and P79 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P2.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P80 – Jeanne Hollingsworth 

P80-01  Comment noted.  It is unclear what is meant by the commenter’s request to “please extend the 
1,400 acre application.”  It is assumed the commenter is referring to the comment period on 
the EA; refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on 
the EA.  Refer to the response to Comment L4-03 regarding the U.S. Department of the 
Interior’s recognition of the Tribe.   

P80-02 Comment noted.  The trust acquisition process is codified in 25 CFR 151 and outlines the 
process for the federal government to take land into trust on behalf of a tribe (or tribal 
member) for the purpose of establishing land bases for tribes to support their sovereign right 
to self-governance; refer to General Response 3.1.5 for further discussion.  Refer to the 
response to Comment L4-03 regarding the U.S. Department of the Interior’s recognition of 
the Tribe. 
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P80-03 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the trust acquisition process.  
As discussed in Section 1.3 of the EA, the Tribe has a population of 136 tribal members and 
approximately 1,300 lineal descendants.   

P80-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the purpose of the trust acquisition process.  It is 
unclear why the commenter thinks the population of the Santa Ynez Valley is relevant to the 
Proposed Action and therefore difficult to provide a response to the commenter’s concerns.  It 
is also unclear what source the commenter used to determine the current (2013) population is 
24,000 in the Santa Ynez Valley or what source the commenter used to determine the zoning 
in the Santa Ynez Valley would not allow the population to exceed 28,000. 

 Per the SYVCP (Santa Barbara County, 2009a), the population of the SYVCP area (which 
includes all unincorporated areas within the Santa Ynez Valley) was approximately 9,900 
people in 2000.  Including the incorporated towns of Buelton (population of approximately 
3,800 in 2000; Department of Finance, 2012) and Solvang (population of approximately 
5,300 in 2000; Department of Finance, 2012), the total population in the Santa Ynez Valley 
13 years ago was approximately 19,000.  Assuming the average annual growth rate in the 
Santa Ynez Valley was similar to other unincorporated areas in the County from 2000 
through 2010 (-1.8 percent; Department of Finance, 2012) and from 2011 through 2013 (0.3 
percent; Department of Finance, 2013), the unincorporated population in the Santa Ynez 
Valley was approximately 8,200 people in 2013.  Including the populations of Buelton 
(approximately 4,900 in 2013; Department of Finance, 2013) and Solvang (approximately 
5,300 in 2013; Department of Finance, 2013), the population in 2013 was approximately 
18,400 in the Santa Ynez Valley.  Therefore, in the last 13 years, the population in the Santa 
Ynez Valley has decreased slightly.   

P80-05  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

Response to Comment Letters P81 through P83 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P2.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P84 – Sheila Benedict 

P84-01  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

P84-02  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 
regarding requests to extend the comment period on the EA.   
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P84-03  Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding the regulation of future development on the 
project site. 

P84-04  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or opinions. 

Response to Comment Letter P85 – Klaus and Lois Brown 

P85-01  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 
regarding requests to extend the comment period on the EA.     

P85-02 through P85-09   
 The comments are nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P34.  Refer to Response to 

Comment Letter P34.   

P85-10 The commenter is correct that the EA addresses several environmental resources, including 
land and water resources, land use, air quality, federally-listed wildlife, transportation, and 
cultural resources.  The existing settings of these resources are discussed in Section 3.0 of the 
EA, and the potential impacts to these resources are discussed throughout Section 4.0 of the 
EA.  With implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0, adverse 
impacts to land and water resources, air quality, federally-listed wildlife, transportation, and 
cultural resources would be reduced or avoided.   

P85-11 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or opinions. 

Response to Comment Letters P86 and P87 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P2.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P2.    

Response to Comment Letter P88 – Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Board President 
Kathy Cleary 

P88-01  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 
period on the EA. 

P88-02  Comment noted.  It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the Santa Barbara County 
Comprehensive Plan when mentioning the Santa Barbara County Master Plan.  Elements of 
the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan and SYVCP relevant to the Proposed Action 
and project alternatives are described in Section 3.0 of the EA, and potential impacts of the 
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Proposed Action and project alternatives related to the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive 
Plan and SYVCP are evaluated throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.    

P88-03 and P88-04  
 Comments noted.  Potential impacts to transportation infrastructure are addressed in Sections 

4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided 
with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.7 of the EA.  Potential 
impacts to water are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.1.4, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.3.2, 4.3.4, 4.4.2, and 
4.4.4 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of 
the mitigation measures identified in Sections 5.2 and 5.4 of the EA.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the EA.  Refer to the 
response to Comment P88-02 regarding the consideration of the Santa Barbara County 
Comprehensive Plan and SYVCP.   

P88-05  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 
regarding requests to extend the comment period on the EA. 

P88-06  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA. 

P88-07 Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding regulation of future land use.   

P88-08  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA. 

Response to Comment Letter P89 – Susie Snow 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2.   

Response to Comment Letter P90 – Maria Costa 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P1.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P1. 

Response to Comment Letter P91 through P95  

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P2.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P2.  
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Response to Comment Letter P96 – Alice Olla 

P96-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P97 – Kathleen L. Ealand 

P97-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P98 – Rich Nagler 

P98-01 It is unclear what the commenter is referring to.  Assuming the commenter is referring to 
more time needed to review the EA, refer to General Response 3.1.1.   

Response to Comment Letter P99 – Susan M. Brooks 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2.   

Response to Comment Letter P100 – Cherie Rivas 

P100-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 
period on the EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P101 – Brad Ross 

P101-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or opinions.  Refer to 
General Response 3.1.12 regarding the regulation of future development on the project site.  
Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the trust acquisition 
process compared to the County land use approval process.   

Response to Comment Letter P102 – Louis Friedman 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2.   

Response to Comment Letter P103 – Susan Vasek 

P103-01 Request noted.  The Final EA, including the responses to comments received on the EA, 
completes the BIA’s review of the Proposed Action pursuant to the BIA NEPA Guidebook; 
refer to General Response 3.1.3 for further discussion.   
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P103-02 Comment noted.  Impacts of the Proposed Action to environmental resources, including those 
within the surrounding community, are evaluated throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.  Adverse 
impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures 
identified in Section 5.0.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments 
or opinions. 

Response to Comment Letters P104 through P108 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P2.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P109 – Steve Wood 

P109-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 
period on the EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P110 – Diane Petras 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2.   

Response to Comment Letter P111 – Virginia Cooper 

P111-01  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

P111-02  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the 
trust acquisition process.  Potential impacts of the Proposed Action to local infrastructure are 
analyzed in Sections 4.1.9, 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the EA; refer to General Response 
3.1.11 for further discussion.   

Response to Comment Letter P112 – Stanley Freedman 

P112-01  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.   

P112-02  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.   

P112-03  If the Proposed Action is approved and the project site is taken into trust for the Tribe, the 
Tribe would not be required to pay County property taxes on the project.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.5 for further discussion of the purpose of the trust acquisition process.  That 
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being said, the Tribe would provide financial support for public services, such as law 
enforcement and fire protection, provided by the County on the project site if the trust 
acquisition were approved; refer to General Response 3.1.11 for further discussion.  Refer to 
General Response 3.1.12 regarding the regulation of future development on the project site. 

P112-04  Comment noted.  Potential impacts of the Proposed Action to visual resources are analyzed in 
Sections 4.1.12, 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced 
or avoided with implementation of the measures and BMPs outlined in Section 2.0 of the EA.  
Refer to General Response 3.1.14 for further discussion.  Refer to the response to Comment 
P112-03 regarding County tax rolls and regulation of future development.  Potential impacts 
of the Proposed Action to environmental resources available to and used by other citizens of 
Santa Ynez and the County are analyzed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.  With 
implementation of mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA, adverse impacts 
would be reduced or avoided.   

P112-05  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P113 – Stanley Freedman 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as it is a duplicate of Comment Letter P112.  Refer to Response to Comment 
Letter P112. 

Response to Comment Letter P114 – Dr. Virgil Elings 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2.   

Response to Comment Letter P115 – Marguerite LePley 

P115-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS. 

P115-02 Comment noted.  Potential impacts of the Proposed Action to visual resources are analyzed in 
Sections 4.1.12, 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced 
or avoided with implementation of the measures and BMPs outlined in Section 2.0 of the EA.  
Refer to General Response 3.1.14 for further discussion.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 
for non-substantive comments or opinions.   
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Response to Comment Letter P116 – Mary Lloyd Mills 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2.   

Response to Comment Letter P117 – Natalie Kaplan 

P117-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 
period on the EA. 

Response to Comment Letter P118 – Patricia P. Murphy 

P118-01  Comment noted.  Potential impacts to public services are addressed in Sections 4.1.9, 4.2.9, 
4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.9 of the EA.  Potential 
impacts to traffic and transportation are addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of 
the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified in Section 5.7 of the EA.  Potential impacts to water are 
addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.1.4, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.3.2, 4.3.4, 4.4.2, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and 
adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation 
measures identified in Sections 5.2 and 5.4 of the EA.  Potential impacts to socioeconomic 
conditions and environmental justice are addressed in Sections 4.1.6, 4.2.6, 4.3.6, and 4.4.6 of 
the EA; as discussed therein, no adverse impacts related to socioeconomic conditions and 
environmental justice would occur with implementation of the Proposed Action.   

P118-02  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 
period on the EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P119 – Mary Ann Sampson  

P119-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.     

P119-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.4 regarding the environmental impacts of the existing 
Chumash Casino Resort. 

P119-03 The potential impacts of the Proposed Action to environmental resources are analyzed 
throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.  Adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA.  Refer to 
General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the trust acquisition process 
compared to the County land use approval process.   
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P119-04 through P119-08  
 The comments are nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to Response to 

Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P120 – Karin Roser  

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P121 – David and Nancy Wyatt 

P121-01 Commented noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the 
comment period on the EA. 

Response to Comment Letters P122 through P125 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P2.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P126 – Dr. James and Nadine Riley 

P126-01 Commented noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the 
comment period on the EA. 

Response to Comment Letters P127 and P128 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P2.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P129 – Jeanne Hollingsworth 

P129-01  The commenter’s intent is unclear as the BIA cannot request an extension for the comment 
period on the EA.  It is assumed the commenter intended to request an extension for the 
comment period on the EA; refer to General Response 3.1.1. 

P129-02  Comment noted.  The potential impacts of the Proposed Action to environmental resources 
are analyzed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.  With mitigation measures included in Section 
5.0 of the EA, adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided.   

P129-03  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to the response to Comment 
L4-03 regarding the U.S. Department of the Interior’s recognition of the Tribe.   
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P129-04  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.4 regarding the environmental impacts of 
the existing Chumash Casino Resort.   

P129-05  The potential impacts of the Proposed Action and project alternatives to environmental 
resources are addressed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be 
reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 
of the EA.  Socioeconomic impacts are evaluated in Sections 4.1.6, 4.2.6, 4.3.6, and 4.4.6 of 
the EA; as stated therein, no adverse impacts were identified.  Refer to General Response 
3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the EA.   

Response to Comment Letters P130 through P134 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P2.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P135 – Sybil K. Cline 

P135-01  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

P135-02  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.     

Response to Comment Letter P136 – Eric Durst 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P137 – Ethel Larrabee 

P137-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

Response to Comment Letters P138 through P145 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P2.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P146 – Gerald Schroeder 

P146-01 Comment noted.  As assessed in the Final EA, Alternative A includes approximately 431 
acres of open space (300 acres of open space and 131 acres preserved as a resource 
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management zones).  Alternative B includes approximately 1,000 acres of open space (869 
acres of open space and 131 acres preserved as a resource management zones).  Refer to 
General Response 3.1.9 regarding revisions to the vineyard and open space acreage under 
Alternatives A and B.  Refer to General Response 3.1.4 regarding the environmental impacts 
of the existing Chumash Casino Resort.  Potential impacts of the Proposed Action and project 
alternatives to environmental resources are addressed in Section 4.0 of the EA, which 
includes consideration of the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan and SYVCP.   

P146-02 through P146-06  
 The comments are nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to Response to 

Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P147 – Kathleen Heringer 

P147-01 and P147-02  
 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 

period on the EA. 

P147-03 through P147-06  
 The comments are nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to Response to 

Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P148 – William Heringer, MD 

P148-01 and P148-02  
 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 

period on the EA. 

P148-03 through P148-06  
 The comments are nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to Response to 

Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P149 – Allen M. Segal 

P149-01  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA. 

P149-02  Refer to the response to Comment L3-18 regarding the insignificant percentage of farmland 
that would be converted to other land uses under Alternatives A and B.   

P149-03  Comment noted.  Potential impacts of the Proposed Action and project alternatives to 
environmental resources, including agricultural resources, are addressed in Sections 4.1.8, 
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4.2.8, 4.3.8, and 4.4.8 of the EA.  As discussed therein, no adverse impacts to agricultural 
resources would result from implementation of the Proposed Action and project alternatives.   

P149-04  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 
period on the EA. 

Response to Comment Letters P150 and P151 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P2.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P152 – Lindalee Baumgarten 

P152-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the purpose of the trust acquisition process.   

P152-02 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P152-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the Tribe’s purpose and need for the Proposed 
Action.  If the Proposed Action is approved and the project site is taken in to trust for the 
Tribe, local land use policies and guidelines would no longer apply.  

P152-04 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P152-05 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion as to the purpose of the fee-to-trust process 
and the rationale as to why the Tribe can request a property be transferred from fee title to 
trust status.  Additionally, refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the Tribe’s 
purpose and need for the Proposed Action.   

P152-06 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the purpose of the Proposed Action and project 
alternatives.  The Tribe has no plans to develop a casino on the project site, and future 
development on the project site, if it were taken in to trust, would be governed by the Tribe 
with oversight provided by applicable federal agencies; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for 
further discussion.   

P152-07 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P152-08 As noted in Section 3.8 of the EA, the project site as it currently exists is compatible with 
local land use policies.  If the Proposed Action is approved and the project site is taken in to 
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trust for the Tribe, local land use policies would no longer be applicable.  No casino would be 
developed on the project site; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further discussion. 

P152-09  Comment noted.  

P152-10 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the purpose and need of the trust acquisition 
and proposed housing development.   

P152-11 Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment L4-03 regarding the laws that govern 
trust acquisition.   

Response to Comment Letter P153 – CNC Machining, Inc. CEO Greg Brous 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P154 – Wendy Wegeles 

P154-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 
period on the EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P155 – Don Sheldon 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P156 – Belinda Hart 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P34.  Refer 
to Response to Comment Letter P34. 

Response to Comment Letter P157 – Kerry Perez 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P158 – Andriette Culbertson 

P158-01  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   
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P158-02  Refer to General Response 3.1.13 regarding the appropriateness of the alternatives selected 
for full analysis in the EA.  The potential impacts associated with the selected alternatives are 
evaluated in Section 4.0, including the cumulative impacts and growth-inducing effects.  
Sections 2.0 and 4.0 of the EA are prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for 
Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook and provide sufficient analysis to allow 
the lead agency to make an informed decision.  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 for further 
discussion.   

P158-03  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.  

P158-04  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P159 – Ann Young 

P159-01 and P159-02  
 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 

EA. 

Response to Comment Letter P160 – Peter Van Iderstine 

P160-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P160-02 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 
period on the EA. 

Response to Comment Letter P161 – Kelli Pappas 

P161-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 
period on the EA. 

Response to Comment Letter P162 – John H. Harmon 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P163 – D.B. 

P163-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

P163-02 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 
period on the EA. 
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P163-03 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the EA. 

Response to Comment Letter P164 – Linda and Sid Kastner 

P164-01 and P164-02  
 Comments noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 

opinions.   

P164-03  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P164-04  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 
regarding requests to extend the comment period on the EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P165 – William L. Jackson 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P163.  Refer 
to Response to Comment Letter P163. 

Response to Comment Letter P166 – Wendall B. Shepherd 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P1.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P1. 

Response to Comment Letter P167 – R. Busby 

P167-01 Although the commenter does not mention the EA and only mentions the fee-to-trust 
application, it is assumed the commenter is requesting an extension to the comment period on 
the EA given that the commenter references the original end-date of the EA public comment 
period; refer to General Response 3.1.1.  

P167-02 Comment noted.  

P167-03 and P167-04  
 Comments noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the 

comment period on the EA. 

Response to Comment Letter P168 – Donna and Patrick Will 

P168-01  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.   
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P168-02  Refer to the response to Comment P2-02 regarding the size of the project site compared to 
the City of Solvang.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the regulations that govern 
the fee-to-trust process. 

P168-03  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P168-04  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA. 

P168-05  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.   

Response to Comment Letter P169 – Christine Beebe 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P163.  Refer 
to Response to Comment Letter P163. 

Response to Comment Letter P170 – James Victor 

P170-01  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P170-02  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 
regarding requests to extend the comment period on the EA. 

Response to Comment Letter P171 – Melinda Jensen 

P171-01 and P171-02  
 Comments noted.  The existing land use zoning for the project site is presented in Section 3.8 

of the EA, and analysis of the potential impacts of the Proposed Action and project 
alternatives that could result from land use conflicts or incompatible land uses is provided in 
Sections 4.1.8, 4.2.8, 4.3.8, and 4.4.8 of the EA.  As discussed therein, no adverse impacts to 
land use would result from implementation of the Proposed Action and project alternatives.  
Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or opinions.   

P171-03  Refer to General Response 3.1.14 regarding the potential impacts to scenic highways.     

P171-04  Comment noted.  Potential impacts to visual resources, including scenic highways, are 
evaluated in Sections 4.1.12, 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12 of the EA; adverse impacts to visual 
resources would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the protective measures and 
BMPs identified in Section 2.2.10 of the EA.  Potential impacts to land use, including 
agriculture, are evaluated in Sections 4.1.8, 4.2.8, 4.3.8, and 4.4.8 of the EA; as discussed 
therein, no adverse impacts would result from implementation of the Proposed Action.  
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Potential impacts to water are evaluated in Sections 4.1.2, 4.1.4, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.3.2, 4.3.4, 
4.4.2, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Sections 5.2 and 5.4 of the EA.   

Response to Comment Letters P172 through P175 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are a part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P163.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P163. 

Response to Comment Letter P176 – Board of Directors Neighborhood Defense League 
President Judith Ishkanian 

 P176-01 Comment noted.   

P176-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  As the TCA has been withdrawn, 
comments related to the TCA are moot. 

P176-03 Comment noted.   

P176-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P176-05 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

Response to Comment Letter P177 – David Norcott 

P177-01  It is unclear what 10,000 acres being considered for fee-to-trust acquisition the commenter is 
referring to.  As discussed in Section 1.0 of the EA, the Tribe is proposing a trust acquisition 
of the land known as “Camp 4” (project site), which includes approximately 1,433 acres.  
Presently, the Tribe owns the project site in fee, and there are no private residences located on 
the project site.  If the commenter is referring to the TCA, the TCA has been withdrawn; refer 
to General Response 3.1.2 for further discussion.   

P177-02  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA. 

P177-03  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P177-04  Comment noted.  The purpose of the trust acquisition process is to establish land bases for 
Tribes to support their sovereign right to self-governance; refer to General Response 3.1.5 
for further discussion.  Section 4.0 of the EA evaluates the impact of the Proposed Action to 
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environmental resources available to and used by the residents and taxpayers of the County 
and the Santa Ynez Valley.  The mitigation included in Section 5.0 of the EA reduces adverse 
impacts to a minimal level such that the Proposed Action would not have a significant impact 
on the quality of the human environment.   

P177-05  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA. 

P177-06 through P177-10  
 The comments are nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to Response to 

Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P178 – Fred Kovol 

P178-01 through P178-05  
 The comments are nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to Response to 

Comment Letter P2. 

P178-06 A Water and Wastewater Feasibility Analysis was prepared to analyze the potential impacts 
of Alternatives A and B on water resources (Appendix C to the EA).  As indicated in the 
References section of Appendix C to the Final EA (page R-1), the 2008 Santa Barbara 
County Groundwater Report was consulted during the analysis.  The 2011 Santa Barbara 
County Groundwater Report was released on May 1, 2012, which was four days after the 
Water and Wastewater Feasibility Analysis was completed on April 27, 2012.  The Final EA 
has been updated to include data from the 2011 Santa Barbara County Groundwater Report.  
The Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (Santa Barbara 
County, 2009b), which compiled information from the Santa Ynez River Water Conservation 
District, Improvement District #1 (ID1) reports, was also consulted during development of 
the Water and Wastewater Feasibility Analysis (References section of Appendix C to the 
EA).  Additionally, the Tribe conducted field well pumping and water quality tests in January 
and February 2014 to provide more recent data of the capacities and water quality of the 
existing groundwater wells on the project site (Appendix C to the Final EA).  Refer to 
General Response 3.1.9 for further discussion.   

 Presently, there are three active groundwater wells on the project site, and the Tribe proposes 
to add two additional wells if the Proposed Action is approved.  The Tribe will discuss with 
the ID1 the possibility of monitoring on-site wells if the Proposed Action is approved.  
Regardless, there are several other wells located near the project site (Figure 2-2 of Appendix 
C of the EA) that could be monitored by the ID1 to ascertain the overall health of the Santa 
Ynez Uplands Groundwater Basin (Uplands Basin).   
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Response to Comment Letter P179 – Chuck and Laura Evans 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P180 – Gregory Schipper 

P180-01 and P180-02  
 Comments noted.   

P180-03  A casino is not part of the project alternatives; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further 
discussion.   

P180-04  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 
period on the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding the regulation of future 
development on the project site.   

P180-05  Comment noted.   

Response to Comment Letter P181 – Elizabeth Knowlton 

P181-01  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 
period on the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P181-02  Comment noted.  Potential impacts of the Proposed Action and project alternatives to 
environmental resources are addressed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA, which includes 
consideration of the SYVCP. 

P181-03  Comment noted.  Potential impacts to public services are evaluated in Sections 4.1.9, 4.2.9, 
4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures included in Section 5.9 of the EA.  Potential 
impacts to traffic and transportation are evaluated in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of 
the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the 
mitigation measures included in Section 5.7 of the EA.  Potential impacts to land use are 
evaluated in Sections 4.1.8, 4.2.8, 4.3.8, and 4.4.8 of the EA; as discussed therein, no adverse 
impacts would result from implementation of the Proposed Action.  Potential impacts to 
water are evaluated in Sections 4.1.2, 4.1.4, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.3.2, 4.3.4, 4.4.2, and 4.4.4 of the 
EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation 
measures identified in Sections 5.2 and 5.4 of the EA.  Potential impacts to visual resources 
are evaluated in Sections 4.1.12, 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12 of the EA; adverse impacts to 
visual resources would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the protective measures 
and BMPs identified in Section 2.2.10 of the EA.  Development of 143 residential units on 
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the 1,433-acre project site is not anticipated to affect property values in the area.  
Socioeconomic impacts are analyzed in Sections 4.1.6, 4.2.6, 4.3.6, and 4.4.6 of the EA in 
accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA 
Guidebook.  For comments related to a loss of property taxes if the project site is taken into 
trust, refer to General Response 3.1.11.   

P181-04  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

P181-05  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 
period on the EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P182 – Jim Kelley 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P183 – Thoma Martinov 

P183-01  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 
period on the EA.   

Response to Comment Letters P184 through P188 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P2.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P189 – Sheridan Force 

P189-01  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.   

P189-02  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 
period on the EA.   

P189-03  Comment noted.  Evaluation of the trust acquisition program is beyond the scope of the EA.  
Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the trust acquisition 
process.   

P189-04  Comment noted.  Evaluation of the function of the BIA is beyond the scope of the EA.  
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P189-05  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.   

Response to Comment Letter P190 – William Otto 

P190-01  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.   

P190-02  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

P190-03  It is unclear what is meant by the commenter’s reference to “FTA” as that acronym is not 
used anywhere in the EA and is not defined in the commenter’s letter.  Assuming the 
commenter is referring to the fee trust acquisition, the potential impacts of the Proposed 
Action to environmental resources are evaluated throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.  Adverse 
impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures 
identified in Section 5.0.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

P190-04  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P191 – Gerald Rounds 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P192 – Kelly and Sandy Rose 

P192-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment 
period on the EA.   

P192-02 The comment is identical to Comment Letter P45.  Refer to the Response to Comment 
Letter P45.   

Response to Comment Letter P193 – Denise C. Schipper 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.  Refer to 
Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P194 – Anne Crawford-Hall 

P194-01  Comment noted.   
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P194-02 and P194-03  
 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 

EA.   

P194-04  Comment noted.  Potential impacts to groundwater are evaluated in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 
4.3.2, and 4.4.2 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures included in Section 5.2 of the EA.  Potential 
impacts to adjacent land use, including agriculture, are evaluated in Sections 4.1.8, 4.2.8, 
4.3.8, and 4.4.8 of the EA; as discussed therein, no adverse impacts would result from 
implementation of the Proposed Action.   

P194-05  Comment noted. 

Response to Comment Letters P195 and P196  

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P2.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P2. 

Response to Comment Letter P197 – Jerry and Clarire Shoemaker 

P197-01 Comment noted.  The TCA has been withdrawn, and therefore the wells and water storage 
facilities referenced in the comment are no longer within the TCA.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.2 for further discussion.   

P197-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Section 4.0 of the EA addresses the 
potential impacts of the Proposed Action and project alternatives to environmental resources, 
including visual resources, public services, and conflicts with local plans.  The Final EA, 
including the responses to public comments received on the EA, provides sufficient analysis 
to support the conclusion that the Proposed Action would not have a significant impact on the 
quality of the human environment.  If the Proposed Action is approved and the project site is 
taken in to trust for the Tribe, the project site would no longer be within the jurisdiction of the 
County or State and would therefore no longer be subject to local control or property taxes.  
The Tribe, with applicable oversight from the federal government, would regulate future 
development on the site; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further discussion.  
Additionally, the Tribe would provide financial support for public services, such as law 
enforcement and fire protection, provided by the County on the project site if the trust 
acquisition were approved; refer to General Response 3.1.11 for further discussion.  The 
Tribe would still be required to pay other taxes as applicable.  Refer to General Response 
3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the EA.   
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P197-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P198 through P205 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P197.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P197. 

Response to Comment Letter P206 – Robert B. Field, President on behalf of Board of 
Directors Santa Ynez Rancho Estates Mutual Water Company, Inc.  

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P197.  Refer 
to Response to Comment Letter P197. 

Response to Comment Letter P207 – Kelly Gray 

P207-01 through P207-04  
 Comments noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.13 regarding the evidence supporting the 

conclusions that the EA both considers an appropriate range of alternatives and considers 
alternatives representative of all concept plans proposed for the project site.  Refer to 
General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

P207-05 The Final EA and entire NEPA record provide adequate analysis to provide for the BIA’s 
hard look at the Proposed Action’s environmental impacts.  All work in developing the EA, 
Final EA, and NEPA record was conducted under the direction of the BIA.  Based on the EA, 
response to comments, and the Final EA, the BIA will determine if the Proposed Action 
would adversely impact the environment and an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
would therefore be required or if adequate information is presented to develop a Finding of 
No Significant Impact (FONSI).  The BIA may also direct further investigation prior to a 
decision to move forward with an EIS or FONSI. 

P207-06 As discussed in Section 4.1.2, if the project site is taken in trust, the Tribe would be required 
to comply with the Clean Water Act with oversight provided by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA).  Furthermore, the WWTP would be designed to ensure recycled 
water meets the same requirements as California Code of Regulations, Title 22, which is 
indicative of water quality that is acceptable for irrigation of agricultural crops, including 
edible crops.  As shown in Appendix C of the EA, wastewater would be treated using a 
tertiary treatment process, including disinfection (such as the use of ultraviolet light or 
chemical disinfectants), ensuring that the final effluent meets the requirements of effluent for 
unrestricted use.  With the design of the WWTP to meet California Code of Regulations, Title 
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22 requirements for recycled water production, impacts to the groundwater table would be 
minimal.  The Tribe has operated a WWTP on its Reservation since 2004 under NPDES 
Permit No. CA0050008.  There have been no violations of this permit since the WWTP came 
online, thereby demonstrating the Tribe’s ability to operate a WWTP in accordance with 
environmental protection laws.     

P207-07 Refer to General Response 3.1.4 regarding the future use of the project site for gaming 
purposes. 

P207-08 Refer to General Response 3.11.1 regarding impact to public services, including law 
enforcement and fire protection, and removal of the project site from the County’s tax base. 

P207-09 Increases in water demand as a result of the implementation of Alternatives A and B are 
described in Section 2.2.5, Appendix C, and Sections 4.1.2 and 4.2.2 of the EA.  Impacts to 
the regional groundwater basin are described in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 4.4.2 of the 
EA.  Section 2.0, 3.0, and 4.0 have been updated to expand the discussion of impacts to 
groundwater resources and additional project design features and mitigation measures have 
been included within Section 2.0 and 5.0 of the Final EA to address drought conditions.  
Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding groundwater use associated with the Proposed 
Action and updated water demand estimates presented in the Final EA given the revisions to 
the vineyard development plans under Alternatives A and B. 

P207-10 Transportation and circulation are addressed in Section 3.7 (baseline conditions) of the EA, 
and impacts associated with an increase in traffic generated by Alternatives A and B are 
addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA.  A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was 
conducted to assess the existing conditions of the transportation network and assess 
associated impacts from Alternatives A and B.  The TIS is included as revised Appendix I to 
the Final EA as it contains updated traffic data given the revisions to the tribal facilities under 
Alternative B (refer to General Response 3.1.17) and an updated cumulative environment, 
and the results are incorporated into the above-mentioned sections of the EA.  Section 2.0 of 
the EA provides a description of the proposed alternatives under consideration by the Tribe 
should the project site be taken into trust.  Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding 
development of the Proposed Alternatives. 

P207-11 The commenter is referencing a project design feature incorporated into Alternatives A and B 
as a Protective Measure and BMP.  These are provisions that are incorporated into the project 
design to reduce impacts to wetlands and oak trees to the extent feasible.  Impacts to these 
resources as assessed in Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, and 4.4.4 of the EA, which take into 
consideration the Protective Measure and BMPs presented in Section 2.0.  However, even 
with these measures, the impact analyses within Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, and 4.4.4 indicate that 
without mitigation, an adverse impact to wetlands and oak trees would result from the 
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implementation of Alternatives A and B.  As stated in Sections 4.1.4 and 4.2.4 the EA, 
implementation of Alternatives A and B could impact 0.15 acre and 0.01 acre, respectively, 
of seasonal wetlands and seasonal wetland swales located within the project site (refer to 
Tables 4-3 and 4-12 of the EA).  A Biological Assessment (2013 EA Appendix E) has been 
prepared and has been submitted to the USFWS pursuant to Section 7 of the FESA 
(Appendix R of the Final EA).  Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, and 5.4 of the Final EA have been 
updated to incorporate the mitigation included in the Biological Assessment, which includes 
avoiding development within the seasonal wetlands and seasonal wetland swales on the 
project site; refer to General Response 3.1.7 for further discussion regarding impacts to 
wetlands.  Even with the protective measures and BMPs for oak trees incorporated into 
project design, implementation of Alternatives A and B would also adversely affect oak trees 
protected under the Tribal Ordinance Regarding Oak Tree Preservation for the Santa Ynez 
Band of Chumash Indians (Oak Tree Ordinance) (Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians, 
2000) through removal of up to 70 oak trees within the project site.  The measures listed 
under Section 5.4 of the EA would mitigate for adverse affects to protected oak trees.  Refer 
to General Response 3.1.16 regarding further discussion of impacts to oak trees and oak 
habitat. 

P207-12 Refer to General Response 3.1.17 regarding impacts associated with tribal facilities and the 
revisions to the planned tribal facilities assessed within the Final EA.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.10 regarding land use authority once the project site is taken into trust. 

P207-13 Comment noted.  Potential impacts to biological resources are addressed in Sections 4.1.4, 
4.2.4, 4.3.4, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and mitigation measures are presented in Section 5.4 that 
would reduce identified impacts to a minimal level. 

P207-14 Socioeconomic conditions and impacts associated with Alternatives A and B are addressed in 
Sections 4.1.6, 4.2.6, and 4.4.6 of the EA.  In accordance with the CEQ Regulations for 
Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook, the project alternatives were assessed to 
determine if implementation would result in adverse effects related to socioeconomic and 
environmental justice.  Significance criteria to determine if an adverse effect would occur 
with implementation of the project alternatives are listed in Section 4.1.6 of the EA.   

 Under this methodology, the analysis within the EA provides the “hard look” required to 
assess the environment impacts of the Proposed Action under NEPA.  Given the analysis 
presented in Sections 4.1.6, 4.2.6, and 4.4.6 of the EA, no adverse impacts to socioeconomic 
conditions or environmental justice would result from the implementation of either project 
alternative.   

P207-15 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding incompatibility with existing 
local planning documents. 
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P207-16 Comment noted.  Impacts of the Proposed Action are assessed in accordance with the CEQ 
Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook.  Refer to the response 
to Comment P207-05 regarding the BIA’s involvement with the preparation of the EA. 

P207-17 Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment P207-05 regarding the BIA’s 
involvement with the preparation of the EA. 

Response to Comment Letter P208 – Jane Quigley 

P208-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.   

P208-02 Comment noted.  Public services including law enforcement are addressed in Sections 3.10, 
4.1.9, 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the EA; as stated therein, no adverse impacts would occur 
with implementation of the project alternatives.  Transportation and circulation are addressed 
in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA.  A TIS was conducted to assess the 
existing conditions of the transportation network and assess associated impacts from 
Alternatives A and B.  The TIS is included as revised Appendix I to the Final EA as it 
contains updated traffic data given the revisions to the tribal facilities under Alternative B 
(refer to General Response 3.1.17) and an updated cumulative environment, and the results 
are incorporated into the above-mentioned sections of the EA.  With the implementation of 
mitigation identified in Section 5.7 of the EA, impacts would be minimal. 

P208-03 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.   

P208-04 The commenter is incorrect that the Tribe does not pay for water.  The Tribe currently 
contracts with ID-1 for water at the existing Reservation.  Refer to General Response 3.1.9 
regarding impacts to groundwater supplies. 

P208-05 In accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA 
Guidebook a comment period was made available for the community to express their 
concern.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding the public comment period.  As noted 
in Section 4.0 of the EA, identified impacts would be mitigated to minimal levels and 
implementation of the Proposed Action would not result in a significant impact on the 
environment. 

Response to Comment Letter P209 – Edward Quigley 

P209-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.   
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P209-02 through P209-06   
 These comments are nearly identical to those under Comment Letter P208.  Refer to the 

responses to Comments P208-02 through P208-05.  

Response to Comment Letter P210 – D.B. 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P163.  Refer 
to Response to Comment Letter P163. 

Response to Comment Letter P211 – Nelson E. Owens 

P211-01 Comment noted.   

P211-02 If the project site is placed into trust for the Tribe, the State and County would no longer have 
jurisdiction over the property and County property taxes would not be applicable.  It is 
assumed that the commenter is referring to the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan 
when mentioning the General Plan of Santa Barbara County.  Elements of the Santa Barbara 
County Comprehensive Plan relevant to the Proposed Action and project alternatives are 
described in Section 3.0 of the EA, and potential impacts of the Proposed Action and project 
alternatives related to the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan are evaluated 
throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.  If the Proposed Action is approved, oversight of future 
development would be provided by the Tribe and federal agencies; refer to General 
Response 3.1.12 for further discussion.   

P211-03 Potential impacts to the Santa Ynez Valley and its residents are addressed throughout Section 
4.0 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 
for a discussion as to the purpose of the fee-to-trust process and the rationale as to why the 
Tribe can request a property be transferred from fee title to trust status.   

Response to Comment Letter P212 through P228 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P197.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P197. 

Response to Comment Letter P229 – Ingerid J. Ekeland 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P163.  Refer 
to Response to Comment Letter P163. 
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Response to Comment Letter P230 through P232 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P197.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P197. 

Response to Comment Letter P233 – William Zeutzius, Jr. 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is addressed to Santa Barbara County and not the BIA. 

Response to Comment Letter P234 through P244 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P197.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P197. 

Response to Comment Letter P245 – Dr. Gary Charness 

P245-01 Comment noted.  If the project site is placed into trust for the Tribe, the State and County 
would no longer have jurisdiction over the property and County property taxes would not be 
applicable.  That being said, the Tribe would provide financial support for public services, 
such as law enforcement and fire protection, provided by the County on the project site if the 
trust acquisition were approved; refer to General Response 3.1.11 for further discussion.  
Development of 143 residential units on the 1,433-acre project site is not anticipated to affect 
property values in the area.  Socioeconomic impacts are analyzed in Sections 4.1.6, 4.2.6, 
4.3.6, and 4.4.6 of the EA in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA 
and the BIA NEPA Guidebook.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion as to the 
purpose of the fee-to-trust process and the rationale as to why the Tribe can request a 
property be transferred from fee title to trust status.   

P245-02 through P245-12  
 The comments are nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P207.  Refer to Response to 

Comment Letter P207.   

Response to Comment Letters P246 through P253 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P207.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P207. 
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Response to Comment Letter P254 – Kyle Abello 

P254-01 Potential impacts to water resources, including to groundwater and as related to treated 
wastewater, are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 4.4.2 of the EA, and adverse 
impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures 
identified in Section 5.2 of the EA.  Potential impacts to biological resources; including to 
natural flora and fauna, to vernal pools, and to oak savanna and grassland habitats; are 
addressed in Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be 
reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.4 
of the EA.  Potential impacts to traffic are addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 
of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified in Section 5.7 of the EA.  

P254-02 Comment noted.  Elements of the SYVCP relevant to the Proposed Action and project 
alternatives are described in Section 3.0 of the EA, and potential impacts of the Proposed 
Action and project alternatives related to the SYVCP are evaluated throughout Section 4.0 of 
the EA. 

Response to Comment Letter P255 – Don and Judy Carter 

P255-01 Comment noted.   

P255-02 Potential impacts to groundwater are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 4.4.2 of the 
EA.  Adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation 
measures identified in Section 5.2 of the EA, which require the new groundwater wells be 
located south of the Baseline fault within the relatively unexploited Careaga Formation.  
Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding revisions to the design of the tribal facilities 
under Alternative B and drought mitigation incorporated into the Final EA.   

P255-03 Comment noted.  If the land is taken into trust, the Tribe would be responsible for regulation 
of the WWTP with further oversight provided by the USEPA and other federal agencies in 
accordance with applicable federal regulations including the Clean Water Act.  As discussed 
in the EA, the recycled water from the WWTP would meet the requirements set forth in 
California Code of Regulations, Title 22 for release into the environment.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.9 for additional discussion as to the protection of existing water quality and to 
General Response 3.1.12 for additional discussion regarding future development and 
regulation.   

P255-04 Potential impacts to water resources are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.1.4, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.3.2, 
4.3.4, 4.4.2, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Sections 5.2 and 5.4 of the EA.  The 
Final EA has been prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing 
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NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook and provides adequate analysis to provide for a “hard 
look” at the Proposed Action’s and proposed alternatives’ environmental impacts, including 
to water resources.  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 for further discussion.   

Response to Comment Letter P256 – Julie Benson 

P256-01 Impacts to environmental resources are identified and addressed throughout Section 4.0 of the 
EA.  Adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation 
measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA.  Potential impacts to water resources, including 
to groundwater and as related to treating wastewater, are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 
4.3.2, and 4.4.2 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.2 of the EA.  Potential 
impacts to public services; including to fire and police; are addressed in Sections 4.1.9, 4.2.9, 
4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.9 of the EA.  The Tribe 
would provide financial support for public services, such as law enforcement and fire 
protection, provided by the County on the project site if the trust acquisition were approved; 
refer to General Response 3.1.11 for further discussion.       

P256-02 Comment noted.   

P256-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the trust acquisition 
process and preference over the County land use approval process.  If the Proposed Action is 
approved, future oversight would be provided by federal agencies; refer to General 
Response 3.1.12 for further discussion.   

Response to Comment Letter P257 – Brandon Amyx 

P257-01 Comment noted.  Potential impacts to environmental resources are identified and addressed 
throughout Section 4.0 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA.   

P257-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.4 regarding the impacts of the existing Chumash Casino 
Resort.  Potential impacts to traffic are addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of 
the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified in Section 5.7 of the EA.  Potential impacts associated with 
solid waste are addressed in Section 4.1.9, 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the EA, and as discussed 
therein, no adverse impacts are identified.  Potential impacts related to noise are addressed in 
Sections 4.1.10, 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.9 of the EA, and as discussed therein, no adverse 
impacts were identified.  Potential impacts of the Proposed Action to visual resources are 
analyzed in Sections 4.1.12, 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12 of the EA, and adverse impacts would 
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be reduced or avoided with implementation of the measures and BMPs outlined in Section 
2.0 of the EA.   

P257-03  Comment noted.  Potential impacts of the Proposed Action to visual resources; including 
view protection, consistency with surrounding development, and consistency with existing 
character; are analyzed in Sections 4.1.12, 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12 of the EA, and adverse 
impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the measures and BMPs 
outlined in Section 2.0 of the EA.  Potential impacts to traffic are addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 
4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.7 of the EA.  Potential 
impacts to biological resources; including wetland protection and concerns related to 
native/invasive species; are addressed in Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and 
adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation 
measures identified in Section 5.4 of the EA.    

P257-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the trust acquisition 
process compared to the County land use approval process and regarding the Tribe’s need for 
housing.  The EA considers the Proposed Action and project alternatives in their entirety.  If 
the Proposed Action is approved, future development on tribal lands would be at the 
discretion of the Tribe with environmental oversight provided by the Tribe and federal 
agencies; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further discussion.   

Response to Comment Letter P258 – Josiah Jenkins 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P207.  Refer 
to Response to Comment Letter P207. 

Response to Comment Letter P259 – David and Lauren Watts 

P259-01 Comment noted.  If the Proposed Action is approved, future development on tribal lands 
would be at the discretion of the Tribe with environmental oversight provided by the Tribe 
and federal agencies; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further discussion.  Existing 
environmental conditions relevant to the Proposed Action and project alternatives; including 
sanitation, runoff, water resource, and traffic concerns; are presented in Section 3.0 of the 
EA.   

P259-02 It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the SYVCP when mentioning the Valley 
Plan.  If the trust acquisition is approved, all of the project parcels would be exempt from 
County land use regulations, including the SYVCP.  Refer to the response to Comment L3-
09 regarding the Williamson Act contracts on the project site parcels.     
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P259-03 Potential impacts to water resources, including to groundwater, are addressed in Sections 
4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 4.4.2 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided 
with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.2 of the EA.  The 
Tribe has incorporated mitigation specific to drought conditions that will be implemented 
during official drought declarations by the County; text was added to Section 5.2 of the Final 
EA to describe the drought mitigation measures.   

 Refer to General Response 3.1.4 regarding the impacts of the existing Chumash Casino 
Resort.  If the Proposed Action is approved, future development on tribal lands would be at 
the discretion of the Tribe with environmental oversight provided by the Tribe and federal 
agencies; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further discussion. 

Response to Comment Letter P260 – Michael Dunn 

P260-01 Comment noted.   

P260-02 Comment noted.  The existing condition of the Uplands Basin is presented in Section 3.2 of 
the EA.  Potential impacts to groundwater are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 
4.4.2 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of 
the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.2 of the EA.  Refer to General Response 
3.1.9 for further discussion.    

P260-03 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.4 regarding the impacts of the existing 
Chumash Casino Resort.  Potential impacts to air quality are addressed in Sections 4.1.3, 
4.2.3, 4.3.3, and 4.4.3 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.3 of the EA.  Potential 
impacts associated with safety are addressed as appropriate under each environmental 
resource throughout Section 4.0 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided 
with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA.  Potential 
impacts to roadways are addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA, and 
adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation 
measures identified in Section 5.7 of the EA.  Potential impacts to law enforcement services 
are addressed in Sections 4.1.9, 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the EA; as stated therein, no 
adverse impacts would occur with implementation of the project alternatives 

P260-04 As discussed in Sections 2.2 and 2.3 of the EA, the Tribe proposes to develop and operate a 
sewer system and WWTP to treat wastewater; refer to General Response 3.1.9 for a 
discussion of water quality relevant to the proposed WWTP.  The existing water quality in 
the vicinity of the project site is presented in Section 3.2 of the EA.  Potential impacts to 
water resources, including water quality, are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.1.4, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 
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4.3.2, 4.3.4, 4.4.2, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided 
with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Sections 5.2 and 5.4 of the EA.   

P260-05 Comment noted.   

Response to Comment Letter P261 – Shelia Benedict 

P261-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

Response to Comment Letter P262 – Brian Kramer 

P262-01 Comment noted. 

P262-02 Potential impacts to environmental resources are addressed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA, 
and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation 
measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the 
requirements for an EIS. 

P262-03 and P262-04  
 Potential impacts to the surrounding land uses are evaluated in Sections 4.1.8, 4.2.8, 4.3.8, 

and 4.4.8 of the EA; as discussed therein, no adverse impacts would result from 
implementation of the Proposed Action.  Refer to General Response 3.1.10 for further 
discussion.  The analysis within the Final EA regarding land use was prepared in accordance 
with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook and 
provides a “hard look” at the Proposed Action’s and proposed alternatives’ environmental 
impacts.  Further study related to land use is therefore not required; refer to General 
Response 3.1.3 for further discussion.   

P262-05 Regarding the inconsistency of Alternatives A and B with the SYVCP, refer to General 
Response 3.1.10.  Potential impacts to public services, including infrastructure, are addressed 
in Sections 4.1.9, 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or 
avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.9 of the EA.  
Potential impacts to transportation, including infrastructure, are addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 
4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.7 of the EA.   

P262-06 Potential impacts to oak trees are discussed in Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, and 4.4.4 of the 
EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation 
measures identified in Section 5.4.3 of the EA.  The mitigation measures presented in the EA 
were prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA 
NEPA Guidebook and are therefore sufficient to minimize the impact of Alternatives A and 
B.  Refer to General Response 3.1.16 for further discussion. 
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P262-07 through P262-09  
 Potential impacts to biological resources; including jurisdictional waters of the U.S., nest sites 

for migratory birds, and Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp (VPFS) habitat; are discussed in Sections 
4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, and 4.4.4 of the EA.  Adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.4 of the EA.  The 
mitigation measures presented in the EA were prepared in accordance with the CEQ 
Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook and are therefore 
sufficient to minimize the impact of Alternatives A and B.  Refer to General Response 3.1.7 
for further discussion regarding biological impacts analyzed within the EA.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.3 for an explanation as to why further study is not required.   

P262-10  A comprehensive air quality analysis, including construction impacts of Alternatives A and 
B, is provided in Sections 4.1.3 and 4.2.3 of the EA.  As shown in Section 3.4 of the EA, the 
project site is located in the South Central Coast Air Basin (SCCAB), which is classified as 
attainment or unclassifiable for all National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  
Accordingly, a federal general conformity determination analysis is not required, and 
construction of the Alternatives A and B would not cause an exceedance of NAAQS per 40 
CFR 93 of the Clean Air Act.  The NAAQS are air quality standards which provide public 
health protection, including protecting the health of “sensitive” populations.  Because 
construction of the Alternatives A and B would not cause an exceedance of the NAAQS, the 
project construction would not have a major environmental impact on the surrounding 
community or downwind residences, and no mitigation measures are warranted.  Regardless, 
the Tribe proposed BMPs in Section 5.3 of the EA that would reduce construction-related 
emissions. Refer to General Response 3.1.6 regarding updates to the air quality analysis 
included in the Final EA.   

 Noise impacts are discussed in Sections 4.1.10 and 4.2.10 of the EA.  As discussed therein, 
the construction noise at the nearest sensitive receptor would be 77.0 dBA under both Project 
Alternative A and B, which is less than the daytime federal construction noise threshold of 78 
dBA; therefore, no mitigation measures are warranted.  The commenter is correct there would 
be an increase in the noise level during construction of Alternatives A and B; however, the 
increase would be intermittent, temporary, and would not exceed the federal noise standard 
for construction.   

 Accordingly, no further study of air quality or noise issues from construction activities is 
warranted; refer to General Response 3.1.3 for further discussion.   

P262-11 Refer to General Response 3.1.10 for a discussion of the project alternatives as they relate to 
existing land use on properties surrounding the project site and existing local land use 
policies.  The impacts of the project alternatives to land use are discussed in Sections 4.1.8, 
4.2.8, 4.3.8, and 4.4.8 of the EA; as stated therein, no adverse impacts would result due to 
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implementation of the Proposed Action.  Potential impacts related to noise are addressed in 
Sections 4.1.10, 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.9 of the EA, and as discussed therein, no adverse 
impacts were identified.  Potential impacts to land resources are addressed in Sections 4.1.1, 
4.2.1, 4.3.1, and 4.4.1 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.1 of the EA.  Potential 
impacts to water resources are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.1.4, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.3.2, 4.3.4, 
4.4.2, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Sections 5.2 and 5.4 of the EA.  
Potential impacts to air resources are addressed in Sections 4.1.3, 4.2.3, 4.3.3, and 4.4.3 of the 
EA; no adverse impacts to air resources would occur with implementation of the project 
alternatives, and additional protective measures are included in Section 5.3 to further reduce 
impacts.  Potential impacts of the Proposed Action to visual resources are analyzed in 
Sections 4.1.12, 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced 
or avoided with implementation of the measures and BMPs outlined in Section 2.0 of the EA.  

P262-12 Comment noted.  The Viewshed Protection Zone is to protect the scenic designation of SR-
154.  As stated in Section 2.1.12 and 2.2.12, the housing developments proposed under 
Alternatives A and B that would be visible from Baseline Avenue and Armour Ranch Road 
would be similar in visual character to the surrounding rural residences.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.14 for further discussion.  With implementation of the measures and BMPs 
outlined in Section 2.0 of the EA, the impact to visual resources would be minimal and no 
viewshed protection zones between the project site and Baseline Avenue and/or Armour 
Ranch Road are necessary.  The analysis within the Final EA regarding visual resources was 
prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA 
NEPA Guidebook and provides a “hard look” at the Proposed Action’s and proposed 
alternatives’ environmental impacts.  Further study related to visual resources is therefore not 
required; refer to General Response 3.1.3 for further discussion. 

P262-13 Comment noted.  Traffic related to the construction of the project alternatives, including 
related safety concerns, was addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7.  As discussed 
therein, trips associated with the delivery and removal of heavy equipment and materials to 
the site would occur intermittently during construction, as large vehicles would remain on-
site during most phases of construction and materials would be stockpiled to reduce costs 
associated with transportation.  Delivery trips would be slightly increased under Alternative B 
compared to A to provide additional materials for construction of the tribal facilities.  
Construction worker trips would be the same under Alternatives A and B and would not 
overlap with morning commute peak hours but would overlap by 30 minutes with evening 
commute peak hour.  Due to the temporary and intermittent nature of construction traffic 
associated with the phased construction of the alternatives, the limited number of trips 
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expected, and the timing of these trips, construction trips on study intersections and roadways 
would result in minimal impacts to traffic. 

 As discussed in Section 4.1.10, the traffic noise resulting from construction material delivery 
and worker trips would increase the existing ambient noise level of roadways by a maximum 
of 3.6 dBA, Leq to 63.4 dBA, Leq at the nearest sensitive receptor (located 50 feet from haul 
routes) under Alternative A, which is less than the federal construction noise threshold of 78 
dBA.  As discussed in Section 4.2.10, under Alternative B, the existing ambient noise level of 
roadways would increase by a maximum of 4.9 dBA, Leq to 64.7 dBA, Leq at the nearest 
sensitive receptor (located 50 feet from haul routes) due to construction traffic; this is less 
than the federal construction noise threshold of 78 dBA.   

 The analysis within the EA regarding traffic and noise was prepared in accordance with the 
CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook and provides a 
“hard look” at the Proposed Action’s and proposed alternatives’ environmental impacts.  
Further study related to traffic, including related safety, and noise is therefore not required; 
refer to General Response 3.1.3 for further discussion.  Note that an updated TIS is included 
as revised Appendix I to the Final EA as it contains updated traffic data given the revisions to 
the tribal facilities under Alternative B (refer to General Response 3.1.17) and an updated 
cumulative environment, and the results are incorporated into the appropriate sections of the 
Final EA. 

P262-14 Transportation and circulation are addressed in Section 3.7 (baseline conditions) of the EA, 
and impacts associated with an increase in traffic generated by Alternatives A and B are 
addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA.  A TIS was conducted to assess the 
existing conditions of the transportation network and assess associated impacts from 
Alternatives A and B.  The TIS is included as revised Appendix I to the Final EA as it 
contains updated traffic data given the revisions to the tribal facilities under Alternative B 
(refer to General Response 3.1.17) and an updated cumulative environment, and the results 
are incorporated into the above-mentioned sections of the EA.  Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, and 
4.4.7 of the EA identify the intersections and roadway segments that would operate at an 
unacceptable LOS in the near-term and cumulative scenarios, and the mitigation measures 
provided in Section 5.7 of the EA would reduce these impacts to a minimal level.  In the 
cumulative scenario, all intersections impacted by Alternatives A and B would operate at an 
unacceptable LOS with or without implementation of Alternatives A and B.  The fair share 
funding amounts provided in the mitigation measures were calculated using the Caltrans 
formula derived from the Caltrans traffic study guidelines (Caltrans, 2002) and represent 
adequate mitigation to minimize impacts of Alternatives A and B in the near-term and 
cumulative scenarios.   



3.0 Response to Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 3-117 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 

May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

P262-15 Pursuant to the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook, 
the BIA analyzed all reasonable alternatives in the EA; refer to General Response 3.1.13 for 
further discussion.  Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding future development on the 
project site.  Potential impacts of the Proposed Action and project alternatives to 
environmental resources are analyzed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA, and adverse impacts 
would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in 
Section 5.0 of the EA.   

P262-16 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS. 

P262-17 Comment noted.   

Response to Comment Letter P263 – Charlotte and John Valestra 

P263-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

Response to Comment Letter P264 and P265 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P163.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P163. 

Response to Comment Letter P266 – Mark Taylor 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as it is a duplicate of Comment Letter P248.  Refer to Response to Comment 
Letter P248. 

Response to Comment Letter P267 – Josiah Jenkins 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as it is a duplicate of Comment Letter P258.  Refer to Response to Comment 
Letter P258. 

Response to Comment Letter P268 – Della Casberg Deats 

P268-01 Comment noted.   

P268-02 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P268-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the trust acquisition 
process compared to the County land use approval process and regarding the Tribe’s need for 
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housing.  For comments related to the applicability of existing land use policies and plans 
relevant to the Proposed Action and project alternatives, refer to General Response 3.1.10.   

P268-05 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.4 regarding the impacts of the existing 
Chumash Casino Resort.  Refer to General Response 3.1.4 regarding the future use of the 
project site for gaming purposes.   

P268-06 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to the response 
to Comment L4-03 regarding the laws that govern trust acquisition.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.2 for a discussion regarding the level of environmental review provided by the 
BIA for the Proposed Action and an explanation as to how the Final EA constitutes 
compliance with NEPA.   

Response to Comment Letter P269 – Paul R. Deats 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is a near duplicate of Comment Letter P268.  Refer to Response to 
Comment Letter P268. 

Response to Comment Letter P270 – Patricia and J.B. Hunter 

P270-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the 
trust acquisition process compared to the County land use approval process and regarding the 
Tribe’s need for housing.   

Response to Comment Letter P271 – Linda and Sid Kastner  

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is a near duplicate of Comment Letter P31.  Refer to Response to 
Comment Letter P31.   

Response to Comment Letter P272 – Denison and Tami Bollay 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is a near duplicate of Comment Letter P249.  Refer to Response to 
Comment Letter P249.   

Response to Comment Letter P273 – Gary Shepherd 

P273-01 Comment noted.  

P273-02 No casino would be developed on the project site; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for 
further discussion. 
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P273-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding Right-of-Ways (ROWs) on the project site. 

Response to Comment Letter P274 – Mark Tafelski 

P274-01 Comment noted.     

P274-02 If the project site were taken into trust, the Tribe would maintain rights to mineral resources 
and groundwater resources on the property.  However, as required by NEPA, the BIA must 
evaluate the impact of the Proposed Action and project alternatives to existing mineral and 
groundwater resources.  As stated in Section 3.1 of the EA, the project site contains no 
mineral resources of importance to the County or Mineral Resource Zones (considered 
valuable by the State of California); therefore no impacts would occur relevant to mineral 
resources.  The project site does provide access to groundwater, and the Tribe proposes to 
utilize groundwater as the drinking water source for Alternatives A and B.  As stated in 
Section 4.1.2 of the EA, an adverse impact to groundwater would occur if either construction 
or operation would result in a significant decline in groundwater levels, a significant decline 
in groundwater recharge rates, and/or cause an exceedance of applicable groundwater quality 
criteria.  With the mitigation measures presented in Section 5.2 of the EA, Alternatives A and 
B would not have an adverse impact to groundwater levels, groundwater recharge rates, 
and/or groundwater quality.  Refer to General Response 3.1.9 for further discussion. 

 The Tribe has incorporated mitigation specific to drought conditions that will be implemented 
during official drought declarations by the County; text was added to Section 5.2 of the Final 
EA to describe the drought mitigation measures.    

Response to Comment Letter P275 – Jon Quirt 

P275-01 Comment noted.  Potential impacts to water resources, including to groundwater and water 
supply, are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 4.4.2 of the EA, and adverse impacts 
would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in 
Section 5.2 of the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.9 for further groundwater discussion.   

Response to Comment Letter P276 – Michael Loman 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P207.  Refer 
to Response to Comment Letter P207. 

Response to Comment Letter P277 – Carol Petersen 

P277-01 Comment noted.  Potential impacts of the Proposed Action to visual resources are analyzed in 
Sections 4.1.12, 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced 
or avoided with implementation of the measures and BMPs outlined in Section 2.0 of the EA.  
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Potential impacts to public services, including infrastructure, are addressed in Sections 4.1.9, 
4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.9 of the EA.  Potential 
impacts to transportation, including infrastructure, are addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 
4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.7 of the EA. 

P277-02 Potential impacts to water resources are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.1.4, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.3.2, 
4.3.4, 4.4.2, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Sections 5.2 and 5.4 of the EA.  
Potential impacts to traffic, including infrastructure, are addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 
4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.7 of the EA.  Potential 
impacts to public services; including infrastructure, demands on police, and demands on 
hospitals; are addressed in Sections 4.1.9, 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the EA, and adverse 
impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures 
identified in Section 5.9 of the EA.  As discussed in Sections 2.2, 2.3, 4.1.2, 4.1.9, 4.2.2, 
4.2.9, 4.4.2, and 4.4.10 of the EA, the Tribe proposes to develop its own water supply on the 
project site using groundwater and to treat its own wastewater on the project site using a 
sewer system and WWTP.  The commenter is correct that if the project site is placed into 
trust for the Tribe, the State and County would no longer have jurisdiction over the property 
and County property taxes would not be applicable.  The Tribe would provide financial 
support for public services, such as law enforcement and fire protection, provided by the 
County on the project site if the trust acquisition were approved; refer to General Response 
3.1.11 for further discussion. 

P277-03 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the 
trust acquisition process and preference over the County land use approval process.   

P277-04 Comment noted.  Potential impacts to environmental resources are addressed throughout 
Section 4.0 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA. 

Response to Comment Letter P278 – Eric Baumgarten 

P278-01 Comment noted.  Potential environmental and fiscal impacts are addressed throughout 
Section 4.0 of the EA consistent with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the 
BIA NEPA Guidebook, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA.  For example, 
loss of County tax revenue is addressed in Sections 4.1.6, 4.2.6, 4.3.6, and 4.4.6 of the EA; as 
stated therein, implementation of Alternatives A and B would result in a de minims loss (0.01 
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percent) of the County’s total property tax revenue.  Refer to General Response 3.1.12 
regarding regulation of future development on the project site.   

P278-02 The purpose of the EA public comment period is to solicit comments from the public on the 
Proposed Action and project alternatives, thereby giving the public an opportunity to voice 
their thoughts regarding the Proposed Action and project alternatives analyzed within the EA.  
The public comment period for the EA was established consistent with Section 6.2 of the BIA 
NEPA Guidebook.  The commenter is correct that if the project site is placed into trust for the 
Tribe, the State and County would no longer have jurisdiction over the property and County 
property taxes and permit fees would not be applicable.  The Tribe would provide financial 
support for public services, such as law enforcement and fire protection, provided by the 
County on the project site if the trust acquisition were approved; refer to General Response 
3.1.11 for further discussion. 

P278-03 Comment noted.  Potential impacts to water resources are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.1.4, 
4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.3.2, 4.3.4, 4.4.2, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or 
avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Sections 5.2 and 5.4 of 
the EA.  With the proposed two additional groundwater wells located south of the Baseline 
fault within the relatively unexploited Careaga Formation, impacts to neighboring wells 
would be minimal.  Refer to General Response 3.1.9 for further groundwater discussion.   

P278-04 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.4 regarding the impacts of the existing 
Chumash Casino Resort.   

P278-05 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the 
trust acquisition process and preference over the County land use approval process.  Refer to 
the response to Comment P278-03 regarding jurisdiction of the County and funding of 
public services.   

P278-06 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

Response to Comment Letter P279 – Peter Van Iderstine 

P279-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.  

P279-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding groundwater use and drainage and groundwater 
quality concerns.   

P279-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the purpose and need of the Proposed Action and 
project alternatives.   
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P279-04 No casino would be developed on the project site; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for 
further discussion. 

Response to Comment Letter P280 – Jay Richolson 

P280-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  

Response to Comment Letter P281 and P282  

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P280.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P280. 

Response to Comment Letter P283 – Cappello and Noel, LLP Legal Secretary Anne Marie 
Balash  

P283-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding the comment period deadline on the EA.  All 
comment letters received on the EA were reviewed.  Responses are provided to comment 
letters received at the BIA offices before or on the deadline.  Responses to comment letters 
received after the deadline are only provided if the comment letter brought up an entirely new 
issue not addressed in a comment letter received prior to the deadline.    

Response to Comment Letter P284 – Peritus Asset Management, LLC HR Manager/Office 
Manager Charlotte Dodge 

P284-01 and P284-02  
 Comments noted.   

Response to Comment Letter P285 – Louis Friedman 

P285-01 This comment is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P280.  Refer to Response to 
Comment Letter P280. 

P285-02 Refer to the response to Comment P259-02 regarding the Williamson Act contracts on the 
project site.   

P285-03 If the Proposed Action is approved, future development on tribal lands would be at the 
discretion of the Tribe with environmental oversight provided by the Tribe and federal 
agencies; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further discussion.  No casino would be 
developed on the project site; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further discussion. 

P285-04 The Proposed Action evaluated within this EA is the trust acquisition of the 1,433-acre 
project site; any items not within this project scope are beyond the scope of the EA.  The 
Tribe is recognized as an American Indian Tribe by the Secretary of the Interior ["Indian 
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Entities Recognized and Eligible to Receive Services from the United States Bureau of Indian 
Affairs" Federal Register 78 (6 May 2013): 26384-26389] and has been determined by the 
Department of the Interior to have “been under Federal jurisdiction in 1934” according to the 
Solicitor’s Opinion dated May 23, 2012.   

P285-05 If the Proposed Action is approved, future development on tribal lands would be at the 
discretion of the Tribe with environmental oversight provided by the Tribe and federal 
agencies; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further discussion.  Elements of the SYVCP 
relevant to the Proposed Action and project alternatives are described in Section 3.0 of the 
EA, and potential impacts of the Proposed Action and project alternatives related to the 
SYVCP are evaluated throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 
for a discussion of the purpose of the trust acquisition process and preference over the County 
land use approval process.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

P285-06 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the trust acquisition process.   

P285-07 through P285-18  
 These comments are nearly identical to those of Comment Letter P207.  Refer to Response to 

Comment Letter P207.  

Response to Comment Letter P286 – Sandra Jankowski 

P286-01 Comment noted.   

P286-02 This comment is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P280.  Refer to Response to 
Comment Letter P280. 

P286-03 through P286-05 
 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the trust acquisition 

process and preference over the County land use approval process.  The Tribe pays property 
taxes to the County for the land it owns in fee, which presently includes the project site.  
Additionally, the Tribe and County have agreements in place for the Tribe to provide 
financial support to the County for public services, such as law enforcement and fire 
protection, provided by the County on trust land; refer to General Response 3.1.11 for 
further discussion. 

P286-05 Refer to the response to Comment L4-03 regarding the laws that govern trust acquisition.   

Response to Comment Letter P287 – Linda Kastner  

P287-01 Comment noted. 
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P287-02 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P287-03 Refer to the response to Comment P207-10 regarding the analysis of transportation and 
circulation impacts provided in the EA.  The Tribe would finance the installation and 
maintenance of new roadways within the project site if the Proposed Action were approved.  
As stated in the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.7, the Tribe would provide fair 
share funding contributions for State and County roadway improvements required to maintain 
acceptable LOSs with implementation of the selected project alternative.  With 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.7, no adverse impacts to 
transportation and circulation would result with implementation of Alternatives A and B.  
Further study of transportation and circulation impacts related to the Proposed Action and 
project alternatives is therefore not necessary.  Refer to General Response 3.1.17 regarding 
impacts associated to the tribal facilities and the revisions to the planned tribal facilities 
assessed within the Final EA.   

P287-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding concerns about impacts to groundwater supply.  
Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P287-05 Potential impacts to environmental resources are addressed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA, 
and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation 
measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA.  The EA was prepared in accordance with the 
CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook; refer to General 
Response 3.1.3 for further explanation as to why the document is not flawed.  It is unclear 
what the commenter is referring to with the reference of “an entire EIA.”   

Response to Comment Letter P288 – Sandra Jankowski 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is a forwarded email of Comment Letter P286.  Refer to Response to 
Comment Letter P286. 

Response to Comment Letter P289 – David and Andriette Culbertson  

P289-01 Comment noted.   

P289-02 through P289-04   
 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.  Refer to General 

Response 3.1.3 regarding the sufficiency and adequacy of the project description provided in 
Section 2.0 of the EA. 

P289-05 Given the withdrawal of the TCA, the Proposed Action constitutes an off-reservation 
acquisition request, which is addressed under 25 CFR 151.11.  Additional scrutiny of the 
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Tribe’s justification of anticipated benefits from the trust acquisition is required by the 
Secretary of the U.S. Department of the Interior.  However, the additional level of scrutiny 
does not apply to the environmental review process; refer to General Response 3.1.2 for 
further discussion.  The Final EA has been updated to reflect the withdrawal of the TCA.     

P289-06 As discussed in Section 1.2 of the EA, there is a small operating horse stable on the project 
site.  There would be no change to operations at the horse stable under either alternative and 
the facility therefore does not constitute a commercial development.  The commenter is 
correct that Alternatives A and B as initially proposed included commercial components: 
expansion of the existing vineyard by approximately 40 acres (both alternatives) and 
development of an exhibition/banquet facility (Alternative B only).  However, the Tribe has 
since revised the components proposed as Alternatives A and B to exclude these commercial 
developments; refer to General Responses 3.1.9 and 3.1.17, respectively, for further 
discussion.   

 The commenter is correct that fee-to-trust applications require rigorous standards of review.  
The BIA will adhere to the applicable standards of review for the fee-to-trust application 
supported by the EA.  The applicable standards of review of the EA, however, do not differ 
based on the purpose and need of the fee-to-trust acquisition and associated project 
components.  The EA was prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for 
Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook and constitutes the BIA’s “hard look” at 
the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and project alternatives.   

P289-07 Comment noted.  As stated by the commenter and in Section 1.3 of the EA, the current 
Reservation has a residential area of approximately 26 acres and an economic development 
area of approximately 16 acres.  Accordingly, the size of the usable portion of the 
Reservation amounts to approximately 50 acres, much of which has already been developed.  
Since much of the usable portion has already been developed, the assumption by the 
commenter that there is 50 acres available to develop residences is incorrect.  Refer to 
General Response 3.1.5 as to the justification for 143 home sites.   

 The Tribe is considering nine concept plans for development on the project site; these are 
included as Appendix N to the EA.  The Tribe selected two concept plans to evaluate in detail 
in the EA as these two plans are most representative of the nine plans.  The two selected plans 
are identified as Alternative A and Alternative B in the EA and are presented in detail in 
Sections 2.2 and 2.3, respectively.    

P289-08 Refer to the response to Comment P289-06 regarding the standards of review required for 
fee-to-trust applications and EAs.   
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P289-09 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the trust acquisition 
process and preference over the County land use approval process.   

P289-10 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.18 regarding the development of the site 
for agricultural purposes.   

P289-11 Refer to General Response 3.1.8 regarding the analysis of cultural resources in the EA.   

P289-12 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P289-13 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS. 

Response to Comment Letter P290 – Kendall Mills 

P290-01 Comment noted.  

P290-02 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P290-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.9 
regarding groundwater use at the project site. 

Response to Comment Letter P291 – Kendall Mills 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is a near duplicate of Comment Letter P290 as it only adds commenter’s 
email address.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P290.   

Response to Comment Letter P292 – Linda Kastner 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is a duplicate of Comment Letter P287.  Refer to Response to 
Comment Letter P287.  

Response to Comment Letter P293 – Dr. Jim and Mrs. Marilyn Elam 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P207.  Refer 
to Response to Comment Letter P207. 
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Response to Comment Letter P294 – Chris Mills 

P294-01 and P297-02  
 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  The Tribe currently 

owns the project site in fee and therefore retains groundwater rights on the property.  The 
commenter does not provide specific questions regarding groundwater that have been 
“unanswered” and therefore a response cannot be provided.  Refer to General Response 
3.1.9 for further discussion of groundwater impacts.  The commenter is correct that local land 
use, planning, and development guidelines would no longer apply after the land is taken into 
trust.  If the Proposed Action is approved, future development on tribal lands would be at the 
discretion of the Tribe with environmental oversight provided by the Tribe and federal 
agencies; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further discussion. 

P294-03 As discussed in Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, and 4.4.4 of the EA, the impacts of Alternatives A and 
B to biological resources would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation 
measures included in Section 5.4.   

Response to Comment Letter P295 – Earl Shepherd 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as it is a near duplicate of Comment Letter P273.  Refer to the response to Comment 
P273-03. 

Response to Comment Letter P296 – Bruce and Kathie McBroom 

P296-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P296-02 It is assumed the commenter is referring to the TCA; refer to General Response 3.1.2 
regarding the TCA.  

P296-03 It is assumed the commenter is referring to the TCA; refer to General Response 3.1.2 
regarding the TCA. 

Response to Comment Letter P297 – Rebecca Flynn 

P297-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

Response to Comment Letter P298 – Donn Crummer 

P298-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or opinions. 
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P298-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or opinions.  Refer to 
General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the trust acquisition process and 
preference over the County land use approval process.   

P298-03 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

Response to Comment Letter P299 – Rob Walton 

P299-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P299-02 The Tribe currently owns the project site in fee.  

P299-03 This comment is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P280.  Refer to Response to 
Comment Letter P280. 

P299-04 and P299-05  
 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 

opinions.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

Response to Comment Letter P300 – Kurt Alldredge 

P300-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

P300-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.4 regarding the impacts of the existing Chumash Casino 
Resort.   

P300-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  The Tribe’s plans for the project site 
(referred to as “Camp 4” in the comment) are clearly laid out in Section 2.0 of the EA.  The 
Tribe is considering nine concept plans for development on the project site; these are 
included as Appendix N to the EA.  The Tribe selected two concept plans to evaluate in detail 
in the EA as these two plans are most representative of the nine plans.  The two selected plans 
are identified as Alternative A and Alternative B in the EA and are presented in detail in 
Sections 2.2 and 2.3, respectively.  As described therein, under both alternatives, groundwater 
would be developed as the water supply and the Tribe would install and operate a dedicated 
sewer system and WWTP on the project site.  Potential impacts to land resources are 
addressed in Sections 4.1.1, 4.2.1, 4.3.1, and 4.4.1 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be 
reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.1 
of the EA.  Potential impacts to biological resources, including impacts to animals and 
migratory birds, are addressed in Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and adverse 
impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures 
identified in Section 5.4 of the EA.  Potential impacts to traffic, including infrastructure, are 
addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be 
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reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.7 
of the EA.  Potential impacts to public services; including to infrastructure, fire, and police; 
are addressed in Sections 4.1.9, 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the EA, and adverse impacts would 
be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 
5.9 of the EA.  Regarding the inconsistency of the project alternatives with the SYVCP, refer 
to General Response 3.1.10.  Potential impacts of the Proposed Action to visual resources 
are analyzed in Sections 4.1.12, 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12 of the EA, and adverse impacts 
would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the measures and BMPs outlined in 
Section 2.0 of the EA.   

P300-04 It is assumed the commenter is referring to the TCA; refer to General Response 3.1.2 
regarding the TCA.   

P300-05 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P300-06 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the need for the Proposed Action and project 
alternatives. 

P300-07 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to the response 
to Comment P278-02 regarding the opportunity for the public to voice their thoughts 
regarding the Proposed Action and project alternatives as analyzed in the EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P301 – Caryn and Tom Cantella 

P301-01 and P301-02 
 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.     

P301-03 It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the Proposed Action and project alternatives 
when referencing “the project.”  Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding the 
inconsistency of the project alternatives with the SYVCP.   

P301-04 It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the TCA when referencing “the plan.”  Refer 
to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

P301-05 A Revised Water and Wastewater Feasibility Analysis, included as Appendix C of the Final 
EA, was prepared to analyze the impacts of using groundwater as the water supply for the 
developments proposed under Alternatives A and B as revised in the Final EA.  Refer to 
General Response 3.1.9 for further discussion.   

P301-06 Refer to the response to Comment P287-03 regarding the sufficiency of the analysis of 
transportation and circulation impacts provided in the EA.    
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P301-07 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.  

Response to Comment Letter P302 – Kenneth P. Day 

P302-01 Comment noted.  It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the TCA when referencing 
“the plan.”  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

P302-02 There are 22 adjudicated groundwater basins in California (DWR, 2013).  However, the 
Uplands Basin, the water source for the project alternatives, is not one of the adjudicated 
groundwater basins in California.  A Revised Water and Wastewater Feasibility Analysis, 
included as Appendix C of the Final EA, was prepared to further expand upon the analysis of 
impacts that would occur using groundwater as the water supply for the developments 
proposed under Alternatives A and B.  Refer to General Response 3.1.9 for further 
discussion. 

P302-03  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the purpose of the fee-to-trust process.  The 
commenter is correct that if the project site is placed into trust for the Tribe, the State and 
County would no longer have jurisdiction over the property.  The Tribe would be responsible 
for overseeing the property, with additional oversight provided by federal agencies as 
applicable; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further discussion.   

P302-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding existing ROWs on the project site.  Any new 
roadways included in the proposed development on the project site that are not within an 
existing ROW would be part of the trust land and would therefore be under the control of the 
Tribe.   

P302-05 Comment noted.    

Response to Comment Letter P303 – William J. Otto 

P303-01 Comment noted.  Potential impacts to environmental resources, including those resources of 
the surrounding community, are identified and addressed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA, 
and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation 
measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA. 

P303-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding the regulation of future development on the 
project site.  Potential impacts to traffic are addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 
of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified in Section 5.7 of the EA.  Potential impacts of the Proposed 
Action to visual resources, including light and glare, are analyzed in Sections 4.1.12, 4.2.12, 
4.3.12, and 4.4.12 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the measures and BMPs outlined in Section 2.0 of the EA.  Potential 
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impacts to biological resources, including oak trees and wetlands, are addressed in Sections 
4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and mitigation measures are presented in Section 5.4 
that would reduce identified impacts to a minimal level.  Potential impacts to water, including 
water supply, are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 4.4.2 of the EA, and adverse 
impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures 
identified in Section 5.2 of the EA. 

P303-03 The WWTP is sized to support the proposed developments under Alternatives A and B; refer 
to Appendix C of the Final EA for the methodology used to determine water supply needs.  
Refer to General Response 3.1.17 regarding the revisions to the planned tribal facilities 
assessed within the Final EA. 

P303-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.17 regarding the revisions to the planned tribal facilities 
assessed within the Final EA.  No casino would be developed on the project site; refer to 
General Response 3.1.12 for further discussion regarding a future casino and regarding the 
regulation of future development on the project site.  Potential impacts to environmental 
resources are identified and addressed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA, and adverse impacts 
would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in 
Section 5.0 of the EA. 

P303-05 Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding impacts to groundwater.  

P303-06 Potential impacts to land use are addressed in Sections 4.1.8, 4.2.8, 4.3.8, and 4.4.8 of the 
EA; as discussed therein, no adverse land use impacts would occur.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.3 regarding the adequacy of the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a 
discussion of the purpose of the trust acquisition process. 

Response to Comment Letter P304 – David Crosby 

P304-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding requests to extend the comment period on the 
EA. 

Response to Comment Letter P305 – Jeanne Glover 

P305-01 and P305-02 
 Comments noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.       

P305-03 Potential impacts to environmental resources are identified and addressed throughout Section 
4.0 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.9 
regarding impacts to groundwater resources. 
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P305-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.7 regarding the protection of wetland areas.  Refer to 
General Response 3.1.16 regarding the protection of oak trees and oak habitat.  The Tribe 
will implement and monitor implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 
5.4, with collaboration and/or additional oversight provided by federal agencies as applicable.   

P305-05 Refer to the response to Comment P287-03 regarding traffic impacts.   

P305-06 The EA was prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and 
the BIA NEPA Guidebook and identified no significant, unmitigated impacts; refer to 
General Response 3.1.3 for further discussion.   

P305-07 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the purpose of the fee-to-trust process.   

P305-08 Potential impacts to water are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.1.4, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.3.2, 4.3.4, 
4.4.2, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Sections 5.2 and 5.4 of the EA.  
Potential impacts to traffic are addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA, 
and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation 
measures identified in Section 5.7 of the EA.  Potential impacts to biological resources, 
including protected wildlife, are addressed in Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, and 4.4.4 of the EA, 
and mitigation measures are presented in Section 5.4 that would reduce identified impacts to 
a minimal level.   

Response to Comment Letter P306 – Caryn and Tom Cantella 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P280.  Refer 
to Response to Comment Letter P280. 

Response to Comment Letter P307 – Santa Ynez Valley Concerned Citizens Chairman 
Gregory Simon 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P327, with 
the exception of a missing footer.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P327. 

Response to Comment Letter P308 – Stand Up for California Director Cheryl Schmit  

P308-01 and P308-02 
 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General 

Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or opinions. 
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P308-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA, including the additional level of 
scrutiny necessary for off-Reservation fee-to-trust acquisitions and the purpose and need 
given the withdrawal of the TCA.   

P308-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.13 regarding the adequacy of the range of alternatives and 
sufficiency of analysis of selected alternatives in the EA.  Potential indirect impacts of the 
Proposed Action and project alternatives are evaluated throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.  For 
example, implementation of Alternative A would not directly pollute groundwater; however, 
as discussed in Section 4.1.2 of the EA, construction activities and runoff from new 
impervious surface could contaminate surface waters, which could mix with or percolate to 
groundwater thereby affecting groundwater quality.  Potential cumulative impacts of the 
Proposed Action are evaluated in Section 4.4 of the EA.  For example, traffic impacts in the 
cumulative scenario are evaluated in Section 4.4.7 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be 
reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.7 
of the EA.   

 The Tribe’s development plans for the project site are included in Appendix N of the EA; 
refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further discussion of regulation of future development 
on the project site.   

P308-05 Given the withdrawal of the TCA (refer to General Response 3.1.2 for further discussion), 
the Proposed Action constitutes an off-reservation trust acquisition.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.13 for an explanation as to how the Final EA provides sufficient evidence to 
support the conclusion that the project site is the only property that would meet the purpose 
and need of the Proposed Action in the immediate area of the existing Reservation.   

P308-06 The discussion of the proposed land use and development plans for the project included in 
Sections 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4 of the EA provides the necessary level of detail required to assess 
the potential environmental impacts of each proposed alternative; refer to General Response 
3.1.3 for further discussion.  The EA analyzes the incompatibility of the proposed 
development with existing zoning and planning regulations in Sections 4.1.8, 4.2.8, and 4.4.8 
of the EA; refer to General Response 3.1.10 for further discussion regarding the adequacy of 
this analysis.   

P308-07 Refer to the response to Comment L3-14 for a discussion of the evaluation of impacts to on-
site existing agricultural operations.  Refer to the response to Comment L3-18 for a 
discussion of the adequacy of the evaluation of impacts to agricultural resources contained 
within the EA. 

P308-08 No casino would be developed on the project site; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for 
further discussion.   
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P308-09 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 
regarding the purpose of the fee-to-trust process.  Potential impacts to public service, 
including those provided by State and local governments, are addressed in Sections 4.1.9, 
4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.9 of the EA.  Potential 
impacts to environmental resources that are utilized by landowners neighboring the project 
site are identified and addressed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA, and adverse impacts 
would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in 
Section 5.0 of the EA.  For example, impacts to neighboring groundwater wells are 
considered in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, and 4.2.4 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be 
reduced to a minimal level with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in 
Section 5.2 of the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.11 regarding removal of the project 
site from the County tax base and impacts to public services and utilities. 

P308-10 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.   

P308-11 and P308-12 
 Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding how mitigation measures will ensure less than 

significant impacts to off-site wells and local groundwater resources.  Refer to the response to 
Comment P178-06 regarding the possibility of the local water district monitoring wells on 
the project site if the trust acquisition is approved.  Refer to General Response 3.1.10 
regarding ROWs on the project site. 

P308-13 Refer to General Response 3.1.7 regarding the adequacy of the analysis of impacts to 
biological resources provided in the EA.   

P308-14 Appendix B of the EA provides the output data of the air emissions model; analyses of these 
data related to applicable air quality standards are provided in Sections 4.1.3, 4.2.3, and 4.4.3.  
Regional and local air quality rules and regulations, including provisions within the state 
implementation plans (SIP), do not apply directly to federal actions such as the fee-to-trust 
acquisition.  However, as discussed in Section 3.3 and 4.1.3 of the EA, impacts to local and 
regional air quality are assessed under the General Conformity Rule of the CAA.  Under the 
General Conformity Rule, the lead agency with respect to a federal action is required to 
demonstrate that a proposed federal action conforms to the applicable SIP(s) before the action 
is taken.  The Conformity Review requires the lead agency to compare estimated emissions 
attributable to the federal action to the applicable general conformity de minimis threshold(s) 
for all CAPs for which the applicable air basin or region is in nonattainment for the 
applicable NAAQS.  If the emission estimates are below the applicable de minimis 
thresholds, then a General Conformity Determination is not required under the CAA (40 CFR 
Part 93).  If emission estimates are greater than de minimis levels, the lead agency must 
conduct a Conformity Determination.  As discussed in Section 3.3, the project site is located 
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in the South Central Coast Air Basin (SCCAB), which is classified as attainment or 
unclassifiable for all NAAQS; therefore, a federal General Conformity Determination 
analysis is not required for the any of the alternatives.  As shown in Sections 4.1.3, 4.2.3, and 
4.4.3 and in accordance with 40 CFR 93, emissions generated from Alternatives A and B 
would not cause exceedences of NAAQS.  Therefore, implementation of Alternatives A and 
B would not result in an adverse effect associated with the local or regional air quality 
environment.    

 Refer to General Response 3.1.6 regarding updates to the air quality analysis included in the 
Final EA.   

P308-15 Cumulative impacts are addressed in Section 4.4 of the EA; cumulative impacts to 
groundwater resources and traffic are addressed in Section 4.4.2 and 4.4.7 of the EA, 
respectively.  The cumulative environment is defined in Section 4.4, and a list of approved 
and pending projects in the Santa Ynez Valley, which includes off-Reservation projects, is 
provided in Table 4-17.  As shown in the footer of Table 4-17, these projects were tabulated 
from the Santa Barbara County – Cumulative Project Map located online (refer to Section 7.0 
of the EA for the online reference); projects in the proposal phase are not included in the 
analysis of cumulative development.  For groundwater resources, the increase in potable water 
demands from the implementation of Alternatives A or B will not result in potable water 
impacts on or from any of the other proposed projects.  Potential off-site projects would be 
required to comply with County provisions concerning potable water supplies and water 
conservation.  Therefore, with the siting of the new water wells for Alternatives A and B 
outside of influence zones of off-site wells, impacts to water supplies would not be 
cumulatively considerable.  In addition, the Tribe has agreed to implement additional 
mitigation in the Final EA to reduce impacts during times of drought declaration by the 
County.  Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding how mitigation measures will ensure 
minimal impacts to off-site wells and local groundwater resources.  As discussed in Section 
4.4.7, the A.M. and P.M. peak-hour level of service at each study intersection, state highway 
segment, and County roadway for the long-term cumulative setting was established using 20-
year projections for the Santa Ynez Valley provided by the County.  The results are provided 
in Tables 4-23, 4-24, and 4-25 of the EA.  Trips generated by Alternatives A and B were then 
added to the 20-year projected operations of the roadway network to assess cumulative 
impacts.  Mitigation measures are provided in Section 5.7 to reduce identified cumulative 
impacts to the study roadway network.  Note the cumulative environment was updated in 
Section 4.4 of the Final EA to reflect the Tribe’s e planned hotel expansion project on the 
Reservation; analysis was updated accordingly in the Final EA.   

P308-16 Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding impacts to water quality.   
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P308-17 The TIS included as Appendix I of the EA was conducted following County and Caltrans 
methodologies, which focus on weekday commuter peak periods (both A.M. and P.M.).  The 
tourist season in the region is typically year round, and while it may peak in the summer, 
schools, which  generate a considerable number of trips during the weekday peak hours, are 
not in session during the summer.  Therefore, collecting existing trip counts during the 
summer tourism peak would not present an appropriate baseline to assess impacts in the EA.  
In addition, a similar issue was raised during the environmental review of the SYVCP.  In 
response, additional analysis was conducted comparing weekend peak-hour traffic 
(associated with tourism) to weekday peak hour traffic (associated with the standard 
commute).  The results indicated that weekend peak hour traffic volumes are actually lower 
than the weekday commute peak hour.  Accordingly, the analysis within the EA accurately 
assesses the potential impacts from the Proposed Action and utilizes the appropriate baseline 
conditions. 

P308-18 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.11 regarding removal of the project site 
from the County tax base and impacts to public services and utilities. 

P308-19 and P308-20 
 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.  Refer to the 

Response to Comment P308-05 regarding the TCA and designation of the trust acquisition 
request as “off-reservation.” 

Response to Comment Letter P309 – Russell Radom 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P207.  Refer 
to Response to Comment Letter P207. 

Response to Comment Letter P310 – L.C. Smith 

P310-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P310-02 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.11 regarding removal of the project site 
from the County tax base and impacts to public services and utilities. 

P310-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding mitigation measures for impacts to off-site 
groundwater wells and local groundwater resources as well as regarding impacts to water 
quality.   

P310-04 No casino would be developed on the project site; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for 
further discussion.   
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P310-05 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Traffic and impacts are addressed in 
Sections 3.7, 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA.  With the incorporation of mitigation 
measures presented in Section 5.7 of the EA, impacts would be reduced to minimal levels. 

P310-06 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

Response to Comment Letter P311 – Barry Cappello (Attorney for Nancy Crawford-Hall) 

P311-01 through P311-03 
 Comments noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 

opinions.   

P311-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P311-05 Refer to General Response 3.1.13 regarding the adequacy of the alternatives discussion.  
The purpose and need of the Proposed Action and project alternatives is presented in Section 
1.3 of the EA.  The environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and project alternatives are 
addressed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA and include reasonably foreseeable impacts 
including future cumulative impacts, which are specifically addressed in Section 4.4 of the 
EA. 

P311-06 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA and associated level of scrutiny 
involved with off-reservation fee-to-trust acquisition requests.   

P311-07 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.   

P311-08 The EA was prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and 
the BIA NEPA Guidebook.  The Tribe’s ties to the land are not discussed in the EA.  Cultural 
resources are addressed in Section 3.5 and 4.1.5, 4.2.5, 4.3.5, and 4.4.5 of the EA; refer to 
General Response 3.1.8 regarding the adequacy of the analysis of impacts to cultural 
resources in the EA.   

P311-09 Analysis associated with impacts to groundwater resources is presented in Section 4.1.2, 
4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 4.4.2 of the EA.  As discussed there within, specific water demand 
requirements are presented and are far below the estimated pumping levels described in the 
referenced Exhibit A provided by the commenter.  For example, the analysis specifically 
indicates that the implementation of Alternatives A and B would result in groundwater 
demands of 335 acre-feet per year (AFY) and 110 AFY, respectively.  The comments 
referenced by the commenter in Exhibit A assume the actual development by the Tribe would 
pump up to 5,000 AFY or assumes that all 1,400 acres would be developed with grapevines 
requiring 2,800 AFY of irrigation water.  The water demands presented within the EA are 
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supported by the engineering study included as Appendix C and impacts are assessed 
accordingly throughout Section 4.0.  Refer to General Response 3.1.9 for additional 
discussion regarding mitigation measures for impacts to off-site groundwater wells and local 
groundwater resources and for an updated discussion regarding groundwater use incorporated 
into the Final EA.   

P311-10 Comment noted.  Centralized WWTPs are not solely developed for commercial entities.  
Development of a centralized WWTP provides an opportunity to supply recycled water to 
reduce the potable water irrigation demands of the vineyard operation.  The alternatives are 
presented in Section 2.0 of the EA.  Alternative B includes tribal facilities that would benefit 
from a centralized WWTP.   

P311-11 Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding the development of the proposed alternatives as 
presented in the EA.   

P311-12 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.9 for discussions regarding mitigation measures for impacts to off-site 
groundwater wells and local groundwater resources. 

P311-13 Refer to Section 1.3 of the EA that clearly outlines the purpose and need of the Proposed 
Action.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the preference for the trust acquisition 
process versus the County land use approval process.   

P311-14 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding incompatibility with existing 
land uses.  Impacts to adjacent properties are addressed through Section 4.0 of the EA.  For 
example, stormwater drainage for Alternative A is assessed in Section 4.1.2 of the EA.  As 
discussed there within, a grading and drainage feasibility analysis was conducted to assess the 
impacts of increasing impervious surface area on the project site.  The results indicate that 
with the inclusion of the recommended stormwater drainage improvements, stormwater flows 
on the project site post-development would equal existing runoff rates.  In addition, 
development would include the incorporation of culverts to prevent impediment of existing 
drainages preventing the alteration of the existing drainage system on the project site.  By 
ensuring post-development runoff rates equal pre-development rates and existing drainages 
are not impeded, project development would not adversely impact offsite drainage systems.  
Impacts to offsite traffic operations are addressed in the TIS included as Appendix I and 
Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA.  Potential impacts from the utilization of recycled 
water are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, and 4.4.2 of the EA.  As discussed therein, BMPs 
listed in Section 2.2.10 of the EA and mitigation measures listed in Section 5.2 of the EA 
would ensure irrigation rates are monitored and are appropriate for the time of year to 
minimize incidental runoff.  During the non-irrigation season, recycled water would be stored 
in the existing water reservoir that is located near the WWTP building on Parcel 1.  Adverse 
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impacts to surface water and groundwater quality associated with wastewater treatment and 
disposal would be minimal and would be in full compliance with USEPA standards.  Off-site 
noise impacts are addressed in Sections 4.1.10, 4.2.10, and 4.4.10 of the EA, and no adverse 
impacts to offsite resource were identified.   

P311-15 Cumulative impacts of the proposed alternatives in combination with future off-Reservation 
projects are addressed in Section 4.4 of the EA.  Refer to the responses to Comments L3-09, 
L3-41, and P308-15 for further discussion of the cumulative impact analysis in the EA. 

P311-16 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

P311-17 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.   

P311-18 Refer to the Response to Comment P311-09 regarding Exhibit A provided by the 
commenter. 

Response to Comment Letter P312 – Gerald Rounds 

P312-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.7 regarding the adequacy of the biological resources analysis 
provided in Section 3.4, 4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, and 4.1.4 of the EA.  In addition, Mitigation 
Measure 5.4.4 of the EA would reduce potential impacts to federally-protected bird species. 

Response to Comment Letter P313 – Mimi Walston 

P313-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.4 regarding the existing operations at the Chumash Casino 
Resort. 

P313-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding the potential for future gaming on the project 
site. 

P313-03 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

Response to Comment Letter P314 – Mary Lloyd Mills 

P314-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

P314-02 The purpose and need of the Proposed Action is presented in Section 1.3 of the EA.  As 
stated therein, the primary purpose and need is to address the limited availability of land to 
develop additional housing units on the Reservation.  Secondarily, placing the vineyards into 
trust would allow full tribal governance over its existing agricultural operations on the 
property, thereby allowing the Tribe to continue to build economic self sufficiency through 
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diversified tribally-governed commercial enterprises.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 
regarding the TCA. 

P314-03 through P314-06  
 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 

regarding the preference to the trust acquisition process versus the County land use 
development process.  Refer to the response to Comment P259-02 regarding the Williamson 
Act contracts on the project site.   

Response to Comment Letter P315 – Jane and Marvin Johnson 

P315-01 through P315-03 
 Comments noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 

opinions.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

P315-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.9 for a discussion regarding mitigation measures for impacts 
to off-site groundwater wells and local groundwater resources.  Refer to the response to 
Comment P311-14 regarding mitigation to minimize impacts related with the use of recycled 
water for irrigation on the project site. 

P315-05 Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding development on the project site and associated 
oversight and potential for future gaming on the project site. 

315-06 Impacts associated with the tribal facilities proposed under Alternative B are addressed 
throughout Section 4.2 of the EA.  For example, vehicle trips generated by the tribal facilities 
and potential impacts to the study roadway network are assessed in Section 4.2.7 of the EA.  
Refer to General Response 3.1.17 regarding the revision to the tribal facilities presented in 
the Final EA. 

315-07 Comment noted.  Land use and associated conflicts associated with Alternatives A and B are 
addressed in Section 4.1.8, 4.2.8, and 4.4.8 of the EA. 

315-08 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.   

Response to Comment Letter P316 – Joan Brandoff 

P316-01 The EA was prepared in accordance with CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the 
BIA NEPA Guidebook.  As defined in Section 2.0 of the EA, the Proposed Action by the 
BIA is to accept the land into trust, with the foreseeable consequence of that action being the 
Tribe’s proposed residential development.  Both actions are interlinked and therefore are 
incorporated into the analysis in Section 4.0 as the Alternative A and B analyses.  
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Alternatives A and B that are linked to the Proposed Action are the nexus that determines the 
level of environmental review.  The preparation of an EA for trust acquisition request and 
subsequent tribal housing project is typically reviewed under NEPA by the BIA with an EA if 
all impacts can be mitigated.  The environmental issues and impacts of the BIA taking the 
land into trust under Alternatives A and B are analyzed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.  
For example, under the socioeconomic conditions analysis in Section 4.1.6 of the EA, the 
impact of removal of the project site from the County tax base is assessed.  The existing 
County zoning and land use prohibitions preclude development under fee title on the project 
site.  Refer to General Response 3.1.18 regarding the revision to the No Action Alternative 
in the Final EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 as to why development under the County 
land use approval process would not achieve the objectives of the Proposed Action.    

P316-02 Comment noted.  The socioeconomic conditions analysis in Sections 4.1.6 and 4.2.6 of the 
EA for Alternatives A and B, respectively, are consistent with the BIA NEPA Guidebook for 
the determination of environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Action and project 
alternatives.  The economic status of the Tribe does not offer information that provides the 
BIA with a “hard look” at the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action.  No further 
discussion is warranted in the Final EA. 

P316-03 The Tribe is the owner in fee of the project site and, as discussed under the No Action 
Alternative in Section 2.4 of the Final EA (refer to General Response 3.1.18 regarding 
revisions to the No Action Alternative in the Final EA), the Tribe would develop additional 
vineyards on the project site if the Proposed Action is not approved.  Therefore, continuing 
the Williamson Act contracts in place on the project site would be reasonable.  Refer to 
General Response 3.1.11 regarding the loss of County tax revenue as it relates to County 
services that would be provided on the project site if the Proposed Action were approved.    

P316-04 Refer to the response to Comment P308-15 regarding the data used to define the cumulative 
environment in the EA.  The Inn at Mattei’s Tavern (County Case Number 09DVP-00000-
00019) located along SR-154 in Los Olivos was included in the cumulative conditions.  
Cumulative impacts related to traffic are evaluated in Section 4.4.7 of the EA, and adverse 
impacts would be reduced with implementation of the mitigation measures included in 
Section 5.7 of the EA.  Cumulative impacts related to water resources, including water use, 
are evaluated in Section 4.4.2 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced with 
implementation of the mitigation measures included in Section 5.2 of the EA.   

 At the time the EA was prepared, the Santa Ynez Valley Senior Housing Project (County 
Case Number 10PRE-00000-00003) (also known as the Golden Inn and Village Project), 
located near the intersection of North Refugio Road and SR-246 west of the Chumash Casino 
Resort, was in the proposal phase and hence was not included in the analysis of cumulative 
development.  The project requires a General Plan Amendment and Rezone to change the 
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property’s land use and zoning designations, respectively.  A Draft Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration for the project, including the request for a General Plan Amendment 
and Rezone, was available for public review and comment until April 25, 2014 (County 
Number 14NGD-00000-00007).  A decision by the County regarding the project is 
anticipated to occur during the summer of 2014.  To date, the project remains in the proposal 
phase and therefore is not included in the updated analysis of cumulative development 
presented in Section 4.4 of the Final EA (Santa Barbara County, 2014).    

P316-05 Refer to the response to Comment P316-01 for a discussion of the Proposed Action and 
project alternatives analyzed within the EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P317 – Joan Brandoff 

P317-01 Comment noted.  Figure 2-1 of the EA shows the approximate locations of known cultural 
resources.  Cultural resources were removed from Figure 2-1 of the Final EA, and the 
Cultural Resources Study remains confidential (included as confidential Appendix F of the 
EA).  Refer to General Response 3.1.8 regarding consultation with State agencies about 
identified on-site cultural resources and compliance with NEPA regulations.   

Response to Comment Letter P318 – Rachel Mojonnier 

P318-01 Comment noted.  Potential impacts to environmental resources are evaluated throughout 
Section 4.0 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures included in Section 5.0 of the EA.  Refer to 
General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS. 

P318-02 The Tribe’s development plans for the project site are included in Appendix N of the EA.  
Refer to General Response 3.1.13 for a discussion as to why only two of the nine concept 
plans in Appendix N are fully evaluated in the EA.  

P318-03 No casino would be developed on the project site; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for 
further discussion. 

P318-04 The Tribe’s development plans for the project site are included in Appendix N of the EA.  
The design of the tribal facilities has been updated; refer to General Response 3.1.17 for 
details.  Potential impacts associated with development of the tribal facilities under 
Alternative B are evaluated throughout Section 4.2 of the Final EA, and adverse impacts 
would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures included in 
Section 5.0 of the EA.   

P318-05 Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding impacts to groundwater associated with the 
proposed water supply.   
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P318-06 Traffic that would be generated by the proposed alternatives is analyzed in the TIS, included 
as Appendix I of the Final EA.  The results of the TIS are summarized in Sections 3.7, 4.1.7, 
4.2.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA.  The existing access roads leading to the project site would be 
improved in accordance with County standards to allow ingress and egress to the project site 
for the anticipated volume of traffic that would be generated by operation of the selected 
project alternative.  For example, improvements would include development of a connection 
from the project site to Armour Ranch Road within an existing ROW.  The impacts of 
additional traffic are adequately addressed within the EA, as discussed further in General 
Response 3.1.6.  With implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.7 of 
the EA, the adverse impacts of traffic would be reduced to a minimum level in the near-term 
and cumulative scenarios.   

P318-07 Refer to General Response 3.1.7 regarding the adequacy of the biological impact analysis in 
the EA, including State-listed special-status species.   

P318-08 Refer to General Response 3.1.8 regarding the analysis of cultural resources and the 
confidential archaeological investigation.  Letters were sent to the list of individuals and 
groups received from the NAHC; to date, no responses have been received.  Section 3.5.3 of 
the Final EA has been updated to reflect this.   

P318-09 Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding the inconsistencies with the existing land use 
plans in the EA.   

P318-10 Potential impacts to environmental resources are evaluated throughout Section 4.0 of the EA, 
and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation 
measures included in Section 5.0 of the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the 
requirements for an EIS. 

P318-11 The commenter is correct that the Tribe is not the agency that would have jurisdiction over 
traffic improvements.  If the Proposed Action is approved, a Monitoring and Reporting 
Program Plan (MRPP) will be prepared with either a mitigated FONSI or a Record of 
Decision (ROD) that will specify the timing and responsible party for ensuring mitigation is 
implemented.  The traffic mitigation presented in Section 5.7 was prepared in accordance 
with Section 1508.20(c) of the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA.   

Response to Comment Letter P319 – Kelly McConnell 

P319-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 
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P319-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.4 regarding the environmental impacts of the existing 
Chumash Casino Resort.  The potential impacts of the Proposed Action to environmental 
resources are analyzed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.  With mitigation measures included 
in Section 5.0 of the EA, adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided.  Refer to the 
response to Comment P278-02 regarding the opportunity to comment on the Proposed 
Action and project alternatives as analyzed in the EA.     

P319-03 through P319-08 
 These comments are nearly identical to those under Comment Letter P318.  Refer to the 

responses to Comments P318-01 through P318-08.   

P319-09 Refer to the response to Comment L3-12 regarding project induced population growth and 
evidence to support the conclusion that Alternatives A and B would have a negligible impact 
to local school districts.  Further analysis related to the quantification of impacts to schools is 
not warranted.   

P319-10 The analysis of impacts related to noise was prepared in accordance with the CEQ 
Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook.  The analysis presented 
in Section 4.1.10 of the EA presents a worst case scenario as it evaluates the noise that would 
be heard at the nearest sensitive receptor, a residence located 200 feet from the eastern 
property boundary.  Table 4-8 in Section 4.1.10 of the EA displays the noise level at 50 feet 
for each construction phase of the project.  Each construction phase considers all equipment 
typically used for that phase; therefore, Table 4-8 presents noise data associated with the use 
of multiple pieces of equipment at one time.  Two construction phases would not be ongoing 
at one location as, for example, the foundation phase of construction cannot occur until after 
the excavation phase is complete.  Given the selected alternative is anticipated to be construct 
in phases over a four to nine year timeframe, it is possible that different phases of 
construction may occur at various locations on the project site at the same time.  However, 
different phases of construction would not occur at the exact same time in close enough 
proximity to each other and a sensitive receptor to result in a cumulative noise impact given 
the layout of the concept plans, the vastness of the project site, and the rural character of the 
surrounding area.  Once tribal residences are occupied on the project site, it will be in the 
Tribe’s best interest to minimize noise impacts of ongoing construction given that the tribal 
residences will be sensitive receptors.    

 Refer to the response to Comment P262-13 regarding noise impacts associated with material 
haul routes traffic.   

P319-11 As stated in Section 4.1.12 of the EA, project design would incorporate understated signage 
and safety lighting within public areas.  Text has been added to Section 2.2.10 of the Final 
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EA to clarify the lighting included in the project design.  Refer to General Response 3.1.14 
for further discussion regarding impacts related to lighting.   

P319-12 through P319-14 
 These comments are nearly identical to those under Comment Letter P318.  Refer to the 

responses to Comments P318-09 through P318-11.   

P319-15 The statement “All identified wetland areas and California Live Oak would be avoided to the 
maximum extent feasible” referred to by the commenter from page 2-10 of the EA is 
discussing the project design of Alternative A, not mitigation to reduce adverse impacts.  The 
final layout of development components of Alternative A would be designed such as to avoid 
identified wetland areas and California live oak as much as possible given the purpose and 
need of the project.  Consistent with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the 
BIA NEPA Guidebook, the protective measures outlined in Section 2.2.10 of the EA are 
design elements whereas the mitigation measures included in Section 5.0 of the EA includes 
specific means, measures, or practices that would reduce or eliminate effects of the proposed 
action or alternatives.   

P319-16 It is unclear why the commenter believes the mitigation only recommends (not requires) work 
to stop if cultural resources are discovered and why the commenter believes that the 
mitigation does not require that qualified professionals monitor construction.  Regarding 
known cultural resources, the mitigation in Section 5.5 of the EA states that “a qualified 
archaeologist shall identify appropriate buffer zones around each cultural resource…[and a] 
qualified Tribal Cultural Resource Monitor shall monitor construction activities occurring 
within 500 feet of the buffer zone.”  Regarding unknown cultural resources, the mitigation in 
Section 5.5 of the EA states that “In the event that any prehistoric or historic cultural 
resources, or paleontological resources, are discovered during ground-disturbing activities, all 
work within 50 feet of the resources shall be halted and the Tribe and the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs (BIA) archaeologist shall be consulted to assess the significance of the find… If 
human remains are encountered, work shall halt in the vicinity of the find and the Santa 
Barbara County Coroner shall be notified immediately.” 

P319-17 Refer to the response to Comment P318-11 regarding ensuring traffic mitigation is 
implemented.  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS. 

P319-18 New groundwater wells and a new WWTP are not mitigation measures.  These components 
are part of the project design of Alternatives A and B, as discussed in Sections 2.2 and 2.3 of 
the EA.  The environmental impacts, including indirect and cumulative impacts, associated 
with water supply and wastewater are evaluated in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, and 4.4.2 of the EA.  
The mitigation measures in Section 5.4.2 of the EA require creation of waters of the U.S. at a 
1:1 ratio for any affected waters of the U.S.; if wetlands are affected, creation of a wetland 
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mitigation site is an option.  Creation of a wetland would be subject to applicable local, State, 
and/or federal laws, including environmental review as necessary, which would therefore 
ensure any potential impacts are reduced to a minimal level.  The implementation of traffic 
improvements as required by mitigation measures in Section 5.7 of the EA would also be 
subject to applicable local, State, and/or federal laws, including environmental review as 
necessary, which would therefore ensure any potential impacts are reduced to a minimal 
level.   

P319-19 As stated in the BIA NEPA Guidebook (BIA, 2012), “Measures or practices will only be 
termed mitigation measures if they have not been incorporated into the proposed action or 
alternatives.  If mitigation measures are incorporated into the proposed action or alternatives, 
they are design elements, not mitigation measures.”  Therefore, the protective measures and 
BMPs listed in Section 2.0 of the EA are not included as mitigation measures in Section 5.0 
of the EA.  If the Proposed Action is approved, the BIA will adopt a monitoring and 
enforcement program and summarize the program in either a FONSI or ROD.   

P319-20 Comment noted.  Permits and/or approvals from regulatory agencies would not be required 
until after the Proposed Action is approved.  If the Proposed Action is approved, the Tribe 
would work with the appropriate agencies to obtain all necessary permits and approvals.  The 
mitigation measures included in Section 5.0 of the EA incorporate protective measures that 
would be implemented by the Tribe to meet permit requirements.  For example, the 
mitigation measure in Section 5.4.2 of the EA specifies that if a Section 404 Clean Water Act 
permits is required, the Tribe shall, at a minimum, require creation of waters of the U.S. at a 
1:1 ratio for affected waters of the U.S. 

P319-21 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.  The Proposed 
Action (placing land in to trust for the Tribe) is under the jurisdiction of and requires the 
approval of the BIA; refer to the response to Comment L4-03 for further discussion.  CEQA 
does not apply to the Proposed Action or project alternatives.  Discretionary approval by 
State and local agencies of developments associated with or included as mitigation measures 
of the Proposed Action would be subject to the applicable environmental laws, which would 
therefore ensure any potential impacts are reduced to a minimal level.  For example, approval 
of intersection improvements along the SR-154 corridor would be at the discretion of 
Caltrans, and Caltrans would be required to assess the environmental impacts associated with 
developing roundabouts and/or signalization.   

Response to Comment Letter P320 – Fred Garcia 

P320-01 Comment noted.   
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P320-02 It is unclear what casino the commenter is referring to as the project alternatives contain no 
plans for a new casino; refer to General Response 3.1.12.  If the commenter is referring to 
the environmental impacts of the existing Chumash Casino Resort, refer to General 
Response 3.1.4.  Potential impacts to public services, including schools, are addressed in 
Sections 4.1.9, 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the EA; as discussed therein, no adverse impacts to 
public schools would occur.  Potential impacts to traffic, including related safety concerns, 
are addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA, and adverse impacts would 
be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 
5.7 of the EA.   

P320-03 The potential impacts of the Proposed Action to environmental resources are analyzed 
throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.  Adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA.   

P320-04 Potential impacts to water resources, including water supply, are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 
4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 4.4.2 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.2 of the EA.   

P320-05 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.16 regarding impacts to oak trees.  
Potential impacts to biological resources, including special-status species, are addressed in 
Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or 
avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.4 of the EA.  
Refer to General Response 3.1.7 for further discussion regarding the adequacy of the 
analysis of impacts to biological resources presented in the EA.   

P320-06 Refer to General Response 3.1.4 regarding the impacts of the existing Chumash Casino 
Resort.   

P320-07 No casino would be developed on the project site; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for 
further discussion. 

P320-08 Comment noted.  The potential impacts of the Proposed Action to environmental resources 
are analyzed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.  Adverse impacts would be reduced or 
avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA.  
Potential impacts to public services, including law enforcement and crime, are addressed in 
Sections 4.1.9, 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the EA; as discussed therein, no adverse impacts 
related to law enforcement or crime rates would occur with implementation of the Proposed 
Action.  Development of 143 residential units on the 1,433-acre project site is not anticipated 
to affect property values in the area.  Socioeconomic impacts are analyzed in Sections 4.1.6, 
4.2.6, 4.3.6, and 4.4.6 of the EA in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing 
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NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook.  Refer to General Response 3.1.11 regarding lost tax 
revenue and support of public services. 

Response to Comment Letter P321 – Stefani Batastini 

P321-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding regulation of future development on the project 
site, including environmental agency oversight, and future plans for a casino on the project 
site.   

Response to Comment Letter P322 – Kathyrn Elliott 

P322-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or opinions.  The EA and 
Final EA were prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA 
and the BIA NEPA Guidebook and address the potential impacts of the Proposed Action and 
development on all required resources; refer to General Response 3.1.3 for further 
discussion as to the adequacy of the EA.  The EA was released for a 90-day comment period, 
which exceeds the minimum 30-day comment period required by the BIA NEPA Guidebook.  
The EA and Final EA were not rushed.  Potential impacts to visual resources are analyzed in 
Sections 4.1.12, 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced 
or avoided with implementation of the measures and BMPs outlined in Section 2.0 of the EA. 

P322-02 Potential impacts to water resources are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.1.4, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.3.2, 
4.3.4, 4.4.2, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Sections 5.2 and 5.4 of the EA.  
Refer to General Response 3.1.9 for further discussion regarding analysis of impacts to 
water resources within the EA.   

P322-03 Comment noted.  Potential impacts to traffic, including access to existing facilities such as 
schools and stores, are addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA, and 
adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation 
measures identified in Section 5.7 of the EA.  Potential impacts related to noise are addressed 
in Sections 4.1.10, 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.9 of the EA, and as discussed therein, no adverse 
impacts were identified.   

Response to Comment Letter P323 – Jennifer Solem 

P323-01 through P323-14 
 These comments are nearly identical to those in Comment Letters P318 and P319.  Refer to 

the responses to Comments P318-01 through P318-11, Comments P319-09 through P319-
11, and Comments P319-15 through P319-21.   
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Response to Comment Letter P324 – Stand Up for California Director Cheryl Schmit 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is a near duplicate of Comment Letter P308.  Refer to Response to 
Comment Letter P308.   

Response to Comment Letter P325 – Brendan Crowley 

P325-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding the adequacy of the analysis of 
impacts to water resources; including water supply, groundwater and the Uplands Basin, and 
neighboring wells; within the EA.   

P325-02 and P325-03 
 The Tribe is considering nine concept plans for development on the project site; these are 

included as Appendix N to the EA.  All nine concept plans are primarily residential 
developments and include minimal commercial components that would not constitute a large 
commercial development project.  The Tribe will regulate future development on the project 
site with oversight provided by the Tribe and applicable federal agencies; refer to General 
Response 3.1.12 for further discussion.  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the 
requirements for an EIS. 

Response to Comment Letter P326 – Suzan Hamilton with Todd Studio 

P326-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

Response to Comment Letter P327 – Santa Ynez Valley Concerned Citizens Chairman 
Greg Simon 

P327-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or opinions.  Potential impacts to the 
resources listed by the commenter are identified and addressed throughout Section 4.0 of the 
EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation 
measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA.  For example, potential impacts related to 
socioeconomic conditions, including property taxes, are addressed in Sections 4.1.6, 4.2.6, 
4.3.6, and 4.4.6 of the EA, and as discussed therein, no adverse impacts were identified.   

P327-02 Comment noted.    

P327-03 Bullet point (a) in the comment is unclear.  From Section 1508.9(a) of the CEQ Regulations 
for Implementing NEPA, an EA serves to:  
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1) Briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether 
to prepare an environmental impact statement or a finding of no 
significant impact.  

2) Aid an agency’s compliance with the Act when no environmental impact 
statement is necessary. 

3) Aid an agency’s compliance with the Act when no environmental impact 
statement is necessary. 

P327-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.4 regarding the impacts of the existing Chumash Casino 
Resort.  Impacts associated with the Tribe’s existing real estate holdings constitute the 
baseline condition of the existing environment and, although they are not explicitly 
referenced, are addressed where relevant in the baseline discussion within Section 3.0 of the 
EA.  For example, traffic counts were collected along the existing roadway network during 
peak hours to determine baseline traffic conditions, and any trips generated by the existing 
gas station owned by the Tribe were captured within the collected traffic counts.  Aside from 
contributing to the baseline condition of the existing environment, environmental impacts 
associated with the Tribe’s existing real estate holdings are not relevant to this EA.   

 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

 Regarding the commenter’s assertion that the EA is insufficient, inaccurate, and inadequate 
and that an EIS is warranted, refer to General Response 3.1.3.   

 Regarding the bullet points one (1) through seven (7) listed by the commenter and citing M. 
Andriette Culbertson’s September 27, 2013 Comment Letter (Comment Letter P289), refer to 
responses to Comments P289-05 through P289-12.   

 Regarding bullet point eight (8) listed by the commenter that discusses the independence of 
the environmental consultant and the oversight by the Lead Agency, the commenter does not 
provide specific questions or statements.  Therefore, a response cannot be provided.   

P327-05 through P327-24 
 These comments are nearly identical to those of Comment Letter P308.  Refer to the 

responses to Comments P308-03 through P308-20. 

Response to Comment Letter P328 –  Susan Petrovich, Attorney for Charles Grimm 

P328-01 Comment noted.   

P328-02 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 
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P328-03 Refer to the response to Comment L4-03 regarding the authority of the Secretary of the 
Interior to place the project site into trust for the Tribe and the U.S. Department of the 
Interior’s recognition of the Tribe.  It is assumed that the commenter is referring to proposed 
events to be hosted by the Tribe at the proposed tribal facilities when referencing “events”; 
refer to General Response 3.1.17 regarding the revisions to the proposed tribal facilities.  
The Tribe’s development plans for the project site are included in Appendix N of the EA; 
refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further discussion of regulation of future development 
on the project site.  The potential impacts of the Proposed Action to environmental resources 
are analyzed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.  Adverse impacts would be reduced or 
avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA.   

P328-04 For comments related to the TCA and standards of review for the EA, refer to General 
Response 3.1.2.  Refer to response to Comment L4-14 regarding the analysis of cumulative 
impacts in the EA.   

P328-05 Refer to the response to Comment L4-03 regarding the authority of the Secretary of the 
Interior to place the project site into trust for the Tribe and the U.S. Department of the 
Interior’s recognition of the Tribe.   

P328-06 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 for comments related to the TCA, including associated 
standards of review of the EA.  

P328-07 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS. 

P328-08 As stated in Section 6.3 of the EA, the County Planning Department and County Public 
Works Department were consulted during the preparation of the EA.  Additionally, the BIA 
extended the EA public comment period to allow public, including State and local agencies, 
sufficient time to submit comments on the document; refer to General Response 3.1.1 for 
further discussion.  Comments from State and local agencies were considered in development 
of the Final EA.   

 The EA evaluates inconsistencies between the Proposed Action and State and local laws and 
plans as required by the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA 
Guidebook.  For example, it is noted in Sections 4.1.8 and 4.2.8 that the development of tribal 
housing on the 1,433-acre property would not be consistent with the allowed land uses under 
the AG-II-100 zoning and AC land use designation identified by the Santa Barbara County 
Comprehensive Plan.  The discussions provided in the above-referenced sections in the EA 
go on to conclude that, despite the inconsistencies, implementation of Alternatives A and B 
would not conflict with surrounding land uses and therefore would result in minimal adverse 
impacts to land uses; refer to General Response 3.1.10 for further discussion.   
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P328-09 Refer to response to Comment L4-07 regarding the reasonable range of alternatives 
evaluated within the EA and the regulation of future development on the project site. 

P328-10 Refer to response to Comment L4-08 regarding the EA’s analysis of water resources and 
associated impacts.  

P328-11 Refer to response to Comment L4-09 regarding the water demands of the project 
alternatives. 

P328-12 Refer to response to Comment L4-10 regarding the water quality of groundwater on the 
project site. 

P328-13 Refer to response to Comment L4-11 regarding total water demand of the project 
alternatives. 

P328-14 Refer to the responses to Comments L4-08 and L4-12 regarding the groundwater water 
levels in the project area.  Refer to response to Comment L4-13 regarding sewer service 
under Alternatives A and B. 

P328-15 Refer to response to Comment L4-14 regarding the analysis of cumulative impacts in the 
EA. 

P328-16 The commenter does not provide specific examples to support their comment that the EA is 
flawed and inadequate and therefore a specific response cannot be provided.  Potential 
impacts to traffic are addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA, and 
adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation 
measures identified in Section 5.7 of the EA.  Cultural resources are addressed in Section 3.5 
and 4.1.5, 4.2.5, 4.3.5, and 4.4.5 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided 
with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.5 of the EA.  Potential 
impacts to water; including wastewater, water treatment, water demand, water supply and 
quality, and surface water drainage and flooding; are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.1.4, 4.2.2, 
4.2.4, 4.3.2, 4.3.4, 4.4.2, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or 
avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Sections 5.2 and 5.4 of 
the EA.  Potential impacts to public service, including schools, are addressed in Sections 
4.1.9, 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided 
with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.9 of the EA.  Potential 
impacts of the Proposed Action to visual resources are analyzed in Sections 4.1.12, 4.2.12, 
4.3.12, and 4.4.12 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the measures and BMPs outlined in Section 2.0 of the EA.  Potential 
impacts to biological resources, including threatened and endangered species, are addressed 
in Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and implementation of the mitigation 
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measures presented in Section 5.4 would reduce identified impacts to a minimal level.  
Potential impacts to air resources are addressed in Sections 4.1.3, 4.2.3, 4.3.3, and 4.4.3 of the 
EA; no adverse impacts to air resources would occur with implementation of the project 
alternatives, and additional protective measures are included in Section 5.3 to further reduce 
impacts.   

 The BIA has the jurisdiction to take the project site into trust for the Tribe; refer to the 
response to Comment L4-03 for further discussion.  For comments related to the TCA and 
standards of review for the EA, refer to General Response 3.1.2.  Refer to response to 
Comment L4-14 regarding the analysis of cumulative impacts in the EA.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.3 for an explanation as to how the EA meets the adequacy standards imposed 
by NEPA.   

P328-17 Parcel 3 contains Assessor Parcel Numbers (APNs) 141-230-023 and 141-140-010.  Figure 1-
3 in the Final EA has been updated to clarify this.    

P328-18 There is no mention of 25 CFR Part 151 in Section 1.1 of the EA.  As described in Section 
1.3 of the Final EA, the Tribe cannot exercise its right to sovereignty nor develop the 
necessary number of homes on the project site to fulfill the purpose and need of the project 
without approval of the Proposed Action.  Given the withdrawal of the TCA (refer to 
General Response 3.1.2 for further discussion) approval of the requested fee-to-trust 
acquisition pursuant to 25 CFR Part 151.3(a)(3) is needed to allow the Tribe to proceed. 

P328-19 Refer to the response to Comment P328-17 regarding the APN information for Parcel 3.   

P328-20 Figures 1-1 through 1-3 of the Final EA show the location of the project site and surrounding 
properties.  Consultation during preparation of the EA was conducted in accordance with the 
CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook; local agencies 
consulted with during preparation of the EA are listed in Section 6.0 of the EA.  As stated in 
the BIA NEPA Guidebook, preparation of an EA includes limited public notification and 
review.  The Lead Agency, the BIA, will consider approval of the Proposed Action utilizing 
the information and analysis presented in the EA, the response to comments, and the Final 
EA, along with the entire administrative record.   

P328-21 Comment noted.  The exact location of site features within each parcel is not necessary for 
the baseline or analysis of the Proposed Action and project alternatives.   

P328-22 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the purpose and need of the Proposed Action and 
project alternatives.  The concept plans (included in Appendix N of the EA) were developed 
to meet the purpose and need while preserving the rural character of the Santa Ynez Valley; 
refer to General Response 3.1.14 for further discussion.   
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 As stated in Section 1.3 of the EA, the trust land acquisition will allow the Tribe to provide 
necessary housing within the Tribe’s ancestral and historic territory for its current members 
and future generations and thereby would protect the Tribe’s heritage and culture by ensuring 
existing and future generations are afforded the ability to live under tribal governance as a 
community within the Tribe's ancestral and historic land holdings.  Providing the Tribe with a 
land base upon which existing and future generations of tribal members can live in close 
proximity to one another will promote cultural preservation.   

 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the number of housing units necessary to meet 
the Tribe’s purpose and need.   

P328-23 Comment noted.  The text has been updated in Section 1.6 of the Final EA to include a 
Section 401 permit.   

P328-24 As stated in Section 4.1.8 of the EA, following approval of 25 CFR Part 151 Trust 
Acquisition, all of the project parcels would be exempt from County land use regulations.  

P328-25 Comment noted.  The text has been updated in Section 2.1 of the Final EA to refer to the 
appropriate project alternative.   

P328-26 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.13 regarding the appropriateness of the 
alternatives analyzed with the EA.  Alternatives considered must include those that offer 
substantial environmental advantages over Alternative A but are not required to be the 
alternative that is presumed to most reduce the intensity of impacts.  In fact, Concept Plan 
Option M.0.1 was selected as the representative layout of the eight one-acre concept plans to 
be evaluated in detail within the EA because the layout includes the largest distance between 
assignment clusters and therefore covers a majority of the area that could be developed once a 
concept plan is approved by the Tribe for development.  Accordingly, Concept Plan Option 
M.0.1 represents the maximum potential environmental impacts that could occur with 
implementation of any of the one-acre concept plans and was selected for this reason.    

P328-27 If the Proposed Action were approved, the residential units on the project site would not be 
required to comply with the “Build it Green” 2005 Green Building Guidelines for New Home 
Construction or the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) for Homes 
criteria certifications as the Tribe would be the governing body.  Regardless, the Tribe is 
committed to incorporating these standards.  The bullet points provided under the Green 
Building heading in Section 2.2.10 along with the BMPs and protective measures listed in 
Section 2.2.10 are specific examples of the elements that will be included in the proposed 
development to support this commitment.   
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P328-28 Comment noted.  The text has been updated throughout Section 2.0 of the Final EA to 
appropriately refer to residential lots.   

P328-29 Refer to the response to Comment P328-22 for an explanation as to how Alternatives A and 
B meet the Tribe’s purpose and need.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.     

P328-30 As stated in Section 2.2.7 of the EA, the rural roadways would be constructed using standards 
comparable to Santa Barbara County requirements. 

P328-31 Refer to the response to Comment L3-16 for an explanation of the proposed start date of the 
project.  As stated in Section 2.2 of the EA, construction would occur over a period of four to 
nine years.  Construction of the selected project alternative would emit a finite amount of 
pollution during the construction phase of the project.  Therefore, the shortest time period 
estimated (four years) is used in Section 4.3 of the EA to estimate the greatest annual 
emissions of each pollutant.  The construction air quality analysis provided in the EA is 
adequate because it analyzes construction impacts for the most conservative scenario, four 
years.  It is not known at this time when or at what rate the residences and facilities would be 
constructed.   

 The Tribe cannot anticipate the exact number of residences that will be needed each year.  
The Tribe has 136 tribal members and approximately 1,300 lineal descendants; however, the 
Tribe cannot predict the exact number of those members and descendants that will want to 
relocate to the project site; nor can the Tribe predict in exactly which year they will want to 
relocate.  Hence, a phased plan more specific than is presented in Section 2.0 is not available.   

P328-32 As shown in Figure 2-2 of the EA, the one-acre residential lots and tribal facilities of 
Alternative B are clustered into three general areas.  Substantial open space exists under the 
site plan of Alternative B, in particular compared to the open space existing under the site 
plan of Alternative A, as shown in Figure 2-1 of the EA.  The commenter is correct that 
implementation of Alternative B would have potential impacts to cultural resources (as 
discussed in Section 4.2.5 of the EA), to drainage channels (as discussed in Section 4.2.4 of 
the EA), and to visual resources (as discussed in Section 4.2.12 of the EA).  Adverse impacts 
to cultural resources and biological resources would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Sections 5.5 and 5.4, respectively.  
Adverse impacts to visual resources would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the 
measures and BMPs outlined in Section 2.0 of the EA.  Refer to the response to Comment 
P328-22 for an explanation as to how implementation of Alternative B would achieve the 
Tribe’s purpose and need.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P328-33 through P328-35 
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 Comment noted.  The Tribe updated the development plan for the tribal facilities as the 
development of an exhibition hall is no longer economically feasible; refer to General 
Response 3.1.17 for further discussion.  A parking lot that would be constructed to support 
the proposed tribal facilities would be located within the area identified as “Government” in 
Figure 2-2 of the Final EA.  As the EA is a planning level document, the finalized site plan of 
the tribal facilities, including the exact location of the parking lot, is not yet available.  
Lighting in the parking lot of the tribal facilities would be consistent with the lighting 
proposed for Alternative A; text has been updated in Section 2.3 of the Final EA to provide 
clarity.     

P328-36 The Tribe’s development plans for the project site are included in Appendix N of the EA; 
refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further discussion of regulation of future development 
on the project site.   

P328-37 The Tribe updated the development plan for the tribal facilities as the development of an 
exhibition hall is no longer economically feasible; refer to General Response 3.1.17 for 
further discussion.  Refer to the response to Comment P328-33 regarding the location of the 
proposed parking lot.   

P328-38 Comment noted.  The commenter is correct that, given that the No Action Alternative, 
discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EA (refer to General Response 3.1.18 regarding 
revisions to the No Action Alternative in the Final EA), would result in the lowest amount 
and magnitude of environmental impacts, it would indeed be the environmentally superior 
alternative.   

P328-39 Refer to the response to Comment L3-25 for an explanation as to how the cut and fill of 
Alternatives A and B would be near-balanced.   

P328-40 Comment noted.  The impacts related to the removal of critical habitat for a protected species 
are discussed in Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, and 4.4.4 of the EA.  The mitigation measures proposed 
to reduce or avoid impacts are detailed in Section 5.4 of the EA.   

P328-41  As discussed in Sections 4.1.10 and 4.2.10 of the EA, noise generated by construction 
equipment on site would be approximately 77.0 dBA at the nearest sensitive receptor for 
development of either alternative.  However, as discussed in Section 4.1.10, construction 
traffic associated with development of Alternative A would increase the existing ambient 
noise level by approximately 3.6 dBA, Leq, whereas construction traffic associated with 
development of Alternative B would increase the existing ambient noise level by 
approximately 4.9 dBA, Leq.  Accordingly, impacts related to construction noise would be 
slightly greater under Alternative B compared to Alternative A, as stated in Section 2.5 of the 
EA.   
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P328-42 Comment noted.  As discussed in Section 5.5, prior to the final siting of all development 
components of the selected project alternative (residential units, utility corridors, etc.), a 
qualified archeologist shall identify appropriate buffer zones around each cultural resource.  
Refer to General Response 3.1.8 regarding the adequacy and completeness of the analysis of 
impacts to cultural resources.   

P328-43 Comment noted.  The analysis of impacts to visual resources in Sections 4.1.12, 4.2.12, 
4.3.12, and 4.4.12 of the EA was prepared per the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA 
and the BIA NEPA Guidebook.  Refer to General Response 3.1.14 for further discussion as 
to the evidence that supports the conclusion that Alternatives A and B are similar in visual 
character to that of the existing setting.   

P328-44 Lands designated as Agricultural Preserve in the County are lands that are under a 
Williamson Act contract.  The Williamson Act and associated potential impacts are discussed 
in Sections 4.1.1, 4.2.1, 4.3.1, and 4.4.1 of the EA.   

P328-45 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P328-46  The 1-hour CO NAAQS has been added to Table 3.3-1 in Section 3.3 of the Final EA. 

P328-47 Comment noted.  The statement regarding CEQA has been removed from Section 3.3.1 of the 
Final EA. 

P328-48 Comment noted.  The commenter believes the hyperlink to the Santa Barbra County Climate 
Action Strategies is not operational; however, this is inaccurate as the hyperlink is 
operational. 

P328-49 Comment noted.  Sensitive receptor locations are provided under the Sensitive Receptors 
heading in Section 3.3.2 of the EA.  The existing air quality setting was prepared in 
accordance with CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook.  
A map is not necessary.   

P328-50  An analysis of Carbon Monoxide Hotspots has been performed; no adverse impact was 
found.  A discussion of the analysis and findings has been added to Sections 4.1.3 and 4.2.3 
of the EA. 

P328-51 A description of Section 7 consultation can be found in Section 7of the ESA (16 USC § 
1536).  A description of the permits available under Section 10 can be found in Section 10 of 
the ESA (16 USC § 1539).   
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P328-52 The area on Figure 3-4 of Section 3.4 of the EA referenced by the commenter is also 
grassland.   

P328-53 Refer to General Response 3.1.16 regarding blue oaks and the Tribal Oak Tree Ordinance.   

P328-54 Wetlands are defined based on the presence of hydric soils, the ratio of wetland-obligate 
vegetation to upland species, and presence of a water source.  As explained in Section 3.4.1 
of the EA, the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI; USFWS, 1976, 1981, 1984, and 2006) 
map does not identify any wetland features within the project site.  Qualified biologists 
conducted preliminary delineations of waters of the U.S. during September 2011, March 
2012, and April 2012 (refer to Appendix E of the EA).  The ephemeral drainage, seasonal 
wetland swale, and vernal pools are considered potentially jurisdictional waters of the U.S., 
subject to Section 404 of the CWA.  Mitigation measures included in Section 5.4.2 of the EA 
would reduce impacts to waters of the U.S., including complete avoidance of the seasonal 
wetland swale and vernal pools.     

P328-55 Copies of special-status species searches of CNDDB and CNPS within the vicinity of the 
project site are included in Appendix E of the Final EA.  A table detailing federally-listed 
special-status species and their potential to occur on the project site is included in Appendix E 
of the Final EA.  The EA was prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for 
Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook to assess impacts to environmental 
resources.  Section 3.4.1 of the EA describes special-status species and discusses their habitat 
needs; accordingly, the text therein presents a complete description of the existing biological 
resources at the project site.   

P328-56 Refer to General Response 3.1.8 for further discussion regarding the adequacy and 
completeness of the cultural resources analysis presented in the EA.   

P328-57 and P328-58  
 Comments noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.8 regarding the adequacy of and 

information provided in the cultural resources setting (Section 3.5 of the EA).   

P328-59 The information presented in Section 3.6.2 describes the existing demographic and housing 
conditions of the Tribe and is consistent with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA 
and the BIA NEPA Guidebook (specifically, Appendix 18).  The number of tribal members 
and available housing units on the Santa Ynez Reservation are part of the baseline used to 
assess impacts associated with environmental justice.   

P328-60 New counts were collected at all study-area roadway segments and at all but three of the 
study-area intersections.  New counts were collected on March 13, 2012 for Baseline Avenue 
east of Edison Street and Armour Ranch Road east of SR 154 and for all of the intersections, 
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except for SR 154/Grand Avenue, SR-154/Roblar Ave, and Edison St/SR-154.  The SR 
154/Grand Avenue count was taken on March 10 (P.M.) and March 15 (A.M.), 2011 and 
determined to be representative of existing conditions (traffic conditions in the Santa Ynez 
area have not changed substantially in the near past).  The SR-154/Roblar Ave count was 
taken on May 12, 2011, and the Edison St/SR-154 count was taken on July 21, 2011; both 
were also determined to be representative of existing conditions.  New counts taken on March 
13, 2012 were also used for the analyses of the State Highway segments (SR 154 north of 
Edison Street, SR 154 south of SR 246, and SR 246 west of SR 154).  The timeframe of 
traffic counts has been updated to specify the exact day of data collection in Section 3.7 of 
the Final EA. 

P328-61 Comment noted.  Significance criteria for Caltrans and County facilities are provided in 
Section 3.7.2 and Appendix I of the Final EA.   

P328-62 As stated in Section 3.7 of the EA, the following minimum operating criteria have been 
established by the appropriate jurisdictional agencies for roadways in the project area 
roadway network: 

 Caltrans' has established a LOS D minimal operating standard for state highways and 
intersections associated with state highways in the project area.   

 The County has established a LOS B minimal operating standard for County 
roadways.  The County LOS standard is based on the capacity of the roadway. 

P328-63 The text in Section 3.7 of the EA was updated to reflect the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM).   

P328-64 and P328-65 
 The LOS for two-way stop controlled intersections was performed using the County’s methods, 

which provides an overall LOS for assessing impacts.  This is the method that was used by the 
County for the SYVCP traffic analysis.  The 2010 HCM was used for the roadway and 
intersection impact analyses.   

P328-66 The measures of effectiveness for roadway segments SR-154 North of Edison Street and SR-154 
South of SR-246-Amour Ranch Road shown in Table 3.7-4 of Section 3.7 of the EA are based 
on percent time following and speed, as indicated in the footnote of Table 3.7-4 and on the LOS 
sheets contained in the Technical Appendix of the TIS provided as Appendix I of the Final EA.  
The values shown in Table 3.7-4 for the roadway segment SR-246 from SR-154 to Solvang is 
based on signalized segments LOS, which are used to assess impacts pursuant to the County’s 
and Caltrans’ standards and is noted in the footnote of Table 3.7-4.   
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P328-67 Pursuant to the 2010 HCM, as well as criteria developed by Santa Barbara County Association 
of Governments (SBCAG) for the Congestion Management Program (CMP), LOS for motorists 
using a highway segment with intersections at regular intervals is based on operations at the 
intersections (where the delays occur).  The segment of SR-246 from SR-154 to the City of 
Solvang is based on delay at the intersections along the roadway, which is consistent with the 
analysis used by the County for the SYVCP as well as analysis used by SBCAG for CMP 
monitoring. 

P328-68 Comment noted.  As stated in Section 3.8.2, the entire project site is zoned Agricultural II 
(AG-II-100), which specifies areas appropriate for agricultural land uses with a minimum 
gross lot area of 100 acres on prime and non-prime agricultural lands located within the 
County’s Rural Area, with the intention of preserving land for long-term agricultural use 
(Santa Barbara County Code 35.21.020).   

P328-69 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding the analysis of existing land 
uses in the vicinity of the project site and the inconsistencies with the SYVCP.    

P328-70 The text has been updated in Section 3.8.2 of the Final EA to reflect the appropriate Santa 
Barbara County Code Section 35.21.030.  It is unclear as to why the commenter believes the 
statement is misleading as the County Code 35.21.030 clearly indicates that single-family 
dwellings, residential accessory uses and structures, and residential agricultural units are 
permitted land uses within AG-II zoned areas.  The County Code 35.21.030 permits these 
uses regardless of the expiration of the County Residential Agricultural Unit ordinance 
(35.42.210).  It is also unclear as to why the commenter believes the text in Section 3.8.2 of 
the EA is inconsistent with the text in Section 3.12.1 of the EA, which states that the County 
Comprehensive Plan designation for the project site is Agriculture Zone Two (AG-II-100).  
The text in Section 3.12.1 states that Agriculture Zone Two (AG-II-100) allows all 
agricultural uses as well as low-density residential housing related to owner- or tenant-
operated agricultural uses (Santa Barbara County, 2011b), which is consistent with the 
description provided in Section 3.8.2 of the EA.   

P328-71 Comment noted.  The text in Section 3.10 has been updated to reflect the accurate noise 
measurement sites and durations displayed in Table 3.10-6.   

P328-72 Comment noted.  The reference to Section 2, Figure 2-1, in Section 3.10 of the Final EA has 
been removed.   

P328-73 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 
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P328-74 Comment noted.  The purpose of Figure 3-11 in Section 3.12 of the EA is to show 
representative scenic views of the project site and surrounding areas.  A map depicting the 
exact location of each photograph is not necessary to understand the existing visual resources 
setting.  Additionally, representative photographs of biological communities are shown in 
Figure 3-5a and Figure 3-5b of Section 3.4.  The locations identifying where the photographs 
were taken within the project site are mapped on Figure 3-4 of Section 3.4.   

P328-75 As discussed in Section 3.12, Baseline Avenue and Armour Ranch Road are also considered 
scenic rural roads.  To protect local aesthetics within the SYVCP area, a Design Control 
Overlay has been applied to areas valued as scenic and visual resources.  All development 
under County jurisdiction that is visible from public viewing areas, and/or is a non-
agricultural structure, and/or is an agricultural structure greater than 1,000 square feet must be 
reviewed by the County Board of Architectural Review to be determined acceptable within 
these areas (Santa Barbara County, 2009a).  If the Proposed Action is approved, the project 
site would no longer be within the County’s jurisdiction and the existing Design Control 
Overlay would no longer be applicable.  Additionally, the proposed development under 
Alternatives A and B is designed to be consistent with the character and style of the Santa 
Ynez Valley; refer to General Response 3.1.14 for further discussion.   

P328-76 Relative to the construction proposed for Parcels 2, 3, and 4 under Alternative A, the 
construction on Parcel 1 would be minimal.   

P328-77 Comment noted.  If the Proposed Action and development are approved, the final layout of 
the equestrian and passive trails would be determined when the development plans are 
finalized.  As stated in Section 2.2.8, stormwater would be detained on-site and would be 
discharged at rates equivalent to pre-development conditions.   

P328-78 Comment noted.  The recommendations provided in Appendix D of the EA present various 
options and suggestions for further reducing impacts however are not necessary to reduce or 
avoid any adverse impact and therefore are not necessary to include as mitigation.  If the 
Proposed Action and development are approved, the recommendations will be considered 
when developing the final development plans.   

P328-79 Alternative A is designed to be consistent with the rural character of the Santa Ynez Valley.  
Although County ordinances would not be applicable if the project site were taken into trust, 
the residences under Alternative A would be designed to be consistent with the architecture 
and aesthetic aspects of surrounding residences.  Refer to General Response 3.1.14 for 
further discussion.   

P328-80 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 



3.0 Response to Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 3-162 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 

May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

P328-81 The development footprint of the 143 residences would disturb approximately 93 acres of 
land.  The trenching for water connections, resurfacing of access roads, building of roads and 
driveways, wastewater treatment plant, and trenching for utilities that would occur on the 
project site would disturb approximately 51 acres of land.  Accordingly, 144 acres of land 
would be disturbed under Alternative A.  Text has been added to Section 4.1.3 of the Final 
EA to provide clarity.  

P328-82 The following mitigation measure, presented in Section 5.3 of the EA, is the mitigation 
measure used in the input file for the URBEMIS air quality model that would reduce diesel 
particulate matter (DPM) by 50 percent: 

  Through contractual obligations, the Tribe shall ensure heavy duty construction 
equipment is equipped with diesel particulate matter filters.   

 Additional text has been added to Section 5.3 of the EA to provide clarification.  Because the 
text in Section 4.1.3 of the EA provides a clear reference to the mitigation measures in 
Section 5.3 of the EA, including an explanation of these mitigation measures in Section 4.1.3 
of the EA is not warranted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.6 regarding updates to the air 
quality analysis included in the Final EA.   

P328-83 An aerial view of existing oak trees is included as Figure 1-3 of Section 1.0 of the EA.  The 
EA is a planning level document.  Oak trees that would be required to be removed with 
implementation of the selected project alternative would be determined by the site contractor 
prior to construction.  A qualified arborist will survey trees which have been slated for 
removal by the contractor prepare an Arborist Report describing findings and 
recommendations; refer to General Response 3.1.16 for further discussion.   

P328-84 Surveys were performed for both VPFS and CRLF on the project site in September 2011, 
March and April 2012, and July of 2013.  Potential CRLF ponds located on adjacent property 
were not surveyed because the property is private.  Because surveys are designed to focus on 
presence or absence of a federally-listed species such as CRLF on the project site, omitting 
surveys of off-site ponds due to restricted private property access is a reasonable action.  
Potential impacts, avoidance measures, and associated discussion are in Section 7.2 of the 
BA, which is included as Appendix E of the EA. 

P328-85 Refer to General Response 3.1.8 regarding the adequacy and completeness of the analysis of 
impacts to cultural resources.  Mitigation measures included in Section 5.5 require the 
identification of buffer zones around the 16 cultural resources and the presence of a Tribal 
Cultural Resource Monitor during construction activities within 500 feet of buffer zones to 
ensure protection of said resources.  The selected alternative cannot be designed to impact 
cultural resources as the mitigation does not allow for such; accordingly, the analysis of 
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potential impacts to cultural resources and associated avoidance measures are within the EA 
and are not deferred to a later phase of planning.   

P328-86 As stated in Section 4.1.5, the project region contains known paleontological resources and 
the geology of the project site is consistent with those areas of known resources.  However, 
there are no known paleontological resources on the project site and none were observed 
during the site reconnaissance visits in 2011 and 2012.  Hence, a discussion of how 
excavation may encounter known resources is impossible given there are no known 
resources.  The mitigation included in Section 5.5 would reduce impacts to unknown cultural, 
including paleontological, resources.  

P328-87 The Final EA has been updated with the most up-to-date information available pertaining to 
the Tribe’s offer of a first draft payment-in-lieu of taxes agreement to the County.  The 
information presented in Section 4.1.6 remains correct: the County has not accepted the 
Tribe’s offer and no further discussions have ensued.   

P328-88 In response to the comment, the trip distribution and assignment of project-generated traffic 
were reviewed.  All A.M. peak hour trips are correctly assigned.  All P.M. peak hour trips are 
correctly assigned, with one exception: six extra trips were erroneously assigned at the SR 
246/SR 154 intersection.  Appendix I of the EA reported a total of 141 P.M. peak hour trips at 
the SR 246/SR 154 intersection; however, the correct number of trips is 135 P.M. peak hour 
trips.  Nevertheless, the erroneous trip assignment did not affect the conclusions of the TIS.  
As shown in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA, the SR 246/SR 154 intersection is 
forecast to operate at LOS F during the P.M. peak hour under near-term with project and 
cumulative with project conditions.  Correcting the trip assignment (135 P.M. peak hour trips 
instead of 141 P.M. peak hour trips) also results in LOS F operations at the SR 246/SR 154 
intersection during the P.M. peak hour under these conditions.  Accordingly, the area-wide 
evening commute peak hour therefore occurs from 4:30 P.M. to 5:30 P.M., as stated in 
Section 4.1.7 of the EA.  An updated TIS is included as Appendix I of the Final EA.   

P328-89 Comment noted.  The near-term and horizon years refer to operation of the project, not 
construction; therefore, it is not appropriate to discuss operational terms in the construction 
analysis.  Near-term refers to the operation year 2017 and the horizon year is 2030.   

P328-90 As stated in Sections 4.1.7 and 4.2.7 of the EA, the project would not generate pedestrian 
trips, bicycling activity, or transit riders along Baseline Road, Armour Road, SR-154, SR-
246, or the other public roads in the area.   

P328-91 Refer to the responses to Comments P328-64 and P328-65 regarding the application of 
overall LOS.   
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P328-92 The measures of effectiveness for roadway segments SR-154 North of Edison Street and SR-154 
South of SR-246-Amour Ranch Road shown in Table 4-6 of Section 4.1.7 of the EA are based 
on percent time following and speed, as indicated in the footnote of Table 4-6 and on the LOS 
sheets contained in the Technical Appendix of the TIS provided as Appendix I of the Final EA.  
The values shown in Table 4-6 for the roadway segment SR-246 from SR-154 to Solvang is 
based on signalized segments LOS, which are used to assess impacts pursuant to the County’s 
and Caltrans’ standards and is noted in the footnote of Table 4-6. 

P328-93 Since the Tribe does not have jurisdiction over State, County, or local roadways, it cannot 
provide a schedule of completion of traffic improvements.  Recommended traffic 
improvements to State, County, or local intersections are subject to the appropriate 
jurisdiction’s schedule.  The Tribe provides reasonable mitigation in Section 5.7 of the EA to 
reduce project-related adverse traffic impacts.  If the Proposed Action and development are 
approved, the Tribe is committed to providing a fair share contribution per the mitigation 
measures.  Given the revisions to the tribal facilities under Alternative B (refer to General 
Response 3.1.17) and an updated cumulative environment,  the TIS was updated and is 
included as revised Appendix I to the Final EA; the results are incorporated into the 
appropriate sections of the Final EA. 

P328-94 LOS results from the mitigation measures are provided in Section 5.7 and Appendix I of the 
Final EA.  Implementation of roundabouts at impacted intersections would result in an LOS 
A, and implementation of signals at impacted intersections would result in an LOS B, both of 
which are acceptable under the State and County’s significance criteria.  Given the revisions 
to the tribal facilities under Alternative B (refer to General Response 3.1.17) and an updated 
cumulative environment,  the TIS was updated and is included as revised Appendix I to the 
Final EA; the results are incorporated into the appropriate sections of the Final EA. 

P328-95 The Tribe does not have jurisdiction over Baseline Avenue or Amour Ranch Road.  Any need 
for turn lanes or expansion of these roadways would be completed by the jurisdictional 
agency, the County.  As shown in Appendix I of the EA, both roadways operate as acceptable 
under the County’s significance criteria with the addition of project traffic.  No further 
analysis is warranted.  Given the revisions to the tribal facilities under Alternative B (refer to 
General Response 3.1.17) and an updated cumulative environment,  the TIS was updated 
and is included as revised Appendix I to the Final EA; the results are incorporated into the 
appropriate sections of the Final EA. 

P328-96 As discussed in Appendix I of the EA, site access would occur at one point along Amour 
Ranch Road and two points along Baseline Avenue.  It was determined that site access should 
be stopped controlled and signalization is not warranted.  As shown in Figures 2 and 3 in 
Appendix I of the EA, the nearest intersection or driveway to the proposed driveway is 
greater than 1,300 feet.  Due to the small volume of project related traffic and the distance 
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between project access points and other existing facilities, the analysis provided in Appendix 
I of the EA is reasonable pursuant to the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the 
BIA NEPA Guidebook; therefore, no additional analysis is warranted.    

P328-97 Comment noted.  The roadway segment of SR-154 between SR-246 and Edison Road was 
not included in the traffic study because the intersections SR-154/SR-246 and Edison 
Road/SR-154 are analyzed.  These two intersections control the flow of traffic along the 
segment of SR-154 between SR-246 and Edison Road; therefore, if the intersections are 
operating at an acceptable level, then the roadway segment between them would operate at an 
acceptable level.  As shown in Sections 4.1.7 and 4.2.7 and Appendix I of the EA, these 
intersections would operate at or above the County’s and Caltrans’ LOS D significance 
criteria with mitigation.  Given the revisions to the tribal facilities under Alternative B (refer 
to General Response 3.1.17) and an updated cumulative environment,  the TIS was updated 
and is included as revised Appendix I to the Final EA; the results are incorporated into the 
appropriate sections of the Final EA. 

P328-98 Traffic counts were collected at all study-area County and State roadway segments and 
intersections (refer to the response to Comment P328-60 for dates of collection), and the 
count data are presented in the Technical Appendix to Appendix I of the EA.  The traffic 
counts collected in 2011 at SR 154/Grand Avenue, SR-154/Roblar Ave, and Edison St/SR-
154 were determined to be representative of existing 2012 conditions (traffic conditions in the 
Santa Ynez area have not changed substantially in the recent years).  The statement in 
Appendix I of the EA that “existing data is no longer representative of existing conditions” 
refers to all traffic count data except the data collected at SR 154/Grand Avenue, SR-
154/Roblar Ave, and Edison St/SR-154.  Traffic counts were re-collected for all other 
intersections and roadway segments in March 2012 to ensure the data are representative of 
existing 2012 conditions.   

P328-99 LOS significance criteria is provided on page 6 and 7 of Appendix I of the EA.   

P328-100 Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment P328-63 regarding methodology used in 
the TIS provided as Appendix I of the EA.   

P328-101 The measures of effectiveness are indicated in the footnotes of Tables 3, 8, 11, 14, and 17 of 
Appendix I of the EA; refer to the responses to Comments P328-66 and P328-92 for further 
discussion.   

P328-102 Refer to the response to Comment S1-03 regarding the appropriateness of the measures of 
effectiveness used in the analysis.  Refer to the responses to Comments P328-66 and P328-
92 regarding which measures of effectiveness were used per each roadway and intersection.  
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Refer to the response to Comment P328-63 regarding the HCM used in the analysis 
presented in the EA.   

P328-103 Refer to the response to Comment S1-03 regarding minor street approach.  

P328-104 Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment S1-02 regarding the use of the Peak 
Hour Factor. 

P328-105 Refer to the response to Comment P328-88 regarding the A.M. and P.M. peak hour volumes.  

P328-106 Refer to response to Comment P328-96 regarding evaluation of safety and operation for the 
three project driveways located on Baseline Avenue and Amour Ranch Road. 

P328-107 Refer to the response to Comment S1-03 regarding minor street approach and LOS.  

P328-108 The commenter does not provide supporting analysis that indicates “queues spilling onto 
through lanes, which impacts safety and operation.”  The left-turn movements at signalized 
intersections along SR 246 do not “fail” under near-term or cumulative conditions (refer to 
Appendix I of the Final EA).  The overall operation of signalized intersections is based on the 
average delay for all movement pursuant to methods outlined in the 2010 HCM.  Left-turn 
delays at signalized intersections are typically higher than delays for through and right-turn 
movements since left-turn movements are typically lower in volume and generally receive 
less green light time.  The TIS indicates that four of the five intersections along SR-246 will 
degrade to LOS E and LOS F under cumulative and cumulative with project conditions; 
mitigation measures are outlined in Section 5.7 of the EA for those locations.  The mitigation 
measures are consistent with what is being planned by the County for the Santa Ynez area since 
they are derived from the adopted SYVCP.  Implementation of mitigation provided in Section 
5.7 of the EA would result in roundabouts or signalized intersections operating at an acceptable 
LOS under the County’s and Caltrans’ significance criteria.  Given the revisions to the tribal 
facilities under Alternative B (refer to General Response 3.1.17) and an updated cumulative 
environment,  the TIS was updated and is included as revised Appendix I to the Final EA; the 
results are incorporated into the appropriate sections of the Final EA. 

P328-109 The Tribe does not have jurisdiction over installation of signals at County or State controlled 
intersections.  It is therefore not appropriate for the Tribe to conduct a signal warrant 
analysis; the applicable jurisdictional agency, either Caltrans or the County, will provide 
signal warrant analysis if it determined signal control is the best mitigation.   

P328-110 The Tribe does not have jurisdiction over the geometry of the proposed mitigation, and it is 
therefore not appropriate for the Tribe to identify the geometry of the proposed mitigation 
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measure.  The applicable jurisdictional agency will provide the geometry when the 
intersection control is selected. 

P328-111 Alternative A includes the land trust action; the proposed development would not be 
approved without approval of the trust acquisition.  Accordingly, excluding consideration of 
the impacts of the Proposed Action when analyzing the impacts of the proposed development 
is inconsistent with the components of Alternative A as described in Section 2.2 of the EA.   

P328-112 As stated under the Water Supply heading in Section 4.1.9 of the EA, adverse impacts to 
surface water and groundwater resources from the development of the water supply system 
for Alternative A are addressed under Section 4.1.2 of the EA.  Repeating this information in 
multiple sections of the EA would be redundant.   

P328-113 and P328-114 
 Text was added to Section 4.1.9 of the Final EA to refer the reader to Section 4.1.2 of the 

Final EA regarding impacts of the proposed WWTP and to Appendix C of the EA regarding 
specifications of the proposed WWTP.  Repeating this information in multiple sections of the 
EA would be redundant.   

P328-115 Refer to the response to Comment L3-12 regarding project induced population growth and 
evidence to support the conclusion that Alternative A would have a negligible impact to local 
school districts.   

P328-116 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P328-117 and P328-118 
 Design standards are presented in Section 2.2.10 of the EA.  Visual renderings are not 

necessary as the text in Sections 2.2 and 4.1.12 describe the proposed development.  Refer to 
General Response 3.1.14 for further discussion of the potential impacts of Alternative A to 
visual resources.  It is unclear the commenter’s intent behind the comment that the “project 
would double the number of residential structures on the project site” as there is only a single 
residential structure (ranch house) existing on the project site while Alternatives A and B 
both propose 143 housing units.   

P328-119 Refer to the response to Comment P328-78 regarding recommendations included in 
Appendix D of the EA.   

P328-120 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 



3.0 Response to Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 3-168 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 

May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

P328-121 Refer to response to Comment P328-31 regarding the timing of development as related to air 
quality analysis.   

P328-122 Refer to the response to Comment P328-82 for a discussion as to where mitigation measures 
are explained within the EA.  Because the text in Section 4.2.3 of the EA provides a clear 
reference to the mitigation measures in Section 5.3 of the EA, including an explanation of 
these mitigation measures in Section 4.2.3 of the EA is not necessary. 

P328-123 Refer to the response to Comment P328-83 regarding the location of oak trees on the project 
site. 

P328-124 The discussion of impacts related to CRLF presented in Section 4.2.4 of the EA is sufficient 
per the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook.  Potential 
impacts to CRLF are further detailed in Section 7.2 of the BA (Appendix E of the EA).   

P328-125 Refer to General Response 3.1.8 regarding the adequacy and completeness of the analysis of 
impacts to cultural resources.     

P328-126 The commenter is correct that the methodologies for determining project-related impacts for 
Alternative B are the same as Alternative A, as stated in Section 4.2.6 of the EA.  It is unclear 
what is meant by the commenter’s statement “please refer to the comments above,” and no 
response to this statement is provided.  

P328-127 The commenter is correct that the methodologies for determining project-related impacts for 
Alternative B are the same as Alternative A, as stated in Section 4.2.7 of the EA.  Refer to the 
responses to Comments P328-88 to P328-110 regarding the commenter’s statement “refer to 
the Transportation and Traffic comments noted above.”   

P328-128 Alternative B includes the land trust action; the proposed development would not be 
approved without approval of the trust acquisition.  Accordingly, excluding consideration of 
the impacts of the Proposed Action when analyzing the impacts of the proposed development 
is inconsistent with the components of Alternative B as described in Section 2.3 of the EA. 

P328-129 The commenter states that “impact assessment methodology is the same,” but it is unclear as 
to what impact assessment methodology is the same as.  Assuming the commenter is referring 
to the public services impact assessment methodology, the commenter is correct that the 
analysis is the same, as stated in Section 4.2.9 of the EA.   

 The commenter states “refer to comments above,” but it is unclear which above comments 
should be referred to.  Assuming the commenter is indicating the previous public service 
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comments in the commenter’s Table 1 – Comments on Text and Appendix I – TIS, refer to 
responses to Comments P328-112 through P328-115.   

P328-130 The commenter states that “impact assessment methodology is the same,” but it is unclear as 
to what the impact assessment methodology is the same as.  Assuming the commenter is 
referring to the noise impact assessment methodology, the commenter is correct that the 
analysis is the same, as stated in Section 4.2.10.   

 The commenter states “refer to comments above,” but it is unclear which above comments 
should be referred to.  Assuming the commenter is indicating the previous noise comments in 
the commenter’s Table 1 – Comments on Text and Appendix I – TIS, refer to responses to 
Comments P328-71 and P328-72.   

P328-131 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P328-132 Refer to General Response 3.1.14 regarding the impacts to visual resources from 
implementation of Alternative B.   

P328-133 Design standards are presented in Section 2.2.10 of the EA.  If the project site is taken into 
trust, County and local ordinances and guidelines related to the design and aesthetic 
characteristics of development would not be applicable.  However, all residential structures 
would be designed to be compatible with surrounding residential structures and the rural 
character of the Santa Ynez Valley; text was added to Sections 2.2 and 2.3 of the Final EA to 
clarify this.  As discussed in Section 5.12 of the EA, implementation of the protective 
measures and BMPs identified in Section 2.2.10 of the EA would reduce or avoid adverse 
impacts to visual resources; refer to General Response 3.1.14 for further discussion.   

P328-134 As stated in Section 3.12, the project site is visible along its entire length from SR-154; refer 

to General Response 3.1.13 as to how the design of Alternatives A and B would preserve 

scenic views from SR-154.  The analysis of impacts to visual resources presented in the EA 
was prepared pursuant to the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA 
Guidebook; photo simulations are not necessary to describe the potential impacts.   

P328-135 Refer to General Response 3.1.18 regarding revisions to Alternative C in the Final EA.    

P328-136 As stated in Sections 4.1.8 and 4.2.8 of the EA, if the trust acquisition is approved, all project 
parcels would be except from County and local land use regulations.  Accordingly, future 
development on the project site would not be subject to County and local land use regulations 
(refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further discussion).  The discussion in Section 4.4.1 of 
the EA is referring to future off-site development; text was added to Section 4.4.1 of the Final 
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EA for clarification.  The development on the project site would be designed to be consistent 
with surrounding structures and the rural character of the Santa Ynez Valley.   

P328-137 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P328-138 If the Proposed Action were approved, County regulations on the project site would not be 
applicable and including a discussion of the County’s regulations relevant to endangered 
species in the EA is therefore unnecessary.  Those species with the potential to occur in off-
site habitat within the immediate vicinity of the proposed development would only be 
influenced by activities with consequences which could extend beyond the borders of the 
project site.  Identified, non-biological effects and their potential to influence biotic resources 
have been discussed in each respective section within the EA.  In addition, Section 4.1.4 and 
Section 4.2.4 of the EA specifically address biological influences of the project to on- and 
off-site resources including large- and small-scale movements of native resident or migratory 
species, wildlife corridor accessibility, and potential effects on nursery sites by the project 
alternatives.   

P328-139 Refer to the responses to Comments P328-56 through P328-58, P328-85, and P328-86 for a 
discussion as to the adequacy and completeness of the analysis of impacts to cultural 
resources.   

P328-140 Comment noted.  Text was added to Section 4.4.6 of the Final EA to provide clarification 
regarding the timeline of construction employment benefits.   

P328-141 Refer to responses to Comments P328-94 through P328-110 regarding Appendix I of the 
Final EA.   

P328-142 As stated in Section 4.4.8, any surrounding cumulative projects not located on tribal trust 
lands would be subject to existing local land use regulations and the implementation of   
Alternatives A and B would not result in changes to surrounding land use patterns.  Any 
changes would be attributable to County policies only.  Development of the selected project 
alternative would not establish a precedent for surrounding lands as surrounding lands would 
remain within County and local jurisdictions and subject to County and local policies.  Refer 
to the response to Comment L3-12 regarding project induced population growth.   

P328-143 Comment noted.  Text has been updated in Section 4.4.10 of the Final EA to include parks 
and schools.   

P328-144 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 
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P328-145 Refer to the response to Comment P328-133 regarding potential impacts to visual resources. 

P328-146 Refer to the response to Comment P328-134 regarding potential impacts to visual resources. 

P328-147 Comment noted.  The analysis of indirect effects was prepared pursuant to the CEQ 
Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook.  The analysis 
considered effects which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in 
distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.  Text was added to Section 4.5.1 to clarify that 
indirect effects to all resources are considered.   

P328-148 Comment noted.  Text was added to Section 4.5.2 of the Final EA to provide an analysis of 
orderliness of growth entailed by the Proposed Action and project alternatives.  Elements of 
the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan and SYVCP relevant to the Proposed Action 
and project alternatives are described in Section 3.0 of the EA, and potential impacts of the 
Proposed Action and project alternatives related to the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive 
Plan and SYVCP are evaluated throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.  Refer to the response to 
Comment L3-09 for further discussion regarding the Proposed Action’s consistency with 
local and regional land use plans.   

P328-149 As stated in Section 5.1 of the EA, the mitigation measures related to land resources 
specifically require:  

 Compliance with the NPDES permit and development of a SWPPP that would 
include, at a minimum, the BMPs listed in Section 5.1;  

 All workers be trained in proper handling and storage of chemicals; and  
 All contractors be trained on the potential environmental damages resulting from soil 

erosion.   

 No revisions or updates to the text in Section 5.1 of the EA are necessary.   

P328-150 The intent of the comment is unclear.  The commenter appears to be referencing both land 
resources as discussed in Section 5.1 of the EA and visual resources.  Assuming the 
commenter is only referring to visual resources, the measures and BMPs outlined in Section 
2.0 of the EA would reduce or avoid adverse impacts related to visual resources as the only 
potential adverse impacts are related to signage and lighting.  As discussed in Sections 4.1.12, 
4.2.12, and 4.4.12, Alternative A and B would have no adverse impacts related to existing 
scenery; refer to General Response 3.1.14 for discussion.   

P328-151 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 
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P328-152 Comment noted.  As stated in Sections 4.1.3, 4.2.3, and 4.4.3 of the EA, implementation of 
Alternative A or B would not result in adverse impacts to air quality but mitigation measures 
are included in Section 5.3 of the EA to further reduce impacts to air quality.  The air quality 
analysis presented in the Final EA was performed using the CalEEMod (refer to General 
Response 3.1.6 for further discussion) with no mitigation included; as stated in Sections 
4.1.3, 4.2.3, and 4.4.3 of the Final EA, the impact of Alternative A and B to air quality was 
determined to be minimal.  The Tribe elected to include additional measures in Section 5.3 of 
the EA to further reduce impacts to air quality; some additional measures were added to 
Section 5.3 of the Final EA.     

P328-153 A Monitoring and Reporting Program Plan (MRPP) will be prepared that will specify the 
timing and responsible party for ensuring mitigation is implemented.   

P328-154 Refer to responses to Comments P328-83, P328-84, P328-123, P328-124, and P328-138 for 
responses to previous comments regarding methodology of impact assessment and need for 
additional studies.   

P328-155 Refer to General Response 3.1.8 regarding the adequacy and completeness of the analysis of 
impacts to cultural resources.  Refer to the response to Comment P328-85 for an explanation 
as to how mitigation for cultural resources is not deferred to a later phase of planning.   

P328-156 As discussed in Section 4.1.6, the tax on the project site was approximately 0.01 percent of 
the County’s total tax revenue.  In determining impacts to the County’s tax base, the 0.01 
percent loss in property taxes is de minimis and would not lead to any adverse physical 
effects, and therefore would not be significant under NEPA.  The payment-in-lieu of taxes 
agreement proposed by the Tribe was not required pursuant to NEPA.   

P328-157 The commenter is correct that no funding mechanism is identified.  Since the Tribe does not 
have jurisdiction over the transportation facility, it can only provide a fair share contribution.  
The Tribe cannot guarantee the identified mitigation will be implemented, even if the Tribe’s 
contribution was 100 percent.   

P328-158 Refer to the response to Comment L3-18 regarding the insignificant percentage of farmland 
that would be converted to other land uses under Alternatives A and B.   

P328-159 Refer to the responses to Comments P328-111 and P328-128 regarding the approval of the 
trust land acquisition as it relates to the development of a project alternative.   

P328-160 As discussed in Sections 4.1.10, 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.9, no adverse impacts related to noise 
would result with implementation of the project alternatives.  Accordingly, no mitigation 
measures are necessary.   
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P328-161 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P328-162 As stated in Section 2.2.10 of the EA, the measures and BMPs included therein are part of the 
project design; hence the Tribe is committed to implementing these measures and BMPs.  
Refer to the responses to Comments P328-74, P328-75, P328-117, P328-118, and P328-132 
through P328-134 regarding the adequacy and completeness of the analysis of impact to 
visual resources presented in the EA.   

P328-163 Comment noted.  The Tribe consulted with federal agencies pursuant to the CEQ Regulations 
for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook.  Consultation with the Army Corps 
of Engineers and the RWQCB during preparation of the EA is not necessary to analyze the 
impact to waterways.  Pursuant to the CWA, the Tribe will apply to the appropriate agencies 
to obtain the necessary permits and regulatory approvals if the Proposed Action is approved 
(i.e. Section 404 Permit, SWPPP, etc.).   

P328-164 Comment noted.  The Tribe consulted with local agencies pursuant to the CEQ Regulations 
for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook.   

P328-165 As shown in Table 2-4 of Appendix C of the EA, residential indoor use would require 51 
AFY, residential landscape drought-tolerant irrigation would require 265 AFY, and 
residential lawn irrigation would require 64 AFY; this equates to a gross water demand of 
380 AFY under Alternative A.  As shown in Table 2-4 of Appendix C of the EA, use of 
tertiary treated wastewater for irrigation would reduce water demand by 45 AFY.  
Accordingly, the net water demand for Alternative A is 335 AFY, as stated in Section 4.1.2 
of the EA.  As shown in Table 2-5 of Appendix C of the EA, residential indoor use would 
require 51 AFY, residential landscape drought-tolerant irrigation would require 57 AFY, and 
residential lawn irrigation would require 43 AFY, and the tribal facilities would require 4 
AFY; this equates to a gross water demand of 155 AFY under Alternative B.  As shown in 
Table 2-4 of Appendix C of the EA, use of tertiary treated wastewater for irrigation would 
reduce water demand by 49 AFY.  Accordingly, the net water demand for Alternative B is 
106 AFY, as stated in Section 4.2.2 of the EA.  In response to comments received regarding 
water use of Alternatives A and B on the project site, the Tribe made revisions to the 
development plans under Alternatives A and B, reducing overall anticipated water demands; 
refer to General Response 3.1.9 for further discussion.   

 The table title, column headings, row headings, footnotes, and associated discussion in the 
text of Appendix C of the EA accurately and appropriately describe Table 3-9 of Appendix C 
of the EA, which summarizes the expected irrigation supply of recycled water.  It is unclear 
why the commenter believes Table 3-9 is not well explained or annotated as the commenter 
does not provide specific details; hence a detailed response cannot be provided.   
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 Refer to the response to Comment P311-09 regarding the determination of water demand in 
Appendix C of the EA 

P328-166 Comment noted.  The table titles, column headings, row headings, footnotes, and associated 
discussion in the text of Appendix C of the EA accurately and appropriately describe Tables 
2-1 through 2-5 of Appendix C of the EA.  In Tables 2-1, 2-2, 2-4, and 2-5 of Appendix C of 
the EA, the information listed under the column header “Unit” indicates the number of units 
being considered, and the term “unit” is defined under the column header “Type of Unit” per 
each table.  In Table 2-3 of Appendix C of the EA, the information under the column header 
“Unit” defines the term “unit,” the information under the column header “Demand” indicates 
the number of “units,” and the information under the column header “Quantity” indicates the 
number of “units” pear each year.  The text associated with each table of Appendix C of the 
EA explains assumptions used in the tables. 

P328-167 The Tribe developed and defined the events expected to occur at the tribal facilities, and the 
events listed and number of attendees per event presented in Table 2-3 of Appendix C of the 
EA are based on these defined events.  Outside of the described and listed 100 events with a 
maximum of 1,000 attendees per event, normal administrative functions of the tribal facilities 
are expected, based on the estimated staffing of 75 employees.  The irrigation demands of the 
tribal facilities would be minimal and would be met using recycled water and non-potable 
irrigation water, as described in the footnote to Table 2-3 of Appendix C of the Final EA. In 
response to comments received regarding water use of Alternatives A and B on the project 
site, the Tribe made revisions to the development plans under Alternatives A and B, reducing 
overall anticipated water demands; refer to General Response 3.1.9 for further discussion.    

P328-168 Comment noted.  The operational demands have been updated in Appendix C of the Final EA 
to include both indoor and outdoor demand as well as to reflect the changes in water demand 
given the revisions to the project components under Alternatives A and B (refer to General 
Responses 3.1.9 and 3.1.17).  Under Alternative A, the average day demand is 0.154 mgd, 
and a factor of 2 was used to derive maximum day demand of 0.31 mgd.  The operational 
storage for Alternative A at 25 percent of maximum day demand equals 76,910 gallons.  
Under Alternative B, the average day demand is 0.074 mgd, and a factor of 2 was used to 
derive maximum day demand of 0.148 mgd.  The operational storage for Alternative B at 25 
percent of maximum day equals 37,013 gallons.  Corresponding total storage requirements 
for Alternatives A and B are 330,000 gallons and 300,000 gallons, respectively. 

P328-169 Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding the long term reliability of the potable water 
supply.   

P328-170 Appendix C of the EA (page 2-5) describes the hydrogeologic setting of the project site and 
references the 2008 SBCWA Groundwater Report.  The geologic map provided as Figure 2-1 
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in Appendix C of the EA uses a USGS topographic base map from which the location of the 
project site with respect to local water courses, the Santa Ynez River, and the community of 
Santa Ynez can be determined.  Other project location maps of varying scale are also in the 
EA that may be used for the same purpose (e.g. Figure 1-1 and 1-2 of Section 1.0 of the EA).  
Maps published by the County within the referenced 2008 SBCWA Groundwater Report, 
which are reproduced in the more recent 2011 SBCWA Groundwater Report (Santa Barbara 
County, 2012), are appropriate for referencing the project site location with respect to the 
Uplands Basin boundaries and to related conservation district boundaries.  The referenced 
county maps are available at the following web address:   

http://www.countyofsb.org/uploadedFiles/pwd/Water/WaterAgency/Report%20Documen
t%20FINAL.pdf 

P328-171 Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding the request for additional well production data 
for existing wells.   

P328-172 The purpose of Figure 2-2 in Appendix C of the EA is to provide available information on 
historical well locations in the site vicinity to support the associated discussion in the text 
regarding the location of neighboring wells on page 2-8 of Appendix C of the EA.  Figure 2-
2 in Appendix C of the EA is centered on the wells located on the project site, as opposed to 
being centered on the project site boundary, because water level drawdown impacts 
typically decrease with increasing distance from a pumping well, not from a property 
line.  The south property boundary happens to be farther from the on-site wells than the other 
property boundaries.  Furthermore, as stated in the text in Appendix C of the EA (page 2-8), 
no wells were observed south of Armour Ranch Road (the south property boundary) during a 
site visit in March 2012. 

P328-173 The peak hourly demand calculations for Alternative A were updated in the updated Water & 
Wastewater Feasibility Analysis Study included as Appendix C of the Final EA (refer to 
General Response 3.1.9 for further discussion).  The peak hourly demand for Alternative A 
is 284 gpm.  

P328-174 Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding the evaluation of impacts to nearby groundwater 
wells presented in the EA and water quality.   

P328-175 Comment noted.  Conservation measures are not included as mitigation measures in Section 
5.2 of the EA for the reason cited by the commenter: the project water demands incorporate 
water conservation measures.  Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding the adequacy of 
mitigation measures presented in Section 5.2 of the EA to reduce impacts to groundwater 
resources, including off-site wells and water quality and revisions to the water supply demand 
presented in the Final EA.   

http://www.countyofsb.org/uploadedFiles/pwd/Water/WaterAgency/Report%20Document%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.countyofsb.org/uploadedFiles/pwd/Water/WaterAgency/Report%20Document%20FINAL.pdf
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P328-176 Refer to the response to Comment L4-10 regarding the quality of groundwater that would 
serve the proposed development.  Final testing for volatile organics and other priority 
pollutants would be required to be analyzed just prior to initiating the well for service.  
Community-level treatment of groundwater for potable use is not anticipated to be necessary 
to comply with applicable health regulations as the quality of the groundwater from a health 
standpoint appears to be adequate.  If individual residents elect to use water softeners, the 
non-self-regenerating type of softeners (canister) would be required to limit the amount of 
salts discharged to the wastewater.  Refer to the response to Comment P207-06 regarding the 
quality of recycled water produced by the proposed WWTP.   

P328-177 Comment noted.  The commenter is correct that a small pump may not be the most energy 
efficient solution to accommodate low flow conditions for the upper pressure zone.  An 
elevated gravity storage tank on a hillside would be the preferred solution.  However, there is 
no suitable location for a tank site as a stand-alone elevated water storage tank would 
adversely impact visual resources.  The Tribe will consider an updated water system storage 
layout that is more energy efficient should a better solution arise during detailed design. 

P328-178 through P328-183 
 The Tribe is aware of the Santa Barbara County Flood Control requirements for treating 

storm water runoff for water quality.  The Tribe is also familiar with the new Central Coast 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (CCRWQCB) Post-Construction Stormwater 
Requirements.  If the Proposed Action were approved, the Santa Barbara County Flood 
Control and CCRWQCB requirements would not be applicable on the project site.  However, 
the Tribe would incorporate, as appropriate, measures and BMPs from the Santa Barbara 
County Flood Control and CCRWQCB requirements, such as pervious materials for 
driveways, vegetated and/or swales for treating roadway runoff, and filters for catch basins.  
The EA is a planning level document, and specific post-construction treatments have not yet 
been determined.  Refer to General Response 3.1.9 for further discussion of off-site 
drainage.   

P328-184 Comment noted.  BIA guidelines state that in accordance with 602 DM 2, pre-acquisition 
environmental site assessment procedures shall adapt American Society of Testing and 
Materials (ASTM) Standards on Environmental Site Assessments for Commercial Real 
Estate (ASTM E-1527) in effect at the time (602 DM 2(d)).  At the time of development of 
the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), provided as Appendix H of the EA, the 
applicable ASTM standard was ASTM E-1527-05.  On December 30, 2013, subsequent to 
the release of the EA, the USEPA adopted ASTM E1527-13. 

 Therefore, the Phase I ESA was conducted under an appropriate ASTM standard to assess 
hazardous materials conditions on the project site.  In addition, as stated in Section 1.4.3 of 
the Phase I ESA provided as Appendix H of the EA, a reconnaissance inspection of the 
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subject property and adjacent was completed.  No limitations due to size were noted in the 
Phase I ESA since the entire subject property was assessed during the reconnaissance 
inspections as all areas are accessible via four-wheel drive vehicle or within walking distance 
of vehicle accessible areas. 

As stated in the ASTM Standard E2247-08 for the standard practice of environmental site 
assessments for forestland or rural property, the practice is intended for use on a voluntary 
basis.  In addition, ASTM Standard E2247-08 states that it is essential to consider this 
standard with ASTM Standard E1527 titled “Standard Practice for Environmental Site 
Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process” as two alternative practices to 
conduct an all appropriate inquiry for forestland or rural property.  ASTM states that both 
practices are intended to meet the requirements to conduct the all appropriate inquiry to 
assess recognized environmental conditions.  Neither ASTM standard excludes the use of the 
other nor does ASTM provide a preference for use of one or the other to conduct assessments 
of rural property.   

P328-185 User, as defined under the ASTM standard, is unique under a fee-to-trust acquisition since the 
Tribe is the owner of the property and user of the Phase I ESA in coordination with the BIA, 
which is also a user of the Phase I ESA to assist in the real estate aspects of accepting the 
project site into trust.  Because the BIA does not have special knowledge of the project site 
since the site is owned in fee by the Tribe, the Tribe is identified as the owner and user and 
therefore one questionnaire was provided to the Tribe. 

P328-186 Question number fourteen (#14) of the questionnaire submitted to the Tribe, the owner of the 
subject property, provided an appropriate inquiry of environmental liens or government 
notification related past or recurrent violations.  Question number seventeen (#17) of the 
questionnaire inquires about existing or pending administrative proceeding concerning 
hazardous substances or petroleum produces on the subject property.  Therefore this 
identification of a “data gap” in not warranted. 

P328-187 Section 2 of the Phase I ESA identifies the structures on the subject property and Section 5 of 
the Phase I ESA provides information pertaining to the presence of these structures.  No 
documentation of hazardous materials was identified in these structures. 

P328-188 The materials in question, appropriately listed in Section 5 of the Phase I ESA (Findings and 
Conclusions), were noted in an area associated with active vineyard agriculture.  The 
identification of the subject property as containing active vineyard agricultural is documented 
throughout the Phase I ESA and EA, in particular in Section 1.2 of the EA.  The findings 
provided in Section 5 are as follows: “No spills or improper storage of chemicals were noted 
during the site reconnaissance.” 
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P328-189 The findings provided in Section 5 of the Phase I ESA are as follows: “No spills or improper 
storage of chemicals were noted during the site reconnaissance.”  Standard applications of 
pesticides, which occur on vineyards throughout the region, are not anticipated to have been 
applied in amounts that would warrant additional study.  In addition, as stated in Sections 2.2 
and 2.3 of the Final EA, the majority of the vineyard on the project site would remain in 
operation under the Alternatives A and B.  Standard procedures would be employed when 
removing the proposed 50 acres of the vineyard such that pesticide in localized soils, if 
present, would not be disturbed or transported off site.  Development is not proposed for the 
50 acres of previous vineyard, which reduces the risk of soil disturbance in the future.   

P328-190 Comment noted.  Discrepancies exist between the questionnaire and the text of the Phase I 
ESA; however, as noted in response to Comment P328-188, the above-ground tanks and 
chemical containers, appropriately documented in the Phase I ESA, did not show signs of 
spills or faulty containment.  A new questionnaire will be completed by the Tribe’s land 
manager to provide the most up-to-date information.  Additionally, an update to the Phase I 
ESA will be conducted by the BIA prior to approval of the fee-to-trust acquisition.  The 
information in the Phase I ESA included as Appendix H of the EA is adequate to assess 
potential hazardous materials impacts under NEPA.   

Response to Comment Letter P329 – Klaus Brown 

P329-01 Comment noted.  

P329-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Potential impacts to environmental 
resources are identified and addressed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA, and adverse impacts 
would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in 
Section 5.0 of the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 for a discussion of the adequacy of 
the analysis presented in the EA.  Potential impacts to traffic are addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 
4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.7 of the EA.  Potential 
impacts related to noise are addressed in Sections 4.1.10, 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.9 of the EA, 
and as discussed therein, no adverse impacts were identified.  Potential impacts of the 
Proposed Action to visual resources are analyzed in Sections 4.1.12, 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 
4.4.12 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of 
the measures and BMPs outlined in Section 2.0 of the EA. 

P329-03 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.   

P329-04 Public notice regarding the EA was given in accordance the BIA NEPA Guidebook.  Refer to 
General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Potential impacts to environmental resources 
are identified and addressed throughout Section 4.0 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be 
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reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 
of the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding the inconsistencies of the proposed 
development with the SYVCP and County zoning.  The purpose of the EA public comment 
period is to solicit comments from the public on the Proposed Action and project alternatives.   

P329-05 No casino would be developed on the project site; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for 
further discussion.  The federal laws that prohibit the development of a casino on the project 
site are not relevant to the Proposed Action and are therefore not discussed in the EA.  Refer 
to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding 
the purpose of the Proposed Action.  Alternatives A and B have been updated to exclude 
development of an additional 50 acres of vineyard; refer to General Response 3.1.9 for 
further discussion.  Alternative B has been updated to eliminate the banquet/exhibition hall at 
the tribal facilities; refer to General Response 3.1.17 for further discussion.  Refer to the 
response to Comment P314-02 regarding the economic self-sufficiency aspect of the 
Proposed Action. 

P329-06 The Tribe would provide financial support for public services, such as law enforcement and 
fire protection, provided by the County on the project site if the trust acquisition were 
approved; refer to General Response 3.1.11 for further discussion.  Loss of County tax 
revenue is addressed in Sections 4.1.6, 4.2.6, and 4.4.6 of the EA; as stated therein, 
implementation of Alternatives A and B would result in a de minims loss (0.01 percent) of 
the County’s total property tax revenue.   

P329-07 Transportation and circulation are addressed in Section 3.7 (baseline conditions) of the EA, 
and impacts associated with an increase in traffic generated by Alternatives A and B are 
addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, and 4.4.7 of the EA.  A TIS was conducted to assess the 
existing conditions of the transportation network and assess associated impacts from 
Alternatives A and B.  The TIS was included as Appendix I of the EA, and the results are 
incorporated into the above-mentioned sections of the EA.  As discussed in Section 3.7.2 of 
the EA, the existing transportation network includes Baseline Avenue, Armour Ranch Road, 
SR-154, and SR-246.  The trip generation rates used in the TIS for estimating traffic 
associated with construction and operation of Alternatives A and B were developed using the 
rates in the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ trip generation report, 8th Edition (2008), 
and present realistic projections of increased traffic volumes.  Refer to the response to 
Comment S1-01 regarding upgrades to the SR-246/SR-154 intersection.  As discussed in 
Section 3.7, LOS, which is a qualitative measure describing traffic conditions in terms of 
various factors including safety, was used to evaluate traffic impacts.  With implementation 
of the mitigation measures included in Section 5.7, all intersections would operate at an 
acceptable LOS; hence minimal impacts to non-vehicular transit networks would occur. 
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 Refer to the response to Comment P329-05 regarding economic developments on the project 
site.   

 The Tribe removed the banquet/exhibition hall from Alternative B; refer to General 
Response 3.1.17 for further discussion.  Analysis of impacts related to the updated tribal 
facilities, including trips generated by operation of the facilities, and associated mitigation 
has been updated in Sections 4.2.7, 4.4.7, and 5.7 of the Final EA.   

P329-08 Traffic associated with construction of Alternatives A and B is discussed in Sections 4.1.7 
and 4.2.7 of the EA, respectively.  As stated therein, construction trips generated would be 
less than the new trips anticipated during operation, would be temporary, and would be 
intermittent; hence, traffic impacts associated with construction would be minimal.  Traffic 
associated with the tribal facilities is discussed in Section 4.2.7; as shown in Table 4-13, the 
facilities would add approximately 130 A.M. peak hour trips and 116 P.M. peak hour trips.  
Accordingly, trips generated by construction and operation of the tribal facilities are included 
in the analysis of impacts to LOS.   

 The Tribe removed the banquet/exhibition hall from Alternative B; refer to General 
Response 3.1.17 for further discussion.  Analysis of impacts related to the updated tribal 
facilities, including trips generated by operation of the facilities, and associated mitigation 
has been updated in Sections 4.2.7, 4.4.7, and 5.7 of the Final EA.   

 The EA is a planning level document.  Grading design for Alternatives A and B is discussed 
in Chapter 2 of the Grading and Drainage Feasibility Analysis, included as Appendix D of the 
EA.  The road layout and grading limits are depicted in Figures 2-1 and 2-2 of Appendix D of 
the EA, and the roadway grading is summarized in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of Appendix D of the 
EA.  It is unclear how the commenter came to the conclusion that Alternative B would 
require 10,000 cubic yards of excavation per acre.  The commenter is incorrect in stating that 
Alternative B shows 194 acres for home site and roads.  Alternative B includes 194 acres for 
home sites only; roads are not included in the 194 acres.  As stated in Appendix D of the EA, 
there will be minimal grading to construct the building pads for Alternative B.  Accordingly, 
there will not be 10,000 cubic yards of excavation per acre within the 194 acres referenced by 
the commenter.  The development of the proposed roadways in Alternative B would require 
excavation of approximately 75,000 cubic yards, which is not excessive given the layout and 
design of the proposed roadways and the existing topography of the project site.   

P329-09 The commenter is correct that implementation of Alternative A and B would result in an 
adverse impact to biological resources, as discussed in Sections 4.1.4 and 4.2.4 of the EA.  
However, as stated in Section 5.4 of the EA, these impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures.  Refer to the response to Comment 
P319-15 regarding the feasible avoidance of oak trees.  The mitigation measures included in 
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Section 5.4.1 of the EA specify that a revegetation plan that includes proposed planting 
locations within the project site shall be prepared by a qualified arborist to ensure no net loss 
of oak trees.  Additionally, the mitigation measure is similar to the County’s Deciduous Oak 
Tree Protection and Regeneration Code (Chapter 35, Article IX), which also requires 
replacement plantings for removal of mature oak trees.  The mitigation measures included in 
Section 5.4.2 of the EA require, at a minimum, creation of water of the U.S. at a 1:1 ratio for 
any affected waters of the U.S. and implementation of all mitigation in compliance with the 
provisions that would be included under a Section 404 Clean Water Act permit and Section 
401 Water Quality Certification permit.  Both proposed mitigation measures would restore 
the affected environment and/or provide replacement or substitute resources and are therefore 
consistent with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1508.20(3) and (5)).   

 Potential impacts to nesting migratory birds and other birds of prey are evaluated in Sections 
4.1.4, 4.2.4, and 4.4.4.  Contacting local bird watching groups is unnecessary as the 
mitigation measures included in Section 5.4.4 of the EA require pre-construction surveys be 
conducted by a qualified wildlife biologist within 14 days of construction.  The mitigation 
measures require avoidance of impacts to bird species by specifying that tree removal can 
only occur outside of the nesting season and by requiring complete avoidance of trees 
containing nesting species until all birds have fledged and the nest is no longer occupied.  
These mitigation measures are therefore consistent with the CEQ Regulations for 
Implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1508.20(1)).  If avoidance of impacts to bird species is 
infeasible, consultation with the USFWS will occur to establish the appropriate and 
acceptable course of action, which is consistent with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing 
NEPA (40 CFR 1508.20).   

P329-10 A banquet/exhibition hall is no longer a component of the planned tribal facilities; refer to 
General Response 3.1.17 regarding the revisions to the planned tribal facilities assessed 
within the Final EA. 

P329-11 The commenter is correct that the statement “No adverse impacts to socioeconomic 
conditions or environmental justice would result from the implementation of either project 
alternative” is a conclusion.  The conclusion is based on the evaluation of impacts presented 
in Sections 4.1.6, 4.2.6, and 4.4.6 of the EA.  Refer to the response to Comment P207-14 for 
discussion in support of the above-referenced conclusion.  Elements of SYVCP relevant to 
the Proposed Action and project alternatives are described in Section 3.0 of the EA, and 
potential impacts of the Proposed Action and project alternatives related to the SYVCP are 
evaluated throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.  The commenter did not indicate any specific 
insufficiencies or inaccuracies in regards to the analysis of the SYVCP; therefore, further 
review is not warranted.   
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P329-12 The statement, “A project that would induce “disorderly” growth (i.e., would conflict with 
local land use plans) could indirectly cause adverse environmental or public service impacts” 
referenced by the commenter on page 4-69 of the EA is accurate.  In the paragraphs following 
this statement of page 4-69 of the EA, it is stated that “Analyses of the adequacy of local 
infrastructure and services are included in the discussion of environmental consequences for 
each proposed alternative.  No significant, unmitigated impacts have been identified that 
would result from the implementation of Alternative A or Alternative B.” In addition, text 
was added to Section 4.5.2 of the Final EA to clarify that orderly development and growth on 
the project site would occur consistent with the stated purpose and need of the Tribe, if the 
Proposed Action is approved.  Regarding the development proposed for the project site, refer 
to the response to Comment P158-02.   

P329-13 As discussed in Section 1.3 of the EA, much of the usable portion of the existing Reservation 
has already been developed; refer to the response to Comment P289-07 for further 
discussion.  The purpose of the Proposed Action is to alleviate the tribal housing shortage as 
well as protect the Tribe’s heritage and culture; refer to the response to Comment P328-22 
for further discussion.  Refer to General Response 3.1.13 as to why other locations for the 
proposed development are not reasonable alternatives.   

P329-14 The Tribe has revised Alternatives A and B to reduce the vineyard acreage (both alternatives) 
and exclude the banquet/exhibition hall (Alternative B); refer to General Responses 3.1.9 
and 3.1.17, respectively, for further discussion.  Refer to the response to Comment P314-02 
regarding the economic self-sufficiency aspect of the Proposed Action.  Appendix N of the 
EA contains concept plans for the project site.  Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding 
the regulation of future development on the project site.  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 
regarding the adequacy and completeness of the EA.   

P329-15 The criteria used to define significant and/or adverse impacts to resources are listed in 
Section 4.0 of the EA.  For example, the criteria to determine if an adverse impact to cultural 
resources would occur is in Section 4.1.5 of the EA, and the criteria to determine if an 
adverse impact to the areas of socioeconomic and environmental justice would occur are 
listed in Section 4.1.6 of the EA. 

P329-16 Refer to the response to Comment P207-06 regarding regulation of the proposed WWTP.  
Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding the adequacy of the analysis and appropriateness 
of the mitigation measures to reduce impacts to water supply and groundwater.  As stated in 
the Water and Wastewater Feasibility Study, included as Appendix C of the Final EA and 
updated per the changes to the proposed tribal facility (refer to General Response 3.1.17) 
and proposed vineyard acreage (refer to General Response 3.1.9), the wastewater flows were 
calculated based on:  
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 90 percent of domestic water demand generates wastewater flow 
 Permanent population of 500 (3.5) 
 40 employees at the tribal facility 
 100 tribal events with up to 400 people per event 

 Accordingly, the calculation is consistent with the stated purpose of the proposed 
development and the analysis presented in Appendix I of the Final EA.   

P329-17 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the withdrawal of the TCA.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.2 regarding the range of alternatives considered within the EA.   

P329-18 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P329-19 Consultation with appropriate agencies, organizations, and individuals during preparation of 
the EA occurred pursuant to the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA 
NEPA Guidebook.  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the adequacy of the EA. 

P329-20  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS. 

Response to Comment Letter P330 – Peter Van Iderstine 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P280.  Refer 
to Response to Comment Letter P280. 

Response to Comment Letter P331 – Steve Wood 

P331-01 Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment L4-03 regarding the laws that govern 
trust acquisition.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the 
trust acquisition as contrasted with the County land use approval process.   

Response to Comment Letter P332 – Stand Up for California Director Cheryl Schmit 

P332-01 and P333-02 
 Comments noted.   

P332-03 The commenter refers to the fee-to-trust application and not the EA; no response is 
warranted.    

P332-04 The comment is primarily concerning the fee-to-trust application.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.2 regarding the revision of the EA given the withdrawal of the TCA.   
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P332-05 Refer to the response to Comment P329-05 regarding economic developments on the project 
site.  

P332-06  The commenter refers to the fee-to-trust application and not the EA; no response is 
warranted.    

P332-07 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the revision of the EA and consideration of an 
off-reservation trust acquisition request given the withdrawal of the TCA.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.3 for a discussion related to the requirements for an EIS.   

P332-08 The tribal facilities have been updated to exclude the banquet/exhibition center; refer to 
General Response 3.1.17 for further discussion.  No casino would be developed on the 
project site; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further discussion. 

P332-09 through P332-11 
 Refer to the response to Comment L4-03 regarding the U.S. Department of the Interior’s 

recognition of the Tribe.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P332-12 The commenter refers to the fee-to-trust application and not the EA; no response is 
warranted. 

P332-13 Potential impacts to environmental resources are evaluated throughout Section 4.0 of the EA, 
and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation 
measures included in Section 5.0 of the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.11 regarding 
lost tax revenue and support of public services.   

P332-14 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the trust acquisition 
process compared to the County land use approval process. 

P332-15 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the need of the proposed development.    

P332-16  The Tribe has revised Alternatives A and B to reduce the vineyard acreage (both alternatives) 
and exclude the banquet/exhibition hall (Alternative B); refer to General Responses 3.1.9 
and 3.1.17, respectively, for further discussion.       

 It is unclear why the commenter believes a statement that development on the project site 
would be subject to applicable federal laws is indicative of unanswered questions in the EA.  
If the project site is taken into trust, federal regulations such as the Clean Water Act and 
Clean Air Act would be applicable on trust land.  Section 1.6 of the EA clearly identifies 
regulatory requirements and approval that would be applicable to the Proposed Action and 
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proposed development.  For example, consultation with the USACE under Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act would be required if waters of the U.S. are impacted.   

 The Tribe’s development plans for the project site are included in Appendix N of the EA.  
Development of a major hotel, shopping mall chain, gas station, or other similar commercial 
development is not included in the concept plans presented in Appendix N of the EA.  As 
stated in Section 2.0 of the EA, the primary purpose of the proposed development is to 
provide housing for existing tribal members and descendants as they come of age.  No casino 
would be developed on the project site; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further 
discussion.  Potential impacts to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, are addressed in 
Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, and 4.4.4 of the EA.  As discussed therein, Alternatives A and B 
have the potential to impact 0.15 and 0.01 acre of wetlands, respectively; however, mitigation 
measures presented in Section 5.4 of the Final EA require no construction nor development 
occur within wetlands; refer to General Response 3.1.7 for further discussion.  Refer to 
General Response 3.1.5 for further discussion as to the purpose and need of the Proposed 
Action.    

P332-17 The commenter refers to the fee-to-trust application and not the EA; no response is 
warranted.   

P332-18 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion as to the need of the Proposed Action.  
Potential impacts to land use are evaluated in Sections 4.1.8, 4.2.8, 4.3.8, and 4.4.8 of the EA; 
as discussed therein, no adverse impacts would result from implementation of the Proposed 
Action.  Potential impacts to socioeconomic conditions/environmental justice, including loss 
of property taxes, are addressed in Sections 4.1.6, 4.2.6, and 4.4.6 of the EA; as discussed 
therein, no adverse impacts would occur.   

P332-19 The Tribe would provide financial support for public services, such as law enforcement and 
fire protection, provided by the County on the project site if the trust acquisition were 
approved; refer to General Response 3.1.11 for further discussion.  Refer to the response to 
Comment P316-03 regarding loss of property taxes to the County.  For responses to the 
County Comment Letter, refer to the responses to Comment Letter L3.  Potential impacts to 
public services, including schools, are addressed in Sections 4.1.9, 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of 
the EA; as discussed therein, no adverse impacts to public schools would occur; refer to the 
response to Comment L3-12 and General Response 3.1.11 for further discussion.   

P332-20 Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding the inconsistency of the proposed development 
compared to the surrounding land uses.  Refer to General Response 3.1.11 regarding the 
existing service agreements between the Tribe and County.  As discussed in Section 4.1.6 of 
the EA, the Tribe has offered a comprehensive agreement to the County which includes 
payments in lieu of taxes; however, the County has not acted upon the offer.  Refer to 
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General Response 3.1.4 regarding the environmental impacts of the existing Chumash 
Casino Resort.  

P332-21 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P332-22 As discussed in Section 4.1.9 of the EA, the SBCSD would provide law enforcement services 
to the project site.  The Tribe is not proposing to employ federal law enforcement officers if 
the project site is taken into trust as California is a Public Law 280 State.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.11 regarding the existing service agreements between the Tribe and County, 
including the SBCSD.   

P332-23 and P332-24 
 Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding ROWs on the project site. 

P332-25 The commenter refers to the fee-to-trust application and not the EA; no response is 
warranted.   

P332-26 Refer to the response to Comment P328-189 regarding pesticide use at the vineyard on the 
project site.  A detailed report of surface and subsurface soil is not warranted.   

Response to Comment Letter P333 – Santa Ynez Valley Concerned Citizens Chairman 
Greg Simon 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is a near duplicate of Comment Letter P327.  Refer to Response to 
Comment Letter P327. 

Response to Comment Letter P334 – Stand Up for California Director Cheryl Schmit 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is a near duplicate of Comment Letter P332.  Refer to Response to 
Comment Letter P332.   

Response to Comment Letter P335 – Santa Ynez Valley Concerned Citizens Chairman 
Greg Simon 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter explicitly states the comments are regarding the fee-to-trust application 
associated with the EA.   
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Response to Comment Letter P336 – Susan F. Petrovichm, Attorney for Charles Grimm 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is correspondence regarding submission of a comment letter. 

Response to Comment Letter P337 – Lyn Moore 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is correspondence confirming receipt of other comment letters. 

Response to Comment Letter P338 – David Bonifaci 

P338-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.11 regarding the loss of tax revenue if the 
trust acquisition is approved.   

Response to Comment Letters 339 through P507 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P338.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P338. 

Response to Comment Letter 508 – Tomas Alvarrog 

P508-01 Comment noted.  Existing cultural resources, including a discussion of the historical 
significance of the project site to the Tribe, are discussed in Section 3.5 of the EA.   

Response to Comment Letters 509 through P673 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P508.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P508. 

Response to Comment Letter P674 – Amber Ventura 

P674-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for further discussion of the purpose of 
the trust acquisition.   

Response to Comment Letters 675 through P828 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P674.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P674. 
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Response to Comment Letter P829 – Jefferey N. Baugher 

P829-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for further discussion regarding the need 
for housing.   

Response to Comment Letters P830 through P983 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P674.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P829. 

Response to Comment Letter P984 – Caryn and Tom Cantella 

P984-01 and P984-02 
 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.    

P984-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding the inconsistencies of Alternatives A and B with 
the SYVCP.  It is assumed the commenter is referring to the TCA when mentioning “the 
plan”; refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

P984-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

P984-05 Refer to the response to Comment L3-39 regarding the adequacy of the traffic analysis of 
County roadways included in the EA.   

P984-06 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS. 

Response to Comment Letter P985 and P986 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P280.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P280. 

Response to Comment Letter P987 – Kathleen S. Day 

P987-01 and P987-02 
 It is assumed the commenter is referring to the TCA when mentioning “the plan”; refer to 

General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 

Response to Comment Letter P988 – Kenneth P. Day 

P988-01 through P988-03 
 It is assumed the commenter is referring to the TCA when mentioning “the plan”; refer to 

General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA. 
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Response to Comment Letter P989 – Kenneth P. Day 

P989-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P989-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.4 regarding the environmental impacts of the existing 
Chumash Casino Resort. 

P989-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.14 regarding impacts to visual resources.   

P989-04  Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P989-05 Refer to General Response 3.1.4 regarding the environmental impacts of the existing 
Chumash Casino Resort. 

Response to Comment Letter P990 – William J. Otto 

P990-01 Comment noted. 

P990-02 The potential impacts of the Proposed Action to environmental resources are evaluated 
throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.  Adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA. 

P990-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding the regulation of future development on the 
project site.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the trust 
acquisition process compared to the County land use approval process. 

P990-04 Potential impacts to traffic and transportation are addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, 
and 4.4.7 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation 
of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.7 of the EA.  Potential impacts to visual 
resources, including light and glare, are evaluated in Sections 4.1.12, 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 
4.4.12 of the EA; adverse impacts to visual resources would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the protective measures and BMPs identified in Section 2.2.10 of the EA.  
Potential impacts to biological resources, including oak trees and wetlands, are addressed in 
Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and mitigation measures are presented in 
Section 5.4 of the EA that would reduce identified impacts to a minimal level.  Potential 
impacts to water, including water supply, are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 
4.4.2 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of 
the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.2 of the EA.   
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P990-05 The Tribe is considering nine concept plans for development on the project site; these are 
included as Appendix N to the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding the 
regulation of future development on the project site.  Refer to the response to Comment 
P303-03 regarding the WWTP.  Refer to General Response 3.1.17 regarding the revisions to 
the planned tribal facilities assessed within the Final EA.  The potential impacts of the 
Proposed Action to environmental resources are evaluated throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.  
Adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation 
measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA.  No casino would be developed on the project 
site; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further discussion.  Refer to General Response 
3.1.9 regarding impacts to groundwater resources, including impacts to neighboring wells.  
Regarding the comment that land use rules are in place for a reason; comment noted.   

P990-06 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the adequacy and accuracy of the EA.   

P990-07 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the 
trust acquisition process compared to the County land use approval process. 

Response to Comment Letter P991 – John D. Wrench 

P991-01 Comment noted. 

P991-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the trust acquisition 
process compared to the County land use approval process.  Refer to the response to 
Comment P328-22 regarding the preference for on-reservation housing compared to off-
reservation housing.    

P991-03 Potential impacts of Alternative B to water resources are addressed in Sections 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 
4.4.2, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Sections 5.2 and 5.4 of the EA.  
Potential impacts of Alternative B to air resources are addressed in Sections 4.2.3 and 4.4.3 of 
the EA; no adverse impacts to air resources would occur with implementation of the project 
alternatives, and additional protective measures are included in Section 5.3 of the EA to 
further reduce impacts.  Potential impacts of Alternative B to traffic are addressed in Sections 
4.2.7 and 4.4.7 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.7 of the EA.  Refer to 
General Response 3.1.17 regarding impacts associated with the tribal facilities and the 
revisions to the planned tribal facilities assessed within the Final EA.   

 The analysis of impacts to socioeconomic conditions and environmental justice presented in 
Sections 4.1.6, 4.2.6, 4.3.6, and 4.4.6 of the EA was prepared in accordance with the BIA 
NEPA Guidebook and appropriately considers impacts to minority populations, low income 
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populations, and Indian tribes.  Impacts to people residing in the local region not within one 
of the three aforementioned categories are evaluated throughout Section 4.0 of the EA by 
considering impacts to resources utilized by those residents.  For example, the analysis 
presented in Section 4.1.2 of the EA considers the impacts to neighboring groundwater wells.   

P991-04 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.9 for a discussion regarding the analysis of 
impacts to groundwater resources.   

P991-05 Comment noted.  The proposed WWTP would be designed to recycle the maximum amount 
of wastewater possible.  Excess recycled water not used for irrigation would be stored in the 
existing water reservoir, which would be repurposed for tertiary-treated effluent storage and 
enlarged as necessary, as stated in Section 2.2.6 of the EA.   

P991-06 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.16 regarding the Tribal Oak Ordinance.   

P991-07 The commenter is incorrect as the purpose of Section 3.0 of the EA is to present relevant 
information concerning existing resources to establish the baseline for determining 
environmental effects in Section 4.0 of the EA.  The commenter is correct that the EA 
identifies impacts to resources throughout Section 4.0 of the EA, and if the identified impact 
would be adverse, mitigation measures are provided in Section 5.0 of the EA to reduce or 
avoid the impact.  As stated in Section 2.5 of the EA, the No-Action Alternative (Alternative 
C) would result in less substantial environmental effects compared to those identified for 
Alternatives A or B; however, this alternative would not meet the Tribe’s objectives of 
providing a sufficient number of housing units for tribal families.  Developing the project site 
under the County land use approval process would not allow for tribal governance over tribal 
residences or the existing tribal economic activities on the project site; refer to General 
Response 3.1.5 for further discussion.  Similarly, purchasing housing units in various 
locations across the region would not allow for the Tribe to enhance and protect its heritage 
and culture by ensuring existing and future generations are afforded the ability to live under 
tribal governance as a community; refer to the response to Comment P328-22 for further 
discussion.   

P991-08 Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding the inconsistencies of Alternatives A and B with 
the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan and SYVCP.  The potential impacts of the 
Proposed Action related to agriculture are analyzed in Sections 4.1.8, 4.2.8, 4.3.8, and 4.4.8 
of the EA, and no adverse impacts were identified; refer to the response to Comment L3-18 
for further discussion, including regarding the Williamson Act contracts on the project site.  
Refer to the response to Comment L3-09 regarding the inconsistencies of Alternatives A and 
B with the County Codes, including the agricultural buffer ordinance.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.12 regarding the regulation of future development on the project site.   
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P991-09 Refer to the response to Comment P262-14 regarding the analysis of traffic in the 
cumulative scenario.   

P991-10 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the adequacy of the mitigation measures 
presented in Section 5.0 of the EA.   

P991-11 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.9 for a discussion regarding the analysis of 
impacts to water supply.  Refer to the responses to Comments P991-04 and P991-05 
regarding concerns about the WWTP.  Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding the 
inconsistencies of Alternatives A and B with the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan 
and SYVCP. 

P991-12   Comment noted.   

Response to Comment Letter P992 – Elizabeth Gill 

P992-01 The potential impacts of the Proposed Action to environmental resources are evaluated 
throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.  Adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA.  Potential 
impacts to traffic and transportation are addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of 
the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified in Section 5.7 of the EA. 

P992-02 Refer to the response to Comment L3-39 regarding the traffic analysis included in the EA.   

P992-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding the water supply and demand analysis included 
in the EA.   

P992-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS. 

Response to Comment Letter P993 –  Barry Cappello (Attorney for Nancy Crawford-Hall) 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter is a near duplicate of Comment Letter P311.  Refer to Response to 
Comment Letter P311. 

Response to Comment Letter P994 – John and Cynthia Sanger  

P994-01 Comment noted.  

P994-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   
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P994-03 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P994-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding the regulation of future development on the 
project site. 

P994-05 No casino would be developed on the project site; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for 
further discussion. 

P994-06 Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding impacts to groundwater resources.   

P994-07 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.  Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding the inconsistencies with the existing 
local land use plans in the EA. 

P994-08 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P994-09 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

Response to Comment Letter P995 – Mimi Watson  

P995-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA 

P995-02 No casino would be developed on the project site; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for 
further discussion. 

P995-03 The potential impacts of the Proposed Action to environmental resources are evaluated 
throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.  Adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA.  Potential 
impacts to water; including water rights, water use, and water quality; are addressed in 
Sections 4.1.2, 4.1.4, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.3.2, 4.3.4, 4.4.2, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and adverse impacts 
would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in 
Sections 5.2 and 5.4 of the EA.  Potential impacts to biological resources are addressed in 
Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, and 4.4.4 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or 
avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.4 of the EA.  
Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.11 
regarding removal of the project site from the County tax base and impacts to public services 
and utilities. 
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Response to Comment Letter P996 – Santa Barbara Audubon Society Co-President 
Stephen J. Ferry 

P996-01 Comment noted.   

P996-02 The EA was prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and 
the BIA NEPA Guidebook to examine potential environmental impacts associated with the 
trust acquisition and proposed development by the Tribe.  Under these guidelines, a 
discussion of federally-listed species is sufficient for an EA and to meet BIA requirements 
under the ESA.  As stated in Section 3.4 of the EA, the lists of regionally occurring special-
status species consulted to develop the analysis presented in the EA include:   

 USFWS letter of listed and candidate species that may occur in the vicinity of the 
project site, Santa Barbara County, California (USFWS, 2011);  

 California Native Plant Society (CNPS) list, dated March 19, 2012, of reported 
occurrences of special-status plants within the Santa Ynez and Los Olivos U.S. 
Geographical Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute topographic quadrangles (quads); and  

 California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB) list, dated March 2, 2012, of reported occurrences of special-
status species within the Santa Ynez and Los Olivos quads (CDFW, 2003).  

 Section 3.4.1 of the EA describes federally-listed species and discusses their habitat needs.  
No federally-listed bird species were identified by USFWS to have the potential to occur on 
the project site.  Furthermore, no migratory birds or other birds of prey, including eagles, 
were observed nesting during field surveys.  Refer to General Response 3.1.7 for further 
discussion regarding the methods used to assess the potential of listed species to occur on the 
project site.   

 As stated in Section 5.4.4 of the EA, nesting bird surveys, which would include raptors such 
as eagles, would be performed within 14 days prior to commencement of construction 
activities.  All identified active nests would be protected as required under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act. 

Response to Comment Letter P997 – Fred Kovol 

P997-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

P997-02 Comment noted.  While the Uplands Basin is defined in the Department of Water Resources 
(DWR) Bulletin 118, no voluntary groundwater management plan in accordance with AB 
3030 has been developed.  Refer to General Response 3.1.9 for further discussion regarding 
groundwater impacts. 
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P997-03 and P997-04 
 As stated in Section 3.9.1 of the EA, water in the general vicinity of the project site is 

supplied by service connections to the ID1.  However, the project site is outside the ID1 
service area, and there are no existing plans for expansion of the service area.   

P997-05 through P997-07 
 Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding the status of the Uplands Basin, groundwater 

monitoring data presented in the EA, and the quality of the groundwater.   

Response to Comment Letter P998 – Santa Ynez Valley Alliance President Mark Oliver 

P998-01 Comment noted. 

P998-02 Given the withdrawal of the TCA, the Proposed Action constitutes an off-reservation trust 
acquisition request pursuant to 25 CFR 151.3(a)(3); text was updated in Section 1.0 of the 
Final EA to remove the reference to 25 CFR 151.3(a)(1).  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 
for further discussion.   

P998-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.13 regarding the concept plan chosen for full evaluation in 
the EA as Alternative B.   

P998-04 Roadways are located adjacent to the northern, southern, and a portion of the western 
boundaries of the project site.  Currently, developed land uses in the vicinity of the project 
site include residential development to the north and east.  Agricultural crops are located to 
the west.  Non-native annual grassland can be found to the southeast, south, and southwest of 
the project site.  As described in Section 3.4 of the EA, the existing corridor serves as the 
primary mechanism for linking the project site to other habitats located to the north and 
southwest of the project site.  Because it is bounded on a majority of sides by non-habitat 
land uses, the property does not serve to link any other significant natural habitat regions to 
one another; therefore, no additional wildlife corridors were identified in the EA. 

 The ephemeral drainage identified as a wildlife corridor in Section 3.4 of the EA currently 
supports limited habitat resources such as shrubby upland vegetation.  Alternatives A and B 
are designed to avoid the identified wildlife corridor, thereby allowing its continued usage for 
migration.  Buffers would restrict construction activities so that no equipment storage, 
grading, or structural development would occur within the identified corridor. 

P998-05 Refer to General Response 3.1.7 regarding the adequacy of the analysis of impacts to 
biological resources presented in the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the 
requirements for an EIS. 
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P998-06 Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding the inconsistencies with the existing local 
planning and land use plans. 

P998-07 Refer to the responses to Comments L3-14 and L3-18 regarding the analysis of impacts to 
agricultural resources presented in the EA.   

P998-08 The cumulative analysis presented in Section 4.4 of the EA accurately and adequately 
analyzes potential impacts to resources; with implementation of the mitigation measures 
identified in Section 5.0 of the EA, adverse impacts in the cumulative scenario would be 
reduced or avoided.  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the TCA.   

P998-09 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS. 

P998-10 Comment noted.   

P998-11 Refer to the response to Comment P996-02 regarding the criteria and sources used to assess 
special-status species that have the potential to occur on the project site.  The site has the 
potential to support the federally threatened California red legged frog (CRLF) and the VPFS.   

 The “list 1B” designation is assigned to plants by the CNPS and by the CDFW via CNDDB 
listings; it is not assigned by a federal agency.  As stated in Section 3.4 of the EA, no 
federally-listed plants were identified that have the potential to occur on the project site. 

 Refer to General Response 3.1.7 for additional discussion regarding special-status species. 

P998-12 Special-status species searches occurred per the parameters described in the response to 
Comment P996-02.  As stated in Section 3.4 of the EA, no federally-listed plants were 
identified that have the potential to occur on the project site. 

 A CNPS list was reviewed during preparation of the EA.  The attached list of plants and 
designation of their potential to occur as prepared by the commenter is noted.  Appendix E of 
the EA lists those species confirmed to be present on the project site by a qualified botanist 
and provides copies of documented research.  However, only federally-listed species are 
addressed in Sections 3.4, 4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, and 4.4.4 of the EA as is required by NEPA and 
the ESA.  No additional survey is necessary to provide the level of discussion required under 
the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook. 

 Although a dry trend in rainfall has been continuous for several years, survey coverage over 
multiple years minimizes the likelihood of overlooking early or late bloom occurrences.  
Surveys were conducted on the project site on September 12 through 14, 2011, March 7 
through 9, 2012, April 23 through 25, 2012, and July 16 and 17, 2013.  Refer to General 
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Response 3.1.7 for further discussion as to the adequacy of the analysis of impacts to 
biological resources presented in the EA.   

P998-13 Stipa pulchra is the basionym (or original name) for Nassella pulchra, which is commonly 
referred to as purple needlegrass.  This species was included on the list of plants and wildlife 
observed on the project site, which was submitted as part of Appendix E of the EA.  Although 
documented to occur on the project site, purple needlegrass is not considered to be abundant 
enough to constitute designation as a separate habitat type.  Dominant grassland vegetation 
was observed to be soft chess (Bromus hordeaceus), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), 
Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), barnyard grass (Echinochloa crus-gali), wild oat (Avena 

fatua), and English plantain (Plantago lanceoleta), among others.  Despite being present on 
the project site, purple needlegrass was not observed as a dominant vegetative species.  
Therefore, listing the grassland present on the project site as non-native, brome-based is 
accurate. 

P998-14 The intensity of the survey is directly correlated with the intensity of desired survey coverage 
relative to the quality of data collected, habitat accessibility, and the ecology of the subject 
species.  Specialized surveys are most commonly performed to assess a particular species 
when that species has the potential to occur on the project site based on a review of 
documented records and preliminary site surveys.  The EA considers those species which are 
of federal concern pursuant to the ESA.  Of the federally-listed species, only VPFS and 
CRLF are identified to have the potential to occur on the project site.  A thorough general 
survey was performed for the entire site and included inspection for signs of wildlife, such as 
scat/guano, dens/burrows, beds, and tracks.  No federally-listed wildlife was observed during 
multiple surveys, including surveys performed in fall and summer (September 2011 and July 
2013, respectively).  Surveys were also conducted in March and April 2012, and no federally-
listed species were observed during these surveys. 

P998-15 The Tribal Oak Tree Ordinance serves to protect trees similar to ordinances developed for 
non-tribal lands (e.g. the County’s Deciduous Oak Tree Protection and Regeneration Code).  
Refer to General Response 3.1.16 for further discussion.   

P998-16 The oak savanna habitat type, as indicated in Figure 3-4 of Section 3.4 of the EA, was 
identified and mapped using a series of tools beginning with hand-held aerial maps.  The 
perimeters of habitat areas were confirmed by an on-ground assessment during site surveys 
and then incorporated into a digital format based on guided interpretation of those field notes 
by a graphics expert.  Refer to General Response 3.1.7 for further discussion of the 
technology used to generate site maps.   

 Identification of habitat through a ground-truth assessment allows a comparison of overall 
features of the habitat including ecological relationships with other species of plants or trees.  
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In general, oak savanna is defined by an area that is dominated by oak trees acting as a 
“keystone species” (ecologically defined, this term refers to a species which is integral in 
establishing a habitat type).  Habitats dominated by oak trees exhibit a density of oaks which 
is higher than surrounding grassland, may support micro-habitats as a result of shade or a 
different subset of resident species, and may experience different fluctuations in surface water 
availability relative to surrounding grassland.  Figure 3-4 of Section 3.4 of the EA depicts the 
project site survey results as reported by qualified biologists and botanists and is ultimately a 
function of the best determination of a boundary in a system which experiences natural 
gradations in character. 

 The term Resource Management Zone (RMZ) was developed by the Tribe to refer to areas 
within which the Tribe would protect, preserve, and/or enhance the native habitat.  As stated 
in Section 2.2 of the EA, approximately 98 acres of riparian corridors and approximately 33 
acres of oak woodland would be protected from development and, where necessary, enhanced 
in accordance with tribal ordinances under Alternatives A and B.  These RMZs were 
designated based on various factors, such as type and quality of the existing habitat, the 
purpose and needs of the project, and the Tribe’s commitment to conservation.   

P998-17 Both Alternative A and Alternative B outline an Oak Woodland RMZ.  As planned, the Oak 
Woodland RMZ will protect approximately 33 acres of oak woodland from development, as 
shown in Figures 2-2 and 2-3 of Section 2.0 of the EA.  To protect oak trees, ground 
disturbance in these areas would be limited within the dripline of any oak tree in this zone 
and hand tools would be used whenever feasible to minimize ground disturbance. 

 Figure 3-4 of Section 3.4 of the EA, which presents the habitat types on the project site, 
depicts four small areas identified as oak savanna habitat.  Almost all of these patches of oak 
savanna habitat were identified as the Oak Woodland RMZs included in Alternatives A and 
B.  The larger patch in the eastern-central portion of the project site is split into two smaller 
Oak Woodland RMZs and is joined by an area designated as open space/recreation zone.  
Additionally, the Oak Woodland RMZ located in the central portion of the project site is 
connected to the project site boundary in both Alternatives A and B via an area of open space 
to the west to allow wildlife to enter or exit the area.  It is likely that raptors would still access 
the Oak Woodland RMZs to hunt rodents, as a wildlife corridor exists and much of the oak 
habitat will remain.   

 As part of the oak tree mitigation program (refer to Section 5.4 of the EA), much of the oak 
replacement would focus on the riparian corridor and surrounding microhabitats.  This 
process would encourage the recruitment of new trees and would include monitoring to 
ensure survival, thereby encouraging the establishment of younger trees.  The oak tree 
mitigation program would outline provisions that aim to improve the quality of and propagate 
the habitat available, consistent with the goals of the Oak Woodland RMZs and the Tribe. 
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P998-18 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.16 regarding the adequacy of the mitigation 
measures proposed to reduce impacts to oak trees.  

P998-19 Comment and recommended program features noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.16 
regarding the long term biologically-based oak savanna restoration and preservation program 
in association with the Tribal Oak Tree Ordinance.  If the trust acquisition is approved, the 
Tribe would choose an arborist with acceptable qualifications to fit the Tribe’s objectives.  It 
is within the Tribe’s discretion to select an arborist with experience working with biological 
resources.  Implementation of the Oak Tree RMZs, as discussed in the response to Comment 
P998-17, will act to preserve representative types of oak savanna habitat. 

P998-20 Comment noted.  The drainages mentioned by the commenter were accurately depicted on 
Figure 3-4 of Section 3.4 of the EA.  Drainage patterns were surveyed, mapped, and 
incorporated in the Grading and Drainage Feasibility Analysis conducted by a licensed 
engineer and included as Appendix D of the EA.  The results of the drainage survey were 
accurately depicted in Section 3.2 of the EA.   

P998-21 A drainage channel exhibits defined bed, bank, and channel and may also be characterized by 
a change in riparian vegetation relative to surrounding upland habitat, as well as fluctuations 
in substrate morphology, cumulatively indicative of a consistent or occasional hydromorphic 
regime in the channel.  An ephemeral drainage is one which, by definition, may be only 
seasonally wetted, typically from a surface water source as opposed to groundwater.  A swale 
does not exhibit channel characteristics as described above and is not defined to be a 
jurisdictional water of the U.S. under the Clean Water Act.  Ecogeomorphological features 
evident in a dry stream including bankfull width, channel profile, cover (and allochanthous 
associations), gradient, and associated features of channel diversification such as woody 
debris and boulders, are acceptable methods to characterize a stream even when dry.  The 
March and April surveys of the project site in 2012 were conducted within a suitable survey 
window.   

 Vernal pools are considered a type of seasonal wetland in the analysis presented in the EA; 
text was added to Section 3.4 of the Final EA for clarification.  Refer to General Response 
3.1.7 regarding the adequacy of the analysis of impacts to VPFS. 

P998-22 Section 3.4.1 of the EA describes the on-site ephemeral drainages as being highly scoured 
with a cobble substrate.  Scour would quickly overturn most if not all incubating eggs.  
Although VPFS can be found in a variety of standing water features, the hydrodynamic 
diversity of a highly scoured stream does not constitute suitable habitat.  This species lives 
predominantly in pools which are mud or grassy bottomed, usually have no flow, and which 
provide benthos suitable for egg-laying.  Vegetation observed in association with ephemeral 
channels on the project site consisted of coarse weedy varieties, distinctly different from the 
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grassy species commonly found in suitable VPFS habitat.  Although this species has been 
known to occur in isolated pools and other natural and man-made features within ephemeral 
drainages, the identified features of the ephemeral drainages present on the project site 
indicate that even when wetted, these features do not contain suitable habitat to support 
VPFS. 

 The Final EA has been updated to clarify that no development would occur within the vernal 
pool (seasonal wetlands and seasonal swale) habitat areas of the project site under 
Alternatives A and B; refer to General Response 3.1.7 for further discussion.  As described 
in Section 7.2 of the BA (included as Appendix E of the EA) and Section 5.4.3 of the Final 
EA, prior to the final siting of the residential units, utility corridors, roadways, and any other 
project components that would result in ground disturbance, a qualified biologist shall 
identify appropriate wetland habitat buffer zones around seasonal wetland habitat within the 
project site to assure avoidance during construction.  Should construction activities be 
anticipated to occur within 500 feet of the seasonal wetlands, a qualified biologist must be 
present to demarcate the buffer zone and to provide training prior to commencement of said 
activity; text was updated in Section 5.2 of the Final EA to clarify this.  Construction 
activities and staging shall not occur within identified wetlands or wetland buffer zones.  The 
BIA has requested informal consultation with the USFWS to concur that the above-
mentioned mitigation would reduce impacts to VPFS to minimal levels.  A copy of the 
informal consultation request is included as Appendix R of the Final EA.  Avoidance 
measures are acceptable mitigation according to the definition of “mitigation” presented in 
Section 1508.20 of the CEQ Regulations for the Implementation of NEPA (40 CFR Parts 
1500 -1508).  Furthermore, as discussed in Section 3.4 of the EA, the total area of potentially 
impacted VPFS habitat on the approximately 1,400 acre parcel within the designated critical 
habitat is 0.15 acre for Alternative A and 0.01 acre for Alternative B.  The acreages present 
on the project site do not constitute a significant area of core critical habitat area; regardless, 
mitigation was incorporated into the project to avoid impacts to these habitats.  With the 
implementation of the mitigation listed in Section 5.4 of the Final EA, all seasonal wetlands 
and wetland swales would be avoided and no development would occur within appropriate 
buffer zones as established by a qualified biologists. 

P998-23 Comment noted.  A qualified biologist shall monitor construction activities during initial 
grading activities within the project site.  Should one or more CRLF be detected within the 
construction footprint, grading activities shall halt and the USFWS shall be consulted.  No 
grading activities shall commence until the biologist determines that the CRLF has vacated 
the construction footprint on its own accord and the USFWS authorizes the re-initiation of 
grading activities.  Once the project is developed, regulation of protected species would fall 
under the jurisdiction of the Tribe with oversight from the USFWS.  Once construction is 
completed, residential disturbance of habitat is not covered under the ESA. 
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P998-24 Comment noted.  Mitigation measures required to offset impacts to nesting birds are 
discussed in Section 5.4.4 of the EA.  Actions include preconstruction nesting surveys, 
removal of any unavoidable trees only outside of the nesting season (generally March 1 to 
September 15 of each year for the project area), and avoidance.  Because nesting sites are 
highly variable on a year-to-year basis, presence or absence of nests and verification of 
activity therein can only be confirmed during the pre-construction survey immediately prior 
to commencement of construction activities.  Should sensitive nests be identified within the 
project site at that time, appropriate measures would be implemented following consultation 
with USFWS.  The EA was prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for 
Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook to examine potential environmental 
impacts associated with the trust acquisition and proposed development by the Tribe.  Under 
these guidelines and in accordance with BIA’s requirements under the ESA, a discussion of 
federally-protected nesting migratory birds and raptors is sufficient for an EA.  No federally-
listed bird species were identified to potentially occur on the project site through the 
methodologies discussed in the response to Comment P998-10.  For a discussion of the 
effects of fragmentation on bird species, refer to the response to Comment P998-16. 

P998-25 No federally-listed bats were determined to have the potential to occur on the project site.  
The EA was prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and 
the BIA NEPA Guidebook to examine potential environmental impacts associated with the 
trust acquisition and proposed development by the Tribe.  Under these guidelines, and in 
accordance with BIA’s requirements under the ESA, a discussion of federally-listed bat 
species is sufficient for the EA.  The general wildlife survey conducted for the project site did 
not identify any signs of bats present on the project site, such as guano.  Refer to the response 
to Comment P998-16 for a discussion of fragmentation of habitats. 

P998-26 As stated in Section 3.4 of the EA, migratory birds and other birds of prey, protected under 
50 CFR 10 of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, have the potential to nest within the trees within 
the nonnative annual grassland, oak savanna, vineyard, and ruderal/developed areas.  A 
nesting bird survey would be performed within 14 days prior to commencement of 
construction activities to verify presence or absence of any active nests.  While raptors and 
migratory birds were observed on-site during the survey, no migratory birds or other birds of 
prey were observed nesting during the 2011, 2012, and 2013 biological surveys of the project 
site. 

 Comment noted. 

P998-27 The impacts of Alternative B, including the proposed tribal facilities, to biological resources 

are analyzed in Sections 4.2.4 and 4.4.4 of the EA, and adverse impacts of Alternative B 

would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in 

Section 5.4 of the EA.  Refer to the response to Comment P998-16 regarding the purpose 
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and functionality of the proposed RMZs.  Refer to the response to Comment P998-04 
regarding wildlife corridors. 

P998-28 Comment noted.  Refer to the discussion of wildlife corridors in the response to Comment 
P998-04. 

 Only one wildlife corridor was identified on the project site.  Wildlife corridors must provide 
connectivity between two noteworthy patches of suitable habitat to be considered as such.  
Wildlife corridors are recognized for their increased potential to support continuous, 
concentrated, and/or frequent directionalized movement.  They differ from a territory or 
foraging area because the primary function of corridors is to link preferable habitats for many 
interconnected ecological groups, whereas randomized foraging may be used intermittently 
by select individuals or associations.  Designation is not based on the availability of a water 
feature; however, in general, the presence of a water feature increases the chance of a 
particular habitat being used as a corridor by providing resources such as food items and 
cover.  Existing roadways surround the project site on the north and south and a portion of the 
western boundary, and existing housing developments to the north and east and existing 
agricultural operations to the west already impede movement.  These areas do not provide 
suitable patches of habitat which wildlife would be motivated to utilize as a travel route. 

 For a discussion of management of other areas for wildlife which were not designated as a 
wildlife corridor, refer to the discussion of RMZs in the EA, including Figure 2-1 and Figure 
2-2.  Also, as discussed in the BA (included as Appendix E of the EA), avoidance measures 
would consist of the establishment of appropriate buffers around each ephemeral drainage as 
determined by the Tribe under applicable regulations and of establishment of appropriate 
buffer areas around each U.S. jurisdictional water feature as determined by a qualified 
biologist under applicable regulations.  

 Comments regarding wildlife undercrossing are noted.  Installation of such features would be 
under the discretion of the Tribe and is only potentially applicable on those lands covered by 
the project site.  Comments regarding preference of Alternative B by the commenter 
compared to Alternative A are also noted. 

P998-29 With implementation of appropriate erosion control measures (refer to Section 5.1 of the EA) 
and maintenance of stream buffers, effects of erosion would be reduced to a minimal level.  
As described in Section 3.1 of the BA (included as Appendix E of the EA), construction 
would involve grading and excavation for building pads and roadways.  Potential stormwater 
runoff generated from development of the residential units and associated roadways would be 
conveyed by a combination of open channels, storm drains, and culverts.  Runoff from the 
project site would be directed into vegetated swales, which would serve as energy dissipaters 
and filtering mechanisms for runoff generated on site prior to release into the on-site drainage 
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channels.  Stormwater would be retained on site within detention basins prior to discharging 
off the project site at rates equivalent to pre-development conditions. 

P998-30 Comment noted.  Refer to the responses to Comments P998-04 and P998-28 for a discussion 
of wildlife corridor features and associated mitigation for identified impacts.  Implementation 
of the avoidance measures described in the BA (included as Appendix E of the EA) and 
Section 5.4.3 of the Final EA would aid to reduce effects of parcel development.  However, 
except with regard to these measures and other applicable regulations, the Tribe shall 
determine the optimum placement of development.  The commenter’s recommendation to 
cluster development as to provide a smaller environmental footprint is noted. 

P998-31 The Arborist Report would be prepared by a qualified arborist selected by the Tribe, who 
would assess the trees currently present on the project site and develop a suitable mitigation 
plan for those trees which are concluded to be unavoidable.  The comment that the trees in 
the existing vineyard area may provide suitable acorns is noted.  For additional discussion of 
tree surveys and reporting, refer to General Response 3.1.16. 

P998-32 Comment noted.  Status of “Open Space” areas on the project site would be considered by the 
Tribe. 

P998-33 It is acknowledged that the commenter was able to sufficiently view approximately 75 
percent of the project site using only public roadways and binoculars, with no walking survey 
conducted.  This differs from the protocol used by AES biologists and botanists to survey the 
project site as discussed in the response to Comment P998-11. 

 The commenter’s consultation of pre-existing data sources was similar to that conducted by 
AES.  AES performed CNDDB searches of the ten quads surrounding the two central quads 
covered by the project site.  Included in the text of the EA were the documented occurrences 
within the two central quads covered by the project site: Santa Ynez and Los Olivos.  The 
response to Comment P998-10 details the parameters used to assess the potential for 
federally-listed special-status species to occur on the project site. 

P998-34 Comment noted.  While the comment provides a history of the past uses of the project site in 
and of itself, there is no comment on either the Proposed Action or the EA.  No response is 
required. 

P998-35 Comment noted.  While the comment provides a geological background of the project site, 
including soils that could support vernal pools, the comment does not comment on either the 
Proposed Action or the EA.  No response is required. 
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P998-36 through P998-41  
 The commenter provides a summary report of the existing biological resources setting for the 

project site; however, a pedestrian survey of the project site was not conducted by the 

commenter.  The attachment does not provide a comment on the Proposed Action or EA, and 

therefore no response is required.  Refer to the response to Comment P998-11 for a 
description of protocols used by AES during biological and botanical surveys performed to 
survey biological communities on the project site.  

Response to Comment Letter P999 – Lawrence E. Hunt 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is identical to that of Comment Letter P998.  Refer to the 
responses to Comment P998-10 through P998-41.   

Response to Comment Letter P1000 – Santa Ynez Valley Concerned Citizens Chairman 
Greg Simon 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P327.  Refer 
to Response to Comment Letter P327.   

Response to Comment Letter P1001 – Stand Up for California Director Cheryl Schmit 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P308.  Refer 
to Response to Comment Letter P308.   

Response to Comment Letter P1002 – Bunnie Shepherd Sexton 

P1002-01 Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding the existing ROWs on the project site. 

Response to Comment Letters P1003 and P1004 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter 
P273.  Refer to Response to Comment Letter P273. 

Response to Comment Letter P1005 – Susan F. Petrovichm, Attorney for Charles Grimm 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P328.  Refer 
to Response to Comment Letter P328. 

  



3.0 Response to Comments 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 3-205 Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust 

May 2014  Final Environmental Assessment 

Response to Comment Letter P1006 – Wim van Dam 

P1006-01 Refer to the response to Comment P996-02 regarding the criteria and sources used to assess 
special-status bird species that have the potential to occur on the project site.   

Response to Comment Letters P1007 and P1008  

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the letters only provide comments on the fee-to-trust application 
associated with the EA.   

Response to Comment Letter P1009 – W.E. Watch, Inc. President Cathie McHenry 

P1009-01 Comment noted.   

P1009-02 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS. 

P1009-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.    

P1009-04 Refer to the response to Comment P289-07 regarding the 50 acres on the existing 
Reservation and the proposed development plans for the project site.  Refer to General 
Response 3.1.5 as to the justification for 143 home sites.   

P1009-05 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 for a discussion of the purpose of the trust acquisition 
process and preference over the County land use approval process.  As stated in Section 1.3 
of the EA, this trust land acquisition is an integral part of the Tribe's efforts to bring tribal 
members and lineal descendants back to the Tribe, accommodate future generations, and 
create a meaningful opportunity for those tribal members and lineal descendants to be a part 
of a tribal community revitalization effort that rebuilds tribal culture, customs, and traditions.  
In order to meet these goals, the Tribe needs additional trust land to provide housing for tribal 
members and lineal descendants who currently are not accommodated with tribal housing.  

P1009-06 and P1009-07 
 Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding the adequacy of the analysis of impacts to 

groundwater resources presented in the EA, which included an assessment of impacts to 
neighboring wells.  Refer to the response to Comment P178-06 regarding coordination of 
management of groundwater with the ID1.  Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding 
ROWs on the project site. 

P1009-08 Given the withdrawal of the TCA, the Proposed Action is now considered an off-reservation 
trust acquisition request.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the level of review 
required for off-reservation trust acquisition requests.    
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P1009-09 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS. 

P1009-10 Comment noted.   

Response to Comment Letter P1010 – Santa Ynez Valley Concerned Citizens Chairman 
Greg Simon  

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P327.  Refer 
to Response to Comment Letter P327.   

Response to Comment Letter P1011 – Kelly Gray 

P1011-01 and P1011-02 
 Given the withdrawal of the TCA, the Proposed Action is now considered an off-reservation 

trust acquisition request.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the level of review 
required for off-reservation trust acquisition requests.    

Response to Comment Letter P1012 – Santa Ynez Rancho Estates Mutual Water 
Company, Inc.  President Robert B. Field 

P1012-01 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.1 regarding the comment period deadline 
on the EA. 

P1012-02 Comment noted.  The TCA has been withdrawn; refer to General Response 3.1.2 for further 
discussion. 

P1012-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS. 

P1012-04 The water usage assumptions presented in the Water and Wastewater Feasibility Study 
(Appendix C of the Final EA) are prepared consistent with other planning documents in the 
Santa Ynez Valley.  The Tribe is committed to minimizing water demands on the underlying 
aquifer through conservation efforts such as the installation of low-flow fixtures and 
eliminating residential lawn watering during County declarations of drought.  Water usage 
was updated in the Final EA given the revisions to the development proposed under 
Alternatives A and B; refer to General Response 3.1.9 for further discussion.    

P1012-05 The Tribe’s development plans for the project site are included in Appendix N of the EA; 
refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding the analysis of water demand presented in the EA.  
Refer to General Response 3.1.12 for further discussion of regulation of future development 
on the project site, including a future casino.   

P1012-06 Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding groundwater use. 
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P1012-07 No casino would be developed on the project site; refer to General Response 3.1.12 for 
further discussion.   

P1012-08 Potential environmental impacts associated with Alternative B are analyzed throughout 
Section 4.2 of the EA.  For example, the impacts of the estimated traffic trips that would be 
generated by the tribal facilities are analyzed in Section 4.2.7 of the EA (refer to Table 4-13 
of the EA).  The Tribe updated the development plan for the tribal facilities as the 
development of an exhibition hall is no longer economically feasible; refer to General 
Response 3.1.17 for further discussion.   

P1012-09 Refer to General Response 3.1.6 regarding the adequacy of the traffic impact analysis 
presented in the EA.   

P1012-10 Impacts to public services are analyzed in Sections 4.1.9, 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the EA.  
The analysis was prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA 
and the BIA NEPA Guidebook.  The commenter does not offer any specific details regarding 
the inadequacy of the public services impact analysis; therefore, a more detailed response 
cannot be provided.    

P1012-11 Refer to the response to Comment L4-07 regarding the Tribe’s development plans for the 
project site.  Refer to General Response 3.1.7 regarding the adequacy of the analysis of 
impacts to biological resources presented in the EA.  

P1012-12 Refer to the response to Comment L4-07 regarding the Tribe’s development plans for the 
project site.  Refer to the response to Comment P308-15 regarding the cumulative impact 
analysis in the EA. 

P1012-13 Comment noted.  The TCA has been withdrawn; refer to General Response 3.1.2 for further 
discussion. 

P1012-14 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS. 

Response to Comment Letter P1013 – David and Andriette Culbertson 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P289.  Refer 
to Response to Comment Letter P289.   
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Response to Comment Letter P1014 – Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Board 
President Kathy Cleary  

P1014-01 Comment noted.  If a property is approved for trust acquisition, the property is no longer 
within State and local jurisdiction and is instead under tribal and federal jurisdiction; refer to 
General Response 3.1.5 for further discussion.   

P1014-02 The impacts of the project alternatives to public health, safety and welfare, property values, 
taxation, crime, water usage, road repair, and school funding are evaluated by the BIA 
throughout Section 4.0 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be minimized or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA.  For example, 
impacts to groundwater supplies are evaluated in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 4.4.2 of the 
EA, and mitigation measures included in Section 5.2 of the EA would reduce impacts to a 
minimal level.   

P1014-03 Comment noted.   

P1014-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.  The commenter 
does not provide any specific details to support the conclusions presented in the comment; 
therefore, a detailed response cannot be provided.  

P1014-05 Comment noted.   

P1014-06 Comment noted.  In accordance with the regulations for land acquisitions (25 CFR Part 151), 
the Secretary of the Interior has regulatory authority to take lands into trust on behalf of 
tribes.  The BIA has been delegated various responsibilities by the Secretary of the Interior 
and is thereby the appropriate lead agency to develop the EA.  Outside of the Secretary of the 
Interior, no other agency has appropriate standing to be designated as lead agency for the 
trust acquisition request by the Tribe.  

P1014-07 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the adequacy of the EA to provide the BIA with 
a “hard look” at potentially significant environmental impacts in accordance with NEPA 
requirements.  Comment noted. 

P1014-08 Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding the regulation of future development on the 
project site if the trust acquisition were approved and the potential for a future casino on the 
project site.  Refer to General Response 3.1.13 regarding the adequacy of the range of 
alternatives addressed in the EA. 

P1014-09 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the withdrawal of the TCA by the Tribe. 

P1014-10 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the purpose and need of the Proposed Action. 
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P1014-11 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the purpose and need of the Proposed Action.  
The commercial enterprises referenced in the purpose and need refer to the commercial 
vineyard currently in operation on the project site.  Refer to General Response 3.1.12 
regarding the regulation of future development on the project site if the trust acquisition were 
approved and the potential for a future casino on the project site.     

P1014-12 Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding groundwater use. 

P1014-13 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the withdrawal of the TCA by the Tribe.  Refer 
to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the lack of authority of states and local agencies, 
including requirements outlined within the SYVCP, over tribal governments unless 
specifically authorized by the U.S. Congress. 

P1014-14 Comment noted.  Public services including law enforcement are addressed in Sections 3.10, 
4.1.9, 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the EA; as stated therein, no adverse impacts would occur 
with implementation of the project alternatives.   

P1014-15 Refer to General Response 3.1.8 regarding the cultural significance of the project site to the 
Tribe. 

P1014-16 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the withdrawal of the TCA by the Tribe.  Refer 
to the response to Comment L3-09 regarding the Williamson Act contracts for the parcels 
that constitute the project site. 

P1014-17  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the withdrawal of the TCA by the Tribe.  Refer 
to the response to Comment L3-18 regarding impacts to agricultural resources. 

P1014-18 Refer to General Response 3.1.14 regarding the potential impacts to scenic highways.     

P1014-19 Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment P207-05 regarding BIA’s involvement 
with the EA and NEPA environmental review process. 

P1014-20 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the withdrawal of the TCA by the Tribe.  Refer 
to General Response 3.1.3 for further discussion as to why an EIS is not required.  

Response to Comment Letter P1015 – Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Board 
President Kathy Cleary 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the letter presents appendices to Comment Letter P1014, which do not address the 
Proposed Action, project alternatives, or analysis presented in the EA.   
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Response to Comment Letter P1016 – Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O) Board 
President Kathy Cleary 

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letters P1014 and 
P1015.  Refer to Response to Comment Letters P1014 and P1015. 

Response to Comment Letter P1017 – John G. Traller 

P1017 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for non-substantive comments or 
opinions. 

Response to Comment Letter P1018 – Santa Ynez Valley Concerned Citizens Chairman 
Greg Simon  

This comment letter is included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as it is part of the administrative record but 
requires no response as the content of the letter is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P327.  Refer 
to Response to Comment Letter P327.   

Response to Comment Letter P1019 – William R. Devine (Attorney for Save The Valley 
Plan (SVTP)) 

P1019-01 Comment noted. 

P1019-02 Comment noted.  The potential impacts of the Proposed Action are evaluated throughout 
Section 4.0 of the EA, and adverse impacts would be minimized or avoided with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 of the EA.  For example, 
impacts to groundwater supplies are evaluated in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 4.4.2 of the 
EA, and mitigation measures included in Section 5.2 of the EA would reduce impacts to a 
minimal level.   

P1019-03 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS. 

P1019-04 Comment noted. 

P1019-05 Comment noted.  The TCA has been withdrawn and the Final EA has been updated 
accordingly; refer to General Response 3.1.2 for further discussion. 

P1019-06 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the overall purpose of the Proposed Action given 
the withdrawal of the TCA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.5 as to the justification for 143 
home sites.   
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P1019-07 Refer to General Response 3.1.13 regarding the adequacy of the range of alternatives 
selected for detailed analysis within the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding 
regulation of future development on the project site.   

P1019-08 Nine concept plans are being considered for development on the project site; refer to General 
Response 3.1.13 for further discussion.  In addition to Alternative A, a one-acre residential 
site plan was selected as a representative layout to be evaluated in detail in the EA as 
Alternative B, as described in Section 2.1 of the EA.  Alternative B is described in detail in 
Section 2.0 of the EA.  The potential impacts of Alternative B to environmental resources are 
evaluated in Section 4.2 of the EA, and adverse impacts of Alternative B would be reduced or 
minimized with the implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 of the 
EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding regulation of future development on the 
project site.   

P1019-09 Refer to General Response 3.1.9 regarding the potential impacts to groundwater resources 
analyzed within the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding regulation of future 
development on the project site.   

P1019-10 Refer to General Response 3.1.7 regarding the adequacy of the analysis of impacts to 
biological resources presented in the EA.  Refer to General Response 3.1.16 regarding the 
adequacy of the proposed mitigation measures to reduce impacts to oak trees and oak tree 
habitat.  Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding regulation of future development on 
the project site.   

P1019-11 Potential impacts to socioeconomic conditions and environmental justice are addressed in 
Sections 4.1.6, 4.2.6, 4.3.6, and 4.4.6 of the EA; as discussed therein, no adverse impacts 
would occur.  The project site is currently uninhabited open space and is owned in fee by the 
Tribe; therefore, no residents of Santa Ynez Valley would be displaced if the Proposed 
Action were approved.  Development of 143 residential units on the 1,433-acre project site is 
not anticipated to affect property values in the area.  Socioeconomic impacts are analyzed in 
Sections 4.1.6, 4.2.6, 4.3.6, and 4.4.6 of the EA in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for 
Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook.     

P1019-12 Refer to General Response 3.1.10 regarding the adequacy of the analysis of impacts to land 
use presented in the EA.   

P1019-13 Refer to General Response 3.1.14 regarding impacts of the proposed development to visual 
resources.   

P1019-14 Comment noted.  The commenter did not provide specific details as to why the commenter 
believes that the conclusions regarding land resources, air quality, transportation and 
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circulation, public services, and noise are unsupported in the EA.  Therefore, a detailed 
response cannot be provided.  Potential impacts to health and safety are addressed throughout 
Section 4.0 of the EA.  For example, the potential impact of traffic noise is evaluated in 
Sections 4.1.10, 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.9 of the EA; as discussed therein, no adverse impacts 
would occur during construction or operation of either project alternative.   

P1019-15 Refer to General Response 3.1.3 regarding the adequacy of the EA and requirements for an 
EIS. 

Response to Comment Letter P1020 – J. Andrew Caldwell with Coalition of Agriculture 
and Business (COLAB) 

P1020-01 Comment noted.   

P1020-02 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.12 regarding the regulation of future 
development on the project site.  Refer to General Response 3.1.11 regarding lost tax 
revenue. 

P1020-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.5 regarding the preference of the fee-to-trust process 
compared to the County land use approval process.  Refer to General Response 3.1.15 for 
non-substantive comments or opinions. 

Response to Comment Letter P1021 –  James E. Marino (Attorney for No More Slots) 

P1021-01 Comment noted. 

P1021-02 Comment noted.  The TCA has been withdrawn and the Final EA has been updated 
accordingly; refer to General Response 3.1.2 for further discussion. 

P1021-03 The appendices attached to the EA are necessary to provide the detailed data and analysis 
used to support the conclusions presented within the EA.  For example, the wastewater 
generation rates are summarized in Section 4.1.2 of the EA but are presented in detail in the 
Water and Wastewater Feasibility Analysis, which is included as Appendix C of the EA.   

P1021-04 Refer to the response to Comment P1014-06 regarding the BIA’s role in the trust acquisition 
process.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P1021-05 Comment noted.  Refer to the response to Comment P207-05 regarding BIA’s involvement 
with the EA and NEPA environmental review process.   

P1021-06 through P1221-09  
 Refer to the response to Comment P328-20 regarding consultation during preparation of the 

EA.  The TCA has been withdrawn and the Final EA has been updated accordingly; refer to 
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General Response 3.1.2 for further discussion, including the level of detail required for 
review of an off-reservation trust acquisition request.  Refer to General Response 3.1.3 
regarding the adequacy of the EA.   

P1021-10 The commenter misinterprets the requirement of the Tribe’s Tribal-State Gaming Compact 
(Compact).  The Compact requires that the Tribe develop an environmental ordinance 
establishing a methodology to assess off-reservation impacts of a project related to the 
casino.  This environmental review process is not applicable to the Proposed Action, and 
CEQA is neither applicable nor required. 

Response to Comment Letter P1022 –  James E. Marino (Attorney for No More Slots) 

P1022-01 and P1022-02 
 Comment noted.  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.    

P1022-03 Refer to General Response 3.1.8 regarding the cultural significance of the project site to the 
Tribe.  Refer to the response to Comment L4-03 regarding the authority of the Secretary of 
the Interior to place the project site into trust for the Tribe.      

P1022-04 Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.   

P1022-05  Refer to General Response 3.1.2 regarding the TCA.  Refer to the response to Comment 
L4-03 regarding the authority of the Secretary of the Interior to place the project site into 
trust for the Tribe. 

It appears the commenter may have intended to include additional pages in Comment Letter P1022 that 
may have contained additional comments on the EA, Proposed Action, and/or project alternatives.  
However, no additional documentation was provided by the commenter, and the pages included in 
Comment Letter P1022 in Section 2.0 are all pages that were received by the BIA.  Accordingly, no 
additional responses are provided for Comment Letter P1022.   

Response to Comment Letters P1023 through P1086 

These comment letters are included in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0 as they are part of the administrative 
record but require no response as the letters only provide comments on the fee-to-trust application 
associated with the EA.  

3.2.5  Comment Letters Received Past the Deadline 

Comment Letters P1087 through P1102 were received by the BIA after the comment period deadline of 
November 18, 2013.  These letters were reviewed and are included in the administrative record.  The 
comments contained within these comment letters received after the deadline do not present any new 
topics or issues that are not already presented in the comment letters received within the comment period.  
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Accordingly, the responses to Comment Letters S1 through S8, L1 through L19, and P1 through P1086 
address the comments presented in Comment Letters P1087 through P1102.  Refer to Responses to 
Comment Letters S1 through S8, L1 through L19, and P1 through P1086.    
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 APPENDIX P 
RESOLUTION #926A – APPROVAL OF WITHDRAWAL OF TRIBAL 

CONSOLIDATION AND ACQUISITION PLAN (NEW) 
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Santa Yne2:.Band·of01umash Indians 
. P.o. &>~; 17 • S&nta Yn~. CA 934no 

80S-6t&-7997' l'&K SOS-!\Il6-9S18 
www.io!o~IIITI&Slt.«&. 

October 11,2013 

Ms. Amy Dulrohke, Director 
BIA. PaGific Regibn 
~00 Cottage Way 
Sacrlllllento, CA 95825 

·---JN-~e+?;$~.f'leclslon-~g1eaa!-B~-Ai!Pr&~~. --:---~~­
Consolidat!Oll ami A.cqlllsl\ioli.Plan of the S~~nta YneP: Blind of Chumasb. J~ians; 
l'ffiQUESTTO' :wrpiDRA W PLAN WITHOUT ~DiGE; 
ANQ DISMISS l'BTAAPPEA.L WITHOUTP~lCB. 

Dea1· P;;cifl!.l Regional Director Du~ 

The Stnla Ynez Band ofCh~b llldlans hereby wfthdraws Wilbout prejudice the 
folklwing; . . . ' . 

· That Tribal Consolidation Aroa (TCA) app'lication dlife4.M«tc,h 21, 2013 IIIJ appTOV.ed on · · 
June 17,2013. · · 

ln add1tion,.Resoltlti.eiilw6 Smill! Ynez.Ba11d-DfCII~ ~Thhal Land 
Consolidation.~rea is.li~eb}' slf]1eJSeiie<l by 'R.cio1111ion.#!ii26A S~a ~)3il)ld of 
Chumaillllndimw-W!thdrawlll Withoui ProJudiGe ofTribtll Land COt!S111lidatlon fo-r~, ari 
orighial of. which Is aitaohed. hereto. 

Please disllliss an:j !!ppeals ta ®eli TCA wlthotn prejudice alse. 

Siucerely, 

VinceiJ.t P. Ar.rn~ 
Tribal Cbairm!n 

CC: 

.Interior Board ofllldian Appoals 
Office of Hearing$ imd ApJ»lllS 
U.S. DepartmMt of the blterior 
801 N. Quincy Street, Suite 300 
Arlington, VA 2:2203 
7~3-235· 3816 {l;b.ane} 
703~235-3l99"(.fuc&hnlle} 
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Santa Ynez Sand of Cbumash lndiaris 
r:o: Box.il7 • SMI:\ Ynez. CA93460 

SOH88· 799.7 • FN< 8.05~6-9578 
1\1\YW.U.~UIII&:!I!""g . 

RESOLUTION #926A .. 

R.e\ San til 'Ynet .Band bf .Chumasli Mits!ou Indians-
Tribli•JJiitd.Colfslilill~do.il A1'!111; . 

--------~----~~e~~re~e~.----~--~--~~--------

. . 

• 
. Whereas; :the Santa Yn~ Ba!!dofCh\lOO!!Sh Ind!anB ·tfue 'Tribe') i~ lffedemlly 

rnoo~d Indian 1'tibo under tho Ullited States Departm&nt t1fihe 
Irrt.ei:ior, Bll!'eaU Of lndian.ilffairs; am! . 

. , . 

Wllereas: 

Where~w. 

TbeTt.!RaiB'!lS!n~~ofthl!~ YM!l!aaM9f€1Mnl!Sb 
htdiaJIZ~u the W.Ur:aut)lcrizcabGdy'O~Ih.e 'Ii:lli~w ex~clse :ll.lll . 
~"6nlld tll~®Sibl3ttl6s, alld i&-~mpoVIered t0 1h~ tdhlil pOiioy arid 
OJI!Ty· out ~'bel bus~; 8lld · 

'I.'!w.S!llllll.'?!IBZ <:!lnim.a&lr lia.ve ali.approxf.nia'tcly- 1ll7 acre Res~.alipo 
tlll,10h of1t is umf~Upable-wetlanilsd riverliall!GJ oflb:e ZM)!i l$Co1lt, 
~. ~g and geVell!l;nerit.bqildlngl! e1mt fue.~~ qf.tho · 
ReservatiOD. . · · .. 
Swt~ m M,e s~ vne~s ~uon ~s·part aia 1~ appl'lt6!nlately 

. ll,SO~ SC\'6 pliroel tflat'was.~ b!l"is foraq1tlet tit~ 1\Ctlort by tJ\:e BW!op 
ofMometey in 189'7. SUel}.quiettitle aotroo.wa& ~nst.lh.e-llti!lvidiial 
~l1f~.s• Yn:z·&®.llf(ih~Im!~~wail!.e.~ 

· Ageilt at'th<Mimoto eitt of!f.imy1cgat~ theY'iia~·as til such:)J8roel 

Whereas: By R.esylutkm 11926, !Ito Tribe reqJie!Md the desigll.;l1ioof![t!Wh · 
approxiluateir 11,500 aero parocl as a Tril?al Co~ol!datlon Atea (reA). 

· Tlio Ttibe weulcl now like to V/ilhdmvwithout prejudiec.suoli request.lo . 
d~suchTCA. · · · 

. . 
This reto!ttlion 811flel'sod~ fm'J ~us Tribal resol!lllons. 

.. 

·. 
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 APPENDIX Q 
INTERIOR BOARD OF APPEALS ORDER VACATING DECISION 

AND DISMISSING CASE AS MOOT (NEW) 



United States Department of the Interior 
OFHCB 0B HIWUNGS AND /IPPEALS 

INTlllUOR,B()fUUl QF Dj1)!J\N APPEALS 
80]. NORTH QUINCY S'l'RBBT 

SUIT.E300 
- ARLING'IPN, VA=Ol_ 

COUNTY· OF SANTA BARBARA, ) 
CALIFORNIA; NO MORE SLOTS; ) 
NB1'GHBORHOOD DEFENSE ) . 
LEAGUE OF CA1IFORNIA; NANCY ) ·'-
CRAWFORD-:flALL; CONCERNED )_ 
CITIZENS OF THE SANTA YNEZ ) 
VALLEY, MEADOWLAIU( RANCHES ) 

Order VaCating Decision and 
Dismissing' Case as lifuot 

ASSOCIATION, and SANTA YNEZ - ) 
VALLEY ASSOCIATION OF ) Docket Nos. IBIA ~14-001 
REAL1'0RSi PRESERVATION OF ) 14-003 
LOs OLIVOS and PRESERVATION ) 14-004 
OFSANTAYN'EZ;SAVBTIIE ) 14-005 
VALLEYPLAN;W.E.WATCH,INC.; )· 14-006-

-'SANTA YNEZ RANCHO ESTATES ) 14-007 
MtrruAbWA-TERCOMPANY,INC.; · l '14-009 
MkRY-:tcrANt,-'TimsrEE, iaANI- '.- · ··')' · -· · .>i. · -· •:; · .; • -.... 14-010 ·-. 
FAM!LYREMAI'ND_ER TRUST; alld : .. _, )" -... -- -:14c018 .. 
SANTA YNBZRIVBR WATER - ) - ' '1'4~019 
CONSERVATION DISTRICT, ) 14-020 
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT NO. 1 ) 

Appellants, ) 

v. 

PACIFIC REGIONAL DIRECTOR, 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS, 

Appellee. 

I 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) October 24, 2013 

AppellantS seek review of a June 17, 20.13, decimon (DecisiOn) of the PacifiC 
R~nal_J?irector _(Regional Director), Bureau ofllldian Affuii:s (BIA) approving a tribal 
LaNd Co:nsOliC!ati6n and:Atquisition P!im-(Phn) pi:opoSed by the Santa Ynei'Band of · 
Chtiiftaslilndialls {Tribe) .. TJie:Btiai-d now dismisses this CllSe as moot beCaUse• me Tribe - --
h:iiWith'diaW:rdts'-I'Iait:· . " - ,:-- . 
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Backgroli,nd· -
' ' ,' ' ' ·~ 

" -,-

The Tribe submitted a "Land CorisolidatiOn and AcqUiSitiOn Plan" tb the n.eS'iodar 
Direcrorfor approval undeiBIA's land:-into-truSt' regulatiOns at 25 C.P.R. §§ 151.2(h) 
(definition of "trib-al consolidation area")1 and 151.3(a)(l) (land acquisition policy)? The_ 
Plan identifies an app~tely 11,500-acre area-which purportedly «was part of the 
Tribe's ancestral territory and comprised most of its historic territory," and which is outside 
the Tribe's roughly 137-acre current reservation-as the Tribe's area of focus for possible 
future trust acquisitions. Plan at 2-3, 8-9 & Ex. A (map). The Plan construes 
§-151.3(a)(l) as providing that "tribal consolidation areas,-Jike-Qn-reservation or adjacent 
lands, do not require the high level of scrutiny that off-reservation acquisitions do, and 
further affords such acquisitions a greater level of credibility as part of a plan which has 
already been r~_iewed ~d_?_F!l_~ by the BJ,A" Plan at 2. ____ ... _____ _ 

The Regional Director approved the Plan pursuant to§§ 151.2(h) and 151.3{a)(l). 
See Decision. The Decision States that "[a]ll acquisition applications submitted pursuant to 
said plan shall be considered within the Secretary's discretion and under all applicable laws 
andregulations,-including the National Environmental Policy Act ofl%9."- Id,; Thus,. 
BIK's apPWVl!L.olithe Plan did not signifY its evalu~tion wdappro:vhl ·of;any.applieati.pp to': 

place land- iNto rrqSt, .See id;- ·ThrOugh-a letter dated June 19, •2013-,.the Acting'RegionaL 
Director notified·the Trib.e that thl: Plan had been approved .. It'appeanu:bat-BIA neither, -
sought public comment on the· Plan nor issued a public notice of the Decision; · · 

1 Section 15l.2{h) defines a tribal consolidation area as ''a sp~cific area l)fland with respect 
to which the tribe has prepared, and the Secreury bas approVed, a plari· fur th( acquisition 
of land in trust statuS ror the tribe-." 

• Section 15l.3(a)(l) states that, "Subject to the provisions contained in the acts of 
Congres~ wJ¥ch authorizf lapd. acqllisitiop.s, lapd may ,be acquiredJor, a rri,be ~ tl:lJSt status: 
(1) .yy,heq, tli_e piiJJ;1t:rt)')s. _lo91-,~P. wi~_.th_e ~or bo,un4~~es.·,<{~~-tri£~Sc~.s~l'/f~?~ or 

~~::r~rz~: wrr,--~;tr~~cp~ijt:~~-~;:·.~~~:t~~~-CZiR{~:-~:; .--· - ·--·- po __ cy)Nl_ .0\,. __ , ,-.•_-~,,,,.,,,.,J.,,,,'o,,,,_., .. \),_.,. :!-'-;· 
tribe already owns an interest in the land; or ( 3) [ w ]hen the Secretary determ.i:rl~s that thi; 
acquiSition is necessary to facilitJ.te tribal self-determination, economic dcvcl6prilent, oi: ' 
Indian housing." 25 C.F.R. § 151.3{a)(2)-(3). 
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. Numerous_ parties filed, appeals of the Decision, alleging procedural and substantive 
errors.'. The Board consolidates all of the appeq.l~ ¥ld now dismisses this case as moot. 
After-several of the appeals were fil+d, the Tribe sent to·the Regional Director, with a_ copy 
to );l:wJ~pard, a km:r iri \$ic_l;uhe Tljib~; witl:!drew its -Plan without; prejudice.· S~e ~er. 
from Tribal Chairman_to Region~ pirea<JJ,", On.)J,, ;wq. The fri~e-a!So requeste,d_tbai; .. , 
BIA ~~ any- appeals to ruch [tribal consolidation area] withot~t prejudice.~ Id. 

Discussion 

The Board, while recognizing that it is not bound by the case-or-controversy 
requirement set forth in the U.S. Constitution, art. ill, § 2, has in the intereSt of 
admi;lis.native ewnomy_-:onsisrently applied th.e Q.octrine:of mootness-. Se~ P:ueblo ofTesuqt~-~ 
p;Acting Southwest :&giunal))irer;tr>r, 40 IBIA273, :274 (2005) (citing Estate ofPeshlakai 1'. 

AreaDircctr>r, NI'Wafo Area Office, 15 IBIA 24, 32~33 (1986)). "Nlootness·may arise in 
various contexrs, but each is based on the requirement that an active case or controversy be 
present at all stages of litigation." Pucblc iJfTM~UJUt, 40 IBIA at 274 (citations omitted).-

"On September 26 the Board conSo!idared·six appeals, after which.fLve-more were re\rived, 
The·:appeals have·been-dockl;red..as follows I -Goullty of_ Santa Barbara, California--(Dkt. No:_ 
IBJAriJ:4_;-d0l )-;No More-'SlOt:S (Dk.t,,NO. ·IBit1d4-0D3:); NcighborhoOd~efense-k_agtre .o£ 
Califotnia .. (Dkt;·No."IBIA-l4-004);'Nancy-Cr'aWford,Hal:l..(Dkt. No. IBIA 14-005); :· -,, .. 
Coucerned Citizens·ofthe Santa Ynez Valley, Meadowhrk Ranches Association; and Santa· 
Ynez Valley Association of Realtors (Dkt. No. IBIA 14-006); :Preservation of Los Olivos 
and :Preserv>rt:ion of Santa Yne,z (Dkt. No. IBIA 14-007); Save the Valley :Plan (Dkt. No. 
IBIA 14-009); W.E. Watch, Inc. (Dkt. No. IBIA 14-010); Santa Ynez Rancho Estates 
Mutual Water Company, Inc. (Dkt. No. IBIA 14-018); Mary Kiani, Trustee, "'Gani Family 
Ran[a]inder Trust" (Dk.t. No. IBIA 14-019); and Santa Ynez River Water Conservation 
District, Improvement District No. 1 (Dkt. No. IBIA 14-020). 

TI-u: Board ieceived entries of appearance from the following parties: Charles Grimm, 
Grirrun Investments, LLC, MicMel Sinclair, Lynn Sinclair, :Paul Skinner, Robin Hunt, Jr., 
Vicki Schuman Hunt, Thomas J. Barrack, Donald Petroni, Ann Petroni, Lawrence 
Grassini, Kathken S. Grassini, Grassini Vineyard, LLC, Torn Stull, Deborah Stull, Aspen 
Properties, Michael Focht, Sandra Focht, Gerald Thotn;lS, Janet Thomas, Priscilla Tamkin, 
James Vogelzang, Mary Beth Vogclzang, Julie McGinley, Jack McGinley, Shawn Addison, 
Antoinette Arldi§on, Mntuclo/ West, Donald Shackelford, Kim Shackelford, Santa :Barbara 
Vuieyar-_ds,_il:C, Rogenc. Bowei:;"Joe E. IG:U-ll,·M"ary !Galli, Sarita Yriez'Ri¥6- Wate·r - -
~ervation·bistrkf;·_fu:tpi()vbn-\t:!Ii: :Dis_trict No. 1, and: the-Tribe. '• ' ' - · ,_,:; ... "-. _' · -

. - ' ". '! -"-: .-.. 1·--:'-- -' : '' .. _. -' .,"-:- -:,- ·, 
Additionally, we rec?-v~-9-a letter frofi1- ~anta Yn6z Valley Allian~ providing "COJil!Uen\S" 

in opposition to the Decision: · - - · 
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The Board may well-~s an aPPeal as moot when, as a result of a change in the 
circumstances that gave rise to the appeal, the Board determines that "'nothing turns on its 
outcome." Id. (citation Omit¢d).- In-Pueblo ofTesuqiffl, the Board dismisSed as inootan! · -
appeal, the aim of which was to terminate a utility tfght-cif-W:iy (RO:W); Whet! the utility.--~-. 
informed the Board that-itno'longedntended to use the ROW. -1d>at'274-7!5." TheBOatd­
explained that, ""whether or ncit the Regiona.J DirectOr's decision was correct or incorrect, 
the active case or controversy over [the utility's]we of Pueblo lands no longer exists." Id. 
at 275. In accordance withPu~blo ofTI!SUqu~, inHamaatsa, Inc. v. Southwest &gianal 
Direaur, 55 IBIA 132, 134-35 (2012), we dismissed an aPf>eal of a regional director's 
decision to acquire land in trUSt as moot when the tribe withdrew its application. 

Now that the Tribe has withdrawn the Plan, the Regional Director's decision to 
approve the Plan has lost whatever-significance, if any, it mlght other<.Vise have cmied. We 
conclude that nothing may now tum on the outcome of a decision by the Board on 
Appcllailts' appeal of the JkgiOnai :Director's · dtdsion. Accordingly, we dismiss this case as. 
mooc 

We re\:ognize the possibility that iss~ could re--emerge in a new controversy. But. 
that does not mean that the original controversy is not moot. ·Appcllant:s' filing. o( t:!>eil: 
appeals precluded the Decision from taking effect, se~ 25 C.F .R. § 2.6, and-consequently __ ~._, 
should the Tribe resubmit its origiual:Plan, or submit a new plan for approval; BIA m~f."- '­
COllllider the situatioii with a "dean slate," Hamaatsa, 55 IBIA at 135, Without regard- fox;: -

the Decision .. ,ru-; order of vacatur is therefore unnecessary as a matter of law.· See iff -

Nevertheless, in the iuteresc of clarity and because parties sometimes seek to attach 
continuing signifkance to a moot decision, we vacate the Regional Director's decision. &~ 
id. (citing Pueblo ojTcsuqu&, 40 IBIA at 275; Pmd Spleen,, Baaern Oklah~~ma fugiGnal' 
Directr!r, 50 IBIA 328, 333 (2009)). 

Therefore, pursuant to the authotity delegated to the Board of Indian App~ by the 
Se\:retary of the Interior, 4,3 C.F ._R. § j.1, the :Board dockets the appeals, vacates th~ 
Regional Director's June 17, 2013, decision, and dismisses this cMe as moot._, 

I concur: 

~--.· 
< • ' ~-- -

Thomas A. Blas<ir 
Administrative Judge 
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County of Santa Barbara, et_ al. v. Pacific 
Regional Director, Bw:eau: of Indian Affairs 
Docket Nds. IBIA 14-00l, ·0.03o .004,:~005,·, 
·006, ·.007, ·009, -01Q;·_·JH8, 7Q],Q, &.~~!:L,, 
Order Vacating Decision and Dlsmissing_o- J · 

Case as Moot 
Issued October 24,2013 
58IBIA57 

' KevillE. Ready, sr., Esq. 
Sr. Deputy County CoUil.'lel-. _ 
For Appellant, County of Santa Barl=a, 

Oilifornia (1'4-001)-· 
105 B. Anaparnu_Street,' Suite'201 
Santa Barbara, OA 93_101 

BY CERTIFDID MAIL 

James B. Marino, Esq. 

·''' 

... ,. -

For Appellants, No More Slots (14-003) and 
The Neighborhood Deferil;e LeagUe of 
California £14-004) · -

1026 Camino de:I:Rio - .. , ---
SantaB¥bara, CA 93ilo · 

BY CERTIFIED MAIL 

A. Barty Capptillo, Esq. 
Wendy D. Welkom, Esq. 
For Appellant, Nancy Crawford-Hall (14-005) 
Cappello &NoelLLP -
831 State Street 
SantaBarl=a, CA 93101 

BY CER'OFIED MAIL 

G.B. Shepherd 
For Appellant, Concerned Citizens of the 

Santa Ynez Valley (14-006) 
P.O. Box244 
Santa Ynez, CA 93460 

BY CERTIFIED MAIL 

Richard Butler ' " ,-~ 

Fot Appellant, Meadowlark Ranches -
Ass6'ciation (14-006) · ... , : , . 

I'.O.-Box606· - ,.,. 
.. &nta Y=,;CA.93460: : 

BY CERTIFDID MAIL 

Sharon Currie, :President .. 
For Appellant, Santa Yn6Z Valley 

As.-lociation of Realtors (14-006) 
1623 Millsion DriV!', #2 
Solv.;ng, CA 93463 

-BY CERTIFIED MAn, 

Kenneth R. Williams, &q. 
For Appcllants, Preservation of LOs Oliyos 

and Preservation of Santa Ynez (14-007) 
980 9th Street, 16th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 '· 

. -BYCERTIFIEDMAIL 
' ' __ ,, :. ' 

William·i.-·n· ·. ' "'~: ,_,_- _._;,:' ,.,. ::-, .,, -,.-. 
. ~~'i .. ' 

For Appellant, S~vithe-viJle)fF!an ·(14'009)"' 
AllellMatkins Leek Gamble MaJ,!Oxy & Nitsis LLP 
1900 Main Street, Fifth Floor --
Irvine';CA 92614--7321 

:BY CERTIFlliD MAIL 

Cathie McHenry, President 
For Appellant, W.E. Watch, Inc. (14-010) 
P.O.Box830 
Solvang, CA 93464 

BY CERTIFIED MAIL 

Frank G. Blundo, Jr., &q. 
For Appellant, Santa Ynez Runcho &tate.<! 
Mutual Water Company, Inc. (14-018) 

15760 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 700 · 
Encina, cA 9143'6·' · --

:BY -CERTIFIED MAIL . --: '"· 
''' ' .. ,,. -
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JohnH.l'arke,Bsq. ···· '"' 
Charles D. Kimbell, &q. · - .· ··- ' < 
For Appcllmt, Mary Kiani, TruStee,·IGaru· 
Family Remainder Trust (I4-019) 

Allen & IGmbell, LLP 
317 East Can:illo Street 
&nta Barbara, CA 93101 

BY CERTI.FmD MAli, 

Gary Kvist:ad, Esq. 
For Appellant, Santa YnezRiver Water 

Conservation District, Improvement 
District No.1 (14-020). 

Brownst;<:ffi; H~tt Farber Schreck 
21 Bast Carrillo Stteet 
Santa Barb~, CA 9310"! 

BY CERTIFlliD r.1AIL 

Nancie G. Matzui1a, Esq. 
Roger G. Marznlla, Esq. 
Eor Santa.Yliez Bmd of chumash 

MisSk.U rllili=. 
Mamiita :G:w, Lie _ 
1150 ConnecticutAveriue NW, Suite uiso 
Washington, DC20036. . . 

Brenda L. Tomaras, Esq. 
For Sm~;a Y~ Bat1d of Chumash 

Mission Indians 
Tomaras & Ogas, LLP _ - .. 
10755-F Scripps PowayJ>arkway, #28_1: 
San Diego, CA 92131 

Susan Petrqvich, :&q. -.. . __ .- .·, .. , '· 
For Charl\'S Grimm,-~-$inclair,­

LynnSinchtir,e"tal._. ::.1 • .• .. _ '·"' · 

Brownstein H~n:FariierschreCk, r;..LP _ 
21 Bast Can:illo Street,_ .. , :, .. . · .... ,.;_,. 
Santa Barbara, CA 93lol 

Nfu±k Oliver, President · .. '--
Santa Ynd Vclll:y Alli:itiOO ' C·--
1'.0. Box941 .,,-: - · 
Santa Ynez, CA 93460 

Office of the Governor of California 
ATTN: legalAffa.\N Secretary 
State Capitol Building 
Sacramento, CA 95814. 

California State Clearinghouse 
Office of Planning and Research 
P.O.BoX3044 . 
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 

Sara J, prnke 
Deputy AttorneY General 
State of California Depattmen_t !Jf]ustice 
P.O. Box944255 . . ... 

Sacramento, QA 94244_-25Eiti · 
' ... 

Salud Carbajal 
County Board of Supervisors 
Santa Barbara County __ : . . _ 
105 Bast Jl,n!!paJiiU. Str~ $fl. Floor _.: 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

Joginder Dhillon 
Senior Advisor for Tribal NegotiatiOns 
Office of the Governor 
State Capitol, Suite 1173 
Sacmmento,.CA 95814 

Peter Kaufman, Esq. 
Deputy Attorney General 

: ... ' . 

Office of the Attorn6y dener.ir · 
P.O. Box 85266--5299 
Son Diego, CA 9:1,186-5266 

!"· 
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District Direcror 
om of the Honorable ;DH.nne.PeinsJcin --
750 B Street, Suite 1030 
Sm Diego, GA 92101 

Janet Wolf 
County Board of Supervisors 
Smta &rbara County 
105 East Au"f"''Ilu Street, 4th Floor 
Santa Batbarn., CA 93101 

Doreen Parr 
County Board of Supemsors 
Smta Barbara County 
100 Eru;tLoCllllt Avenue, Suite 101 
Lompoc, CA 93436 

Peter Adam "' __ -·· 
County BOOrd of Suj:xiv;sors 
Santa Barbara County _ _ 
511 E. Lakeside Parkway, Suite 141 ·· 
Smta Maria, CA 93455-1341 

Steve Lavagnino 
County Board of Supervisors 
Santa Barbara County 
511 E. Lakeside Parkway, Suite 141 
SmtaMaria, CA 93455-1341 

ChiefofPolice 
Lompoc Police Depamne<~t 
107 Civic Center Phza 
Lompoc, CA 93436 

Brad Vidro 
City Manager 
City of Solvang 
1644 Oak Street 
Solvang, CA 93463 

Honorable Holly Sierra 
CityofBuellton 
107 W.,E;ighway246 :,: 
Buellton, CA 93427 

Smta Barbara City Hall 
735 Anacapa Stteet 
Smta Barbara., CA 93101 

City Hall, Plmning Department 
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-----------------------------------------------------

United States Department of the Interior 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Attention: Steve Henry 
Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office 
2493 Portola Road, Suite B 
Ventura, CA 93003 

Dear Mr. Henry: 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 

Sacramento, California 95825 

MAR 11 2014 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), Pacific Regionai Office, hereby submits this informal 
consultation request under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) for the proposed 
fee-to-trust land acquisition (Proposed Action) in Santa Barbara County, California for the Santa 
Ynez Band ofChumash Indians (Tribe). The Proposed Action will include the development of 
either 143 five-acre residential lots or alternatively 143 one-acre residential lots for tribal members 
and would include the conveyance of approximately 1,433± acres (Project Site) into Federal trust 
status for the benefit of the Tribe, as described in the Environmental Assessment (EA) dated 
August 20!3. The August 20!3 EA can be viewed in its entirety online at the following address: 
http://www.chumashea.com/. A Final EA is currently being prepared that considers comments 
received on the August 2013 EA. 

FederaUy Listed Species 
The November 20!3 Biological Assessment (BA) addresses all potentially occurring federally 
listed species in the vicinity of the Project Site. No federally listed species are known to occur on 
the Project Site. The following is a review of the potentially occurring federally listed species for 
the Project Site as outlined in greater detail in the enclosed BA. 

The following listed species may be affected by the Proposed Action: 

• Federal threatened vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta /ynchi, VPFS); and 
• Federal threatened California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii, CRLF). 

The action area addressed within the BA falls within critical habitat for: · 

• Federal threatened vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi, VPFS). 

As described in the enclosed BA, the Proposed Action may affect but is not likely to adversely 
affect VPFS. No VPFS were observed during the three focused surveys performed on the site in 
2011 and 2012, in part because the seasonai wetlands did not contain water during any of the three 
surveys. ln addition, no seasonal wetlands with hydrological connectivity occur within 250 feet of 
the seasonai wetlands proposed to be impacted. Nonetheless, for the purposes of ESAINEPA 
compliance, we are assuming the presence of VPFS on the Project Site. Even with assumed 

http://www.chumashea.com/


presence on the Project S ite, implementation of the recommended mitigation measures described 
in the B A and EA wi ll ensure that any potential impacts will be less-than-significant or completely 
avoided. 

The Proposed Project may affect but is not like ly to adversely affect CRLF. No CR LF have been 
observed on the project si te. The project s ite does not provide breeding habitat for CRLF. The 
Proposed Project could impact CRLF should it be determined that CRLF occupy the wetland 
features occurring outside of the Project Site. For the purposes of ESAINEPA compliance, we are 
assuming the presence ofCRLF on the Project Site. Even with assumed presence in the vicinity of 
wetlands occurring outside of the Project Site, implementation of the recommended mitigation 
measures described in the BA and EA will ensure that any potential impacts will be 
less-than-s igni fican t or completely avoided. 

As described in the enclosed BA, the project s ite does not prov ide habitat fo r any federally listed 
plant species. In adctition, no specia l-status plant species have been observed within the project 
site during any of the flor isti c surveys that have been conducted to date. 

The BTA has determined that the rev ised Proposed Action may affect but is not likely to 
adversely affect VPFS or CRLF and is anticipated to have no effect on special status plant spec ies 
based on the surveys conducted and the protecti ve mitigation measures that are proposed. and 
hereby requests your concurrence with this find ing. 

Please do no t hesitate to contact Chad Broussard, Environmenta l Protection Speciali st. at (916) 
978-6165 if you have any questions or wou ld like to discuss funher. 

Sincerely. 

/) ' 

Gii!t!/--!Ltf~~ c./L/c;-
RegiOJfa l Director 

Enclosure 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This Biological Assessment (BA) has been prepared in support of an application to the Bureau of Indian 

Affairs (BIA) to place the approximately 1,433-acre project site (project site) into federal trust status on 

the behalf of the Santa Ynez Band ofChumash Indians (fnOe) for the development of either 143 five­

acre (Alternative~ Proposed Project) or 143 one-acre (Alternative B, Reduced Impact Alternative) 

residential lots for tribal members. This BA has been prepared to document the extent to which the 

Proposed Project may affect federally listed species and to facilitate consultation with the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service (USFWS), in accordance with the legal requirements set forth under Section 7 of the 

Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) (16 U.S.C. 1536 [c]). An Environmental Assessment (EA) has 

been submitted to the BIA for approval of the project (AES, 2013). The EA evaluates impacts associated 

with the three alternatives: the Proposed Project, a reduced impact alternative, and a no project 

alternative. This BA evaluates impacts associated with the Proposed Project. described as Alternative A 

in the EA, because it has the greatest potential impact of the three alternatives. Should the decision maker 

detennine that the preferred project be the reduced impact alternative, the potential impacts would be less 

than those discussed within this BA. 

For the purposes of this BA, federally listed species include those plant and animal species that are listed 
as endangered or threatened, fonnally proposed for listing. or candidates for listing under the FESA. 

To fulfill its purpose, this BA: 

• Characterizes the habitat types present within the project site; 

• Evaluates the potential for the occurrence of federally listed endangered, threatened, proposed, or 
candidate species within the project site; 

• Assesses the potential for the Proposed Project to adversely impact federally listed endangered. 
threatened. proposed, or candidate species; and 

• Recommends mitigation measures designed to avoid or minimize project-related impacts. 

1.1 THREATENED, ENDANGERED, PROPOSED THREATENED, AND PROPOSED 
ENDANGERED SPECIES 

The following listed species may be affected by the Proposed Action: 

• Federal threatened vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi; VPFS); and 

• Federal threatened California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii; CRLF). 

1.2 CRITICAL HABITAT 

The action area addressed within this document falls within critical habitat for. 

• Federal threatened vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi; VPFS). 
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2.0 PROJECT LOCATION/ACTION AREA 

The project site is located east of the Town of Santa Ynez, 3.95 miles east of the City of Solvang, and 

22.2 miles northwest of the City of Santa Barbara, California (Figure 1 ). The project site is situated 

within Section 8, Township 6 North, Range 30 West, of the Santa Ynez, California U.S. Geological 
Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle (quad). The centroid of the project site is 39° 36' 

52.92" North 120° 2' 55.64" West. The project site is bound by State Route (SR) 154 to the west, by 

Armour Ranch Road to the south, by Baseline A venue to the north, and by residential 

development/agricultural land to the east (Figure 2). Elevation within the project site ranges from 

approximately 640 feet in the central-west to approximately 810 feet in the northeast. A topographic map 

and an aerial photograph of the project site are provided in Figures 2 and J, respectively. 

3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

3.1 PROJEcr COMPONENTS 

The Proposed Project consists of two main components: (l) the placement of5 parcels totaling 

approximately 1,433 acres (the 5 parcels encompass a total of 4 assessors parcel numbers (APN): APN 

141-121·051. APN 141-140-IO. APN 141-230-023 and APN 141-24()..002) into federal trust status for the 

Tribe; and (2) the development of 143 five-acre residential plots with the remaining acreage dedicated to 

agriculture, open space/recreational, conservation of riparian corridors and oak woodland, and 

development of utilities. Development of the site would include domestic water connections, a 

wastewater treatment plant (WWTP), and supporting roads and infrastructure. The project design is 
provided in Figure 4. The Components of the Proposed Project are described in more detail below. 

Land Trust Action 
The Proposed Project consists of the fee simple conveyance of5 parcels totaling 1,433± acres (referred to 

as the Camp 4 site) into federal trust status for the benefit of the Tribe. This trust action would shift civil 

regulatory jurisdiction over the 1,433 acres from the State of California (State) and Santa Barbara County 

(County) to the Tribe and the BIA. 

Propost!d Residential Devt!lopment 
The Tribe proposes to develop residential plots on Parcels 2, 3, and 4 of the project site, supplementing 

the tribal housing on existing trust land (Figure 4). The proposed housing would consist of up to 143 

five-acre residential plots with construction of single-family detached houses of varying sizes ranging 

from 3,000 to 5,000 square feet The housing development would be phased over time as needed. 

Development on each five-acre plot would include approximately 0.35 acre of disturbance for building 

pad development, driveway construction, utility installations, and landscaping. As discussed above, new 

domestic water connections, improved access roads, driveways, a new WWTP, and utilities would also be 

constructed to support the residences. 
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Designated Tribal Land Uses 

In addition to the proposed residential development. the Tribe would designate the following land uses on 
the subject project site. 

The Tribe would continue operating an existing 256-acre vineyard located on Parcel 1 and a portion of 
Parcel2 (Figure 4). An additional44 acres would be designated for agricultural use on Parcel 2 to allow 

for expansion of the existing vineyard operation. The vineyard is currently in operation and includes a 
storage reservoir, existing access roadways. and a processing/shipping area. 

Approximately 206 acres of the project site would be designated as open space and recreation. Passive 
traits would be designated for pedestrian use and equestrian trails would be developed to provide 

recreation for residents and guests in coordination with the horse stables located on the existing 

agricultural lands. The open space areas will be utilized for runoff control and will include the 
development of detention basins and vegetated swales. The open space/recreational area adjacent to SR 

154 would be utilized as a viewshed protection zone; no residential development is planned within the 
zone to protect the viewshed of the scenic highway. 

In accordance with the Tribe's commitment to conservation, 98 acres of land surrounding drainage 
corridors would be protected from development and, where necessary. enhanced in accordance with tribal 
ordinances. These corridors would be protected/enhanced to ensure adequate stonnwater drainage is 

provided within the project site and to reduce the potential impact from development of the residential 
plots. These areas would be protected even where located on a specified residential plot. A qualified 
biologist would develop a Riparian Corridor Improvement Plan (Riparian Plan) for these areas. The 

Riparian Plan would provide for re-establishment of native vegetation in areas were invasive plant species 
have overwhelmed native vegetation. 

In accordance with tribal ordinances, approximately 33 acres of oak woodland would be protetted from 
development Cutting, trimming, and pruning of the oak (Quercus sp.) trees within the oak woodland 
management zone would be monitored and controlled. Ground disturbance would be limited within the 
dripline of any oak tree within the zone. 

Water Supply 
The Proposed Project would result in an increased water demand of approximately 380 acre-feet per year 
(AFY). To meet increased demands, the Tribe would develop an on-site water supply system using 
groundwater. Two new groundwater wells with a target rated capacity of750 gallons per minute (gpm) 

would be developed and located in reasonable proximity to the proposed residential developments in the 
center or southern portion of the project site. The Tribe would install an on-site domestic water storage 

tank as well as the appropriate water distribution pipelines to the proposed tribal residences. Water 
quality would be no less stringent than Federal Safe Drinking Water Act standards. Tertiary treated 

wastewater would be utilized to meet the irrigation water demands of the vineyard operation, common 
area landscaping, and other irrigated uses as feasible. The existing agriculture storage reservoir would be 
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repurposed as necessary, to be used to meet the recycled water storage requirements. The agricultural 
irrigation demands at the vineyard (approximately 265 AFY; increased to approximately 300 AFY at futl 

build) would be met through mixing groundwater from the existing agricultural welts and recycled water 
from the WWTP as described below. 

Wastewater Treatment and Disposal 

A tertiary WWTP would be constructed on Parcell adjacent to the existing reservoir within the vineyards 
(Figure 4). The WWTP would be sized to accommodate the proposed wastewater generation rates of the 

Proposed Project. The treated effluent would be disposed of via recycling for use as agricultural 
irrigation for the existing agricultural operations, common area landscaping, and other irrigated uses as 
feasible on the project site. Drainage control would be installed along the perimeter of recycled water 

irrigation areas to prevent comingling with stonnwater runoff. Recycled water runoff would be collected 

and disposed of via discharge to the WWTP. 

Wastewater facilities would include a tertiary WWTP, sewer lift stations, conveyance systems, 
emergency storage, runoff/spill control, and a recycled water reservoir. The sewer lift stations would be 

developed within the residential areas as needed. The existing water reservoir located on Parcell would 
be repurposed to store recycled water from the WWTP and enlarged, if necessary. As discussed above, 

the recycled water would be used for irrigation. The existing water reservoir is currently lined and, prior 
to use as a recycled water reservoir, the lining would be inspected and repaired if necessary. The 

proposed wastewater treatment system would be operated pursuant to U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) regulations. 

Roadways 

Existing access roads would be improved and new roads constructed to provide access to the proposed 
residences and existing agricultural operations. The rural roadways would be 24 feet wide two--lane 

asphalt travel ways, with gravel shoulders that would be constructed using standards comparable to Santa 
Barbara County requirements. Signage would be provided for the new roadways. Crossing of potential 

Waters of the U.S. would be limited to the extent feasible; ~owever, span bridges would be utilized where 
necessary. Access and egress from the project site would be provided from one existing easement onto 

Annour Ranch Road and two existing easements onto Baseline A venue. 

Grading and Drainage 

Construction would involve grading and excavation for building pads and roadways. Cut and fill would 
be balanced to the extent feasible; however, some structural grade fill may be imported to meet 

engineering requirements. Stonnwater runoff generated from development of the residential units and 
associated roadways would be conveyed by a combination of open channels, stonn drains, and culverts. 

Runoff from the project site would be directed into vegetated swales, which would serve as energy 
dissipaters and filtering mechanisms for runoff generated on site prior to release into the on-site drainage 
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channels. Stonnwater would be retained on site within detention basins prior to discharging off the 
subject project site at rates equivalent to pre·development conditions. 

Construction Schedule 

The project components would be constructed after the project site has been placed into federal trust for 
the Tribe. It is assumed that construction of the project would begin in 2014 and would be phased over 
approximately four to nine years as new tribal homes are needed. 

3.2 PURPOSE AND NEED 

The proposed conversion of 1.41 1.1 acres plus rights of way land into trust would enable the Tribe to 
provide housing for its existing tribal members and continue to provide housing for descendants as they 
come of age. The current Reservation lands are highly constrained due to a variety of physical, social, 
and economic factors. A majority of the lands held in Trust for the Tribe are located in a flood plain. 
This land is not suitable for much, if any, development because of flooding and drainage problems. The 
irregular topography and flood hazards are associated with the multiple creek corridors which run 
throughout the property resulting in severe limitations of efficient land utilization. The current 
Reservation has a residential capability of approximately 26 acres or 18% of the Reservation and an 
economic development capability of approximately 16 acres or 11% of the Reservation. The remaining 
99 acres or 71% of the Reservation is creek corridor and sloped areas which are difficult to impossible to 
develop. Therefore, the size of the usable portion of the Santa Ynez Reservation amounts to 
approximately 50 acres, much of which has already been developed. 

The Tribe has a population of 136 tribal members and approximately 1,300 lineal descendants which it 
must provide for. Currently, only about 17 percent of the tribal members and lineal descendants have 
housing on tribal lands. All current land assignments on the existing Reservation shaii continue to be 
maintained unchanged as it is difficult to cancel any existing land assignment on the Reservation. Article 
VIII of the Articles of Organization of the Tribe expressly states that only the General Council composed 
of all adult members of the Tribe over the age of 18 can veto or cancel an existing land assignment on the 
Reservation. This trust land acquisition is an integral pan of the Tribe's efforts to bring tribal members 
and lineal descendants back to the Tribe, accommodate future generations, and create a meaningful 
opportunity for those tribal members and lineal descendants to be a part of a tribal community 
revitalization effort that rebuilds tribal culture, customs and traditions. In order to meet these goals, the 
Tribe needs additional trust land to provide housing for tribal members and lineal descendants who 

currently are not accommodated with tribal housing. 

Based on these constraints. the Tribe is unable to provide adequate housing for its current members, and 
will be unable to provide housing for future tribal members on the existing Reservation, risking the 
Tribe's ability to provide for future generations and maintain its cultural foundations within its ancestral 
lands. The transfer to trust would thereby protect the Tribe's heritage and culture by ensuring existing 
and future generations are afforded the ability to live under tribal governance as a community within the 
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Tribe's ancestral and historic land holdings. Secondarily, the trust acquisition of the proposed trust land 
would also allow full tribal governance over its existing agricuhural operations on the property; thereby 

allowing the Tribe to continue to build economic self sufficiency through diversified tribally-governed 

commercial enterprises. Under the Proposed Project, the tribal government would be able to fully 

exercise its sovereignty over its own future growth. 

4.0 STUDY METHODS 

For the purposes of this BA, the Action Area includes the location of any construction activity anticipated 
to occur within the project site. 

4.1 PRELIMINARY DATA GATHERING AND RESEARCH 

Prior to conducting the biological and focused botanical surveys, Analytical Environmental Services 
(AES) obtained biological infonnation for the project site from the following sources: Santa Ynez and 

Los Olivos quads; color aerial photography of the project site; USFWS letter of listed and candidate 
, species that may occur in the vicinity of the Proposed Project, Santa Barbara County, California 

(USFWS, 20 II); California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Rare Plant Inventory of special status plants 
documented on the Los Olivos and Santa Ynez U.S. Geographical Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute 

topographic quadrangles (quad) (CNPS, 2013); California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) list of 
special status species documented on the Los Olivos and Santa Ynez quads (CDFG, 2013); and special 

status species documented within a five-mite radius of the project site (Figure 5). The USFWS, CNPS, 

and CNDDB lists are provided in Attachment 1. 

Field Surveys and Analysis 
AES senior biologist Kelly Bayne, M.S. and botanist Laura Burris conducted general biological surveys 
of the project site on September 12, 13, and 14,2011 and focused botanical surveys on March 7, 8, and 9, 

2012 and April23, 24, and 25,2012. The biological surveys consisted of walking and/or driving 

throughout the project site to characterize terrestrial and aquatic habitat types, conduct botanical 
inventories, and document potential habitat to support regionally occurring special status species. 

Botanical inventories were conducted in accordance with the Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating 

Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities (CDFG, 2009). All visible 
plants and wildlife were noted and identified to the lowest possible taxon necessary to detennine rarity 

and listing status. Lists of all plants and wildlife observed during the 2011 and 2012 surveys are provided 

in Attachment l. 

Global Positioning System (GPS) technology, a Trimble Geo ~receiver, was used to locate and map 
preliminary boundaries of waters of the U.S. during the 2011 and 2012 surveys. The geographic 

coordinate system used to reference the data was Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM-Zone 10), North 
American Datum (NAD83) in meters. Potential wetland boundaries were mapped at a level of accuracy 

of less than one meter. Habitat boundaries were identified during the September 12, 13, and 14,2011 
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Habitat Map 



biological surveys nn an aerial photograph. Envirnnmental Systems Research Institute (ESRI) shape files 

were generated based on the habitat boundaries. potentially jurisdictional waters or the U.S .. and other 

sensitive biological n:sources mapp~·d within the projcd site. Geographic analyses were performl..'d using 

Geographic lnformatinn S)stem (CiiS) sofi.\\an: (Arc Vi~~\' 3.3 GIS. ESRL Inc.). l'he ESRI data and (i!S 

software were used tu calculate the acn:ag.es of habitat types and wl..'tland fCatur~·s. 

A list of regional!) occurring federally listed specil~S ''as compiled intn a table based on the USF\VS. 

C>lDDB. and C:"<PS lists (Attat'hmcnt 3). The potential fi.1r each nfthe species tu occur on the project 

site was subsequently 1.:valumed based on the results of the 2011 and 2012 survo:ys. re\·iew of applicable 

literature. and proximity or known occurrences of f\xkrally listed species \\ ithin five miles of the project 

site. "]"he table pnn ides a list oftht: distributions. habitat types. and pntential for each regionally 

occurring federally listed species to occur on the project site. Several regional!) occurring federal!) 

listed ~pecies \\t'r~' dct~'rmined to not haH' the polL'ntial to occur\\ ithin the Pmjcct Site because either 

the pnJj~~ct site la~~ks suitable habitat or the Project Site occurs outside of the kmmn ele\·ation range or 

geographical distrihutinn. Federally listed species withnut the potential to occur within t.hc project site 

are not discussed runher. 

5.0 HABIT AT TYPES 

Four terrestrial and five aquatic habitat types occur \\·ithin the project site. Tht: four terrestrial habitat 

t)pes include: nor111ative ammal gras.~land. oak sa\ anna. \ine~ard. and ruderal/di::.turbed areas. The the 

aquatic habitat types include: ephemeral drainage. Sl:asonal \\etland S\\ale. seasoua! wetland. manmade 

storage basin, and stock pond, A habitat map of tilt' proje.::t site is slH.l\\!1 in Figure 6. Photographs of 

the project site arc included in Figurt•s 7a and 7h. A critical habitat map is provided in Figun• X. The 

impact area of the Pr(lpnscd Project rclati\·e to habitat types is shown in Figun• 9 

6.0 FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES 

6.1 FEDERALLY LISTEn PLANTS 

Tht.' project site dnes not proYi(k habitat for any f{:derally listed plants. ~o federally listed plants occur 

\\!thin the projt.'ct site. 

6.2 FEnERALLY LISTEn WILIJLIFF. 

Two federally listed wildlife species lHn·e th~; potl..'ntial to occur\\ ithin th~· project silt': vernal pnnl fairy 

shrimp (Branchinecta !ynchi: VPFS) and California red-legged fro!! (Rmw aurom dra.l"lollii: CRLF). 

Th~~sc species arc discussed in ddail he low. 

Vema/ Pool Fairy ,S'hrimp (Bnmc!tinecta (rnc!ti; VPJ-:5) 

Federal Status: Thrcatcned 
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PHOTO I: View northwest of nonnative annual grassland. 
Photograph taken from the northeastem portion of the 
project sire. 

PH OTO 3: View north of oak savanna urrounded by 
nonnative annua l grassland. Photograph taken fi·om the 
central portion of the project site. 

PHOTO 5: View north of rtlderal/disturbed areas. Photo­
graph taken from rhe \o\'CSt-centraJ portion of the project site. 

SOURCE M.S. 20 IJ 

.... -

PHOTO 2: View north of norulative annual grassland. 
Photograph taken from the western portion of the project 
site. 

PHOTO 4: View north west of vineyard. PhotOgraph taken 
from the north-central portion of the project site. 

PH OTO 6: View west of ruderal/disrurbed areas and 
vineyard. Photograph taken from the north-cenrral portion 
of the project s ite. 

Santa l'ne: Camp 4 BA 201551 • 

Figure 6a 
Site Photographs 



PHOTO 7: View north of ruderal/disturbed areas and 
ephemeral drainage. Photograph taken from the northern 
portion of the project site. 

PHOTO 9: View southwest of vernal pool. Photograph 
taken from the southwestern portion of the project site. 

PHOTO 11 : View south of ephemeral drainage just south of 
levee. Photograph taken from the south-central ponion of 
the project site. 

SOURCE. AES, 101:; 

PHOTO 8: Viev.r southeast of nonnative annual grassland. 
oak savanna, and ephemeral drainage. Photograph taken 
from the southwestern portion of the project s ite. 

PHOTO I 0: View west of manmade basin. Phorograph 
taken from the northwestern portion of the project site. 

PHOTO 12: View southeast of vernal pool that fom1ed as a 
result of construction of the manmade levee. Photograph 
taken from the south-central portion of the project site. 

Soma Yne= Camp -1 BA 201551 • 

Figure 6b 
Site Photographs 
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Figure 8 
Habitat Impact Map 



Biology: VPFS inhabit vernal pools of the Central Valley and Coast Ranges from 10 to 290 meters. 
VPFS are most commonly found in small swales, earth slumps, or basalt-flow depression basins with 
grassy or muddy bottoms in unplowed soils, and occasionally in clear depressions less than one meter in 
diameter in sandstone outcrops surrounded by foothill grasslands. VPFS occur in waters between 4.5 and 
2JOC, with low to moderate total dissolved solids ( 48 to 481 parts per million [ppm J), and a pH between 
6.3 and 8.5 (Syrdah~ 1993; Eriksen and Belk, 1999). When the vernal pools fill with rainwater, VPFS 
hatch from eggs (shell-covered dormant embryos) present in the soil from previous years of breeding. 
Eggs normally hatch when water less than I ooc fills vernal pools. VPFS reach maturity in 
approximately 18 days under conditions when da)'time temperatures reach 20°C, but 41 days are more 
typical if water remains near l5°C (Gallagher, 1996; Helm, 1998). 

Regional Distribution: VPFS are known from Alameda, Butte, Calaveras, Colusa. Contra Costa, El 
Dorado, Fresno, Glenn, Kings, Madera, Merced, Monterey, Napa, Placer, Riverside, Sacramento, San 
Benito, San Joaquin, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Shasta. Solano, Stanislaus, Sutter, Tehama. Tulare, 
Tuolumne, Ventura, Yolo, and Yuba counties in California and in southern Oregon (NatureServe, 2011). 
There are no CNDDB records for VPFS within five miles of the project site. There is only one 
documented CNDDB record for VPFS within Santa Barbara County. The record is from 2004 and is 
mapped approximately 48.3 kilometers (30 miles) north of the project site (CNDDB occurrence number: 
359). The record states that an estimated 10,000 VPFS adults were observed within a small swale 
comprised of rocky, clay soil surrounded by grazed blue oak/grassland. 

Recovery Plan: VPFS is covered as a federally listed threatened species under the Recovery Plan for 
Vernal Pool Ecosystems for California and Southern Oregon (Vernal Pool Recovery Plan) (USFWS, 
2005a). The USFWS published the Vernal Pool Recovety Plan on December 15,2005. The Vernal Pool 
Recovery Plan covers 20 federally threatened or endangered species and I 3 special status species that 
inhabit vernal pool ecosystems in California and southern Oregon. The south em portion of the project 
site occurs within the Santa Barbara Vernal Pool Region within the Lake Cachuma core area of the 
V emal Pool Recovety Plan (USFWS, 2005a). 

Potential to o~~ur in the Action Area: The project site provides habitat for VPFS within the seasonal 
wetlands and is located within a core area of the Vernal Pool Recovery Plan. The seasonal wetlands did 
not contain water during the September 2011, March 2012, and April2012 biological surveys of the 
project site. Because of the factors above and that the no protocol level surveys for VPFS have been 
conducted, VPFS may occur within the project site. 

Potential Impacts: The Proposed Project could impact seasonal wetlands located within a core area of 
the Vernal Pool Recovery Plan that provide habitat for VPFS. No indirect effects would occur to 
seasonal wetlands since no other seasonal wetlands with hydrological connectivity occur within 250 feet 
of the seasonal wetlands proposed to be impacted. The avoidance and minimization measures identified 
below would ensure that the Proposed Project may affect but is not likely to advenely affect VPFS. 
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Mitigation Measures: The following mitigation measures are required to avoid or minimize potential 
adverse affects to VPFS. Upon implementation of the mitigation measures identified below, potential 
impacts to VPFS would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

• Prior to the final site determination of the residential units, utility corridors, roadways, and any 
other project component that would result in ground disturbance, a qualified biologist shall 
identify appropriate wetland habitat buffer zones around seasonal wetland habitat within the 
project site to assure avoidance during construction. 

• Prior to construction within 500 feet of a wetland habitat buffer zone, a qualified biologist shall 
demarcate each buffer zone using appropriate materials such as high visibility construction 
fencing. which will not be removed until the completion of construction activities within 500 feet 
of the wetland habitat buffer zone. 

• Staging areas shall be located away from the wetland habitat buffer zones. Temporary 
stockpiling of excavated or imported material shall occur only in approved construction staging 

areas. 
• Prior to construction within 500 feet of a wetland buffer zone, a USFWS-approved biologist shall 

conduct a habitat sensitivity training related to VPFS for project contractors and personnel. 

Supporting materials containing training information shall be prepared and distributed. Upon 
completion of training, all construction personnel shall sign a fonn stating that they have 

attended the training and understand all the conservation measures. Training shall be conducted 
in languages other than English, as appropriate. Proof of this instruction will be kept on file with 
the Tribe. The Tribe will provide the USFWS with a copy of the training materials and copies of 

the signed forms by project staff indicating that training has been completed within 30 days of 
the completion of the ftrsttraining session. Copies of signed fonns will be submitted monthly as 
additional training occurs for new employees. The crew foreman will be responsible for 

ensuring that construction personnel adhere to the guidelines and restrictions. If new 
construction personnel are hired following the habitat sensitivity training. the crew foreman will 
ensure that the personnel receive the mandatory training before starting work. 

California Red-Legged Frog (Rona aurora droytonii,· CRLF) 

Federal Status: Threatened 

Biology: CRLF require aquatic breeding areas embedded within a matrix of riparian and upland dispersal 
habitats from sea level to approximately 1,500 meters (75 FR 12816-12959). Breeding aquatic habitats 
include pools and backwaters within streams, creeks, ponds, marshes, springs, sag ponds, dune ponds, 
and lagoons. CRLF also breed in artificial impoundments including stock ponds. The breeding period is 
from November through April. CRLF mate between February and March. The eggs hatch into tadpoles 
in approximately three weeks. The tadpoles subsequently metamorphose into juveniles between 11 and 
20 weeks, which generally occurs between June and September. CRLF use a variety of areas, including 
aquatic, ripari~ and upland habitats. CRLF require a breeding pond, slow-flowing stream reach, or 
deep pool within a stream with vegetation or other material to which egg masses may be attached. These 
areas must hold water long enough for tadpoles to complete their metamorphosis into juvenile frogs that 

Ar~~~1)11cal Environmental Servk:u 
~r101J 

18 Ch.....uh c-p 4 Fn-To-Tnu~ 
BiologicrJ ~ 



can survive outside of water. The CRLF use riparian and upland habitats for foraging. shelter, cover, and 

dispersal movement (75 FR 12816-12959). Upland habitats inc1ude crevices under boulders or rocks and 
organic debris, such as downed trees or logs; industrial debris; and agricultural features, such as drains, 
watering troughs, abandoned sheds, or hay-ricks. Beginning with the first rains of fall, CRLF may make 
overland excursions through upland habitats during the night. CRLF may move distances up to 1.6 
kilometers (one mile) throughout one wet season (USFWS, 2002). 

Regional Distribution: CRLF are known from Alameda, Butte, Contra Costa, ElDorado, Fresno, Kern, 

Los Angeles, Marin, Mariposa, Mendocino, Merced, Monterey, Napa, San Benito, San Bernardino, San 
Diego, San Joaquin, San Luis Obispo, San Mateo, Santa Barbara, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Siskiyou, 
Solano, Sonoma, Stanislaus, Tehama, Trinity, Tuolumne, and Ventura counties (NatureServe, 2011). 

There are two CNDDB records for CRLF within five miles of the project site. The nearest CNDDB 
record is from 2003 and is approximately 1.13 kilometers (0.7 miles) south of the project site (occurrence 
number: 769). The record states that one juvenile CRLF was observed within a narrow riparian corridor 

within a tributary to the Santa Ynez River below a six-foot high impassible waterfall. The other CNDDB 
record is from 2002 and is approximately 6.12 kilometers (3.8 miles) southwest of the project site 

(occurrence number: 665). The record states that eight CRLF adults and 27 juveniles were observed on a 
bank within a small pool within Quiota Creek (CDFG, 2003). 

Recovery Plan: The USFWS published the Recovery Plan for the California Red-legged Frog (Rona 

aurora draytonil) (CRLF Recovery Plan) on May 28, 2002 (USFWS, 2002). The objective of the CRLF 
Recovery Plan is to reduce any threats to the species and to improve the status of the CRLF populations 

sufficiently to warrant delisting. The CRLF Recovery Plan designated eight recovery unit boundaries 
throughout California and 35 Core Areas within the unit boundaries. Recovery units are "regions of the 
species' distribution that are distinct from one another based on ecological characteristics, status of the 
species. threats to the continued existence of the species. or recovery actions needed within the area." 
Core Areas are "watersheds. or portions thereof, that have been determined to be essential to the recovery 

of the CRLF." Core Areas have no legal mandate for protection under FESA and solely rely upon 

voluntary implementation (USFWS. 2002). The project site does not occur within any of the recovery 
unit boundaries for CRLF. 

Potential to Occur io the Action Area: The project site does not provide breeding habitat for CRLF as 
the manmade water storage basin is concrete lined and lacks vegetation and the ephemeral drainages do 
not hold pennanent water long enough for CRLF larvae to develop into adults (USFWS, 2013). Aquatic 

features, including manmade ponds that that appear to hold water for the majority of the year, occur to 
the east and west of the project site, which may provide habitat for CRLF (Figure 3). Six of these 
wetland features occur within 1.6 kilometers (one mile) to the west of the project site and five wetland 
features within 1.6 kilometers (one mile) to the east of the project site. Because these features occur on 

private land, they were not ground-truthed during the September 2011. March 2012, and April2012 
surveys. Therefore, it is uncertain whether these features lack barriers between the wetland features and 

potential upland habitat within the project site and/or whether the wetland features are comprised of 
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emergent vegetation required for CRLF to breed. CRLF has the potential to utilize upland habitat within 

the project site. 

Potential Impacts: The project site does not provide breeding habitat for CRLF. The Proposed Project 

wou ld have no effect on CRLF breeding habitat because none ex ists within the proposed action area. 

The project site pro ides upland habitat within all land located within 1.6 ki lometers of wetland features 

occurring outside of the eastern and western boundaries of the proposed action area. The Proposed 

Project could impact CRLF shou ld it be determined that CRLF occupy the wetland features occurring 

outs ide of the project site. The avoidance and minimizat ion measures identified below wou ld ensure that 

the Proposed Project may affect but is not likely to adversely affect CRLF. 

M itigation Measur·es: The following mitigation measures are requ ired to avoid or minimize potential 
adverse affects to CR.LF. Upon implementation of the miti gation measures identified below, potentia l 
impacts to CRLF would be reduced to a less-than-significant le el. 

• A qualified biologist shall conduct a habitat sensitivity training related to CRLF for project 

contractors and personneL as identified under the mitigation measures for VPFS. 

• A qualified biologist shall conduct a preconstruction urvey within 14 days prior to the onset of 

construction activitie occurri ng within 1.6 kilometer of potential breed ing habitat. 

• A qualified biologist shall monitor con truction activit ies during initial grading activities with in 

the project s ite. Should a CRLF be detected within the construction footprint, gradi ng activities 

shall halt and the USFWS shall be consulted . No grading activitie shall commence until the 

biologist determi nes that the CRLF ha vacated the construction footprint on its own accord and 

the USFWS authorize the re-initiation of grading activities. 

7.0 CRITICAL HABIT AT 

7.1 VERJ~AL POOL FALR Y SHRIMP (BRA NCHJNECTA LYNCHI; VPFS) 

The US FWS designated critica l habitat for I 5 vernal pool species on Augu t I I, 2005 (50 CFR 17) 

(USFWS. 2005a). The primary constituent elements of critical habitat for VPFS are the habitat 

components that provide: topographic features characterized by mounds and swales and depressions 

withi n a matrix of urrounding uplands that result in complexes of continuous ly, or imem1ittently, 

flowing surface water in the swales connecting the pools, providing for dispersal and promoting 

hydroperiods of adequate length in the pools; depressional features including isolated vernal pools with 

underlying restrictive soil layers that become inundated during winter rain and that continuously hold 

water for a minimum of 18 days. in all but the driest years: thereby pro iding adequate water for 

incubation, maturation. and reproduction; sources of food, expected to be detritus occurring in the pools, 

contributed by overland flow from the pools' watershed, or the results of biological processes wirhiJl tJ1e 

pools themselves. such as s ingle-celled bacteria. algae. and dead organic matter, to provide for feeding; 

and pool structure consisting of organic and inorgan ic material . such as living and dead plants from 

plant species adapted ro seasonally inundated environments. rocks, and other inorganic debris that may 

be washed, blown, or otherwise transported into the pools, that provide shelter. The USFWS (2011) li st 

Analytical Environmental Services 
November 2013 

20 C/wmash Camp.; Fee-T<Y·TrrtSI 
81ologica/ Assessment 



identifies VPFS as having critical habitat within the vicinity of the Proposed Project. The southern 
portion of the project site occurs within Critical Habitat Unit 31 (Figure 8). 

No adverse modification would occur to the 330.11 acres of critical habitat for VPFS as a result of the 
Proposed Action. The Proposed Project will avoid removal of potential habitat in the seasonal wetlands 
within the action area. The Proposed Action is not likely to adversely aff'ed critical habitat for VPFS 
because of the limited size and the avoidance measures that would be implemented for the species. 

7.2 CALIFORNIA RED-LEGGED FROG (IlANA AURORA DRAYTONll; CRLF) 

The USFWS revised the critical habitat designated for CRLF on March 17, 20 I 0 (USFWS, 20 I 0; 75 FR 
12816-12959). The USFWS designated approximately I ,636,609 acres of critical habitat within 48 units 
of27 counties in California. The project site does not occur within critical habitat for CRLF. The 
nearest critical habitat units in the vicinity of the project site include SBT-3 and SBT-6. SBT-3 occurs 
approximately 8.88 kilometers (5.6 miles) northeast of the project site. SBT -6 occurs approximately 8.1 
kilometers (5.5) miles south of the project site. The Proposed Project would have no effect on critical 
habitat for CRLF because none occurs within the project site. 

8.0 INTERRELATED AND INTERDEPENDENT EFFECTS 

Interrelated and interdependent effects are direct or indirect effects that occur as a result of activities that 
are closely affiliated with a project. The development of the Proposed Project is an interrelated and 
interdependent activity to the proposed federal actions. The Proposed Project would not be developed 
but for the transfer of land into trust. No additional interrelated and interdependent effects would occur 
as a result of the Proposed Action. 

9.0 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

For the purposes of this BA, cumulative effects are defmed as the effects of future state, loca~ or private 
activities that are reasonably foreseeable in the Action Area. This BA only discusses future state, local, 
or private activities occurring outside the Action Area if they result in effects within the Action Area. 
Future federal actions that are unrelated to the Proposed Project are not considered in this BA because 
they will be subject to separate consultation pursuant to Section 7 ofFESA. No cumulative projects are 
anticipated to occur in the vicinity of the Action Area. Any future development in the area would be 
required to mitigate impacts to biological resources based on the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), the California Endangered Species Act, the federal Clean Water Act, and the FESA. No 
significant cumulative effects would occur. 
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10.0 CONCLUSIONS AND DETERMINATION 

The Proposed Project could impact 0.1 S acres of seasonal wetlands located within a core area of the 
Vernal Pool Recovery Plan that provide habitat for VPFS. The avoidance measures including 
establishment of appropriate buffer zones by a qualified biologist, environmental awareness training, and 

monitoring grading activities within 500 feet of wetland features located within the project site would 
ensure that the Proposed Action is not likely to advenely affect VPFS. 

The Proposed Project would have no effect on CRLF breeding habitat because none exists within the 

proposed action area. The Proposed Project could impact upland habitat for CRLF should it be 

detennined that CRLF occupy the wetland features occuning outside of the project site. The avoidance 
and minimization measures including conducting preconstruction surveys and environmental awareness 

training and monitoring grading activities within 1.6 kilometers of the wetland features located outside of 
the project site would ensure that the Proposed Action is not likely to advenely affect CRLF. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
USFWS, CNDDB, AND CNPS LISTS 



United States Department of the Interior 

1}4 RUt. y REFEJl TO: 
o&EVEN~2012-SU~S 

Kelly Bayne 
1801 7th Street, Swte 1 oo 
Sacramento, California 95811 

FISH AND WU.DLIFE SERVICE 
Ventura Fish and Wildl.ife Office 

2493 Portola Road, Suite B 
Ventura, California 93003 

November 16, 2011 

Subject: Species List Request for the SYI-Camp 4 Project, Santa Barbara County, 
California 

Dear Mr. Phillips: 

This letter responds to your request, dated October 6, 2011, and received in our office via IPaC 
the same day, for a list of endangered, threatened, proposed, or candidate species that may occur 
in the vicinity of the SYI-Camp 4 project, Santa Barbara County, California. The project is for 
an unspecified development project located at 34.624387° N latitude 120.051079° W longitude. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (Service) responsibilities include administering the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act), including sections 7, 9, and 10. Section 9 of 
the Act and its implementing regulations prohibit the taking of any federally listed endangered or 
threatened species. Section 3(19) of the Act defines take to mean to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, 
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct Service 
regulations (50 CFR 17 .3) define harm to include significant habitat modification or degradation 
which actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, 
including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Harassment is defined by the Service as an intentional 
or negligent action that creates the likelihood of injury to wildlife by annoying it to such an 
extent as to significantly disrupt nonnal behavioral patterns which include, but are not limited to, 
breeding, feeding, or sheltering. The Act provides for civil and criminal penalties for the 
unlawful taking of listed species. 

Exemptions to the prohibitions against take may be obtained through coordination with the 
Service in two ways. If the subject project is to be funded, authorized, or carried out by a Federal 
agency and may affect a listed species, the Federal agency must consult with the Service, 
pursuant to section 7(a)(2) of the Act. If a proposed project does not involve a Federal agency 
but may result in the take of a listed animal species, the project proponent should apply for an 
incidental take permit, pursuant to section IO(a)(l)(B) of the Act. Once you have determined if 
the proposed project will have a lead Federal agency, we can provide yo~ with more detailed 
information regarding the section 7 or lO(a)(l)(B) permitting process. 



LISTED AND CANDIDATE SPECIES 
THAT MAY OCCUR IN THE VICINITY OF 

THE PROPOSED PROJECT, SANTA BARBARA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

~ 
Least Bell's vireo 

Amphibians 
Califorrua red-legged frog 
Califolllla tiger salamander 

Invertebrates 
Vernal pool fu.iry shrimp 

~ 
Gambel's watercress 
Marsh sandwort 

Key: 
E • Endangered T · Threatened 

Vireo be/Iii pusillus 

Rana draytonii 
Ambystoma californiense 

Branchinecta lynch/ 

Rorippa gambe/lii 
Arenaria paludicola 

CH • Critical habitat 

E 

T 
E 

T,CH 

E 
E 



Gallfomla Department of Fish and Game 
Natural Diversity Database 

Selected Elements by Sclantlfle Name • Portrait 

Scientific Name/Common Name Element Code 

Accipiter cooperll ASNKC12040 

Cooper's hawk 

2 Agellllus tricolor ABPBXB0020 
tricolored blackbird 

3 AgfO$tJS hooverl PMPOA040MO 

Hoover's bent grass 

4 Ann/ella pu/chra pulchra ARACC01012 

silvery legless llUHd 

5 ArctostaphyiO$ refugloensis PDER!041BO 

Refugio manzanita 

6 Atrlplex seronana var. davldsonll PDCHE041T1 

Davidson's sattscale 

7 Cltllfomla macrophylla PDGER01070 

round·leave<l filaree 

8 ca/ochortus flmbrlatus PML!LOD1J2 

late.flowered mariposa-lily 

9 Cordylanthus rlgldus ssp. llnoralls PDSCROJOP2 

seaside bird's-beak 

10 Delphinium umbracuforum PDRANOBIWO 

umbrella larKspur 

11 Emys marmorata ARAAD02030 

western pond turtle 

12 Lssthenla gfabrata ssp. coulter/ POAST5LOA1 

Coulter's goldfields 

13 Lonlcera subsplcata var. subsplcata PDCPR030R3 

Santa Barbara honeysuckle 

14 Oncorhynchus mykiss lridtJus AFCHA0209J 

southern steelhead • southern California DPS 

15 Rana drayton/1 AAABH0t022 

California red-legged frog 

16 Senr~clo aphanactls PDA5T8H080 

chaparral ragwort 

17 Southern California Sterllhaad Stroam CARE2310CA 

18 Southern Cosst LfVs Oak Riparian Forest CTT61310CA 

19 Southam Cottonwood WJJ/ow Riparian Forest CTT61330CA 

20 Southern Vema/ Pool CTT44300CA 

21 Southern Willow Scrub CTI63320CA 

22 Thamnophls hammond// ARAD836160 

two-striped garter snake 

23 Thelyptarls pubsrula var. sonorensls PPTHE05192 
Sonoran maiden fern 

24 Tlumnopsls macrophylht PDFAB3ZOEO 

Santa Ynez false lupine 

Commercial Version- Dated March 02. 2012- Biogeographic Data Branch 

Report Printed on Monday. March 19,2012 

Federal Status 

Endangered 

Threatened 

COFG or 
State Status GRank SRank CNPS 

G5 S3 

G2G3 S2 sc 

G2 52.2 16.2 

G3G4T3T4 S3 sc 
0 

G2 S2? 1R2 

G5T2? 52? 18.2 

G2 S2 16.1 

G3G4 52.2 18.2 

Endangered G5T1 51.1 18.1 

G2G3 S2S3.3 16.3 

G3G4 S3 sc 

G4T3 S2.1 18.1 

G5T2 S2.2 18.2 

G5T2Q S2 sc 

G4T2T3 5253 sc 

G3? 51.2 2.2 

G? SNR 

G4 S4 

G3 53.2 

G? SNR 

G3 52.1 

G3 S2 sc 

G5T3 S2.2? 22 

"'"' G1 su 16.3 

Page 1 
lnfonnatlon Expires 0910212012 
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CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants 

at.t..: Platt Press Manager window with 13 items -Mon. Mar. 19, 2012 15:35 c 

• DwirlJ each Wsit, we prcMde you with an ~ "Plan Press" for collecting items of irterest. 
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Aaroltll booytrl • 

.. l.~ •• j' '.1 J .. •. rtfualo!nlll • 

Cllfomll nwcropbylll • 

Clullntbut ll!!pl!xlcaula var. ......... 
Conlylantbut rlalda asp. 
Wtpra• • 
Dllpblnlum umbrlculorum • 

Lonlclq ,..,... var. 

• 
.BIIaiiiWUID vat. hoffnW!DH 

~ 11llnnq h nwcrophvla • 

1-b:>Ysr's beri grass 

Refugio mariZ:a ita 

rotm-leaved filaree 

late-flowered mariposa 
r 
SarU Barbara jewel-
flower 

seaside bird's-beak 

unbrella larkspu' 

Ojai fritDiary 

eouter's goldfields 

SarU Barbara 
honeysuckle 

1-bffna II'S bitter 

chaparral ragwort 

SarU Ynaz false 11.4)1ne 

Poaceae 

Erlcaceae 

Gerariaceae 

LHiaceae 

Brassicaceae 

RaiUlCUaceae 

Lllaceae 

Asteraceae 

Csprifoliaceae 

Grosstmriaoeae 

Fabaceae 
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18.1 
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18.1 
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18.2 
List 
18.1 

List 
18.2 
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ATTACHMENT 2 
PLANTS AND WILDUFE OBSERVED 



Plants and Wildlife Observed within the Project Site. 

Plants observed. 
Family Scientific Name 

Agavaceae Chlorogalum pomeridianum var. 
pomeridianum 

Amaranthaceae Amaranthus retroj]_exus 
Apiaceae Lomatium spp. 
Asclepiadaceae Asclepias californica 

Asclepias fasicularis 
Asteraceae Acherachaena mol/is 

Baccharis pilularis 
Calendula arvensis 
Carduus pycnocephalus 
Centaurea melitensis 
Centaurea solstitialis 
Conyza canadensis 
Lasthenia gracilis 
Layia platyglossa 
Matricaria discoidea 
Silybum murianum 
Sonchus oleraceus 
Taraxicum officianale 
Amsinckia menziesii 

Boraginaceae Plagiobothrys nothofolvus 
Plagiobothrys stipitatus var. 
micranrhus 

Brassicaceae Brassica nif(ra 
Capsella bursa-pastoris 
Hirschfeldia incana 
Lepidium nitidum var. nitidum 
Raphanus sativus 

Cactaceae Opuntia sp. 
Chenopodaceae Atriplex trian$!ularis 
Convolvulaceae Convolvulus arvensis 
Cyperaceae Cyperus eragrostis 

Eleocharis macrostachya 
Euphorbiaceae Croton setigerus 
Fabaceae Acmispon wrangelianus 

Lupinus bicolor 
Medicago polymorpha 
Trifolium depauperatum var. 
amplectens 
Vicia sativa 

Fagaceae Quercus Iobato 
Quercus agrifolia 

Geraneaceae Erodium cicutarium 
Geranium dissecta 

Lamiaceae Lamium amplexicaule 

Analytical Environmental Services 1 

Common Name 
Soaproot 

Pigweed 

California milkweed 
Narrow-leaf milkweed 
Blow-wives 
C<>yote bush 
Field marigold 
Italian thistle 
Tocalote 
Yellow star-thistle 
Horseweed 
Goldfields 
Tidy-tips 
Pinea_j)Qie weed 
Milk thistle 
Prickly lettuce 
Dandelion 
Common fiddleneck 
Popcorn flower 
Popcorn flower 

Wild mustard 
Shepherds purse 
Short pod mustard 
Peppergrass 
Wild radish 
Prickly pear cactus 
SpearscaJe 
Field bindweed 
Nutsedge 
Creeping spike-rush 
Doveweed 
Foothill lotus 
Bicolor lupine 
Bur clover 
Clover 

Spring vetch 
Valley oak 
Coast live oak 
Filaree 
Cut leaf geranium 
Henbit 

Santa Yne.z·Camp 4 
Biological Assessment 



Mentha arvensis 
Mentha pulegium 
Trichostema lanceolatum 

Lythraceae Lythrum hyssopifolium 
Malvaceae Malva parviflora 

Sidalcea sp. 
Montiaceae Calandrinia ciliate 
Onagraceae Epilobium ciliatum 
Papaveraceae Eschscholzia californica 
Plantaginaceae Planta~o erecta 

Plantago lanceoleta 
Poaceae Avenafatua 

Bromus diandrus 
Bromus hordeaceus 
Crypsis alopecuroides 
Cynodon dacty/on 
Echinochloa crus-gali 
Hordeum murinum 
Lolium multijlorum 
Poa pratensis 
Stipa pulchra 
Vu/pia myuros 

Polemoniaceae Navarretia squarrosa 
Polygonaceae Poly~onum arenastrum 

Polygonum californicum 
Rumex crispus 

Ranunculaceae Ranunculus californicus var. 
callfornicus 

Rubiaceae Galium aparine 
SaJicaceae Populus femontii 
Solanaceae Datura discolor 

Solanum nigra 

Themidaceae Dichelostemma capitatum ssp. 
capitatum 
Muilla maritime 

Violaceae Viola peduncu/ata 
Vitaceae Vitis vinifera var. 
Zygophyllaceae Tibulus terrestris 

Wildlife observed. 
Family Scientific Name 

Mammals 
Bovidae 8os taurus 
Canidae Canis /atrans 
Equidae Equus cabal/us 
Leporidae Lepus californicus 
Sciuridae Spermophi/us beecheyi 

Reptiles 
Phrynosomatidae Sce/oporus occidentalis 

Birds 
Accipitridae Buteo jamaicensis 
Accipitridae Buteo linearus 

Analytical Environmental Services 2 

Field mint 
Pennyroyal 
Vinegar weed 
Hyssop loosestrife 
Cbeeseweed 
Checkerbloom 
Red maids 
Willow herb 
California poppy 
California plantain 
English plantain 
Wild oat 
Ripgut brome 
Soft chess 
Prickle grass 
Bermuda grass 
Barnyard grass 
Foxtail barley 
Italian rye grass 
Kentucky blu~s 
Purple needlegrass 
Zorro fescue 
Skunkweed 
Common knotweed 
California knotweed 
Curly dock 

California buttercup 

Fremont's cottonwood 
Jimsonweed 
Nightshade 

Bluedicks 

Common muilla 
Johnn_.Y:ium_Q-up 
Wine grape varietal 
Puncture vine 

Common Name 

Domestic cow 
Coyote 
Domestic horse 
Black-tailed jackrabbit 
California ground squirrel 

Western fence lizard 

Red-tailed hawk 
Red-shouldered hawk 

Santa Ynez-<:amp 4 
Biological Assessment 
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Cathartidae Cathartu aura 
Columbidac Zenaida macroura 
Corvidae CDn~tUbr clws 

Corvau ccwaz 
Cucilidae Ge califonriama 
Fa1conidae Falco sparvuius 
Hinmdinidae Hinlndo ru.Jtica 
Jcteridae A.gelaita phoeniceJU 

Molothna ater 
Sturne//a neJtlecta 

Mimidae Mimus polyglottcn 
Parulidae Setophoga corona/a 
Picidae Mel '01'11ficivonu 
Turdidae Sia/ia me:ricana 

• 

• 

Turl<ey vultun: 
Mourning dove 
American crow 
Common raven 
Greater roadnmner 
American kestrel 
Barn swallow 
Rod-winged blackbird 
Brown-headed cowbird 
Western meadowlark 
Northem mockingbird 
Yellow-rumped warbler 
Acomw ker 
Western bluebird 

Santa YI'IU-Citrlp 4 --



ATTACHMENT 3 
REGIONALLY OCCURRING FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES 



Critical 
Habitat 

.. d 
in Washington 

TABLE I 

In marshes and 
3 to 170 

found in Aprii.Qctober 
swamps from 5 to 330 

May (adults) grassy or muddy 
10 to 290 
1.1~ _ _ 9metcrsl Dry season: Jun~ 

Region (Eriksen and November (cysts) 

steel head 

Threatened 

Santa Maria River south to the southern !Found in cooL dear, 
of San Mateo Creek In San Diego County (Moyle,~ ~and riven with rimu and ample cov• ~ 

- · ian vegetation or overhanging banks. 

San 
Solano, Sonoinl. Stanislaus. 

counties (Stebbins. 2003). 

occurs in streams with pool and riffle 
Requires cold water and gravelly 

plant communities 
to 1,054 meters (Stebbins. 2003). 

Coast &om MCfldocino County to Baja ~nd In permanent and temporary pools of 
and inland through the northern Sacramento mushes. and ponds with dense grassy 

into the foothills of the Sierra Nevada mountains. d/or shrubby vegetation from 0 to 1,160 meters 
to eastern Tulare County, and possibly eastern Kern atureServe.. 

20 
II). 

Currently .a:epled ran2e excludes the Central 

FEDERAL: U'alted Sblta Fish aad Wildlife Servke 
FE • FederaJiy Endangered; FT • Federally Threatened; CH • Federally Listed Critical Habital 

(odults) 
March 15 ~Mayl5 

(1 ..... ) 

Novcmbcr·June 

"'~ 

toxL 

"'~ 

AMiytlr::ll Eli rile r.-c.l Srnkll c,__,~~~'!"r~n.at 



ATTACHMENT 4 
UPDATED SPECIES LISTS 



121'121'13 Urdlldll o.kk Endlngered Spedee Ult, S8cr&i • *» Filh ..:1 Wlclife Ol'llot 

Database last updated: September 18,2011 

Report Date: December 12, 2013 

Listed Species 

Invertebrates 

Branchlnecta lynch! 

Critical habitat, vernal pool fairy shrimp (X) 

Amphibians 

Rana draytonll 

Critical habitat, California red-legged frog (X) 

Key: 

• (E) Endangered - Usted as being In danger of extinction, 
• (T) Threatened • Usted as likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future, 
• (P) Proposed ·Officially proposed In the Federal Register for listing as endangered or threatened. 
• (NMFS) Species under the Jurisdiction of the National Oceanic & Atmosoherlc Administration Asherles Service. 

Consult with them dlrect!y about these species. 1 

• Critical Habitat· Area essential to the conservation of a species. 
• (PX) Proposed Critical Habitat· The species Is already listed. Critical habftat ls being proposed for it. 
• (C) Candidate· Candidate to become a proposed species. 
• (V) Vacated by a court order. Not currently In effect Being reviewed by the Service. 
• (X) Critical Habitat designated for this species I 

I 
I 
' 

' 
'IMW.I\w.golla::r&i&ldei_~lsfllet_speclee-llst!l_q_llndlr_quldlllslcft'n?I0=1890 

' 

1N 



12/12/13 Unofficial Quick Endangered Species Ust Sacramento Fish and Wldlife Ofrice 

Database last updated : September 18, 2011 

Report Date: December 12, 2013 

Listed Species 

Invertebrates 

Branchinecta lynch! 

Critical habitat, vernal pool fairy shrimp (X) 

Key: 

• (E) Endangered - Listed as being in danger of extinction. 
• (T) Threatened - Listed as likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future. 
• (P) Proposed - Officially proposed in the Federal Register for listing as endangered or threatened. 
• (NMFS) Species under the Jurisdiction of the National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration Fisheries Service. 

Consult with them directly about these species. 
• Critical Habitat- Area essentia l to the conservation of a species. 
• (PX) Proposed Critical Habitat- The species is already listed. Critical habitat is being proposed for it . 
• (C) Candidate - Candidate to become a proposed species. 
• (V) Vacated by a court order. Not currently in effect. Being reviewed by the Service. 
• (X) C ritlcal Habitat designated for this species 

WNN.fNs.QcNsat::.ratret:'4cies speciesllistsles_species-lists quad-finder auicl4istcfm?ID=169A 1/1 



Selected Elements by Scientific Name 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

California Natural Diversity Database 

Query Criteria: Quad is (Santa Ynez (3412051) or Los Olivos (3412061)) 

Species Element Code Federal Status State Status 

Accipiter cooperll ABNKC12040 None None 

Cooper's hawk 

Agelalus tricolor ABPBXB0020 None None 

tricolored blackbird 

Agrostls hooveri PMPOA040MO None None 

Hoover's bent grass 

Ann/ella pulchra pulchra ARACC01012 None None 

silvery legless lizard 

Arctosmphyfos refugloensls PDERI041BO None None 

Refugio manzanita 

California mac.rophyfla PDGER01070 None None 

round-leaved filaree 

Calochortu$ flmbriatus PMLILOD1J2 None None 

late-flowered mariposa-lily 

Cordyfanthus rigldus up. llttoralls PDSCROJOP2 None Endangered 

seaside bird's-beak 

Delphinium umbraculorvm PDRANOB1WO None None 

umbrella larkspur 

Emys marmorata ARAAD02030 None None 

western pond turtle 

Luthenla glabrata "P· coulteri PDAST5LOA1 None None 

Coulter's goldfields 

Lonlcera subsplcata var. subsplcats PDCPR030R3 None None 

Santa Barbara honeysuckle 

Monardel/a hypoleuca up. hypoleucs PDLAM180A3 None None 

white-veined monardella 

Oncorllynchus mykl$5 lrideus AFCHA0209J Endangered None 

southern steelhead - southern California DPS 

Rllns dtaytonll AAABH01022 Threatened None 

California red-legged frog 

Senecio aphanact/s PDAST8H060 None None 

chaparral ragwort 

Southern C.llfomla StH/head Strum CARE2310CA None None 

Southern California Steelhead Stream 

Southern Coast Uve Oak Riparian Forest CTT61310CA None None 

Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest 

Southam Cottonwood Willow Riparian Forest CTT61330CA None None 

Southern CoHonwood Willow Riparian Forest 

Southam Vernal Pool CTT44300CA None None 

Southern Vernal Pool 

Commerdal Version - Dated December, 3 2013- Biogeographic Data Branch 

Report Printed on Thursday, December 12, 2013 

Rare Plant 
Rank/CDFW 

Global Rank State Rank sse or FP 

GS S3 WL 

G2G3 52 sse 

G2 S2 1B.2 

G3G4T3T4Q S3 sse 

G2? S2? 1B.2 

G2 S2 1B.1 

G3 S3 1B.2 

G5T2 52 1B.1 

G2G3 S2S3.3 1B.3 

G3G4 S3 sse 

G4T3 S2.1 1B.1 

GST2 S2 1B.2 

G4T2T3 S2S3 1B.3 

G5T2Q S2 sse 

G2G3 S2S3 sse 

G3? S2 2B.2 

GNR SNR 

G4 S4 

G3 S3.2 

GNR SNR 

Page 1 of2 

Information Expires 61312014 



Species 

South•m Willow Scrub 

Southem Willow Scrub 

Thamnophls hammondil 

two-striped garter snake 

Thelypterls puberula var. sonorens/s 

Sonoran maiden fem 

Thennops/s macrophylla 

Santa Ynez false lupine 

Selected Elements by Scientific Name 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

California Natural Diversity Database 

Element Code Federal Status State Status 

CTI63320CA None None 

AAADB36160 None None 

PPTHE05192 None None 

PDFAB3ZOEO None Rare 

Commercial Version - Dated December. 3 2013- Biogeographic Data Branch 

Report Printed on Thursday. December 12, 2013 

Global Rank State Rank 

Rare Plant 
Rank/CDFW 
SSC orFP 

G3 

G4 

G5T3 

G1 

52.1 

52 sse 

52.2? 2B.2 

51 1B.3 

Record Count: 24 

Page 2 of2 

Information Expires 61312014 



12/12/13 CNPS lrr.entory Results 

c N r s ' ' . / . > • • Rare and Endangered Plant Inventory 

Plant List 

14 matches found. Click on scientific name for details 

I Search Criteria 

Found in Quad 34120E1 

Scientific Name Common Name Family Life form Rare Plant State Global 
Rank Rank Rank 

Arctostaohv1os refuqioensis Refugio manzanita Ericaceae 
perennial e~rgreen 

18.2 S2? G2? 
shrub 

Cal§!ndrini§! brew~ri Brewer's calandrinia Montiaceae annual herb 4.2 S3.2? G4 

Calochortus catalinae Catalina mariposa lily Liliaceae 
perennial 

4.2 S3.2 G3 
bulbiferous herb 

Calochortus fimbriatus 
late-flowered 

Liliaceae 
perennial 

18.3 S3 G3 mariposa lily bulbiferous herb 

Cord~anthus rigidus ss12. 
seaside bird's-beak Orobanchaceae annual herb 

18.1 S2 G5T2 
littor~li~ (hem iparas itic) 

Deinandra paniculata paniculate tarplant Asteraceae annual herb 4.2 S3.2 G3G4 

D~l12hiniym !,lmbra~ulorum umbrella lari<spur Ranunculaceae perennial herb 18.3 S2S3.3 G2G3 

Fritill§!ria ojaiens is Ojai fritillary Liliaceae 
perennial 

18.2 S2 G2 
bulbiferous herb 

La~th~n i~ gl~brata ~sp . 
Coulter's goldfields Asteraceae annual herb 18.1 S2.1 G4T3 co!,llteri 

MoQa(dell§! h~ole!.Jca ssp. white-~ined 
Lamiaceae herb 18.3 S2S3 G4T2T3 

h~oi~UC§! monardella 

Phacelia hubb~ Hubby's phacelia Boraginaceae annual herb 4.2 S3.2 G3 

Ribe~ §!m§!rym YS!r. Hoffmann's bitter 
Grossulariaceae perennial deciduous 

3 S2S3 
G4? 

hoffmannii gooseberry shrub T2T3 

Senecio aphanactis chaparral ragwort Asteraceae annual herb 28.2 S2 G3? 

Thennopsis macrophWa 
Santa Ynez false 

Fabaceae 
perennial 

18.3 S1 G1 
lupine rhizomatous herb 

-- - - --
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California Native Plant Society (CNPS). 2013. Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (online edition, v8-
02). California Native Plant Society. Sacramento, CA. Accessed on Thursday, December 12, 2013. 
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12112113 
I 

I 

CNPS lrr.entoryResults 

c N r s . . '. . . > • . • Rare and Endangered Plant Inventory 

Plant List 

12 matches found. Click on scientific name for details 

I Search Criteria 

Found 1n Quad 34120F1 

Scientific Name Common Name Family L.ifeform Rare Plant State Global 

Aarostis hoo~ri 

Amsinckia douglasiana 

ArctostaohV1os refugioens is 

California macrophvtla 

Calochortus catalinae 

Calochortus clavatus var. 
clavatus 

Calysteqja collina ssp. 
venusta 

Caulanthus amplexicaulis var. 
barb a rae 

~linQpQQi!:lm mimuiQiQ~§ 

Con'v{)lvulus sim ulans 

Rank 

Hoo~r's bent grass Poaceae perennial herb 18.2 

Douglas' fiddleneck 8orag i naceae annual herb 4.2 

Refugio manzanita Ericaceae 
perennial 

18.2 
evergreen shrub 

round-leaved filaree Geraniaceae annual herb 18.1 

Catalina mariposa lily Liliaceae 
perennial 

4.2 
bulbiferous herb 

club-haired mariposa lily Liliaceae 
perennial 

4.3 
bulbiferous herb 

South Coast Range 
morning-glory 

Con'v{)lvulaceae perennial 4 3 
rhizomatous herb · 

Santa Barbara jewel-
8rassicaceae annual herb 18.1 

flower 

monkey-flower sa'v{)ry Lamiaceae perennial berb 4.2 

small-flowered morning- Con'v{)lvulaceae annual herb 4.2 
glory 

Rank Rank 

S2 G2 

S3.2 G3 

S2? G2? 

S2 G2 

S3.2 G3 

53 G4T3 

53.2 G4T3 

51 G4T1 

53.2 G3 

53.2 G3 

D~IQh ini!:lm umbraculQrum umbrella larkspur Ranunculaceae perennial herb 18.3 S2S3.3 G2G3 

LQnic~rsa subspi~a~ ~r, Santa Barbara Caprifoliaceae perennial 
18.2 

subspicata honeysuckle evergreen shrub 
52 GST2 

Suggested Citation 

California Native Plant Society (CNPS) . 2013. Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (online edition, vB-
02). California Native Plant Society. Sacramento, CA. Accessed on Thursday, December 12, 2013. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA T!iE RESOURCES AGENCY 

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
1725 23-' Streel Surle 100 
SACRAMENTO CA95S16-7100 
r916") ••5-7000 Fax 19161 «5-1053 

~OMUND G BROWN Jr Go...,mar 

c.ak~po@p;uM w.~<;t•' www olrl)_l)dr>.ua 'N-< Reply in Reference to. BIA_2014~0303_001 

March 6. 2014 

Amy Dutschke - Regional Director 
United States Department of Interior 
Bureau of lndtan Affatrs- Paciftc Regional Offtce 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

RE. Section 106 consultation for a Fee to Trust Conveyance-1390 acres for Santa Ynez Band of 
Mission Indians, Santa Barbara County 

Dear Ms. Dutschke: 

Thank you for your letter of 24 February 2014 consulting pursuant to Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (16 U.S.C 470f). as amended, and its implementing 
regulation found at 36 CFR Part 600 You determined the above noted action is a Federal 
undertaking and request my concurrence on a finding of ·No Adverse Effect." 

BIA is proposing a fee-to-trust transfer of four parcels of land (identified as APN 141-121-051, 
141-140-010. 141-230-023 and 141-240-002) for the Santa Ynez Band of Mission Indians in Santa 
Barbara County. Encompassing a total of 1390-acres in the Santa Ynez Valley, BIA determined 
the Area of Potential Effect (APE) to be the aforementioned acreage and depicted it in Map-1 and 
-2 of the following study documenting the results of a CHRIS records search and field~survey that 
identified 10 unevaluated cultural resources in the APE: 

• Phase 1 and 1_5 Archaeologicallnvesttgations for the Project 1390/Camp Four/Parker Ranch, 
Vicinity of Santa Ynez, Santa Barbara County, California (Archaeological Assessment and 
Management/Spanne 2011) 

The 10 cultural resources in the APE are as follows-

• AS-1 (CA-SBA-4019)- A small preh1stonc light density lithic scatter conststing of flaked-stone 
waste, utilized flakes and a core tool. 

• AS-2 (CA--SBA-4020)- A small prehistoric light density lithic scatter of primary and secondary 
flakes, blades and small cores_ 

AS-3-H (CA-SBA-4021H) ~A moderate s1ze historic resource containing a well head, a concrete 
block water tank foundation, stock troughs with pipe. and a light scatter of historic artifacts_ 

• AS-4-H (CA-SBA-4022H)- A multi-component resources containing a hght density scatter of 
historic refuse and flaked-stone. 

• T-1 and T-2- Both sites consist of one concrete stock trough 

PS-1, ·2, ·3 and -4- The four sites consist of one rock pile each 

BIA will treat the above resources as eligible properties for purposes of the proposed undertaking. 



• 

Ms. Amy Dutschke 
6 March 2014 

BIA_2014_0124_001 
Page 2 of 2 

Based on a review of submitted matenals. I concur w1th "No Adverse Effect'' pursuant to 36 CFR 
Part 800.5(b) for the fee-to-trust undertaking_ 

You may have additional Section 106 responsibilities for conditions such as changes in project 
scope or unanticipated discoveries_ Thank you for including historic properties and my comments 
in your project planning Please direct quest1ons to Jeff Brooke at (916) 445-7003 or 
Jeff_ Brooke@parks. ca. gov 

Sincerely, 

~ ~ '/')w, /1.]). 
Carol Roland Nawi, PhD 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
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