FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT FOR THE PROPOSED
SANTA YNEZ BAND OF CHUMASH INDIANS CAMP 4 FEE-TOTRUST PROJECT
AGENCY:

Bureau of Indian Affairs

ACTIONS:

Finding of No Significant Impact

SUMMARY:

The Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians (Tribe) submitted a request to
the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) to approve the trust acquisition of approximately 1,411 acres
plus rights of way for tribal housing (Proposed Action). The land proposed for trust acquisition
and development known locally as “Camp 4” is located within an unincorporated area of Santa
Barbara County approximately 1.5 miles northwest of the Tribe’s existing Reservation, 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 (project site). The project site is within the “Santa Ynez Valley
Planning Area” of Santa Barbara County and occurs in Section 8, Township 6 North, Range 30
West on the “Santa Ynez,” California U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-Minute Topographic
Quadrangle.

Based upon the entire administrative record including the analysis in the Final Environmental
Assessment (EA) and consideration of comments received during the public review period, the
BIA makes a finding of no significant impact (FONSI) for the federal action to acquire
approximately 1,411 acres plus rights of way into trust and subsequent implementation of
Alternative A (Five-Acre Housing Plots) or Alternative B (One-Acre Housing Plots). This
finding constitutes a determination that the Proposed Action is not a federal action significantly
affecting the quality of the human environment. Therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) is not required. Comment letters received on the Final EA are provided as Exhibit A.
Responses to each comment letter received are provided as Exhibit B. A Mitigation Monitoring
and Enforcement Program is provided as Exhibit C. A letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) concurring that the trust acquisition is not likely to adversely affect federallylisted species under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act is provided as Exhibit D. Letters
from the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) concurring that the undertaking will
not affect cultural and historic resources are provided as Exhibit E. Tribal Resolutions related to
the Proposed Action that were passed by the Tribe since the release of the Final EA are provided
as Exhibit F. A copy of the signed Notification of Assumption of Williamson Act Contract for
the project site is included as Exhibit G.

BACKGROUND:

The members of the modern Tribe are the direct descendants of the
original Chumash peoples, whose numbers totaled 18,000-22,000 prior to the Spanish contact.
Prior to the Mission Period, there were approximately 150 independent Chumash villages along

the coast of California. Subsequent to Spanish contact, the Chumash population dwindled to
approximately 2,700 in 1831. The Tribe is a politically independent unit of the Chumash cultural
group and is the only federally-recognized band of Chumash Indians. Historically the Chumash
had an extensive territory ranging along the California Coast. The Tribe’s Reservation was
established in 1906 through grants to the federal government from the Catholic Church. The 100
acres of land that initially formed the Tribe’s Reservation, was largely unusable creek beds and
flood plains. The Tribe reorganized its government under the Indian Reorganization Act (IRA) of
1934 after having voted to accept the provisions of the IRA. Although complete reorganization
efforts in California were slow to come from the federal government, the Tribe nonetheless began
developing both its governmental functions and structures to assure continued survival of the
Tribe and its members. The turbulent beginnings of a casino in the 1980s ultimately provided a
base upon which the Tribe began to develop its governmental capabilities and entrepreneurial
infrastructure. The Tribe has slowly been able to purchase additional properties making the
current Reservation approximately 146 acres.
The Tribe’s purpose for taking the 1,411 acres plus rights of way of land into trust is to provide
housing to accommodate the Tribe’s current members and anticipated growth. The project site
lies within the area historically held for the Tribe by the Roman Catholic Church. This
geographical area was subject of the 1897 Quiet Title Action brought by the Roman Catholic
Church (Bishop of Monterey), and these lands are part of the Tribe's ancestral territory and
comprise most of its historic territory. These lands were once part of the lands of Mission Santa
Ines and part of the subsequent Rancho Canada de los Pinos recognized by the U.S. government
as well as being near an individual land grant made to a Santa Ynez Chumash Indian by Mexican
Governor Micheltorena. All these lands were considered to have been the property of the Santa
Ynez Mission Indians by the Spanish and Mexican governments and the Catholic Church. After
California statehood, the Catholic Church carried forward this theory of land tenure by the Santa
Ynez Chumash.
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. 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 Reservation, resulting in severe limitations of efficient land utilization. The
current Reservation has a residential capability of approximately 26 acres or 18 percent of the
Reservation and an economic development capability of approximately 16 acres or 11 percent of
the Reservation. The remaining 99 acres or 71 percent 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 Tribe’s Reservation amounts to approximately 50 acres, much of which has already
been developed.
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The Tribe has a population of 136 tribal members and approximately 1,300 lineal descendants
which it must provide for. Currently, approximately 17 percent of the tribal members and lineal
descendants have housing on tribal lands. All current land assignments on the existing
Reservation will continue to be maintained unchanged. Article VIII of the Articles of
Organization of the Tribe expressly states that only the General Council composed of all adults
members of the Tribe over the age of 21 can veto or cancel an existing land assignment on the
Reservation. 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. 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 trust transfer of the project site would provide necessary housing within the Tribe’s ancestral
and historic territory for its current members and future generations. This 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 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 agricultural operations on the property; thereby allowing the
Tribe to continue to maintain economic self sufficiency through diversified tribally-governed
commercial enterprises. Under the Proposed Action, the tribal government would be able to
exercise its sovereignty over its land holdings.
An EA for the Proposed Action (SCH #20130810610) was submitted to the State Clearinghouse
and released for public and agency review for a 30-day comment period, 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), beginning on August 20, 2013 and was
noticed to end on September 19, 2013 (referred herein as the “2013 EA”). 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.
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Overall, the 2013 EA was released for public and agency review and comment for 90 days. The
BIA received a total of 1,129 comment letters; a majority of which were form letters.
As stated in Section 1.3 of the 2013 EA, one of the purposes of the Proposed Action was to fulfill
the purpose of the Tribe’s Consolidation and Acquisition Plan (Plan) by providing housing within
the Tribal Consolidation Area (TCA) to accommodate the Tribe’s current members and
anticipated growth. The Tribe submitted the Plan to the BIA in March 2013, which identified a
TCA encompassing approximately 11,500 acres within the Santa Ynez Valley, including the
project site. 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 Plan and 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. 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.
The Tribe prepared and submitted a revised trust acquisition application to the BIA excluding the
withdrawn Plan and TCA from the purpose and need. A Final EA was prepared that addresses
the revised trust acquisition request, responds to comments received on the 2013 EA, and was
completed in accordance with the requirements set forth in the NEPA, the CEQ Guidelines for
Implementing NEPA, and the BIA NEPA Guidebook. The Final EA was submitted to the State
Clearinghouse (SCH# 2013081060) and released for public and agency review for a 30-day
review period, established consistent with Section 6.2 of the BIA NEPA Guidebook, beginning
on May 29, 2014 and was noticed to end on June 30, 2014 (Final EA). In response to requests
received, the review period was extended to July 14, 2014, providing an extension of 15 days.
On March 11, 2014, the BIA initiated informal consultation with the USFWS pursuant to Section
7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1979. On June 9, 2014, the USFWS requested clarification
into the mitigation measures and potential impact to special status species and noted
discrepancies between the Biological Assessment sent to the USFWS for informal consultation
and the 2013 EA. A response to the USFWS requests for clarification was sent with a copy of the
Final EA on June 12, 2014. The USFWS responded on July 24, 2014 with additional request for
clarification on the findings of the Final EA as well as recommendations for mitigation for the
California red-legged frog. A technical memorandum responding to the requests for clarification
as well as commitments to the suggested mitigation was sent to the USFWS on August 13, 2014.
On October 8, 2014, the USFWS issued a letter of concurrence (Exhibit D) to the BIA supporting
a finding of Not Likely to Adversely Affect for the Proposed Action.
On February 24, 2014 the BIA initiated consultation with the California Office of Historic
Preservation (OHP) pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.
On March 6, 2014 the BIA received concurrence from the State Historic Preservation Officer
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(SHPO) that implementation of the proposed fee-to-trust transfer would result in “No Adverse
Effect” to historic properties pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.5(b) “Protection of Historic
Properties”(Exhibit E).
To determine if the Proposed Action is a federal action significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment, the BIA assessed the results of the 2013 EA and Final EA as well as the
comments received during the public review period for both documents consistent with the
policies and goals of NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook. In addition, since the completion of
the Final EA and in response to comments received on the Final EA, the Tribe passed Tribal
Resolution 930B which selects the one-acre concept plans as the Preferred Project Alternative
(refer to Exhibit F).

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION:

The BIA’s Proposed Action
consists of the transfer of the project site into federal trust status for the benefit of the Tribe. The
proposed fee-to-trust conveyance is for 5 parcels totaling approximately 1,411 acres plus rights of
way. A reasonably foreseeable consequence of this action is the subsequent development of the
project site for tribal housing on five or one-acre lots and associated facilities. The housing
project would include up to 143 residential units, as well as supporting infrastructure including
on-site wastewater treatment and reuse of recycled water and development of groundwater to
meet potable water demands.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: The BIA considered three alternatives in the Final
EA, as summarized below.
1) Alternative A – Five-Acre Lots. 1,433± acre (1,411 acres plus rights of way) trust land
acquisition and assignment of 143 five-acre residential lots for tribal members. The
residential lot assignments and access roadways would cover approximately 793 acres of
the project site. The project site would include 206 acres of vineyards (50-acre reduction
of the existing vineyard), 300 acres of open space/recreational area, 98 acres of riparian
corridor and 33 acres of oak woodland conservation, and 3 acres of Special Purpose
Zone-Utilities. Water, wastewater, and reclamation facilities would be constructed onsite.
2) Alternative B – One-Acre Lots. 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 869 acres of open space/recreational area, 30 acres of tribal facilities
(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. Water, wastewater, and reclamation facilities would also be
constructed on-site.
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3) No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, the 1,411 acres plus rights of
way would not be placed into federal trust and would not be developed. Land use
jurisdiction for the 1,411 acres plus rights of way would remain with Santa Barbara
County. To maintain economic viability, the Tribe would maximize vineyard use on the
project site through adding approximately 44 acres of vines on the site.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: Potential impacts to land resources, water resources,
air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, socioeconomic conditions and environmental
justice, transportation and circulation, land use, public services, noise, hazardous materials, and
visual resources were evaluated in the 2013 and Final EAs for Alternatives A and B, with the
following conclusions:
A. Project design, implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs), and mitigation
measures would ensure impacts to land resources would be less than significant. Refer
to Final EA Sections 2.2.10, 4.1.1, 4.2.1, and 5.1.
B. Project design, implementation of BMPs, and mitigation measures would ensure impacts
to water resources would be less than significant. Refer to Final EA Sections 2.2.5,
2.2.6, 2.2.8, 2.2.10, 2.3, 2.3.1, 4.1.2, 4.2.2, and 5.2. Under existing conditions,
approximately 256 acre-feet per year (AFY) of groundwater is utilized on the project site
for irrigation of the existing 256-acre vineyard. The net water demand for potable water
for Alternative A is 348 AFY, including 172 AFY for residential (and a reduction of 30
AFY of recycled water) and 206 AFY for vineyard irrigation. The net water demand for
potable water for Alternative B is 256 AFY, including 84 AFY for residential/Tribal
facilities (and a reduction of 34 AFY of recycled water) and 206 AFY for vineyard
irrigation. Accordingly, implementation of Alternative A would result in an increase of
92 AFY over existing conditions and implementation of Alternative B would result in no
net increase in water demands over existing conditions. According to local planning
documents, the Uplands Basin has a surplus of several hundred AFY (estimate in the
2009 Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan to be approximately 513 AFY) of safe yield.
Potable water supply demands for the residential aspects of Alternatives A and B would
be met via connection to two new wells to be developed below the Baseline Fault at a
distance that would prevent adverse impacts to neighboring wells, per the mitigation
measure identified in Section 5.2.
C. Project design, implementation of BMPs, and mitigation measures would ensure impacts
to air quality would be less than significant. Refer to Final EA Sections 2.2.10, 4.1.3,
4.2.3, and 5.3.
D. Project design, implementation of BMPs, and mitigation measures would ensure impacts
to biological resources would be less than significant. Refer to Final EA Sections
2.2.10, 4.1.4, 4.2.4, and 5.4.
E. Implementation of mitigation measures would ensure impacts to cultural resources
would be less than significant. Refer to Final EA Sections 4.1.5, 4.2.5 and 5.5.

6

F. Impacts to socioeconomic conditions and environmental justice issues would be less
than significant. Refer to Final EA Sections 4.1.6 and 4.2.6.
G. Project design and implementation of the mitigation measures would ensure impacts to
transportation and circulation would be less than significant. Refer to Final EA
Sections 2.2.7, 4.1.7, 4.2.7, and 5.7.
H. Impacts to land use resources would be less than significant. Refer to Final EA Sections
4.1.8 and 4.2.8.
I. Project design, implementation of BMPs, and mitigation measures would ensure impacts
to public services would be less than significant. Refer to Final EA Sections 2.2.4, 2.2.5,
2.2.6, 2.2.10, 2.3.1, 4.1.9, 4.2.9, and 5.9. In addition, since the release of the Final EA,
the Tribe has passed Resolution 948 which establishes the Santa Ynez Tribal Police
Department, thereby reducing the reliance on the Santa Barbara County Sheriff’s Office
for law enforcement on the Tribe’s trust lands. In addition, the Tribe passed Resolution
949 which establishes a dedicated fund for local school districts that include the project
site. The resolution establishes an annual grant set aside program for the local school
districts equivalent to the 2013-2014 property taxes paid on the project site. The passing
of these resolutions further reduces impacts to public services. A copy of Resolutions
948 and 949 are provided in Exhibit F.
J. Impacts associated with noise would be less than significant. Refer to Final EA Sections
4.1.10 and 4.2.10.
K. Project design and implementation of the mitigation measures would ensure that
hazardous materials impacts would be less than significant. Refer to Final EA Sections
2.2.6, 2.2.10, 4.1.11, 4.2.11, and 5.11.
L. Project design and implementation of BMPs would ensure impacts to visual resources
would be less than significant. Refer to Final EA Sections 2.2.10, 4.1.12, and 4.2.12.
M. Project design, implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures would ensure that
cumulative impacts would be less than significant. Refer to Final EA Sections 2.2.10,
2.2.6, 2.3.6, 4.5, 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.7, 5.9, 5.10, and 5.11.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES:

Protective measures and BMPs have been
incorporated in the project design of Alternatives A and B to eliminate or substantially reduce
environmental impacts from the project. These measures and BMPs are listed below:

Protective Measures and BMPs for Alternatives A and B
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP)




Sodium hypochlorite, caustic soda and/or citric acid would be stored in the chemical
room of the WTTP. The storage and metering facilities would be located inside a
chemical spill containment area, sized to contain 150 percent of the storage volume in
case of an unintentional release.
The sodium hypochlorite would be stored in a 55-gallon drum and the citric acid would
be stored as dry material and then in a 50-gallon mixing tank when needed.
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The WTTP would incorporate an active odor control system such as a packaged biofilter
with an active carbon absorption unit.
All treated effluent storage dimensions will be designed to hold 100-year rainfall event
precipitation amounts, which is approximately 1.5 times greater than that estimated to be
required for normal rainfall years.
Disposal of treated wastewater to irrigation areas shall be adjusted based on weather
conditions in order to prevent surface runoff.
The Tribe would adopt standards equivalent to the landscape irrigation standards in the
State Water Resources Control Board Recycled Water Policy (as referenced in
Resolution No. 2009-0011).
Potential groundwater impacts from irrigation and effluent storage will be minimized
through treatment of effluent through nitrogen and salinity reduction processes.
Operation and maintenance of the wastewater utility from house service laterals, through
the wastewater and effluent system, to treatment and disposal will be by the Tribe
utilizing contract services. Individual residents will have no responsibility regarding
operation and maintenance of any aspect of the wastewater treatment and conveyance
systems. The residents’ sole responsibility would be to follow tribal guidance on what
should and should not be flushed down sinks and toilets. Community education shall be
promoted to reduce needless contaminants to wastewater.
The effluent storage basins and irrigation areas would be located and designed so that
they are well-drained and readily accessible.
Implementation of the following measures would be incorporated during design and
operation of the wastewater and effluent system to minimize chances of system failures:
o Solvent welded plastic house services;
o Above grade cleanouts;
o Dual (redundant) discharge pumps;
o High water alarms;
o Maintaining records of pumping, inspections, and other maintenance activities; and
o Flushing of solvent, paint, paper towels, diapers, feminine hygiene products, cigarette
butts, pesticides, and fertilizer would be discouraged by recurring outreach notices to
the residents. The frequency of the noticing would be based on the results of ongoing
system inspections.

Land Resources



All structures would meet the Tribe’s building ordinance, which meets or exceeds
International Building Code (IBC) requirements.
Non-corrosive materials and/or protective coatings shall be used for buried facilities
constructed in corrosive soils.

Water Resources


Areas outside of buildings and roads would be kept as permeable surfaces to the extent
practicable; either as vegetation or high infiltration cover, such as mulch, gravel, or turf
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block. Pedestrian pathways would use a permeable surface where possible, such as
crushed aggregate or stone with sufficient permeable joints (areas between stone or brick
if used).
Existing native vegetation would be retained where possible.
Roof downspouts would be directed to splash blocks and not to underground storm drain
systems.
Runoff from rooftops and other impervious areas would be directed to vegetated areas to
help treat and infiltrate stormwater prior to leaving the site.
Runoff from roadways would filter though rock-lined swales and bio-swales.
Permanent energy dissipaters would be included for drainage outlets.
Rock rip-rap energy dissipaters would be installed at the point of release of concentrated
flow.
High water-demand plants would be minimized in landscaping plans. Native and
drought-tolerant plant species (trees, shrubs, and ground cover) landscaping would be
emphasized.

Air Quality
The following measures would reduce project-related greenhouse gas emissions associated with
climate change:
 Buildings would be sited to take advantage of shade, prevailing winds, and sun screens to
the extent feasible to reduce energy use.
 Buildings would be designed to include efficient lighting and lighting control systems.
 Energy efficient heating and cooling systems as well as appliances would be installed in
residences and tribal facilities.
 Solar or other alternative power systems would be utilized where feasible.

Biological Resources





Native trees would be preserved to the maximum extent feasible in accordance with the
Tribe’s Tribal Ordinance Regarding Oak Tree Preservation for the Santa Ynez Band of
Chumash Indians.
All identified wetland areas and California Live Oak would be avoided to the maximum
extent feasible.
Preservation of existing Resource Management Zones (RMZs) would result in
maintaining other significant native vegetation as well; i.e. coastal sage scrub.

Public Services


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

Visual Resources


Signage for all streets, tribal facilities, and the residential community would be subtly
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incorporated into the landscape.
Lighting would include emergency and nighttime security lighting at public facilities
including parking lots, street intersections, and residential areas and would be downcast
and shielded, in accordance with “dark sky” principles. Street lighting would consist of
pole-mounted lights, limited to 18 feet tall, with cut-off lenses and down cast illumination
to the extent feasible.

Green Building
The Tribe proposes to incorporate the “Build it Green” 2005 Green Building Guidelines for New
Home Construction along with the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) for
Homes criteria for all the residential units on the project site (U.S. Green Building Council,
2010). The above-noted BMPs and protective measures would aid the Tribe in achieving these
standards. In addition, the following measures would be implemented:
 Individual homes would have limited personal planting areas with a portion of the
watering needs satisfied from captured rainwater or reclaimed water.
 Indoor plumbing would use the highest efficiency fixtures and fittings available.
 All homes would be designed for efficient use of energy and natural resources and would
be sized below the median standard based on the LEED for Homes rating system. Each
plan would be oriented to maximize access to solar energy and natural daylight.
Operable windows would be placed to provide efficient natural ventilation, taking
advantage of prevailing breezes.
 All appliances and heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment would
be Energy Star Certified for optimal performance.
 During construction, all waste material would be separated and sorted into individual bins
for recycling.
 At least 75 percent of the residences built would be single story to minimize visual
effects.
 Building envelopes would be designed to maximize performance of HVAC, lighting, and
other energy systems. Equipment and appliances would meet or exceed California State,
Title 24 energy requirements.
 HVAC equipment would have no chlorofluorocarbon (CFC) refrigerants.
 To the extent possible, building materials with recycled content would be specified for
use during construction.
 Building and landscape elements would be designed to give preference to materials that
are produced regionally or within 500 miles of the project.
 Wood materials and products used in construction would be specified to be Forest
Stewardship Council (FSC) certified from suppliers who practice responsible and
sustainable forest management.
 During construction, on-site absorptive materials would be protected from moisture
damage.
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All paints, coatings, adhesives and sealants used on the interiors of buildings would have
a low Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) limits to reduce odor and harmful indoor air
contaminants.
Carpets, cabinets, and other interior finishes would be selected, in part, on minimizing
their potential to off-gas or adversely affect indoor air quality.



Additional Protective Measures and BMPs for Alternative B
Public Services


The tribal facilities would be equipped with an early detection system that ensures an
initial response to any fire alarm (automatic, local, or report). This would rely on
automatic sprinkler systems in the occupied areas and smoke detection, along with
automatic sprinkler systems, in the areas of the facility that are normally unoccupied,
such as storerooms and mechanical areas.

Green Building


Upon completion, the tribal facilities would have trash enclosures for separation of
recyclable materials and newspapers.
The tribal facilities would meet all Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility
requirements. Pathways would meet required slopes and roadway crossings would
include textured paving and indicators for the visually impaired.



SUMMARY OF EA MITIGATION MEASURES:

The mitigation measures
described below are included to: 1) reduce significant impacts to a less-than-significant level, 2)
further reduce already less-than-significant impacts, or 3) accomplish both. All mitigation
measures necessary to reduce significant impacts to less-than-significant levels will be
enforceable and binding on the Tribe because they are intrinsic to the project, required by federal
law, required by agreements between the Tribe and local agencies, and/or are required by tribal
resolutions. The construction contract will include applicable mitigation measures, and
inspectors shall be retained during construction.

LAND RESOURCES
Implementation of the protective measures and Best Management Practices (BMPs) described
above along with the mitigation measures below would minimize potential impacts related to
soils. These measures are recommended for Alternatives A and B.


The Tribe shall comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Permit (NPDES Construction General Permit) from the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) for construction site runoff during the construction phase in
compliance with the Clean Water Act (CWA). A Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) shall be prepared, implemented, and maintained throughout the
construction phase of the development, consistent with Construction General Permit
requirements. The SWPPP shall detail the BMPs to be implemented during
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construction and post-construction operation of the selected project alternative to
reduce impacts related to soil erosion and water quality. The BMPs shall include, but
are not limited to, the following:
o

o

o
o

o

o
o
o
o

o

o

o
o
o


Existing vegetation shall be retained where possible. To the extent feasible,
grading activities shall be limited to the immediate area required for construction
and remediation.
Temporary erosion control measures (such as silt fences, fiber rolls, vegetated
swales, a velocity dissipation structure, staked straw bales, temporary revegetation, rock bag dams, erosion control blankets, and sediment traps) shall be
employed for disturbed areas during the wet season.
No disturbed surfaces shall be left without erosion control measures in place
during the winter and spring months.
Construction activities shall be scheduled to minimize land disturbance during
peak runoff periods. Soil conservation practices shall be completed during the
fall or late winter to reduce erosion during spring runoff.
Creating construction zones and grading only one area or part of a construction
zone at a time shall minimize exposed areas. If possible during the wet season,
grading on a particular zone shall be delayed until protective cover is restored on
the previously graded zone.
Disturbed areas shall be re-vegetated following construction activities.
Construction area entrances and exits shall be stabilized with crushed aggregate.
Sediment shall be retained on-site by a system of sediment basins, traps, or other
appropriate measures.
A spill prevention and countermeasure plan shall be developed which identifies
proper storage, collection, and disposal measures for potential pollutants (such as
fuel, fertilizers, pesticides, etc.) used on-site.
Petroleum products shall be stored, handled, used, and disposed of properly in
accordance with provisions of the Clean Water Act [33 United States Code
(U.S.C.) 1251 to 1387].
During the wet season, construction materials, including topsoil and chemicals,
shall be stored, covered, and isolated to prevent runoff losses and contamination
of surface and groundwater.
Fuel and vehicle maintenance areas shall be established away from all drainage
courses and designed to control runoff.
Sanitary facilities shall be provided for construction workers.
Disposal facilities shall be provided for soil wastes, including excess asphalt
during construction and demolition.

All workers shall be trained in the proper handling, use, cleanup, and disposal of all
chemical materials used during construction activities and shall provide appropriate
facilities to store and isolate contaminants.
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All contractors involved in the project shall be trained on the potential environmental
damages resulting from soil erosion prior to development by conducting a preconstruction conference. Copies of the project’s erosion control plan shall be
distributed at that time. All construction bid packages, contracts, plans, and
specifications shall contain language that requires adherence to the plan.

WATER RESOURCES
Implementation of the protective measures and BMPs described above along with the
recommended mitigation measures below would minimize potential impacts related to water
resources. These measures are recommended for Alternatives A and B.





Development and implementation of a SWPPP under Land Resources will reduce
impacts to stormwater quality.
Through contractual obligations, the Tribe shall ensure that construction of the
wastewater treatment plant and roadways located adjacent to flood areas occur in the
dry season.
Recycled water application areas shall be monitored to ensure off-site runoff does not
occur. Provisions included within monitoring requirements to reduce the potential for
off-site flow shall include:
Recycled water shall be applied to confined areas (such as landscaped areas) only
during periods of dry weather. In accordance with the water balance and
seasonal storage requirements presented in the Water and Wastewater Feasibility
Analysis (Appendix C of the Final EA), a minimum of five acre-feet of storage
shall be provided to account for storage during wet weather and winter months
when irrigation rates are lowest. The Tribe shall not apply recycled water 24
hours prior to a forecasted rain event and shall wait 24 hours after the rain event
to apply recycled water.
o Recycled water shall not be applied during periods of winds exceeding 30 miles
per hour (mph).
o Recycled water shall not be applied within 100 feet of a water of the U.S.
o





New groundwater wells shall be located within the central portion of the project site,
south of the Baseline fault within the permeable sands of the water-bearing Careaga
Formation.
During years when the County of Santa Barbara declares local drought conditions,
there will be no turf grass irrigation allowed, thereby reducing residential lawn water
demand to zero.

AIR QUALITY
Implementation of the protective measures and BMPs described above would reduce potential
adverse impacts to air quality. Implementation of the mitigation measures below would minimize
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potential air quality impacts related to hazardous air pollutant emissions during the construction
of Alternative A or B.










Through contractual obligations, the Tribe shall ensure construction vehicles, delivery,
and commercial vehicles do not idle for more than five minutes.
Through contractual obligations, the Tribe shall ensure heavy duty construction
equipment is equipped with diesel particulate matter filters, which would reduce
particulate matter from exhaust by 50 percent.
Through contractual obligations, the Tribe shall ensure that exposed surfaces and
unpaved roads are water twice a day, which would reduce fugitive dust emissions by 55
percent.
Through contractual obligations, the Tribe shall ensure that construction equipment on
unpaved roads would not exceed 15 miles per hour, which would reduce fugitive dust
emissions by 44 percent.
Residential architectural coating will be low ROG coatings, which would reduce ROG
emissions by 10 percent.
Through contractual obligations, the Tribe shall, to the extent possible and feasible,
require the use of heavy duty construction equipment that meets CARB’s most recent
certification standards.

CLIMATE CHANGE
Implementation of the protective measures and BMPs described above along with the mitigation
measures described below would minimize potential impacts related to climate change. These
measures are recommended for Alternatives A and B.




The Tribe shall adopt and comply with the California Green Building Code and exceed
Title 24 standards by 25 percent.
The Tribe shall ensure 75 percent of the solid waste generated on-site is recycled.
The Tribe shall work with the Santa Ynez Valley Transit to extend public
transportation to the project site and construct public transportation stops on Baseline
Road east of SR-154.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Implementation of the protective measures and BMPs described above along with the mitigation
measures below would minimize potential impacts to biological resources. These measures are
recommended for Alternatives A and B.

14

Oak Trees
The following mitigation measures are required for Alternatives A and B to identify and avoid
and/or reduce impacts to oak trees, including oak trees protected under the Tribal Ordinance
Regarding Oak Tree Preservation for the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians (Tribal Oak Tree
Ordinance) (Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians, 2000) and blue oak trees within the project
site:


Once the construction footprint is finalized, the contractor shall flag any oak trees
slated for removal prior to groundbreaking. An arborist accredited by the International
Society of Arboriculture 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.

Waters of the U.S.
The following mitigation measures are required for Alternatives A and B to identify and avoid
and/or reduce impacts to waters of the U.S. (including wetlands) within the project site:




Any proposed construction activities that would occur within the vicinity of potentially
jurisdictional waters of the U.S. shall be conducted during the dry season (i.e., April 15
through October 15) to further reduce the quantity of potential sedimentation within the
watershed.
A Section 404 Clean Water Act permit shall be obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) prior to any discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the
U.S. An Individual Permit may be required if the development of the selected
alternative exceeds 0.5 acres of impacts to waters of the U.S. The Tribe shall comply
with all the terms and conditions of the permit and compensatory mitigation shall be in
place prior to any direct effects to waters of the U.S. At minimum, mitigation measures
require the creation of waters of the U.S. at a 1:1 ratio for any affected waters of the
U.S. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) shall require a 401 Water
Quality Certification permit prior to the USACE issuance of a 404 permit. Mitigation
shall be implemented in compliance with any permits.

Federally Listed Wildlife
The following mitigation measures are required for Alternatives A and B to compensate for
adverse affects to vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi; VPFS). Refer to Exhibit D for
concurrence from USFWS that the following mitigation measures would reduce impacts to VPFS
to a less-than-significant level:
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•

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 250 foot
wetland habitat buffer zone will be established around seasonal wetland habitat within
the project site to assure avoidance of direct or indirect impacts to VPFS.

•

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 form 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 first training session. Copies of signed forms 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.
With concurrence from USFWS that the mitigation strategy above would affect but not
adversely affect CRLF and VPFS and designated habitat (Attachment D), the following
mitigation measure from the Final EA would not be implemented:
o Should the USFWS determine that even with the mitigation presented in the BA,
impacts to VPFS may be significant; the Tribe shall, through passage of a
Business Committee Resolution, only approve for consideration those site plans
that exclude development of residential units within the VPFS designated critical
habitat.

•





The following mitigation measures are required for Alternatives A and B to compensate for
adverse affects to California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii; CRLF). Refer to Exhibit D
for concurrence from USFWS that of the following mitigation measures would reduce impacts to
CRLF to a less-than-significant level:


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.
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A qualified biologist shall conduct a preconstruction survey within 14 days prior to the
onset of construction activities occurring within 1.6 kilometers of potential breeding
habitat.
A qualified biologist shall monitor construction activities during initial grading activities
within the project site. Should a 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.
If the National Weather Service forecast predicts a rain event of ½ inch or more over a
48-hour period for the worksite area, construction activities will be halted 24 hours
before the rain event is anticipated to begin. Construction activities, for the purposes of
this protective measure, consist of all activities which pose a risk of crushing dispersing
amphibians including driving construction vehicles and equipment, and activities that
alter the natural contours of the existing property including digging trenches, modifying
drainages, vegetation clearing and grubbing, land grading, and pouring of building pads
for new structures. After a rain event, a qualified biologist will conduct a preconstruction survey for amphibians dispersing through the project site. Construction
will resume only after the site has sufficiently dried and the qualified biologist
determines that amphibians are unlikely to be dispersing through the project site.





Nesting Migratory Birds and Other Birds of Prey
The following mitigation measures are required for Alternatives A and B to avoid and/or reduce
impacts to migratory birds and other birds of prey nesting within the project site:





If any construction activities (e.g., building, grading, ground disturbance, removal of
vegetation) are scheduled to occur during the nesting season, pre-construction bird
surveys shall be conducted. The nesting season generally extends from February 1 to
September 15. Preconstruction surveys for any nesting bird species shall be conducted
by a qualified wildlife biologist throughout all areas of suitable habitat that are within
500 feet of any proposed construction activity. The surveys shall occur no more than
14 days prior to the scheduled onset of construction activities. If construction is
delayed or halted for more than 14 days, another preconstruction survey for nesting
bird species shall be conducted. If no nesting birds are detected during the
preconstruction surveys, no additional surveys or mitigation measures are required.
Any trees proposed for removal shall be removed outside of the nesting season. The
nesting season generally extends from February 1 to September 15.
If nesting bird species are observed within 500 feet of construction areas during the
surveys, appropriate avoidance setbacks shall be established. The size and scale of
nesting bird avoidance setbacks shall be determined by a qualified wildlife biologist
and shall be dependent upon the species observed and the location of the nest.
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Avoidance setbacks shall be established around all active nest locations via stakes and
high visibility fencing. The nesting bird setbacks shall be completely avoided during
construction activities and the fencing must remain intact. The qualified wildlife
biologist shall also determine an appropriate monitoring plan and decide if construction
monitoring is necessary during construction activities. The setback fencing may be
removed when the qualified wildlife biologist confirms that the nest is no longer
occupied and all birds have fledged.
If impacts (i.e., take) to migratory nesting bird species are unavoidable, consultation
with the USFWS shall be initiated. Through consultation, an appropriate and
acceptable course of action shall be established.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
The following mitigation measure is required for Alternatives A and B to avoid adverse effects to
cultural resources and/or historical properties:






Prior to the final siting of the residential units, utility corridors, roadways, and any
other project component that would result in ground disturbance, a qualified
archaeologist shall identify appropriate buffer zones around each cultural resource to
assure avoidance during construction.
Prior to construction within 500 feet of a cultural resource buffer zone, a qualified
Tribal Cultural Resource Monitor 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 cultural resource buffer
zone.
A qualified Tribal Cultural Resource Monitor shall monitor construction activities
occurring within 500 feet of the buffer zone.

The following mitigation measures are recommended for Alternatives A and B to reduce the
potential for significant construction-related impacts to cultural resources, including
archaeological sites, human remains, and/or paleontological resources:




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 any find is
determined to be significant by the qualified professionals, then appropriate agency and
tribal representatives shall meet to determine the appropriate course of action.
If human remains are encountered, work shall halt in the vicinity of the find and the
Santa Barbara County Coroner shall be notified immediately. Pursuant to 36 Code of
Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) Part 800.13 of the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA): Post-Review Discoveries, and 43 C.F.R. § 10.4 (2006) of the Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA): Inadvertent
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Discoveries, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and the BIA archaeologist
will also be contacted immediately. No further ground disturbance shall occur in the
vicinity of the find until the County Coroner, SHPO, and BIA archaeologist have
examined the find and agreed on an appropriate course of action. If the remains are
determined to be of Native American origin, the BIA representative shall notify a Most
Likely Descendant (MLD). The MLD is responsible for recommending the appropriate
disposition of the remains and any grave goods.
Should paleontological resources be unearthed, a paleontological resource impact
mitigation plan (PRIMP) shall be prepared prior to further earthmoving in the vicinity
of the find. The PRIMP shall detail the procedures for collecting and preserving the
discovered fossils. Any fossils discovered during construction shall be accessioned in
an accredited scientific institution for future study.

SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS/ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
No mitigation is necessary for Alternative A or B.

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
The Tribe shall contribute its fair share of the funding for the traffic improvements recommended
below proportionate to the level of impact associated with the trips added by Alternatives A or B.
Mitigation measures for Alternatives A and B are summarized below.
Alternatives A and B – Near-term


SR-246 at SR-154 – The Tribe shall pay a fair share contribution of 22.5 percent for
Alternative A or 23.2 percent for Alternative B for the development of a roundabout
being installed by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) at SR-246 at
AR-154.

Alternatives A and B – Cumulative


SR-154 Corridor – The Tribe shall pay a fair share contribution, as indicated below,
for the development of either roundabouts or signalization of the following
intersections as determined by Caltrans:
SR-154 CORRIDOR FAIR SHARE CONTRIBUTIONS

Intersection
SR-154 at Grand Avenue
SR-154 at Roblar Avenue
SR-154 at Edison Street
SR-154 at SR-246 and Armour Ranch Road

Fair Share Contribution (%)
Alt A
Alt B
2.9
3.2
2.4
2.6
3.0
3.2
22.5
23.2

Source: Appendix I of the Final EA.

Completion of roundabouts at these intersections would result in a LOS A. Signalization
of these intersections would result in a LOS B. Completion of roundabouts or
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signalization of the above intersections would result in an acceptable level of service on
the highway segments SR-154 North of Edison Street and SR-154 South of SR-246Armour Ranch Road.


SR-246 Corridor – The Tribe shall pay a fair share contribution, as indicated below,
for the development of either roundabouts or signalization of the following
intersections as determined by Caltrans:
SR-246 CORRIDOR FAIR SHARE CONTRIBUTION

Intersection
SR-246 at Alamo Pintado Road
SR-246 at Edison Street
SR-246 at Refugio Road
SR-246 at Armour Ranch Road and SR-154

Fair Share Contribution (%)
Alt A
Alt B
5.3
5.9
29.4
31.5
6.6
7.2
22.5
23.2

Source: Appendix I of the Final EA.



Completion of roundabouts at these intersections would result in a LOS A.
Signalization of these intersections would result in a LOS B. Completion of
roundabouts or signalization of the above intersections would result in an acceptable
level of service on the highway segment SR-246 from SR-154 to Solvang.

LAND USE
No mitigation is necessary for Alternative A or B.

PUBLIC SERVICES
Implementation of the protective measures and BMPs described above along with the mitigation
measures below would ensure that the construction and operation of Alternatives A or B would
not have significant adverse impacts on fire and emergency services.








To minimize the risk of fire and the need for fire protection services during
construction, any construction equipment that normally includes a spark arrester shall
be equipped with a spark arrester in good working order. This includes, but is not
limited to, vehicles, heavy equipment, and chainsaws.
During construction, staging areas, welding areas, and areas slated for development
using spark-producing equipment shall be cleared of dried vegetation or other materials
that could serve as fire fuel. To the extent feasible, the contractor shall keep these
areas clear of combustible materials in order to maintain a firebreak.
Fire extinguishers shall be maintained onsite and inspected on a regular basis.
An evacuation plan shall be developed for the project alternatives in the event of a fire
emergency.
Prior to development of the project site, the Tribe will either:
o

Grant permission to the Santa Barbara County Fire Protection Department
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o

(SBCFD) to enter the project site after it has been taken into trust while
maintaining the Tribe’s existing funding of the SBCFD via the Special
Distribution Funding and/or other grant programs; or
Enter into a new agreement with the SBCFD to provide fire protection and
emergency response services on the project site after it has been taken into trust.
As part of this agreement, the SBCFD will ensure it has either revised its existing
or entered into a new Cooperative Wildland Fire Management and Stafford Act
Response Agreement (Cooperative Agreement), as necessary, with the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) such that the SBCFD is
authorized to provide fire protection and emergency response services on the
project site after it has been taken into trust.

NOISE
Impacts relating to noise generation during construction and operation would be less-thansignificant for Alternative A or B, and no mitigation is necessary.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Implementation of the protective measures and BMPs described above along with the mitigation
measures listed below would reduce potential impacts associated with construction and operation
of Alternatives A and B.








Potentially hazardous materials, including fuels, shall be stored away from drainages
and secondary containment shall be provided for all hazardous materials during
construction.
A spill prevention and countermeasure plan shall be developed which identifies proper
storage, collection, and disposal measures for potential pollutants (such as fuel storage
tanks) used onsite, as well as the proper procedures for cleaning up and reporting spills.
Vehicles and equipment used during construction shall be provided proper and timely
maintenance to reduce the potential for mechanical breakdowns leading to a spill.
Maintenance and fueling shall be conducted in an area that meets the criteria set forth
in the spill prevention plan.
A hazardous materials storage and disposal plan shall be prepared. The plan shall
provide a detailed inventory of hazardous materials to be stored and used onsite,
provide appropriate procedures for disposal of unused hazardous materials, and detail
training requirements for employees that handle hazardous materials as a normal part
of their employment. The plan shall also include emergency response procedures in
the event of an accidental release of hazardous materials.

VISUAL RESOURCES
No mitigation is necessary for Alternatives A and B.
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EXHIBIT A
COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE FINAL EA

EXHIBIT A
COMMENTS ON MAY 2014 FINAL EA
Comments received on the May 2014 Final Environmental Assessment (EA) are listed in Table A-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 as well as letters failing to present a substantive
comment on the Final EA have been excluded from Exhibit A. Responses to the numbered comments
are provided in Exhibit B.
TABLE A-1
LIST OF COMMENTERS
Letter
Agency/Organization
Number
Federal Agencies (F)
F1
United States House of Representatives

Name

Date
Received

Congresswoman Lois Capps

24-Jun-14

State Agencies (S)
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control
S1
David Innis, Environmental Scientist
Board
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control
S2
David Innis, Environmental Scientist
Board
S3
State Clearinghouse
Scott Morgan, Director

27-Jun-14
27-Jun-14
15-Jul-14

Local Agencies (L)
L1
County of Santa Barbara

Mona Miyasato, County Executive Officer

11-Jul-14

L2

Mona Miyasato, County Executive Officer

17-Jun-14

County of Santa Barbara

Private Entities/ Organizations (P)
P1

Private Citizen

P2

P.O.L.O.

The Board of Preservation of Los Olivos
(P.O.L.O.)
Kathy Cleary

P3

Private Citizen

Kristina Petersen

31-Jun-14

P4

Klaus M. Brown

19-Jun-14

Lawrence E. Hunt

10-Jul-14

Linda Krop, Chief Counsel

10-Jul-14

Stephen J. Ferry, Co-President

14-Jul-14

P8

Private Citizen
Hunt Associates Biological Consulting
Services
Environmental Defense Center
Santa Barbara Audubon
Society
Christman Kelley & Clarke, PC

Matthew M. Clarke

11-Jul-14

P9

Cappello & Noel LLP

Barry Cappello

11-Jul-14

P10

Private Citizen

Brian Kramer

27-Jun-14

P11

Private Citizen

Kelly B. Gray

25-Jun-14

P5
P6
P7
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Agency/Organization
Number

Name

Date
Received

P12

Santa Ynez Valley Concerned Citizens

Gregory M. Simon, Chairman

14-Jul-14

P13

California Coastal Protection Network

Susan Jordan, Director

14-Jul-14

P14

Cathie McHenry

11-Jul-14

Robert B. Field, President

26-Jun-14

P16

W.E. Watch
Santa Ynez Rancho Estates Mutual Water
Company, Inc.
Private Citizen

Ross Rankin

18-Jul-14

P17

Private Citizen

11-Jul-14

P18

Private Citizen

James E. Marino
C. David and M. Andriette
Culbertson
William R. Devine

13-Jul-14

Klaus M. & Lois S. Brown

10-Jul-14

Robert B. Field, President

17-Jun-14

Mark Oliver

13-Jun-14

P15

14-Jul-14

P22

Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & Natsis
LLP
Private Citizen
Santa Ynez Rancho Estates Mutual Water
Company Inc.
Santa Ynez Valley Alliance

P23

Private Citizen

E. and Jack Bohnet

14-Jun-14

P24

Private Citizen

Brian Kramer

18-Jun-14

P25

Private Citizen

Gerry B. Shepherd

23-Jun-14

P26

Stand Up for California

Cheryl Schmit

26-Jun-14

P27

Private Citizen

Gregory A. Schipper

27-Jun-14

P28

Private Citizen

Christine Burtness

27-Jun-14

P29

Private Citizen

Sidney and Linda Kastner

25-Jun-14

P30

Private Citizen

John Soles

11-Jul-14

P31

Private Citizen

Wendy Eisler

9-Jun-14

P32

Private Citizen

Mike Shuler

31-May-14

P33

Private Citizen

Ann Barrack

17-Jun-14

P34

Private Citizen

Sandra Jankowski

31-May-14

P35

Private Citizen

Thoma Martinov

30-May-14

P36

Private Citizen

Lindalee Baumgarten

29-May-14

P37

Private Citizen

Mark and Gay Infanti

24-Jun-14

P38

Private Citizen

Debbie Earle

24-Jun-14

P39

Private Citizen

Caryn and Tom Cantella

27-Jun-14

P40

Private Citizen

Kelly McGill

27-Jun-14

P41

Private Citizen

Marguerite LePley

26-Jun-14

P42

Private Citizen

Neil M. Cline

27-Jun-14

P43

Private Citizen

Dr. James & Nadine Riley

7-Jun-14

P44

Private Citizen

Sharee Marymee

11-Jun-14

P45

Private Citizen

Daniel J. Hoagland

26-Jun-14

P46

Private Citizen

Edward Batastini

27-Jun-14

P47

Private Citizen

Jeanne Hollingsworth

18-Jun-14

P48

Private Citizen

Edward A. Quigley

27-Jun-14

P49

Private Citizen

William B. and Carolyn S. Sanchez

1-Jul-14

P19
P20
P21
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Agency/Organization
Number

Name

Date
Received

P50

Private Citizen

L.C. Smith

NP

P51

Private Citizen

John Corbett

1-Jul-14

P52

Private Citizen

Michael Puentes

1-Jul-14

P53

Private Citizen

Rosalie R. Barranco

1-Jul-14

P54

Private Citizen

Bob Consoli

NP

P55

Private Citizen

Sybil Cline

1-Jul-14

P56

Private Citizen

Shawn and Antoinette Addison

31-Jun-14

P57

Private Citizen

Derek S. Jenner

31-Jun-14

P58

Private Citizen

1-Jul-14

P59

Private Citizen

P60

Private Citizen

Kyle Abello
Barbara and Norman
Anderson
Kelly Elm

P61

Private Citizen

Lee and George Weir

10-Jul-14

P62

Private Citizen

Sandra L. Focht

12-Jul-14

P63

Private Citizen

Carey and Alix Kendall

12-Jul-14

P64

Private Citizen

Karen Langley Stephen

12-Jul-14

P65

Brownstein Hyatt Farber Shreck

Susan F. Petrovich

14-Jul-14

P66

Private Citizen

Michael Loman

14-Jul-14

P67

Private Citizen

Gary Charness

14-Jul-14

P68

Private Citizen

Dorothy Jardin

15-Jul-14

P69

Private Citizen

Wes Murphy

13-Jun-14

P70

Private Citizen

Gerry B. Shepherd

9-Jul-14

P71

Private Citizen

Norman and Barbara Anderson

10-Jul-14

P72

Private Citizen

Brian Asselstine

13-Jul-14

P73

Private Citizen

Don Carter

15-Jul-14

P74

Private Citizen

Ian Bernard

14-Jul-14

P75

Private Citizen

Patricia A. Hunter

6-Jul-14

P76

Private Citizen

D.B. Jenneve

12-Jun-14

P77

Private Citizen

Bill and Christine Krauch

10-Jul-14

P78

Kastner Ranch

Sidney and Linda Kastner

1-Jul-14

P79

Private Citizen

Michael A. Dunn

18-Jul-14

P80

Private Citizen

Michael A. Dunn

10-Jul-14

P81

Michael A. Dunn

1-Jul-14

Robert B. Field, President

1-Jul-14

P83

Private Citizen
Santa Ynez Rancho Estates Mutual Water
Company Inc.
Private Citizen

Bill and Christine Krauch

14-Jul-14

P84

Private Citizen

Carole Tacher

11-Jun-14

P85

Private Citizen
Santa Ynez Rancho Estates Mutual Water
Company Inc.
Private Citizen

Carole Tacher

11-Jun-14

Robert B. Field, President

17-Jun-14

Wendy Eisler

12-Jun-14

P82

P86
P87

Analytical Environmental Services
October 2014

3

10-Jul-14
10-Jul-14

Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust
Comment Letters

Exhibit A

Letter
Agency/Organization
Number

Name

Date
Received

Gregory Simon, Chair

23-Jun-14

Brian Kramer

24-Jun-14

P89

Santa Ynez Valley
Concerned Citizens
Private Citizen

P90

Private Citizen

Linda and Lee Rosenberg

27-Jun-14

P91

Private Citizen

Judith Stauffer

15-Jul-14

P92

Private Citizen

Tom Ryder

17-Jul-14

P93

Private Citizen

Christien Beebe

15-Jul-14

P94

Private Citizen

Terryl L. Bunn

15-Jul-14

P95

Private Citizen

Kelly B. Gray

25-Jun-14

P96

Private Citizen

Jane Quigley

27-Jun-14

P97

Private Citizen

Bo Derek

1-Jul-14

P98

Cappello & Noel LLP

Barry Cappello

11-Jul-14

P99

P.O.L.O.

Kathy Cleary

15-Jul-14

P100

Private Citizen

Lois S. Brown

10-Jul-14

P101

Gregory M. Simon, Chairman
The Board of Preservation of Los Olivos
(P.O.L.O.)
Carey and Alix Kendall

14-Jul-14

P103

Santa Ynez Valley Concerned Citizens
The Board of Preservation of Los Olivos
(P.O.L.O.)
Private Citizen

P104

Private Citizen

Wendy Eisler

9-Jun-14

P105

Private Citizen

Nicole Di Camillo

26-Jun-14

P106

Private Citizen

Steve Pappas

26-Jun-14

P107

Save the Valley, LLC

Matthew M. Clarke, Attorney

14-Jul-14

P108

Private Citizen

Craig Metheany

24-Jun-14

P109

Private Citizen

Mr. and Mrs. Alexander M. Power

24-Jun-14

P110

Private Citizen

Marjarie Nelson

24-Jun-14

P111

Private Citizen

Erik Gregersen

24-Jun-14

P112

Private Citizen

Joseph Bocchino

24-Jun-14

P113

Private Citizen

Mindy Rice

25-Jun-14

P114

Private Citizen

Barbara and Norman Anderson

25-Jun-14

P115

Private Citizen

Susie Snow

25-Jun-14

P116

Private Citizen

Holly Harmon

27-Jun-14

P117

Private Citizen

Teresa Harmon

27-Jun-14

P118

Private Citizen

John H. Harmon

27-Jun-14

P119

Private Citizen

John Harmon

27-Jun-14

P120

Private Citizen

Judith A. Cory

27-Jun-14

P121

Private Citizen

Gary M. Cory

27-Jun-14

P122

Private Citizen

Wendy Wergeles

1-Jul-14

P123

Private Citizen

Sheridan Force

1-Jul-14

P124

Private Citizen

J.S.

1-Jul-14

P125

Private Citizen

Art and Terri Kaslow

1-Jul-14

P126

Private Citizen

Shirley Wood Force

1-Jul-14

P88

P102
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P127

Private Citizen

Lois S. Brown

NP

P128

Private Citizen

Sharon M. S.

1-Jul-14

P129

Private Citizen

Kelly Burke

25-Jun-14

P130

Private Citizen

Pat Hoffman

1-Jul-14

P131

Private Citizen

Jack B. Hoffman

1-Jul-14

P132

Private Citizen

Jeanne Hollingsworth

NP

P133

Private Citizen

Erik Sheldon

1-Jul-14

P134

Private Citizen

Marilyn and Jim Elam

1-Jul-14

P135

Private Citizen

Donald W. Sheldon, Jr.

1-Jul-14

P136

Private Citizen

Rona Barrett

1-Jul-14

P137

Private Citizen

Lori Parker

1-Jul-14

P138

Private Citizen

Emily Sheldon

1-Jul-14

P139

Private Citizen

Michael Loman

1-Jul-14

P140

Private Citizen

Jeffrey E. and Susan G. Nelson

NP

P141

Private Citizen

Donna Sheldon

31-Jun-14

P142

Private Citizen

Dan Gerber

31-Jun-14

P143

Private Citizen

Virginia Cooper

31-Jun-14

P144

Private Citizen

Joni Nichols

1-Jul-14

P145

Private Citizen

Matthew JW Clark

7-Jul-14

P146

Private Citizen

Joanne C. Clark

7-Jul-14

P147

Private Citizen

Jack Clark

7-Jul-14

P148

Private Citizen

David Clark

7-Jul-14

P149

Private Citizen

Jordan JW Clark

7-Jul-14

P150

Private Citizen

Chuck and Irene Cunningham

12-Jul-14

P151

Private Citizen

Rick Nichols

12-Jul-14

P152

Private Citizen

Carey Kendall

24-Jun-14

P153

Private Citizen

Denison Bollay

16-Jul-14

P154

Private Citizen

Victor and Thoma Martinov

16-Jul-14

P155

Private Citizen

Lyn Rankin

18-Jul-14

P156

Private Citizen

Richard and Ronda Shawcroft

18-Jul-14

P157

Private Citizen

Mark V. Taylor

20-Jul-14

P158

Private Citizen

Deborah Foshee

14-Jul-14

P159

Private Citizen

J.R.

31-Jun-14

P160

Private Citizen

Stephen and Sharon Puchli

12-Jul-14

P161

Private Citizen

R. Lee Weir

26-Jun-14

P162

Private Citizen

Rebecca Keyko

26-Jun-14

P163

Private Citizen

George Weir

26-Jun-14

P164

Private Citizen

Ruth A.J.

NP

P165

Private Citizen

Robert Petersen

31-Jun-14

P166

Private Citizen

Lois S. Brown

19-Jun-14
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P167

Private Citizen

Klaus M. Brown

19-Jun-14

P168

Private Citizen

Klaus M. Brown

17-Jun-14

P169

Private Citizen

Lois S. Brown

19-Jun-14

P170

Private Citizen

Wendy Wergeles

10-Jul-14

P171

Private Citizen

Gustavo and Shawn Duscanio

14-Jul-14

P172

Private Citizen

Erik Gregersen

10-Jul-14

P173

Private Citizen

Virginia Burroughs

11-Jul-14

P174

Private Citizen

Jon and Jean Clemens

22-Jul-14

Gregory Schipper

23-Jul-14

P175

Private Citizen
NA – Not applicable; letter sent by lead agency
NP – Not Provided
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FEDERAL AGENCIES (F)
COMMENT LETTERS

Comment Letter F1

F1-01

STATE AGENCIES (S)
COMMENT LETTERS

Comment Letter S1

S1-01

S1-02

Comment Letter S1 (Cont.)

S1-03

Comment Letter S1 (Cont.)

S1-03
(Cont.)

Comment Letters S2 and S3
Comment Letter S2
This comment letter is included in Table A-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not
included herein as the letter is a duplicate of Comment Letter S1.
Comment Letter S3
This comment letter is included in Table A-1 as it is part of the administrative record but a copy was not
included herein as the letter solely correspondence from the commenter regarding letters received at the
State Clearinghouse during the comment period on the Final EA.

LOCAL AGENCIES (L)
COMMENT LETTERS

Comment Letter L1

L1-01

L1-02

L1-03

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-04

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-05

L1-06

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-06
(Cont.)

L1-07

L1-08

L1-09

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-09
(Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-09
(Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-09
(Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-09
(Cont.)

L1-10

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-10
(Cont.)

L1-11

L1-12

L1-13

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-13
(Cont.)

L1-14

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-14
(Cont.)

L1-15

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-15
(Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-15
(Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-15
(Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-15
(Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-15
(Cont.)

L1-16

L1-17

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-18

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-19

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-19
(Cont.)

L1-20

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-21

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-21
(Cont.)

L1-22

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-22
(Cont.)

L1-23

L1-24

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-24
(Cont.)

L1-25

L1-26

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-26
(Cont.)

L1-27

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-28

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-28
(Cont.)

L1-29

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-29
(Cont.)

L1-30

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-30
(Cont.)

L1-31

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-32

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-32
(Cont.)

L1-33

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-33
(Cont.)

L1-34

L1-35

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-35
(Cont.)

L1-36

L1-37

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-37
(Cont.)

L1-38

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-38
(Cont.)

L1-39

L1-40

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-40
(Cont.)

L1-41

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-41
(Cont.)

L1-42

L1-43

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-43
(Cont.)

L1-44

L1-45

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-45
(Cont.)

L1-46

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-46
(Cont.)

L1-47

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-47
(Cont.)

L1-48

L1-49

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-49
(Cont.)

L1-50

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-50
(Cont.)

L1-51

L1-52

L1-53

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-53
(Cont.)

L1-54

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-54
(Cont.)

L1-55

L1-56

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-56
(Cont.)

L1-57

L1-58

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-58
(Cont.)

L1-59

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-59
(Cont.)

L1-60

L1-61

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-61
(Cont.)

L1-62

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-62
(Cont.)

L1-63

L1-64

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-64
(Cont.)

L1-65

L1-66

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-66
(Cont.)

L1-67

L1-68

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-69

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-69
(Cont.)

L1-70

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-70
(Cont.)

L1-71

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-71
(Cont.)

L1-72

L1-73

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-73
(Cont.)

L1-74

L1-75

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-76

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-77

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-78

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-79

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-80

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-81

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-82

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-83

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-84

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-85

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

Comment Letter L2

L2-01

PRIVATE CITIZENS AND COMMERCIAL
ENTITIES (P)
COMMENT LETTERS

Comment Letter P1

P1-01

Comment Letter P2

Comment Letter P2 (Cont.)

P2-01

P2-02

P2-03

Comment Letter P2 (Cont.)

P2-03
(Cont.)

P2-04

Comment Letter P2 (Cont.)

P2-05

P2-06

P2-07

Comment Letter P2 (Cont.)

P2-08

P2-09

P2-10

P2-11

P2-12

P2-13

P2-14

Comment Letter P2 (Cont.)

P2-14
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P2 (Cont.)

P2-15

P2-16

Comment Letter P2 (Cont.)

P2-16
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P3

P3-01

P3-02

Comment Letter P4

P4-01

P4-02

Comment Letter P5

P5-01

P5-02

P5-03

Comment Letter P5 (Cont.)

P5-03
(Cont.)

P5-04

P5-05

P5-06

Comment Letter P5 (Cont.)

P5-06
(Cont.)

P5-07

P5-08

Comment Letter P5 (Cont.)

P5-08
(Cont.)

P5-09

P5-10

Comment Letter P5 (Cont.)

P5-10
(Cont.)

P5-11

P5-12

P5-13

Comment Letter P5 (Cont.)

P5-13
(Cont.)

P5-14

P5-15

P5-16

Comment Letter P6

P6-01

P6-02

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

P6-02
(Cont.)

P6-03

P6-04

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

P6-04
(Cont.)

P6-05

P6-06

P6-07

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

P6-08

P6-09

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

P6-09
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

P6-10

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

P6-10
(Cont.)

P6-11

P6-12

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

P6-13

P6-14

P6-15

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

P6-15
(Cont.)

P6-16

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

P6-16
(Cont.)

P6-17

P6-18

P6-19

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

P6-20

P6-21

P6-22

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

P6-22
(Cont.)

P6-23

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

P6-23
(Cont.)

P6-24

P6-25

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

P6-26

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

P6-26
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

P6-26
(Cont.)

P6-27

P6-28

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

P6-28
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

P6-29

P6-30

P6-31

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P7

P7-01

P7-02

Comment Letter P7 (Cont.)

P7-03

P7-04

Comment Letter P8

P8-01

P8-02

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

P8-02
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

P8-02
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

P8-02
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

P8-02
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

P8-03

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

P8-04

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

P8-05

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

P8-06

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

P8-07

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

P8-08

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

P8-09

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

P8-10

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

P8-11

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P8 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P9

Comment Letter P9 (Cont.)

P9-01

P9-02

Comment Letter P9 (Cont.)

P9-03

P9-04

Comment Letter P9 (Cont.)

P9-04
(Cont.)

P9-05

P9-06

P9-07

Comment Letter P9 (Cont.)

P9-08

P9-09

P9-10

Comment Letter P9 (Cont.)

P9-10
(Cont.)

P9-11

P9-12

P9-13

Comment Letter P9 (Cont.)

P9-13
(Cont.)

P9-14

P9-15

P9-16

P9-17

Comment Letter P9 (Cont.)

P9-17
(Cont.)

P9-18

P9-19

P9-20

P9-21

Comment Letter P9 (Cont.)

P9-22

P9-23

P9-24

P9-25

Comment Letter P9 (Cont.)

P9-25
(Cont.)

P9-26

P9-27

P9-28

P9-29

Comment Letter P9 (Cont.)

P9-29
(Cont.)

P9-30

P9-31

P9-32

P9-33

P9-34

Comment Letter P9 (Cont.)

P9-34
(Cont.)

P9-35

P9-36

P9-37

P9-38

Comment Letter P9 (Cont.)

P9-38
(Cont.)

P9-39

P9-40

P9-41

Comment Letter P9 (Cont.)

P9-41
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P9 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P10

P10-01

P10-02

Comment Letter P10 (Cont.)

P10-02
(Cont.)

P10-03

P10-04

Comment Letter P10 (Cont.)

P10-05

P10-06

P10-07

P10-08

Comment Letter P10 (Cont.)

P10-09

P10-10

P10-11

P10-12

P10-13

P10-14

P10-15

Comment Letter P10 (Cont.)

P10-15
(Cont.)

P10-16

P10-17

P10-18

P10-19

Comment Letter P10 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P11

P11-01

Comment Letter P11 (Cont.)

P11-02

P11-03

P11-04

Comment Letter P11 (Cont.)

P11-04
(Cont.)

P11-05

P11-06

Comment Letter P11 (Cont.)

P11-07

P11-08

P11-09

Comment Letter P11 (Cont.)

P11-09
(Cont.)

P11-10

Comment Letter P12

P12-01

P12-02

P12-03

Comment Letter P12 (Cont.)

P12-04
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P12 (Cont.)

P12-04
(Cont.)

P12-05

P12-06

Comment Letter P12 (Cont.)

P12-06
(Cont.)

P12-07

Comment Letter P12 (Cont.)

P12-08

P12-09

P12-10

Comment Letter P12 (Cont.)

P12-10
(Cont.)

P12-11

Comment Letter P12 (Cont.)

P12-11
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P13

P13-01

P13-02

P13-03

Comment Letter P13 (Cont.)

P13-04

P13-05

P13-06

P13-07

P13-08

P13-09

P13-10

Comment Letter P13 (Cont.)

P13-10
(Cont.)

P13-11

Comment Letter P14

P14-01

P14-02

P14-03

P14-04
P14-05

Comment Letter P14 (Cont.)

P14-05
(Cont.)

P14-06

P14-07

P14-08

P14-09

P14-10

P14-11

Comment Letter P15

P15-01

P15-02

P15-03

P15-04

Comment Letter P15 (Cont.)

P15-05

P15-06

P15-07

Comment Letter P16

P16-01
P16-02

Comment Letter P17

P17-01

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-02

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-03

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-03
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-03
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-03
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-03
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-03
(Cont.)

P17-04

P17-05

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-05
(Cont.)

P17-06

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-06
(Cont.)

P17-07

P17-08

P17-09

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-10

P17-11

P17-12

P17-13

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-13
(Cont.)

P17-14

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-14
(Cont.)

P17-15

P17-16

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-16
(Cont.)

P17-17

P17-18

P17-19

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-19
(Cont.)

P17-20

P17-21

P17-22

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-22
(Cont.)

P17-23

P17-24

P17-25

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-26

P17-27

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-28

P17-29

P17-30

P17-31

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-32

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-33

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-33
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-33
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-33
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-33
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-33
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P17 (Cont.)

P17-33
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P18

P18-01

P18-02

P18-03

P18-04

Comment Letter P18 (Cont.)

P18-04
(Cont.)

P18-05

P18-06

P18-07

Comment Letter P18 (Cont.)

P18-08

P18-09

P18-10

P18-11

P18-12

Comment Letter P18 (Cont.)

P18-12
(Cont.)

P18-13

P18-14

Comment Letter P18 (Cont.)

P18-14
(Cont.)
P18-15

P18-16

P18-17

Comment Letter P19

P19-01

P19-02

Comment Letter P19 (Cont.)

P19-02
(Cont.)

P19-03

Comment Letter P19 (Cont.)

P19-04

P19-05

P19-06

Comment Letter P19 (Cont.)

P19-07

P19-08

P19-09

P19-10

Comment Letter P19 (Cont.)

P19-10
(Cont.)

P19-11

P19-12

P19-13

P19-14

P19-15

Comment Letter P19 (Cont.)

P19-15
(Cont.)

P19-16

P19-17

P19-18

Comment Letter P20

Comment Letter P20 (Cont.)

P20-01

P20-02

Comment Letter P20 (Cont.)

P20-02

P20-03

Comment Letter P20 (Cont.)

P20-03
(Cont.)

P20-04

P20-05

P20-06

Comment Letter P20 (Cont.)

P20-06
(Cont.)

P20-07

P20-08

P20-09

P20-10

Comment Letter P20 (Cont.)

P20-11

P20-12

P20-13

Comment Letter P20 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P21

P21-01

P21-02

Comment Letter P22

P22-01

Comment Letter P23

P23-01

P23-02

P23-03

P23-04

P23-05

Comment Letter P23 (Cont.)

P23-06

Comment Letter P24

P24-01

Comment Letter P24 (Cont.)

Comment Letter P25

P25-01

P25-02

P25-03

Comment Letter P26

P26-01

Comment Letter P27

P27-01

P27-02

P27-03

P27-04

P27-05

P27-06

P27-07

P27-08

P27-09

P27-10

Comment Letter P27

P27-10
(Cont.)

Comment Letter P28

P28-01

Comment Letter P29

P29-01

P29-02

P29-03

P29-04

P29-05

P29-06

Comment Letter P29 (Cont.)

P29-07

Comment Letter P30

P30-01

Comment Letters P31 through P173
Comment Letters P31 through P81
These comment letters are included in Table A-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies
were not included herein as the letters only contain comments that were either expressions of
opinion/non-substantive comments or repetitions/reiterations of the comments received on the 2013 EA.
Comment Letters P82 through P104
These comment letters are included in Table A-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies
were not included herein as the letters are duplicates of correspondence provided in another comment
letter.
Comment Letters P105 through P107
These comment letters are included in Table A-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies
were not included herein as the letters do not specifically provide comments on the EA, Proposed Action,
project alternatives, and/or decision to be made by the Lead Agency (U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs or
BIA).
Comment Letters P108 through P152
These comment letters are included in Table A-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies
were not included herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P1.
Comment Letters P153 through P158
These comment letters are included in Table A-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies
were not included herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P16.
Comment Letters P159 through P165
These comment letters are included in Table A-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies
were not included herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P3.
Comment Letters P166 through P169
These comment letters are included in Table A-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies
were not included herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P4.

Comment Letters P174 and P175
Comment Letters P170 through P173
These comment letters are included in Table A-1 as they are part of the administrative record but copies
were not included herein as the content of the letters is nearly identical to that of Comment Letter P2.
Comment Letters P174 and P175
These comment letters are included in Table A-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
July 14, 2014. 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.

EXHIBIT B
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

EXHIBIT B
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Responses to comments are organized below in three sections. General comments regarding the project
and issues that were raised by multiple commenters are addressed first in Section 1.0. Section 2.0
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 and numbered in the margin for ease of reference, are provided in
Exhibit A. Refer to Table A-1 which provides an index of all of the comments received on the Final
Environmental Assessment. Once an issue is addressed, either in the General Responses (Section 1.0) or
in an individual response to a comment (Section 2.0), 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.
Comment letters received past the comment period deadline of July 14, 2014 were reviewed for new,
substantial comments; responses to new, substantial comments received past the deadline are provided in
Section 3.0.

1.0

GENERAL RESPONSES

1.1

Expressions of Opinion/Non-Substantive Comments

Summary of Comments
Many of the comments received were expressions of gratitude for the opportunity to comment and
expressions of opinion against the Proposed Action and project alternatives. Many other comments did
not raise a substantive environmental issue or were statements of information related to the commenter,
such as the number of years the commenter has resided in the Santa Ynez Valley.

Response
To warrant a detailed response in the Findings of No Significant Impact (FONSI), comments must fulfill
two minimum requirements: 1) the comments must raise a new substantive environmental issue not
previously addressed in the Final EA and associated appendices, and 2) they must be related to either the
decisions to be made by the Lead Agency (the Bureau of Indian Affairs or BIA) based on the 2013 EA
and Final EA (collectively, 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 when making its decision.
General Response 1.3 addresses the repetitive comments that were addressed in Appendix O of the Final
EA.
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1.2

Extension of the Comment Period

Summary of Comments
Several commenters requested an extension of the comment period presented in the Notice of Availability
released May 29, 2014.

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 May 29, 2014 and was noticed to end on June 30, 2014 (an extra 2 days were
provided as 30 days would have ended on a non-business day). In response to requests received, the
public comment period was extended to July 14, 2014, providing an extension of 14 days. Overall, the
Final EA was released for public review and comment for 46 days.

1.3

Repetitive/Reiterative Comments

Summary of Comments
Many of the comments received on the Final EA were expressions or reiterations of similar concerns
expressed in comments submitted on the 2013 EA. Commenters brought up various topics and issues
related to the Proposed Action, project alternatives, and environmental review process, but did not
provide any new or additional information regarding the revisions and additional information provided
within the Final EA, including the responses to the comments that were received on the 2013 EA
(contained in Appendix O of the Final EA). Numerous other commenters requested that comments
submitted on the 2013 EA, the original and revised fee-to-trust applications, and/or the Tribal
Consolidation and Acquisition Plan (Plan) and corresponding Tribal Consolidation Area (TCA) be
included as comments received on the Final EA.

Response
The 2013 EA was released for public review on August 20, 2013; comments on the 2013 EA were
received through November 18, 2013 (refer to General Response 3.1.1 in Appendix O of the Final EA for
further discussion). The Final EA was prepared to update the project baseline and project components
(refer to General Response 1.4 for further discussion) as well as to respond to and incorporate updates in
response to comments received on the 2013 EA. Responses to comments received on the 2013 EA are
provided in Section 3.0 of Appendix O of the Final EA. Accordingly, no additional responses are
required as the comments that are addressed under this General Response either reiterate or repeat
comments received on the 2013 EA and are correspondingly addressed in Appendix O; do not provide
new information that requires a revision to the Final EA; and/or do not address the revised text presented
in the Final EA or the responses to comments received on the 2013 EA. For example, several
commenters stated that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) should be prepared for the Proposed
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Action but do not provide any substantive new or different supportive justification for this request beyond
the comments received on the 2013 EA.
Comments on the original and revised fee-to-trust applications associated with the Final EA are noted.
Pursuant to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the
BIA NEPA Guidebook, a response in the FONSI is not required.
The Tribe withdrew without prejudice the approved Plan and corresponding TCA (refer to General
Response 3.1.2 in Appendix O of the Final EA for further discussion). This was addressed in Section 1.1
on page 1-5 of the Final EA, which clearly states that the TCA was rescinded without prejudice by the
Tribe. Therefore, comments related to the TCA are no longer relevant to the Proposed Action and project
alternatives.

1.4

Inconsistencies between the 2013 EA and the Final EA

Summary of Comments
A few comments state that the inconsistencies between the 2013 EA and the Final EA are reason to
prepare an EIS. Examples of inconsistencies include the development start date and length of
construction, reduction in vineyard acreage, and evaluation of the project alternatives in the context of the
Williamson Act.

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. Accordingly, the Final EA incorporated changes to the project baseline (e.g. the withdrawal by
the Tribe without prejudice of the approved Plan and corresponding TCA or proposed hotel expansion
project), changes to the components of the project alternatives (e.g. the reduction of vineyard acreage
under Alternatives A and B), updates to the associated analysis of the environmental impacts given the
changes to the project alternatives and/or comments received on the 2013 EA (e.g. the analysis of water
usage given the reduction in vineyard acreage under Alternatives A and B), and responds to comments
received on the 2013 EA. The Final EA was released for public review on May 29, 2014 and a 46 day
comment period was provided to allow the public an opportunity to review and comment on the Final EA,
including the revisions to the proposed alternatives and responses to comments on the 2013 EA. The
Final EA was developed and released in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA
and the BIA NEPA Guidebook.
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Commenters expressed concern over the start date of the selected project alternative given the Williamson
Act Contract restrictions and the associated environmental baseline evaluated in EA; refer to General
Responses 1.5 and 1.7 for a discussion.
Commenters stated that confusion surrounds the size of the proposed vineyard. As discussed in General
Response 3.1.9 of Appendix O the Final EA, the Tribe revised the vineyard development plans under
Alternatives A and B to reduce vineyard production by 50 acres in response to current economic
conditions in the Santa Ynez Valley. Additionally, since the release of the 2013 EA and in response to
comment received regarding the No Action Alternative (Alternative C), the Tribe reevaluated its options
and decided that, if the Proposed Action is not approved, the Tribe would likely increase vineyard
production by approximately 44 acres to maximize the profitability of the project site to fund on-going tax
payments as the property would continue to be held in fee title and governed by the Tribe under Santa
Barbara County (County) land use restrictions. The reduction and addition of vineyard acreage correlates
to a reduction and addition of water demands, which required that impacts to groundwater supply be reevaluated for each alternative. Accordingly, Sections 2.0, 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.2, 4.4.2, and 5.2 of the Final
EA and the Water and Wastewater Feasibility Analysis (Appendix C of the Final EA) were updated.

1.5

Baseline and Project Timeline

Summary of Comments
Several comments received stated that, given development cannot occur on the project site until the
Williamson Act Contract expires in 2023, the environmental baseline for the Proposed Action and project
alternatives should be 2022, and use of a present-day baseline is inappropriate. Commenters further
stated that because development cannot occur until 2023, the trust acquisition is not necessary at this time
and could be postponed until an appropriate baseline can be assessed.

Response
The proposed trust acquisition is necessary at this time because the Tribe wishes to exercise its right of
Tribal self-governance over its existing commercial enterprises on the project site (the existing
approximately 250 acres of vineyard) as stated in Section 1.4 of the 2013 EA and Final EA. Refer to
General Response 3.1.5 of Section 3.0 of Appendix O of the Final EA for further discussion as to the
purpose of the trust acquisition process. The federal action under consideration in this EA can be taken as
soon as is practical and feasible (e.g. appropriate environmental review is completed, etc.). Accordingly,
use of present-day as the baseline for the Proposed Action is appropriate.
Consistent with CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA Section 150.14, the project alternatives
considered within the EA include the ultimate development plans proposed by the Tribe for the project
site, which facilitates an accurate and complete evaluation of impacts to environmental resources. The
BIA defined the environmental baseline and existing setting using the planning documents and
information available at this time. The Proposed Action and project alternatives were then analyzed
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within the context of the existing setting to determine potential environmental impacts. In addition, in
accordance with CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook, the potential
for future adverse impacts associated with the implementation of the project alternatives and other future
foreseeable projects are addressed in Section 4.4 of the Final EA. The cumulative analysis within the
Final EA was established using available information including the 20-year build out forecasts for the
region presented in the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan (SYVCP). However, there is inadequate
information available to accurately determine the environmental setting in 2022, and use of an inaccurate
existing setting would result in an inaccurate or, at best, a limited assessment of impacts to resources. For
example, the environmental setting related to groundwater supply included in Section 3.2.2 of the Final
EA was determined using a technical report of groundwater availability in the vicinity of the project site
(Tetra Tech, 2010), the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) bulletin on the groundwater
basin (DWR, 2004), the SYVCP (SBC, 2009a), the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the
SYVCP (SBC, 2009b), and the County’s groundwater report (SBC, 2012f). Although information and
models are available that may speculate on future groundwater conditions, such speculations allow for
only speculation on future impacts, which produces a weaker evaluation in comparison to an evaluation
based on measurable and readily quantifiable data.

1.6

General Statements of Impact

Summary of Comments
Many of the comments received were statements that the Proposed Action and/or project alternatives
would result in adverse impacts to several resources. The resources and associated issues of concern
included in such comments consist of the following: land resources, water resources, air quality and
greenhouse gases (GHGs), biological resources, cultural resources, socioeconomic conditions /
environmental justice, transportation and circulation, land use, public services, noise, hazardous materials,
and visual resources. The commenters did not elaborate as to how these resources would be affected by
the Proposed Action and/or project alternatives, nor did the commenters provide additional details as to
how the analysis presented in the Final EA failed to evaluate impacts to these resources; the commenters
simply stated that these resources would be adversely impacted.

Response
Potential impacts are evaluated in Section 4.0 of the Final EA, and if necessary, mitigation measures are
included in Section 5.0 to reduce potential impacts to a minimal level. Potential impacts to land resources
are addressed in Sections 4.1.1, 4.2.1, 4.3.1, and 4.4.1 of the Final EA, and adverse impacts would be
reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.1 of the Final
EA. Potential impacts to water resources are addressed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 4.4.2 of the
Final EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation
measures identified in Section 5.2 of the Final EA. Potential impacts related to air quality and GHG
emissions are addressed in Sections 4.1.3, 4.2.3, 4.3.3, and 4.4.3 of the Final EA, and adverse impacts
would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.3 of
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the Final 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 Final EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the
mitigation measures identified in Section 5.4 of the Final EA. Potential impacts to cultural resources are
addressed in Sections 4.1.5, 4.2.5, 4.3.5, and 4.4.5 of the Final EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced
or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.5 of the Final EA.
Potential impacts associated with socioeconomic conditions/ environmental justice are addressed in
Sections 4.1.6, 4.2.6, 4.3.6, and 4.4.6 of the Final EA; as discussed therein, no adverse impacts related to
socioeconomic conditions/ environmental justice would occur. Potential impacts related to transportation
and circulation are addressed in Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of the Final EA, and adverse
impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in
Section 5.7 of the Final EA. Potential impacts related to land use are addressed in Sections 4.1.8, 4.2.8,
4.3.8, and 4.4.8 of the Final EA; as discussed therein, no adverse impacts related to land use would occur.
Potential impacts related to public services are addressed in Sections 4.1.9, 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.10 of the
Final EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with implementation of the mitigation
measures identified in Section 5.9 of the Final 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 Final EA; as discussed therein, no adverse impacts related
to noise would occur. Potential impacts related to hazardous materials are addressed in Sections 4.1.11,
4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11 of the Final EA, and adverse impacts would be reduced or avoided with
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.11 of the Final EA. Potential impacts
to visual resources are addressed in Sections 4.1.12, 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12 of the Final EA; as
discussed therein, no adverse impacts to visual resources would occur.

1.7

Williamson Act

Summary of Comments
A few of the comments received expressed concern that the Proposed Action and project alternatives
would violate the existing Williamson Act Contract for the project site. One commenter stated that the
Tribe failed to sign a “Notification of Assumption of Williamson Act Contract” and failed to include an
“Acknowledgement of Restrictive Covenants” form in the associated trust application.

Response
A “Notification of Assumption of Williamson Act Contract Pursuant to Government Code (“Gov. Code”)
Section 51243(b)” was signed by the Tribal Chairman on July 21, 2014 and recorded in the Official
Records of Santa Barbara County as Instrument No. 2014-0032894 on July 21, 2014. Santa Barbara
County Counsel approved such Notification of Assumption on July 31, 2014, and a copy is included as
Exhibit G. Inclusion of the “Acknowledgement of Restrictive Covenants” form with the trust application
is unrelated to the environmental analysis presented in the EA and release of a FONSI.
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Further comments and concerns regarding the Williamson Act Contract as it relates to the Proposed
Action and project alternatives were previously addressed in Section 3.0 of Appendix O of the Final EA
(in particular, General Response 3.1.18 and Responses to Comments L3-09 and L3-16).

1.8

Groundwater Supply

Summary of Comments
Many of the comments received were concerned with the impacts of the project alternatives to
groundwater resources, in particular related to overdraft of the Santa Ynez Uplands Groundwater Basin
(Uplands Basin).

Response
Refer to General Response 3.1.9 in Appendix O of the Final EA for discussion of the data and
information considered and utilized to develop the analysis of impacts to groundwater resources included
in the Final EA. Under existing conditions, approximately 256 acre-feet per year (AFY) of groundwater
is utilized on the project site for irrigation of the existing 256-acre vineyard. The net water demand for
potable water for Alternative B is 256 AFY. Section 4.2.2 of the Final EA mistakenly stated that the net
water demand for potable water for Alternative B is 260 AFY. This statement included a miscalculation
related to the recycled water use reduction (90 percent of indoor use would be used as treated wastewater
for irrigation) shown in Table 2-5 of Appendix C of the Final EA. With incorporation of the accurate
recycled water reduction credit in to the water demand calculation for Alternative B, implementation of
Alternative B would therefore result in no net change in water demand over existing water use rates (as
opposed to a 4 AFY increase erroneously reported in Section 4.2.2 the Final EA) and a decrease in water
use rates compared to Alternative A (92 AFY less) and Alternative C (44 AFY less). Therefore, selection
of Alternative B and associated 1-acre residential plots, even with the government center, would have no
effect on the groundwater supply of the Uplands Basin compared to existing conditions.
As discussed in Sections 2.5 and 4.1.2 of the Final EA, implementation of Alternative A would result in
348 AFY net water demand, an increase of 92 AFY over existing conditions. As discussed in Sections
2.5 and 4.3.2 of the Final EA, implementation of Alternative C (No Action Alternative) would result in
300 AFY of water use on the project site, an increase of 44 AFY over existing conditions.
Implementation of Alternative A or C would not contribute to overdraft of the Uplands Basin and
therefore would not adversely impact groundwater resources because, as stated in Section 3.2 of the Final
EA, the SYVCP states that at least several hundred acre feet of new long-term demand on the Uplands
Basin could be accommodated without substantial effects (SBC, 2009a). Further, the mitigation measures
included in Section 5.2 of the Final EA would reduce impacts of Alternatives A and B to neighboring
wells and would ensure water usage is reduced during drought conditions, thereby reducing impacts to
groundwater resources. Accordingly, with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in
Section 5.2 of the Final EA, none of the project alternatives would result in an adverse impact on
groundwater resources.
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Of note, although not applicable if the trust acquisition is approved, the Santa Barbara County
Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual defines the withdrawal of 61 AFY of water or more as
significantly adverse. Alternatives B and C do not exceed the County’s thresholds (no change and
increase of 44 AFY over existing, respectively).

1.9

Impacts to Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp and California Red-Legged Frog

Summary of Comments
Commenters expressed concerns related to the adequacy of the mitigation measures proposed to reduce
direct and indirect impacts to vernal pool fairy shrimp (VPFS) and California red-legged frog (CRLF).

Response
Through Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS), the BIA received comments from USFWS regarding direct and indirect impacts to seasonal
wetlands and swales that may adversely affect the Primary Constituent Elements of VPFS habitat.
Specifically, USFWS was concerned with the alteration of existing hydrology supporting the wetland
features, and the necessity of pre-determined buffer zones around the avoided wetlands and swales to
provide a more conclusive analysis of the potential impacts to the seasonally inundated features on the
project site. Further, USFWS recommended that an additional protective measure for CRLF be
incorporated to avoid ground clearing and construction activities during periods of wet weather when
CRLF is most likely to be dispersing between breeding ponds.
To address these concerns, the following mitigation measures have been included in the revised
Biological Assessment (BA) that was resubmitted to USFWS.
BIO MM-1: 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
250 foot wetland habitat buffer zone will be established around seasonal wetland habitat
within the project site to assure avoidance of direct or indirect impact to VPFS.
BIO MM-2: If the National Weather Service forecast predicts a rain event of ½ inch or
more over a 48-hour period for the worksite area, construction activities will be halted 24
hours before the rain event is anticipated to begin. Construction activities, for the
purposes of this protective measure, consist of all activities which pose a risk of crushing
dispersing amphibians including driving construction vehicles and equipment, and
activities that alter the natural contours of the existing property including digging
trenches, modifying drainages, vegetation clearing and grubbing, land grading, and
pouring of building pads for new structures. After a rain event, a qualified biologist will
conduct a pre-construction survey for amphibians dispersing through the project
site. Construction will resume only after the site has sufficiently dried and the qualified
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biologist determines that amphibians are unlikely to be dispersing through the project
site.
The implementation of BIO MM-1 in conjunction with the avoidance measures, best management
practices (BMPs), and drainage design features discussed in Sections 5.4.3 and 4.1.2 of the EA will
eliminate any direct or indirect effects to VPFS. The measures ensure the avoidance of all seasonal
wetlands and swales that provide flowing water to the wetland features. Additionally, with the
implementation of the stormwater drainage improvements, the stormwater flows on the project site postdevelopment would equal existing runoff rates. Therefore, construction within the associated upland
areas will not impact the amount of overland flow reaching the avoided wetland features.
Additionally, although there is a relatively low potential for the CRLF to occur onsite during dispersal
events, the inclusion of BIO MM-2 will ensure adverse effects to the CRLF are reduced.
The USFWS issued a letter on October 8, 2014 (included as Exhibit D) that concurred with the BIA’s
determination that the Proposed Action may affect but is not likely to adversely affect VPFS and CRLF
with incorporation of the mitigation in the revised BA. The Tribe issued Resolution 930B that
incorporated the above mitigation measures into the Proposed Action. With the implementation of BIO
MM-1 and MM-2 above (in addition to the mitigation measures presented in Section 5.4.3 of the Final
EA), potential direct and indirect effects to VPFS and CRLF are further reduced to a minimal level.

1.10

Adverse Impacts to Biological Resources Require an EIS

Summary of Comments
A few comments received state that an EIS is required if a proposed action would result in an adverse
impact to the environment. The commenters go on to state that, because the Final EA concedes that an
adverse impact would occur to biological resources, an EIS is therefore required. A few commenters cite
text from page 2-17 of the Final EA that reads, “Both alternatives [A and B] would adversely impact
water of the U.S., special-status species, protected oak trees, and migratory birds.”

Response
The commenters are correct that, per the BIA NEPA Guidebook, if an action is expected to have
significant impacts or if the analysis in an EA indentifies significant impacts, then an EIS must be
prepared. However, as stated on page 2-17 of the Final EA, yet not included in letters from commenters,
“Both alternatives [A and B] would adversely impact water of the U.S., special-status species, protected
oak trees, and migratory birds without the implementation of mitigation. However, with the incorporation
of mitigation measures, implementation of the project alternatives would not result in jeopardy to and
would facilitate the recovery of special status species and sensitive habitats.” The mitigation measures
included in Section 5.4 of the Final EA would reduce impacts of Alternatives A and B to a minimal level
and therefore would not result in a significant impact. In addition, in accordance with ESA Section 7, the
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BIA requested and received (refer to Exhibit D) concurrence from USFWS that the project would not
significantly impact protected species. Refer to General Response 1.9 for further discussion.
Accordingly, an EIS is not required.

1.11

Public Services

Summary of Comments
Several commenters expressed concerns that removal of the project site from County jurisdiction and
associated taxation would result in an adverse impact to public services as new residents of the proposed
development would utilize County public services funded by County property taxes. Commenters are
primarily concerned about impacts to public schools, law enforcement, and fire protection services.

Response
Although many of the comments regarding public services were repetitive of those received on the 2013
EA (refer to the responses provided in Section 3.0 of Appendix O of the Final EA), the Tribe has
committed to further reducing impacts through several initiatives completed since the public release of the
Final EA. The Tribe passed Resolution 948 (included as Exhibit F) since the release of the Final EA to
establish the Santa Ynez Tribal Police Department (SYTPD) as a new Tribal department to have
jurisdiction over all land annexed to the Reservation by the fee-to-trust process after June 3, 2014.
Accordingly, the new SYTPD will provide law enforcement services to the project site should the
Proposed Action be approved, thereby further reducing the impact to local law enforcement agencies.
Secondly, since the release of the Final EA, the Tribe passed Resolution 949 (included as Exhibit F) to
establish a dedicated fund for local school districts that include the project site, which are College
Elementary School District-General, SYVHD-General, Allan Hancock CC Dist-General, County school
services, and education revenue augmentation. Tribal Resolution 949 sets aside $51,429 annually, which
is equivalent to the amount paid by the Tribe in property taxes to the County in 2013 through 2014, for
grants to be paid to the school districts from the Chumash Foundation. Tribal Resolution 949 therefore
eliminates any significant impact to public school services as the funding provided by property taxes on
the project site will still be provided if the Proposed Action is approved.

1.12

Cumulative Projects

Summary of Comments
Several comments expressed concern that the analysis of cumulative impacts was inadequate in the Final
EA because cumulative conditions were inappropriately defined and therefore cumulative impacts cannot
be adequately assessed. Commenters contend that the cumulative condition does not include the Tribe’s
approved trust acquisition of 6.9 acres just north of the existing Chumash Casino Resort across SR-246
for a Tribal cultural center and commercial retail facility (“Tribal Cultural Center Project”) and the
Tribe’s proposed expansion of the existing Chumash Casino Resort (“Hotel Expansion Project”).
Additionally, commenters are concerned with the Tribe’s plans for the 5.8 acre property abutting SR-246,
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for property at the corner of Edison Street and SR-246, for the property along Meadowvale Road and SR246 commonly referred to as Mowry Farm, and for the property along Meadowvale Road commonly
referred to as the Cabrillo property.

Response
Potential cumulative impacts for each environmental issue area under Alternatives A and B are evaluated
in Section 4.4 of the Final EA. As stated therein, implementation of Alternative C, the No Action
Alternative, would not result in cumulative effects and therefore is not discussed. Near-term cumulative
conditions were established by reviewing the cumulative project database maintained by the County for
projects within the Santa Ynez Valley, and Table 4-17 in Section 4.4 of the Final EA presents a summary of
the approved and pending near-term cumulative development. Additionally, pending and/or approved Tribal
projects were considered in the near-term cumulative condition.
The Tribal Cultural Center Project includes the development of a 42,000-square foot Tribal museum and
cultural center and commercial retail facility, a 3.5-acre commemorative park, and associated parking on
6.9 acres of trust land located north of SR-246, across from the Chumash Casino Resort. The Tribal
Cultural Center Project was incorporated into the cumulative scenario as appropriate for analysis of
cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action. Additionally, since the release of the 2013 EA, the Tribe has
proposed a hotel expansion project that includes the development of approximately 215 new hotel rooms,
expansion of the hotel and casino area by approximately 285,000 square feet, renovation of approximately
150,000 square feet of the existing casino and hotel, and development of a new parking structure. As
discussed throughout the responses contained in Appendix O of the Final EA, Section 4.4 of the Final EA
was updated to include the cumulative impacts associated with the Tribe’s proposed hotel expansion
project. For example, traffic counts associated with the Tribal Cultural Center Project were included in
the Traffic Impact Study (Appendix I) of the 2013 EA, and the Traffic Impact Study included as
Appendix I of the Final EA was revised to include the traffic counts associated with the proposed hotel
expansion project.
The Tribe owns in fee a 5.8 acre property abutting SR-246, a property at the corner of Edison Street and
SR-246, a remediated former gas station at the corner of SR-246 and Edison Street, and the properties
referenced by commenters as Mowry Farm and Cabrillo. However, the Tribe has no future development
plans for these properties at this time. These properties were therefore considered in the existing
environmental setting as there are no foreseeable future changes in land use.
Since the release of the Final EA in May 2014, the Tribe has reinitiated a request that the BIA to take
two parcels into trust on behalf of the Tribe: County Assessor Parcel Numbers (APNs) 143-242-001, 143242-002, 143-252-001, and143-252-002 known to the Tribe as the Mooney and Escobar properties,
respectively (“Mooney and Escobar Trust Acquisition”). The Mooney and Escobar properties are located
south of State Highway 246, west of Edison Avenue, and northeast of the Tribe’s Reservation in Santa
Barbara County. The Mooney property is comprised of one ±1.38-acre parcel, and the Escobar property
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is comprised of one ±0.73-acre parcel. The Tribe submitted a trust acquisition application and Property
Overview (PO) in 2006 for the 2.11 acres, but the fee-to-trust acquisition process was not completed. The
two properties include shielding and ornamental landscaping, storage sheds used for trash collection and
landscaping materials and maintenance, portions of Sanja Cota Avenue that provides access and egress to
the Chumash Casino Resort, and adjacent riparian habitat of Zanja de Cota Creek. The purpose of the
proposed Mooney and Escobar Trust Acquisition is to provide a means for the Tribe to utilize recycled
water generated at the Tribe’s wastewater reclamation facility (WRF) for irrigation of the properties
instead of potable water, which is the current irrigation source. Thereby, the Tribe would continue its
commitment to resource preservation by reducing current potable water demands through maximizing
recycled water use on Tribal property. Utilization of recycled water would not alter the land use of the
properties as both currently include shielding and ornamental landscaping. As there is no change in land
use, the Mooney and Escobar Trust Acquisition is categorically excluded from review under NEPA. The
Tribe submitted to the BIA an updated PO in September 2014 for the two parcels and a revised
application is being prepared.
Considering that neither a change in land use nor any new development would occur on the Mooney and
Escobar properties, the potential for cumulative impacts resulting from approval of the Proposed Action
and the Mooney and Escobar Trust Acquisition is minimal. The Mooney and Escobar Trust Acquisition
would have extremely minimal, if any, impact related to land resources, air quality, biological resources,
cultural resources, transportation and circulation, land use, public services, noise, hazardous materials,
and visual resources. Approval of the Mooney and Escobar Trust Acquisition would reduce demands on
potable water, which would reduce the Tribe’s overall demand on potable water and therefore be a
beneficial impact when considered in the cumulative condition of the Proposed Action. Approval of
the Mooney and Escobar Trust Acquisition would remove approximately $24,050 from the County’s
property tax rolls (based on the 2013 through 2014 tax year), which could be a cumulatively significant
impact to socioeconomic conditions and environmental justice when considered with the Proposed
Action, which would remove approximately $78,300 from the County’s property tax rolls (based on the
2011 through 2012 tax year). However, as stated in Section 4.1.6 of the Final EA, the County Tax
Collector was projected to collect approximately $625 million in property taxes for the entire County
during the 2011 through 2012 tax year. The tax on the project site was approximately 0.01 percent of the
County’s total property tax revenue, which is de minimis, would not lead to any adverse physical effect,
and is not a significant direct or indirect impact under NEPA. Cumulatively, the Proposed Action and
Mooney and Escobar Trust Acquisition would remove $102,350 from the County’s property tax rolls,
which equates to approximately 0.016 percent of the County’s total property tax revenue. In determining
impacts to the County’s tax base, 0.016 percent is also de minims, would not lead to any adverse physical
effect, and is not cumulatively significant under NEPA. Additionally, the mitigation measure in Section
5.9 would reduce the impact of the Proposed Action to fire protection services and the Tribe has recently
passed resolutions to further reduce impacts the Proposed Action to law enforcement services and public
schools (refer to General Response 1.11). Therefore, no adverse cumulative impacts related to
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socioeconomic conditions and environmental justice would occur with implementation of the Proposed
Action, including with consideration of the Mooney and Escobar Trust Acquisition.

2.0

INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES

Federal Agency Comment Letters (F)
Response to Comment Letter F1 – Congresswoman Lois Capps
F1-01

Refer to General Response 1.2 regarding requests to extend the comment period.

State Agency Comment Letters (S)
Response to Comment Letter S1 – David Innis, Environmental Scientist, Central Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board
S1-01 through S1-03
Comments and recommendations to consider the Central Coast Low Impact Development
Initiative (LIDI), to cluster development, and to locate development away from areas with
naturally good infiltrating soils are noted.

Response to Comment Letter S2 – David Innis, Environmental Scientist, Central Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board
This comment letter is included in Table A-1 in Exhibit A as it is part of the administrative record but
requires no response as it is a duplicate of Comment Letter S1. Refer to response to Comment Letter
S1.

Response to Comment Letter S3 – Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse
This comment letter is included in Table A-1 in Exhibit A 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 Final EA.

Local Agency Comment Letters (L)
Response to Comment Letter L1 – Mona Miyasato, County Executive Officer, County of
Santa Barbara
L1-01

Comment noted.

L1-02

Refer to General Response 1.5 regarding the environmental baseline and project timeline.

L1-03

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.
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L1-04 and L1-05
Comments noted.
L1-06

Refer to General Response 1.5 regarding the environmental baseline and project timeline.

L1-07

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS, including the
relevance of Natural Resources Defense Council v. Duvall (777 F. Supp. 1533, 1537 [E.D.
Cal. 1991]).

L1-08

Refer to the responses to the following comments regarding the conclusions stated in this
comment related to the analyses, misstatements and assumptions, and inadequacy of
cumulative impacts and project alternatives discussions included in the Final EA. Refer to
General Response 1.5 regarding the environmental baseline and project timeline. Refer to
General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.

L1-09

Comment noted. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the TCA. Refer to General
Response 1.7 regarding the Williamson Act contract for the project site. To clarify regarding
project alternatives, the Final EA identifies nine proposed site plans for the project site in
Appendix N. Two of the nine site plans were selected for detailed evaluation and analysis in
the Final EA and are identified as Alternative A and B.

L1-10

Refer to General Response 1.5 regarding the environmental baseline and project timeline.
The commenter’s reference to Half Moon Bay Fishermans’ Marketing Ass’n v. Carlucci, 857
F.2d 505, 510 (9th Cir. 1988) as evidence that NEPA requires an agency to set forth the
baseline conditions that exist before proposed agency action is noted.

L1-11

Refer to General Response 1.5 regarding the environmental baseline and project timeline.

L1-12

Refer to General Response 1.5 regarding the environmental baseline and project timeline.
The project alternatives and impacts to resources, including water and public services, were
considered within the context of the current drought; for example, mitigation in Section 5.2 of
the Final EA requires special conservation measures be implemented when the County
declares a local drought. Refer to General Response 1.11 regarding public services.

L1-13

Refer to General Response 1.5 regarding the environmental baseline and project timeline.
Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.

L1-14

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS, including the
relevance of Natural Resources Defense Council v. Duvall (777 F. Supp. 1533, 1537 [E.D.
Cal. 1991]).

Analytical Environmental Services
October 2014

14

Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust
Response to Final EA Comments

Exhibit B

The commenter also cites Anderson v. Evans (371 F.3d 475, 494 [9th Cir. 2004]) regarding
the requirements for an EIS. In Anderson, the Ninth Circuit held that the government was
required to prepare an EIS before approving a Gray Whale hunt. The Ninth Circuit held that
the EA was insufficient because there was no data to quantify the impact to the particular
population to be hunted (Anderson, 371 F.3d at 494). Here, the EA provides the BIA with all
the data and other information needed to conclude that approval of the fee-to-trust application
would not result in significant environmental impacts.
L1-15

Comment noted. The Tribe recognizes the importance of agriculture in this region, as
demonstrated by the fact that all project alternatives include agricultural land uses on the
project site. Refer to General Response 1.6 regarding analysis of impacts to agricultural
resources.

L1-16

Gazing operations would continue under Alternatives A and B in the designated open space/
recreational areas. As stated on page 4-1 of Section 4.1.1 of the Final EA, under Alternative
A, “current agricultural and grazing land uses would be maintained on these parcels [Parcels
1 and 5] with the exception of 53 acres on Parcel 1, of which 3 acres would be developed into
a wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) and the vineyard would be reduced by approximately
50 acres to add additional open space.” As further explained on page 4-22 in Section 4.1.8 of
the Final EA, “Parcel 1, Parcel 5, a portion of Parcel 2, and a portion of Parcel 3 would
remain open space and would not be developed, which would make the areas available for
grazing operations” under Alternative A. Under Alternative B, “approximately 569
additional acres of grazing land would remain undeveloped under this reduced intensity
alternative,” as stated on page 4-47 of section 4.2.8 of the Final EA. To that end, the Tribe
recently finalized pasture agreements that lease portions of the project site to grazing
operators through December 2016.

L1-17

Comment noted. 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. There are approximately
105,060 acres of irrigated farmland, including prime farmland, farmland of statewide
importance, and unique farmland, and roughly 1,330,280 acres of grazing land in the County
(SBC, 2011a). Implementation of the Proposed Action would remove approximately 0.08
percent of unique farmland and farmland of local importance (± 79 acres of 105,060 acres)
and would remove approximately 0.05 percent (± 704 acres of 1,330,280 acres) of grazing
land from the jurisdiction of the County. The total agricultural acreage that would be
converted by implementation of the Proposed Action would be 783 acres. However, in the
context of the total existing agricultural land in the County and region, the acreage that would
be converted is minimal. The fact that the converted acreage is low compared to the total
agricultural lands in the County supports the conclusion that the amount of agricultural land
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that would be converted is unsubstantial. Conversely, a substantial conversion would occur if
a small area of prime farmland of farmland of State or regional significance were converted
in a region with limited agricultural resources (e.g. less than 10,000 acres). As discussed in
Section 4.2.8 of the EA, Alternative B would convert the same acreage of unique farmland
and would convert fewer acres of farmland of local importance and grazing land; therefore,
based on the discussion above, Alternative B would also not constitute an adverse impact.
Further, the commenter’s assertion that the Proposed Action’s impact to agricultural lands is
akin to an impact to forest land is unsupported as forest land is an interconnected ecosystem
whereas agricultural land is artificially managed to produce a limited variety of plants and/or
animals and, from an ecosystem or habitat standpoint, is generally independent of
surrounding land uses.
L1-18

The commenter argues that the Proposed Action would impact the environment, citing Sierra
Club v. U.S. Forest Service (843 F.2d 1190 [9th Cir. 1988]), a case which involved the U.S.
Forest Service’s decision not to require an EIS for nine timber sales in the Sequoia National
Forest. The Ninth Circuit held that this decision was invalid relying on the expert, biological
affidavits submitted by the Sierra Club demonstrating significant and irreparable long-term
harm to the groves of Sequoias and cumulative impacts if the logging was allowed. In
addition, the Ninth Circuit concluded that the logging plans failed to comply with State law
(Sierra Club v. U.S. Forest Service 843 F.2d 1190 at 1193–1195). Here, the commenter has
offered no comparable evidence on the effects of the Proposed Action, only conclusory
allegations of potential harm. Nor can the commenter accurately claim that the Proposed
Action would be in violation of local law, since by definition land taken into trust by the
federal government is not subject to most County-issued regulations (refer to General
Response 1.6 for further discussion).

L1-19

Refer to the response to Comment L1-17 regarding the significance of the amount and
percentage of agricultural land that would be converted by implementation of the Proposed
Action. The Tribe would continue to use open space, including resource management zones,
for grazing operations (refer to the response to Comment L1-16), thereby reducing the
acreage referenced by the commenter as well as ensuring agricultural uses would continue on
the project site.

L1-20

Refer to General Response 1.3 for concerns related to an increased potential for trespassing
and associated issues, vandalism, nuisance complaints, decreased farming potential or loss of
crop productivity, special agricultural management practices, theft, grass fires, traffic, and
noise, as related to use of the Tribal facilities proposed under Alternative B and development
of residential housing under Alternatives A and B.

L1-21

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the removal of the project site from County
jurisdiction and the subsequent implications for implementation of County land use policies.
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L1-22 and L1-23
Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the incompatibility with existing State and local
government plans, including the Comprehensive Plan and County agricultural ordinances.
L1-24

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the incompatibility with existing agricultural land
use surrounding the project site. The commenter is correct that the proposed site plans of
Alternatives A and B (Figures 2-1 and 2-2 in the Final EA, respectively) depict residential
lots adjacent to the northern, eastern, and southern boundaries of the project site and
consequently adjacent to off-site agricultural operations. However, the site plans only depict
residential lots and do not show the development footprint of houses and associated
structures. Given the smallest lot proposed under the alternatives is one acre, there is more
than adequate area available on each residential lot to site structures while maintaining an
appropriate buffer of 100 to 300 feet.

L1-25

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding impacts associated with light and glare.

L1-26

Refer to General Response 1.7 regarding the Williamson Act Contract for the project site.
Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the applicability of County policies to the Proposed
Action.

L1-27

Comment noted; refer to General Response 1.1 regarding non-substantive comments and/or
opinions. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding project induced population growth.

L1-28

Refer to General Response 1.11 regarding impacts related to law enforcement services. With
the establishment of the SYTPD, a minimal increase in the needs for law enforcement
services would result from the implementation of Alternative A or B. The Tribe
acknowledges that negotiations are ongoing between the Tribe and the Santa Barbara County
Sheriff Department for service on Tribal lands; however, with the creation of the SYTPD,
any agreement would supplement law enforcement services in the region with the potential to
increase service levels compared to existing conditions.

L1-29

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding impacts to fire protection services and the
mitigation proposed to ensure the SBCFD would have jurisdiction and authority on the
project site.

L1-30

As it is also in the best interest of the Tribe, structures on the project site would be
constructed with fire safety concerns in mind and BMPs included in Sections 2.2.10 and 2.3.1
of the EA related to fire structural safety would be implemented. Refer to General Response
1.3 regarding the applicability of State and local codes and ordinances if the Proposed Action
is approved.
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L1-31

The commenter uses the SYVCP methodology to estimate projected student growth
associated with the proposed 143 new residences as 22.78 elementary students, 15.73 middle
school students, and 25.74 high school students. The commenter goes on to state that, per the
Santa Barbara Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, school impact are
considered significant when a project generates sufficient students to require an additional
classroom (assuming 29 students per classroom for elementary/junior high students and 28
students per classroom for high school students). Accordingly, the proposed 143 residences
do not exceed the County threshold for school impacts. Regardless, the Tribe is committed to
further reducing the impacts of the project alternatives; refer to General Response 1.11
regarding impacts related to public school services.

L1-32

Refer to General Response 1.8 regarding impacts to water resources. Comments regarding
the Santa Barbara County Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (SBC
Thresholds Manual) threshold and other data on the Uplands Basin are noted. If the Proposed
Action is approved, the Tribe would enforce water quality standards consistent with federal
guidelines and standards. As stated in Section 11.A.1 of the SBC Thresholds Manual “(t)he
groundwater Thresholds of Significance apply to all projects subject to discretionary review
by the County of Santa Barbara.” The Proposed Action and project alternatives are federal
and Tribal actions and therefore are not subject to discretionary review by the County.
Accordingly, the thresholds within the SBC Thresholds Manual are not applicable to the
Proposed Action and project alternatives. Furthermore, the availability of groundwater
within the Uplands Basin presented in the Final EA was referenced from several documents
including the SYVCP and the SYVCP Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The commenter
states that the Uplands Basin is currently in a state of overdraft; however, the commenter
does not provide references to support this conclusion beyond “(PW).” The reference is not
recognized by the BIA and does not supersede the references of the SYVCP presented in the
Final EA.

L1-33

The commenter assumed that special events at the Tribal facility would have 1,000 attendees
per event and would result in approximately 2,440 pounds of solid waste generated, equating
to 122 tons per year. However, as stated in Section 2.3 of the Final EA, special events at the
Tribal facility would accommodate up to approximately 400 attendees. Therefore, the use of
a maximum of 400 attendees per special event to evaluate the impacts related to solid waste
services is appropriate, as analyzed in Section 4.2.9 of the Final EA. Accordingly,
Alternative B would generate 223 tons of solid waste per year (173 tons for Tribal facilities,
housing, and related support facilities and 50 tons for special events at the Tribal facilities).
Of note, this analysis represents the worst-case-scenario as there will not be a substantial
increase in population of the region associated with Alternatives A and B as the majority of
potential residents already reside in the Santa Ynez Valley and surrounding areas, as
discussed in Section 4.1.6 of the EA.
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L1-34

The County Public Works Department, Resource Recovery and Waste Management Division
proposes to modify the operation of the Tajiguas Landfill to add a Materials Recovery
Facility (MRF), which would recover recyclables and organics from municipal solid waste
and process commingled source separated recyclables, and a Dry Fermentation Anaerobic
Digestions (AD) Facility, which would generate bio-gas and compost and/or soil amendments
(Tajiguas Resource Recovery Project). The proposed MRF and AD Facility would reduce
the amount of materials entering the landfill and would extend the landfill life by
approximately 10 years to 2036. A Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report was
prepared for the Tajiguas Resource Recovery Project and was available for public review and
comment through September 24, 2014 (SBC, 2014). If the proposed Tajiguas Resource
Recovery Project is ultimately not approved, informal conversations with Tajiguas Landfill
staff indicate that another diversion or waste reduction project will be developed to extend the
landfill life and accommodate existing and future demands in the region. Therefore, the
conclusions within the Final EA accurately conclude that implementation of the Proposed
Action and future housing development by the Tribe would not adversely impact solid waste
facilities.
Furthermore, although not discussed in the Final EA, the Tribe could pursue expanding the
solid waste services at the existing Chumash Casino Resort to the project site. The municipal
solid waste is transported from the Chumash Casino Resort to either the Chicago Grade or the
Kettleman Hills Municipal Waste Facility (also known as CWMI and KHF) (Beatty, 2014).
The Chicago Grade Landfill is a Class III landfill located in the City of Templeton,
California. The Landfill accepts municipal solid waste and other wastes. The maximum
permitted throughput is 500 tons per day, and the landfill currently handles an average
throughput of 350 tons per day. As of May 1, 2007, the landfill had over 8.3 million cubic
yards of remaining capacity, and it is estimated that the landfill had a remaining capacity of
4.26 million cubic yards at the end of 2013. The Chicago Grade Landfill is permitted to a
maximum capacity of 8.95 million cubic yards. The estimated closure date is December 31,
2042 (CalRecycle, 2014a; Fieguth, 2014; USEPA, FEECO, CalRecycle, 2006).
The Kettleman Hills Municipal Waste Facility is a Class II and III landfill located in
Kettleman City of Kings County, California that accepts municipal solid waste and other
wastes. The maximum permitted throughput is 2,000 tons per day, and the landfill currently
handles an average throughput of 850 tons per day (Class II and III combined) (CalRecycle,
2014b; Sook, 2014). The landfill has approximately 16 million cubic yards of remaining
capacity of its maximum permitted capacity of 17.8 million cubic yards (Sook, 2014). Based
on project waste streams, the closure date for the landfill is estimated to be 2051 (Sook,
2014).
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Alternative A would generate approximately 157 tons of solid waste per year, an average of
0.4 tons per day. Alternative B would generate approximately 223 tons of solid waste per
year, an average of 0.6 tons per day. Either landfill would have the capacity to accommodate
the project alternatives.
L1-35

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the responses to comments received by the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) on the 2013 EA.

L1-36

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding jurisdiction over installation of signals at County
or State controlled intersections

L1-37

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding impacts associated with oak trees.

L1-38

The Final EA, including proposed mitigation, was prepared in accordance with the CEQ
Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook. Refer to General
Response 1.3 regarding the effectiveness of the oak tree mitigation measures.

L1-39

Refer to General Response 1.9 regarding impacts to VPFS.

L1-40

The commenter cites Sierra Club v. Babbit (69 F. Supp. 2d 1202 [E.D. Cal. 1999]), arguing
that it stands for the proposition that an EIS is required simply because the Proposed Action
is controversial. But the Sierra Club decision does not support that proposition. To the
contrary, the Sierra Club court concluded that an EIS was required for the reconstruction
proposed for a highway from Yosemite National Park’s western boarder to the Pohono
Bridge because it concluded plaintiffs had raised significant concerns about the impacts of the
project under NEPA and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Whether the reconstruction project
was controversial did not enter into the court’s analysis. Additionally, the Sierra Club
submitted expert evidence from agency specialists to support its contention that the highway
reconstruction project would have a significant impact on the environment (Sierra Club v.
Babbit, 69 F. Supp. 2d at 1219). Here, the commenter has no such support for its conclusory
assertions, instead simply arguing that the Proposed Action is controversial because the
County uses a different policy to evaluate impacts to agricultural land than the federal
government uses and because the commenter states, without further explanation, that it
“disputes evidence of impacts.” Refer to General Response 1.3 for further discussion
regarding the use of the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (FCIR) system and applicability
of County policies to the Proposed Action.

L1-41

Comment noted. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the applicability of County
policies to the Proposed Action and the requirements to prepare an EIS. Refer to General
Response 1.3 regarding the responses to comments received by the Caltrans on the 2013 EA;
as Caltrans did not submit additional comments on the Final EA, it can be concluded that any
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confusion or question has been addressed. Refer to General Response 1.8 regarding impacts
to water resources.
L1-42

Refer to General Response 1.6 regarding impacts to agricultural resources, water, waste,
traffic, schools, fire, emergency and sheriff services, and parks and recreation.

L1-43

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the analysis of impacts to visual resources and
rural character of the area. The analysis of impacts to visual resources provided in the Final
EA was prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the
BIA NEPA Guidebook and concluded that no adverse impacts would occur with
implementation of the project alternatives given the project design and incorporated BMPs.
Further analysis, such as preparation of a visual rendering of the proposed development, is
not necessary.

L1-44

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements to prepare an EIS.

L1-45

The commenter cites Bark v. Northrop (2014 WL 1414310 [D. Or. April 11, 2014]), O’Reilly
v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (477 F.3d 225, 231[5th Cir. 2007], and National Parks &
Conservation Association v. Babbit (241 F.3d 722, 734 [9th Cir. 2001] in support of its
argument that the mitigation measures in the EA are inadequately detailed. None of these
cases support the commenter’s argument, nor do the cases turn on whether the mitigation
proposed in the EA was adequate.
In Bark, which involved a challenge to an EA for a tree thinning project in the Mt. Hood
National Forest, a federal district court in Oregon found an EA was sufficient despite
plaintiffs’ unsupported contention that the BMPs discussed in the EA would not be fully
implemented (2014 WL 1414310 at *12–13). The Bark court disagreed that the measures
would not be effectively implemented, and further noted that “[a]n agency’s decision to
forego issuing an EIS may be justified by the presence of mitigating measures” (Bark, 2014
WL 1414310 at *12, quoting Wetlands Action Network v. United States Army Corps of
Eng’rs, 222 F.3d 1105, 1121 [9th Cir. 2000]). Finally, the Bark court also rejected the
plaintiff’s argument that an EIS should be prepared because the project was highly
controversial, stating: “A disagreement in opinion does not undermine the validity of the
EA” (Bark, 2014 WL 1414310 at *16). These findings from Bark support the EA.
In O’Reilly, the Fifth Circuit, held that the Army Corps of Engineers erred in issuing a
FONSI because the EA failed to articulate how mitigation measures would render adverse
environmental impacts insignificant, among other reasons. Here, the EA does discuss and
contain an analysis of mitigation measures, along with a description of how the mitigation
measures will render the adverse environmental impacts insignificant, which is contained
through Sections 4.0 and 5.0 of the EA.
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National Parks & Conservation Association involved a challenge to the National Park
Service’s failure to prepare an EIS before increasing the number of cruise ships that could
enter into Glacier Bay. The Ninth Circuit criticized the Park Service for issuing a FONSI for
the EA, stating that the agency ignored its own data “revealing very definite environmental
effects” of the increased cruise ship traffic effects on humpback whales and other protected
species. In addition, the EA admitted that the intensity or practical consequences of the
increased cruise ship traffic on the protected species was “unknown” (Nat’l Parks &
Conservation Ass’n, 241 F.3d at 729). Here, in sharp contrast, the EA identifies the potential
environmental impacts and analyzes the effects and proposed mitigation for all known
impacts throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.
Refer to General Response 1.9 regarding impacts to VPFS and CRLF. Refer to General
Response 1.3 regarding the sufficiency of proposed mitigation measures and requirements to
prepare an EIS. Refer to General Response 1.5 regarding the environmental baseline and
project timeline.
L1-46

The commenter is correct that the mitigation measures included in Section 5.0 of the Final
EA often refer to the BMPs and/or protective measures outlined in Section 2.0 of the Final
EA. However, the commenter fails to acknowledge that the mitigation measures included in
Section 5.0 of the Final EA often refer to the BMPs and/or protective measures outlined in
Section 2.0 of the Final EA only as part of the project design and go on to present actual
mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts to a minimal level where necessary. For
example, as stated in Section 5.1 of the Final EA, “Implementation of the protective measures
and Best Management Practices (BMPs) described in Section 2.0 [of the Final EA], along
with the mitigation measures below, shall minimize potential impacts related to soils.” Refer
to General Response 1.3 regarding requirements to prepare an EIS.
The commenter cites Wilderness Society v. Bosworth (118 F. Supp. 2d 1082 [D. Mont. 2000])
for the argument that the EA is insufficient because it does not adequately discuss the
required BMPs. In that case, a federal district court in Montana concluded that an EIS’s
discussion of the action’s BMPs was insufficient because the description of those practices
failed to address, or even mention, the risk posed by landslides to stream quality. Since the
BMPs did not address risks posed by landslides, they could not serve as grounds for the EIS’s
conclusion that there would be no effect on water quality (Wilderness Soc’y, 118 F. Supp. 2d
at 1106–1107). However, in this EA, the mitigation measures combined with the protective
measures and BMPs address all potential impacts of the Proposed Action, as discussed
throughout Section 4.0 of the EA.
The County also cites Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project v. Blackwood (161 F.3d 1208 [9th
Cir. 1998]) for the same argument. In Blue Mountains, the Ninth Circuit held that an EA was
insufficient because the EA’s conclusion that a logging project would not have significant
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environmental impacts based on an analysis of BMPs applicable to forest conditions that no
longer existed:
The Forest Service’s reliance on these BMPs, however, is based on “past
observations of logging on unburned areas” with similar soil types where
BMPs have prevented “large increases” in erosion. We find nothing in the
EA to support the Forest Service’s conclusion that the proposed BMPs will
be adequate in a severely burned area where increased levels of erosion have
already occurred (Blue Mountains, 161 F.3d 1208 at 1214).
In this EA, the analysis of BMPs applies to current conditions of the project site and
surrounding environment.
The commenter states that “With respect to visual resources, the Final EA only refers to
BMPs in Section 2.0 as mitigation” when, in fact, the mitigation discussion in Section 5.12 of
the Final EA does not refer to mitigation but instead to BMPs and/or protective measures
outlined in Section 2.0 of the Final EA. Section 5.12 of the Final EA does not include
additional mitigation to reduce the impacts to visual resources because further mitigation is
not necessary for Alternatives A and B, as discussed in Sections 4.1.12 and 4.2.12 of the
Final EA. Finally, the argument that the EA is insufficient because it relies solely on BMPs
to reduce the Proposed Action’s impact on visual resources is flawed because, as another case
cited by the commenter shows, it is entirely permissible for an EA to rely solely on BMPs to
support a finding of no impact:
Here, Plaintiff argues that the Forest Service lacks an adequate monitoring
program and suggests that the mitigation measures will not be effective.
Pl.’s MSJ 30. The legal authorities cited by Plaintiff focus on the sufficiency
of mitigation measures to determine whether an EIS is required. Plaintiff
does not explain how the BMPs or project design criteria are insufficient,
undeveloped, or not supported by data (Bark v. Northrop, 2014 WL 1414310
at *13).
L1-47

The effectiveness and implementation plan for mitigation measures are discussed throughout
Section 4.0 of the EA. For example, as stated in Section 4.1.9 of the Final EA:
Construction-related impacts include the potential for fire threat associated
with equipment and vehicles coming into contact with wildland areas.
Construction vehicles and equipment such as welders, torches, and grinders
may accidentally spark and ignite vegetation or building materials. The
increased risk of fire during the construction of the proposed facilities would
be similar to that found at other construction sites. Since the project site is in
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an area classified as a High Fire Hazard Zone (CAL FIRE, 2012),
construction activities may result in adverse impacts related to fire and
medical responses services. With the implementation of the BMPS described
in Section 2.2.10 [of the Final EA] and the mitigation measures described in
Section 5.9 [of the Final EA] construction-related adverse impacts would be
minimal.
Further, it is reiterated in Section 5.9 of the Final EA, in the text immediately preceding a list
of fire protection mitigation measures, including a requirement that fire extinguishers shall be
maintained onsite and inspected regularly, that “Implementation of the protective measures
and BMPs described in Section 2.0 [of the Final EA] along with the mitigation measures
below would ensure that the construction and operation of Alternatives A or B would not
have significant adverse impacts on fire and emergency services.”
L1-48

Refer to General Response 1.8 regarding impacts to groundwater supply.

L1-49

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the effectiveness of the oak tree mitigation
measures, including as the mitigation relates to habitat fragmentation, removal of understory,
alternation of drainage patterns, disruption of the canopy, and disruption of animal
movement.

L1-50

The commenter is correct that the Special Distribution Fund (SDF) is intended to offset the
impacts related to casinos, and the Proposed Action does not include a casino component.
However, the mitigation measure that requires fire service agreements does not require the
SDF be used to offset impacts of the Proposed Action. As stated in the mitigation measure in
Section 5.9 of the Final EA:
Prior to development of the project site, the Tribe will either:
•

•
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such that the SBCFD is authorized to provide fire protection and
emergency response services on the project site after it has been
taken into trust.
The SDF is simply one piece of funding that the SBCFD receives to reduce impacts related to
serving trust land, and the purpose of the first option for mitigation is to ensure all funding
would continue in its current state. Alternatively, the Tribe can fulfill the mitigation measure
by establishing a new agreement with SBCFD. The commenter states there is no indication a
new agreement will be reached. This is noted; hence, the mitigation presents the two options
to reduce impacts related to fire protection and emergency services. It should also be noted
that the Chumash Wildland Fire Department will be able to provide fire protection services to
the project site, especially during the period prior to the expiration of the term of the
Williamson Act Contract.
The commenter is correct that no mitigation was proposed to reduce the impacts of the
project alternatives related to law enforcement services. This is because impacts of the
project alternatives to law enforcement services would be less than significant and no
mitigation is required, as discussed in Sections 4.1.9 and 4.2.9 of the Final EA.
L1-51

The Mitigation Monitoring and Enforcement Program (MMEP) included with the FONSI
(Attachment C) specifies the timing and responsible party for ensuring mitigation is
implemented. Refer to General Response 1.11 regarding public services, including law
enforcement.

L1-52

Refer to the responses to Comments L1-46 through L1-51 regarding mitigation measures for
water resources, biological resources, transportation and circulation, public services, and
visual resources. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements to prepare an
EIS.

L1-53

Refer to the response to Comment L1-14 regarding the relevancy of Anderson v. Evans (371
F.3d 475, 494 [9th Cir. 2004]). Native Ecosystems Council v. U.S. Forest Service (418 F.3d
953, 964 [9th Cir. 2005]) and Sierra Nev. Forest Protection Campaign v. Weingardt (376 F.
Supp. 2d 984, 990–992 [E.D. Cal. 2005]) do not contain facts comparable to the Proposed
Action in the context of the comment. The EA was prepared in accordance with the CEQ
Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook; refer to General
Response 1.3 for further discussion as to how the EA presents the BIA with a “hard look” at
the Proposed Action.

L1-54

Refer to the response to Comment L1-53 regarding Sierra Nev. Forest Protection Campaign
v. Weingardt (376 F. Supp. 2d 984, 990–992 [E.D. Cal. 2005]). The project alternatives
assume an average household size of 2.61 persons (U.S. Census, 2010a) regardless of
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accessory structures. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the adequacy of the project
description provided in the Final EA.
L1-55

The Final EA contains adequate detail to analyze the impact of the proposed Tribal facilities.
As stated in Section 2.3 of the Final EA, “the tribal facilities would include development of a
meeting hall…[that] would be open to tribal members and their guests for tribal events,
functions, and ceremonies. The facilities would also be open to tribal residents of the site as a
gathering place for socializing and recreation with capacity to accommodate up to
approximately 400 attendees plus vendors…[and] It is anticipated that the tribal development
would… result in up to 100 events per year being held at the facilities.” A breakdown of the
components of the proposed tribal facilities, including square footage and proposed use, is
displayed in Table 2-2 of Section 2.3 of the Final EA. The detailed descriptions provided
allowed the BIA to take a “hard look” at the potential impacts, and the information was
incorporated where appropriate into the analysis of impacts in Section 4.0. For example,
Tribal facility 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 12,042
square feet of development, as discussed in Section 4.2.7 of the Final EA.

L1-56

The Final EA analyzed impacts to agricultural resources in accordance with the CEQ
Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook; refer to General
Response 1.6 for further discussion. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the analysis
of Proposed Action’s compatibility with and impact on adjacent land uses. Similar to the
surrounding agricultural lands, the proposed open space and recreational area is and would
remain private property, and trespassing laws are and would continue to be enforced; it is not
anticipated that the proposed open space and recreational area would serve as a segway for
public access to adjacent agricultural areas.

L1-57

Refer to responses to Comments L1-16, L1-17, and L1-19 regarding impacts to grazing
land.

L1-58

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the use of FCIR system in analysis of impacts to
agricultural resources.

L1-59

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding analysis of the incompatibility of the project
alternatives with the existing land use as well as the visual impacts of Alternative B.

L1-60

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements to prepare an EIS. Refer to
General Response 1.6 regarding the impact to agricultural resources and public services.
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L1-61

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding SBCFD’s jurisdictional or response authority to the
project site as well as the implications of the Cooperative Wildland Fire Management and
Stafford Act Response Agreement if the Proposed Action were approved.

L1-62

As stated in Section 4.1.9 and 4.2.9 of the Final EA, implementation of Alternative A or B
would result in an increase demand for fire protection services. The proposed 3,000 to 5,000
square foot residences are consistent with existing residences in and around the community of
Santa Ynez, and the existing fire equipment and staff that would respond to a house fire in the
community of Santa Ynez would be available to respond to a house fire on the project site.
Implementation of the mitigation measures included in Section 5.9 of the Final EA would
ensure the potential increase in demands for fire protection services does not result in an
adverse impact.

L1-63

As discussed in Sections 4.1.2 and 4.2.2 of the Final EA, Alternatives A and B would require
water storage for fire and emergencies. The location of these storage tanks would be
dependent on site topography and the final location the Tribal residences. These water
storage reservoirs would meet current standards for tank design and seismic requirements.
The tanks would be sited at locations to allow advantageous gravity flow and would ensure
adequate pressure to provide for fire protection, including of the proposed Tribal facility
under Alternative B. Interior roads on the project site would accommodate fire suppression
equipment under all project alternatives. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the
applicability of State and local codes and laws.

L1-64

Refer to response to Comment L1-50 regarding the SDF.

L1-65

As stated in Section 4.1.9 of the Final EA, operation of Alternative A would not result in
adverse impacts related to increased calls for services. However, it is noted that the existing
agreement between the SBCFD and Tribe is limited to the existing Chumash Casino Resort;
hence the mitigation in Section 5.9 of the Final EA includes a requirement that the Tribe
“Grant permission to the Santa Barbara County Fire Protection Department (SBCFD) to enter
the project site after it has been taken into trust while maintaining the Tribe’s existing funding
of the SBCFD via the Special Distribution Funding and/or other grant programs.” The
inclusion of the other funding mechanism (“other grant programs”) would ensure adequate
funds are available to maintain current service levels. The second option of the mitigation
measure to “Enter into a new agreement with the SBCFD to provide fire protection and
emergency response services on the project site after it has been taken into trust” was
included as an option should the Tribe desire to obtain a separate agreement for the project
site.

L1-66

Refer to General Response 1.11 regarding impacts to law enforcement.
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L1-67 through L1-69
Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the adequacy of analysis of the cumulative impacts
of the Proposed Action, including as related to Te-Moak Tribe of Western Shoshone of Nev. v.
U.S. Dept. of Interior (608 F.3d 592, 603 (9th Cir. 2010]). In Te-Moak, the Ninth Circuit
held that an EA was insufficient because it failed to analyze the cumulative impacts of a
mining project that was already being planned. Rather than identifying and analyzing the
cumulative impacts of the planned project, the EA’s section on cumulative or indirect effects
simply stated these effects would be mitigated. In contrast, the Final EA incorporated
planned projects as appropriate into the near term and cumulative analyses presented in
Section 4.0, including the Tribal Cultural Center Project; refer to General Response 1.12 for
further discussion.
Refer to General Response 1.5 regarding the environmental baseline and project timeline.
L1-70

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding analysis of the incremental impacts of past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions and compliance of other projects with even
with codes, standards, and ordinances as related to reducing cumulative impacts.
The commenter is correct that “the combined need for public services may create a
cumulative impact,” as stated in Section 4.4.10 of the Final EA. As further stated therein,
“However, all approved and pending projects on fee land in the Santa Ynez Valley would be
subject to review by local governments and would include provisions for public services.
Implementation of the Tribe’s hotel expansion project would require mitigation for all offreservation impacts, including those towards public services and utilities.” Here, detailed
quantification of every single impact is not necessary given the fact that the environmental
review process required for all reasonably foreseeable projects would reduce impacts to
public services to less-than-significant levels.
Past, present, and future projects contribute to a region’s air quality conditions on a
cumulative basis; therefore, by its very nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. If
a project’s individual emissions contribute toward exceedance of the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS), then the project’s impact on air quality would be cumulatively
considerable. In developing attainment designations for criteria air pollutants (CAPs), the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) considers the regions past, present, and
future emission levels. As shown in Tables 4-1 and 4-2 in Section 4.1.3, Tables 4-10 and 411 in Section 4.2.3, and Table 4-18 in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EA, project-related emissions
would not exceed the de minimis levels, which are developed by the USEPA taking into
account a project’s individual contribution to the cumulative air quality
environment. Therefore, the air quality analysis provided in the Final EA analyzes the
project alternatives’ contribution to air quality when considering other past, present, and
future projects.
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L1-71

Friends of Yosemite Valley v. Kempthorne (520 F.3d 1024, 1038 [9th Cir. 2008]) does not
contain facts comparable to the Proposed Action. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding
the range of alternatives analyzed within the Final EA. The presence of existing zoning that
allows for some residential development is not enough to assume development will occur in
the future; the Tribe is the existing owner in fee of the project site and has no plans to develop
additional housing if the Proposed Action is not approved.

L1-72

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the range of alternatives analyzed within the Final
EA, including development on alternative locations. The commenter cites Ilio’ulaokalani
Coalition v. Rumsfeld (464 F.3d 1083 [2006]), a case which involved a challenge to the U.S.
Army’s failure to adequately consider alternatives to its plan to transform its combat teams,
which involved significant changes to land use for facilities. In that case, the Army had
conducted “no analysis of alternative sites” (464 F.3d 1083 at 1096). The commenter
erroneously contends that this case supports its argument that the EA was required to
consider alternative residential housing sites.
Here, the Proposed Action by definition is tied to a specific geographical area. The purpose
of the project is to provide Reservation-based housing to Tribal members because the current
Reservation areas are developed to capacity. As stated in Section 1.3 of the Final EA, part of
the purpose and need of the Proposed Action is to “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.” This requires land already owned by the Tribe, near the
existing Reservation, with enough area to accommodate the required housing. In particular,
lands in the immediate vicinity of the existing Reservation are necessary to promote a
community and unity between residences of the existing Reservation and potential residents
of the project site. The commenter does not offer any alternative site that falls within the
scope of the purpose and need of the Proposed Action, because there is none.

L1-73

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the range of alternatives analyzed within the Final
EA, including taking fewer parcels into trust and the rationale for the proposed number of
residential units. The commenter fails to acknowledge that the proposed housing
development also requires area for utilities and other supportive infrastructure as well as the
fact that the proposed trust acquisition includes the Tribe’s existing economic operations on
the project site (e.g. the vineyard).

L1-74

As stated in Section 1.3 of the Final EA, a rebuild of the existing Reservation to
accommodate additional housing would be difficult because:
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 Santa Ynez are located in a flood plain. This land is not suitable for
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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…[Additionally,] it is difficult to cancel any existing land
assignment on the Reservation.
If the Proposed Action is not approved, future development on the Reservation “would likely
include the construction of several multi-level structures” to accommodate Tribal growth, as
stated in Section 2.4 of the Final EA. However, these multi-level housing structures would
not accommodate all future generations of Tribal members, would not achieve the stated
purpose and need of the Proposed Action, and therefore do not constitute a reasonably
foreseeable alternative at this time.
L1-75

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements to prepare an EIS.

L1-76 through L1-84
These comments are references and documentation included as attachments to the comment
letter to support the discussion within Comments L1-01 through L1-75. These attachments
are noted, and the responses to Comments L1-01 through L1-75 respond to the information
contained within these attachments.

Response to Comment Letter L2 – Mona Miyasato, County Executive Officer, County of
Santa Barbara
L2-01

Refer to General Response 1.2 regarding requests to extend the comment period.

Private Citizens/Commercial Entities Comment Letters (P)
Response to Comment Letter P1 – The Board of Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O.)
P1-01

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding comments on the 2013 EA.

Response to Comment Letter P2 – Kathy Cleary, Preservation of Los Olivos (P.O.L.O.)
P2-01

Comment noted.
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P2-02

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding comments on the 2013 EA. It is noted that the
commenter wishes in incorporate all comments on the 6.9 acre fee-to-trust appeal and on the
5.68 fee-to-trust application, including the 2005 Letters from the Office of the Governor, and
comments on other documents related to the Tribe. As those comments are on other projects
proposed prior to the release of the 2013 EA, those comments do not constitute substantive
comments on the Proposed Action and project alternatives; refer to General Response 1.1
regarding non-substantive comments.

P2-03

Comment noted.

P2-04

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding incompatibility with existing land use plans,
regulation over future development, the purpose of the fee-to-trust process compared to the
County process, and site plans and development being considered for the project site. Refer
to General Response 1.1 regarding expressions of opinion/non-substantive comments.

P2-05

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding comments on the 2013 EA, other documents
associated with the Proposed Action and project alternatives, the Tribe’s legal status, the role
of the BIA in fee-to-trust projects, regulation over future development, site plans and
development being considered for the project site, the requirements to prepare an EIS, and the
TCA. Refer to response to Comment P2-02 regarding comments on other projects,
applications, and documents related to the Tribe.

P2-06

It is unclear what the commenter means by stating that “the EA fails to address ‘commercial
enterprises.’ ” The EA addresses commercial enterprises as appropriate throughout the
document. For example, agricultural operations as a component of the project alternatives is
discussed in Sections 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4 of the Final EA, and impacts to water resources
associated with operation of the agricultural operations are evaluated in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2,
4.3.2, and 4.4.2 of the Final EA.

P2-07

Impacts to water are discussed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 4.4.2 of the Final EA.
Refer to General Response 1.8 regarding impacts of the Proposed Action and project
alternatives to groundwater. The Tribe holds federally reserved water rights (“Winters
Rights”), as discussed in Section 3.2 of the Final EA.

P2-08

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the TCA and the applicability of the
Comprehensive Plan, SYVCP, and other local planning and land use documents to the
Proposed Action and project alternatives. The Tribe is required to comply with State and
local laws, where applicable; State and local laws generally do not apply on Tribal trust land.
The commenter cites Hawaii v. Office of Hawaiian Affairs (129 S. Ct. 1436) to support their
claim that applicable State and local laws apply regardless of whether lands are taken in to
trust or not. In Hawaii, the question came from the applicability of Hawaiian State law given
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the Apology Resolution and its establishment of trust land. The U.S. Supreme Court ruled
that the State of Hawaii had the right to transfer publicly held land for private development as
the language of the Apology Resolution did not indicate the creation of new substantive
rights that could limit the actions of Hawaii and therefore State law was applicable. Here, the
law is clear and the federal government would hold the land in trust for the Tribe. Refer to
General Response 1.3 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.
P2-09

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding analysis of impacts related to crime. Additionally,
the Tribe has since planned to establish a Tribal Police Department to patrol the project site is
the trust acquisition is approved; refer to General Response 1.11 for further discussion.

P2-10

Comment noted. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the cultural significance of the
project site to the Tribe.

P2-11

Refer to General Response 1.7 regarding the Williamson Act.

P2-12

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding analysis of impacts related to a scenic highway and
recorded easements.

P2-13

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding BIA’s involvement with the EA and NEPA
environmental review process.

P2-14

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS and completeness of
the EA.

P2-15 and P2-16
Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding comments on the 2013 EA and other documents
related to the Proposed Action.

Response to Comment Letter P3 – Kristina Petersen
P3-01

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding impacts to oak trees and other plants, impacts to
water supply, impacts to traffic, concerns related to the existing Chumash Casino Resort, the
purpose of the fee-to-trust process compared to the County process, and regulation of future
development including a casino on the project site. Refer to Refer to General Response 1.11
regarding impacts to public schools. A golf course is not a component of any of the proposed
site plans included in Appendix N of the Final EA.

P3-02

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding comments on other documents related to the
Proposed Action.
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Response to Comment Letter P4 – Klaus M. Brown
P4-01

Comment noted. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the TCA.

P4-02

Refer to General Response 1.2 regarding requests for an extension of the comment period.

Response to Comment Letter P5 – Lawrence E. Hunt, Hunt Associates Biological
Consulting Services
P5-01

Comment noted.

P5-02

Comment noted. Refer to General Response 1.3 as to why an EIS is not required.

P5-03

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the potential impacts to habitat for migratory birds
and raptors. 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 the BIA’s requirements under ESA, a discussion of
federally-protected nesting migratory birds and raptors is sufficient for an EA.

P5-04

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the function of wildlife corridors. A significant
ecological function of corridors is to allow movement between patches of suitable habitat. To
be considered suitable, corridors should demonstrate a connection between habitats that
would qualify as a specific destination and surpass the relative habitat value of surrounding
areas. Non-habitat land uses surround the exterior of the project site; these land uses do not
provide higher habitat value relative to other areas nearby, nor do they constitute
“destinations” that would warrant directional migratory movement. VPFS are not known to
directionally migrate, making the value of a corridor to this species relatively low. CRLF
dispersal is already limited by existing development such as roads and residential
communities. Protecting the riparian corridor identified on the project site serves to maintain
the function of a wildlife corridor by providing the best feasible route for CRLF to traverse
the property. No other special-status species that might exhibit migratory behavior were
identified to have the potential to use upland habitat within or in the immediate vicinity of the
project site. Therefore, designating a riparian wildlife corridor as discussed in Sections 4.1.4
and 4.2.4 of the Final EA is sufficient to reduce impacts of the project alternatives.
Regarding the commenter’s suggestion that tracking cameras be utilized on the project site;
the visual monitoring of wildlife movement could not be feasibly implemented, would not be
practical, and would not provide useful data.

P5-05

As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EA, biological and botanical surveys were
completed on September 12-14, 2011, focused botanical surveys were conducted on March 7
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through 9, 2012 and April 23 through 25, 2012, and follow-up biological and botanical
surveys were completed on July 16 through 17, 2013. Because no federally listed special
status plants were determined to have the potential to occur on the project site, these surveys
(including the visual identification of all plants observed on site during September 2011 and
July 2013) constitute a reasonable effort and are consistent with the requirements of NEPA.
P5-06

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the Tribal Oak Tree Ordinance and oak tree
mitigation program.

P5-07

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding vegetation mapping and habitat classification
within the project site.

P5-08

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the oak mitigation program and how “no net loss”
of oaks would be achieved. The planting and monitoring of survivorship as well as the
indirect effects to wildlife species, such as resident-hole nesting species, would be included in
the arborist report required as mitigation. As the Tribe would be the governing agency if the
project site is taken into trust, the Tribe and associated environmental protection specialists
would determine the limitations and feasibility of work within the dripline of oak trees. All
actions would be conducted in accordance with the Tribe’s Tribal Ordinance Regarding Oak
Tree Preservation for the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians (Tribal Oak Tree Ordinance)
(Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians General Council, 2000).

P5-09

It is within the Tribe’s rights to select a qualified arborist; the Tribe may determine what
constitutes the appropriate qualifications. The Tribe considers a qualified arborist as being
accredited by the International Society of Arboriculture. The mitigation measure for oak
trees under biological resources in the FONSI has been updated to state that an arborist with
an accreditation by the International Society of Arboriculture will be selected.

P5-10

Refer to General Response 1.9 regarding additional mitigation proposed to reduce direct and
indirect impacts to VPFS habitat, including pre-determined buffer zones and concurrence
with the USFWS. Refer to General Response 1.9 regarding USFWS’s concurrence letter
issued on October 8, 2014 (Exhibit D).

P5-11

The Final 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 provided in Section 3.4 of the Final EA. No federally-listed bats were
determined to have the potential to occur on the project site. The general wildlife surveys
conducted for the project site did not identify any signs of bats, such as guano, present on the
project site.
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P5-12

As stated in Section 2.0 of the Final EA, lighting would include emergency and nighttime
security lighting at public facilities including parking lots, street intersections, and residential
areas, and would be downcast and shielded in accordance with “dark sky” principles. The
described lighting is the minimum amount necessary for public safety. The fixtures include
shielding and down-directed lighting as recommended by the commenter. No lighting will be
directed toward any stream channel.

P5-13

Because the impact assessment in Sections 4.1.4 and 4.2.4 of the Final EA assumes presence,
protocol-level VPFS surveys are not required. Mitigation measures developed in consultation
with the USFWS would ensure impacts are reduced to minimal levels; refer to General
Response 1.9 for further discussion.

P5-14

Refer to General Response 1.9 regarding additional mitigation measures proposed to reduce
potential impacts to CRLF. Surveys were performed for CRLF on the project site in
September 2011, March and April 2012, and July 2013. Potential CRLF ponds located on
adjacent properties were not surveyed because adjacent properties are privately owned lands.
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.

P5-15

Comment noted. Concurrence was received from the USFWS that the BIA’s findings that the
“proposed residential development of the 1,433-acre project site may affect, but is not likely
to adversely affect the California red-legged from and vernal pool fairy shrimp and its
designated critical habitat” (Attachment D). This finding was made, in part, by the USFWS
because the site does not support suitable breeding habitat for the CRLF and the Tribe will
implement the protective measures presented in the BA. These measures have been included
in the FONSI and incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring and Enforcement Program
(MMEP) included as Attachment C of the FONSI. Accordingly, the mitigation measure to
require development outside the VPFS designated habitat is no longer applicable and was not
included in the MMEP.

P5-16

Comment noted. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the adequacy of the biological
resources surveys and analyses as well as for an explanation as to why an EIS is not required.

Response to Comment Letter P6 – Linda Krop, Chief Counsel, Environmental Defense
Center (on behalf of the Santa Ynez Valley Alliance)
P6-01

Comment noted.

P6-02

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding repetitive comments regarding lack of alternatives,
the adequacy of the biological resources, land use, and cumulative impacts analyses, as well
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as for an explanation as to why an EIS is not required. Refer to the response to Comment
P6-03 regarding the commenter’s more substantive comment concerning alternatives
addressed within the Final EA.
P6-03

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the range of alternatives considered within the EA.
The commenter cites Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center v. U.S. Forest Service (373 F.
Supp. 2d 1069 [E.D. Cal. 2004]) to support the argument that the EA is inadequate because it
does not analyze a reasonable range of alternatives. This case did not involve a fee-to-trust
decision and thus it does not provide any support at all for this argument. The case is also
irrelevant to this EA. In Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center, a federal district court in
California held that the EA under review was deficient because the only two action
alternatives were essentially identical, as evidenced by the fact that the Forest Service
analyzed them both together:
The two alternatives analyzed by the Forest Service are nearly identical, as is
evidenced by the fact that the Forest Service analyzes them together
throughout most of the EA. Both proposals contain identical quantities of
timber harvest fuels treatment, pre-commercial thinning, and underburning,
the largest component of the project in terms of impact. Alternative 2 differs
in that it would spread timber harvest in the Hungry Creek SW over two
years instead of one; change from tractor piling of underbrush to hand piling
on 155 acres to reduce the risk of compaction and erosion of hillsides;
decommission an additional 3.5 miles of road and close one additional road
segment (Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Ctr. v. U.S. Forest Serv., 373 F. Supp.
2d 1069, 1088 [E.D. Cal. 2004]).
Here, the EA included analysis of a No Action Alternative, as Alternative C, in addition
to the two action alternatives. Further, the two action alternatives are significantly
different as the first calls for five acre lots and the second calls for one-acre lots, among
the most obvious differences, and therefore have significantly different impacts, which
are analyzed separately in the Final EA.

P6-04 and P6-05
Refer to the response to Comment P6-03 regarding alternatives addressed within the Final
EA.
P6-06

Refer to General Response 1.3 for discussion regarding agricultural resources and land use
policies. As discussed in Section 4.2.8 of the Final EA, Alternative B would convert the
same acres of unique farmland as Alternative A, but would convert fewer acres of farmland
of local importance and grazing land. This project site received a Farmland Conversion
Impact Rating (FCIR) score of 137 points for Alternative B, which is less than the threshold
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of 160 points and therefore does not warrant consideration of alternative project locations.
The impact to agricultural resources would therefore be minimal.
P6-07

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the range of alternatives considered within the EA,
the purpose and need of the fee-to-trust transfer, and an explanation as to why an EIS is not
required. The commenter cites Western Watersheds Project v. Abbey, 719 F.3d 1035 (9th
Cir. 2013) to support its argument that the EA is inadequate because it does not analyze a
reasonable range of alternatives. This case did not involve a fee-to-trust decision and thus it
does not provide any support at all for this argument. The case is also irrelevant. In Western
Watersheds Project, the Ninth Circuit held that the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) had
violated NEPA for failing to adequately assess the impacts of the issuance of a livestock
grazing permit in Upper Missouri River Breaks National Monument. In that case, all of the
alternatives analyzed involved the same level of grazing, which caused the court to conclude
that BLM had not taken a “hard look” at the impact of grazing on the Watersheds Project
(Western Watersheds Project v. Abbey, 719 F.3d 1035, 1050 [9th Cir. 2013]). Here, in sharp
contrast, the alternatives analyzed three different levels of density of housing and other
development, which have significantly different impacts on a variety of environmental
measures such as drainage, water use, environmental resources, and land use. The
commenter ignores the land use impacts that the different development densities will have on
land resources, for example as stated in Section 2.5 of the Final EA, “Impacts to land
resources would be proportionally greatest under Alternative A, due to the larger project
footprint needed for construction would require 180,000 cubic yards of cut and 190,000 cubic
yards of fill.” Unlike the grazing permit analyzed in Western Watersheds Project, the EA
also considered Alternative C, a No Action Alternative, in addition to Alternatives A and B.
At least one federal court, for the District of Oregon, has held that where a no action
alternative is considered then Western Watersheds Project does not apply (Wild Wilderness v.
Allen, 2014 WL 1477398 [D. Or. April 14, 2014)]).

P6-08

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the adequacy of the analysis of biological
resources, land use impacts, local polices and ordinances, and an explanation as to why an
EIS is not required.

P6-09

Refer to responses to Comment Letter P5 regarding comments therein.

P6-10

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the methods used to assess the potential of listed
species to occur on the project site, including state-listed species and Species of Special
Concern, as well as for an explanation as to why an EIS is not required.
The commenter cites Sierra Club v. U.S. Forest Service, 843 F.2d 1190 (9th Cir. 1988) in
support of their argument that the EA is deficient because it failed to address potential
impacts to species listed under the California Endangered Species Act. The case accurately
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quotes the CEQ regulation that mandates consideration of State law. But here the EA
adequately considered species listed under the California Endangered Species Act by
surveying the project site and reporting that none of the species discussed by the commenter
in its comments were located on the project site. The EA identified one State-listed species
with the potential to occur on the project site (western pond turtle, Emys marmorata), but
further noted “the likelihood of occurrence within the project boundaries is minimal” (Section
3.4.2 of the Final EA). The western pond turtle was not observed on the project site during
the September 2011, March 2012, and April 2012 surveys.
P6-11

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding applicability of County and local ordinances and
guidelines following trust acquisition and the purpose of the Tribal Oak Tree Ordinance,
including its similarities to ordinances developed for non-tribal lands (e.g. the County’s
Deciduous Oak Tree Protection and Regeneration Code). If the trust action were approved,
jurisdiction over the project site would shift from the State and County to the Tribe with
oversight from the BIA and USEPA. Accordingly, because the County would no longer have
jurisdiction over the project site and associated oak woodland resources, the project would
not threaten to result in a violation of State or local law or requirements imposed for the
protection of the environment as defined under the CEQ regulation for the implementation of
NEPA [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(10)].

P6-12

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). As discussed
therein, “the term ‘wetlands’ means those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or
ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated
soil conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas.” The
USACE wetland and waters of the U.S. definition is sufficient because USACE is responsible
for jurisdictional determinations and enforcing Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).

P6-13

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding impacts to wetlands. No development would occur
within the seasonal wetlands and/or swales on the project site or within the buffer zones
demarcating these features. Refer to General Response 1.9 regarding additional mitigation
proposed to reduce direct and indirect impacts to wetlands, including pre-determined buffer
zones established prior to construction activities.

P6-14

The statement from the EA referenced by the commenter is in regards to off-Reservation
projects and cumulative impacts and is not discussing trust land. As stated in the Final EA,
sensitive habitats in the project vicinity are protected from development by County mitigation
requirements, ensuring that there are no cumulative impacts to sensitive habitat (please refer
to page 4-63 of the Final EA). Refer to General Response 1.3 for discussion on why an EIS
is not required.
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P6-15

Refer to the response to Comment P5-08 regarding oak tree mitigation and monitoring.
Refer to General Response 1.3 for discussion regarding the feasible avoidance of oak trees.

P6-16

Refer to response to Comment P6-12 for discussion regarding the classification of wetlands
on the project site. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the avoidance of impacts to
wetlands as required by mitigation.

P6-17

Native grassland species on the project site are not abundant enough to constitute designation
as a habitat type. As stated in Section 3.4 of the Final EA, 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). Therefore, listing the grassland present
on the project site as non-native, brome-based is accurate.

P6-18

Refer to response to Comment P5-11 regarding bat species on the project site.

P6-19

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the potential impacts to habitat for migratory birds
and raptors. 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, the discussion of
federally-protected nesting migratory birds and raptors in Section 3.4 of the Final EA is
sufficient.

P6-20 and P6-21
The commenter is correct that Responses to Comments P998-33, P998-34, and P998-35
provided in Section 3.0 of Appendix O of the Final EA are irrelevant to Comments P998-33,
P998-34, and P998-35 contained in Comment Letter P998—Santa Ynez Valley Alliance
President Mark Oliver (which contained, as an attachment, comments from Lawrence, E.
Hunt of Hunt and Associates Biological Consulting Services) in Section 2.0 of Appendix O
of the Final EA. The commenter is also correct that there are no numbered Responses to
Comments P998-42 through P998-46 in Section 3.0. The responses contained in Section 3.0
provided responses to all comments contained in Comment Letter P998, including through
Comment P998-46; however, the responses were erroneously mis-numbered and did not
directly correspond to the bracketed comments in Comment Letter P998 in Section 2.0.
Comments P998-01 through P998-29 in Section 2.0 correspond to Responses to Comments
P998-01 through P998-29 in Section 3.0. The mis-numbering began at Comment and
Response to Comment P998-30. The responses from Section 3.0 are provided below and are
re-numbered to correctly associate the response with the bracketed comment in Section 2.0 of
Appendix O of the Final EA (strikeout text is deleted; underline text is new).
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P998-30 through P998-32
Comment noted. Refer to the responses to Comments P998-04
and P998-28 [in Appendix O of the Final EA] 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.
P998-3134 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 [in
Appendix O of the Final EA].
P998-3233 Comment noted. Status of “Open Space” areas on the project
site would be considered by the Tribe.
P998-3335 and P998-36
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 [in Appendix O of the Final
EA].
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 [in Appendix O of the Final EA]
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details the parameters used to assess the potential for federallylisted special-status species to occur on the project site.
P998-3437 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.
P998-3538 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.
P998-3639 through P998-4146
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 [in Appendix O of
the Final EA] for a description of protocols used by AES during
biological and botanical surveys performed to survey biological
communities on the project site.
P6-22

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the adequacy of the analysis of impacts to land
uses, including the incompatibilities of the project alternatives with existing land uses, and
the applicability of State and local laws if the Proposed Action is approved. In response to
comments received on the 2013 EA, the potential conflicts with existing land uses were
acknowledged and described consistent with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA
and the BIA NEPA Guidebook; refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the potential land
use conflicts with surrounding agricultural fields related to an increased potential for
trespassing and associated issues on, vandalism, nuisance complaints, decreased farming
potential or loss of crop productivity, special agricultural management practices, theft, grass
fires, traffic, and noise.

P6-23

The commenter cites North Plains Resource Council, Inc. v. Surface Transportation Board,
668 F.3d 1067 (9th Cir. 2011), in support of its argument that the EA is deficient because it
fails to address potential and actual conflicts with the County’s land use policies. In North
Plains Resource Council, the Ninth Circuit held that an EIS did not comply with NEPA
because it failed to collect and analyze baseline information for several potentially affected
species, instead stating that the baseline data would be collected and analyzed as part of post-
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approval mitigation measures. Since the agency could not determine the effects of the
proposed action without knowing the baseline condition of the potentially affected species,
the EIS did not satisfy NEPA. Here, a baseline survey for species was conducted and is
analyzed in the EA. In addition, the EA considered the conflicts between Alternatives A and
B and the County’s land use policies, and found the conflicts were not significant. Approval
of the Proposed Action would result in the change of land use designation; therefore, the EA
is not relying on future mitigation measures to address potential impacts but instead is
realistically evaluating the potential impacts of the Proposed Action and subsequent project
alternatives.
P6-24

If the Proposed Action were approved, local policies and ordinances would not apply to the
project site but would apply to surrounding lands, and adverse impacts to biological resources
would be considered significant if Alternative A or B would conflict with local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources. Alternatives A and B would not impede the
County’s ability to enforce SYCVP Policy BIO-SYV-1, SYCVP Policy BIO-SYV-2, SYCVP
Policy BIO-SYV-3, SYCVP Policy BIO-SYV-4, SYCVP Policy BIO-SYV-5, SYCVP Policy
BIO-SYV-8, or SYCVP Policy BIO-SYV-9, including the actions and development standards
associated with these policies, on lands within the County’s jurisdiction. Refer to General
Response 1.3 for further discussion regarding the adequacy of analysis of impacts to
biological resources.

P6-25

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding assessment of impacts to wildlife corridors.
Although the SYVCP DevStd BIO-SYV-3.1 is not explicitly stated in the Final EA, the
analysis presented in Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, and 4.4.4 of the Final EA clearly takes into
consideration the intent of the development standard, that is, to avoid interruption of major
wildlife travel corridors. For example, as stated in Section 4.1.4 of the Final EA, “Alternative
A was designed to avoid the ephemeral drainage that provides a migratory corridor between
the northern and western portion of the project site.”

P6-26

The commenter cites Native Ecosystems Council v. Dombeck, 304 F.3d 886 (9th Cir. 2002),
in support of their argument that the EA is deficient because it failed to consider all potential
cumulative effects of the project. In Native Ecosystems Council, the Ninth Circuit held that
the U.S. Forest Service was required to analyze the cumulative impacts of changes in road
density regulations made as part of an ongoing series of timber sales. But unlike the preplanned sales in Native Ecosystems Council, here the EA appropriately considered all County
and Tribal approved and/or pending development projects; refer to General Response 1.12
for further discussion.
The commenter also suggests that the conversion of agricultural land would be encouraged by
approval of the Proposed Action. But contrary to the commenter’s argument, Section 4.4.8 of
the Final EA addresses this possible effect, concluding there will be no direct and indirect
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effect. As discussed therein, the County’s land use zoning and regulations would remain in
place with or without approval of the Proposed Action. Accordingly, there would be no new
avenues, aside from those already allowed for under County laws, for other land owners to
pursue to converting their agricultural land to other uses. The commenter also cites TOMAC
v. Norton, 240 F. Supp. 2d 45 (D.D.C. 2003), in support of its argument that the EA is
deficient because it failed to consider the indirect effect of converting much of the project site
from agricultural to non-agricultural land use. The commenter accurately cites the case for
the requirement that an agency consider cumulative and indirect effects of an agency action:
In TOMAC, the District Court for the District of Columbia held that an EA was inadequate
because it failed to examine the indirect impacts of construction of a casino that would have
created about 5,600 jobs in a community of 4,600. Plainly, the effects of the proposed action
in TOMAC were of an entirely different order of magnitude than the effects analyzed by the
EA here. Thus, TOMAC is distinguishable on that basis alone. But here, too, Section 4.4.8
of the Final EA considered the potential that the Proposed Action would result in surrounding
agricultural land being converted and rejected it. Population growth-inducing effects were
analyzed in Section 4.5.2 of the EA and were determined to be minimal given the relatively
small number of jobs that would be created and the fact that new residents of the proposed
housing would be Tribal members who currently reside in the region and members as they
come of age.
The commenter also supposes that the Tribe will resubmit and obtain approval of the TCA
and suggests that approval of the Proposed Action could create the potential for
redevelopment of the existing housing on the Reservation. The Tribe has no plans to
resubmit the TCA at this time. Additionally, the Tribe has no plans to redevelop the existing
housing on its Reservation. Because that housing is already overcrowded, and the planned
development at the project site is designed to alleviate that overcrowding, it is not reasonably
foreseeable that the current housing will be abandoned and redeveloped. Further, NEPA does
not require the government to analyze all possible future actions. 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” and need not be considered under NEPA (e.g., Building a Better
Bellevue v. U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 2013 WL 865843 at *6 [W.D. Wash. Mar. 7, 2013],
quoting Headwaters, Inc. v. Bureau of Land Mgmt., 914 F.2d 1174, 1182 [9th Cir. 1990]).
The commenter cites Te-Moak Tribe of W. Shoshone of Nevada v. U.S. Dept. of Interior, 608
F.3d 592 (9th Cir. 2010), in support of its argument that the EA is deficient because it did not
analyze the cumulative effects of the Tribe resubmitting its TCA or redeveloping the current
housing. In Te-Moak, the Ninth Circuit held that an EA was insufficient because it failed to
analyze the cumulative impacts of a mining project that was already being planned. Rather
than identifying and analyzing the cumulative impacts of the planned project, the Te-Moak
EA’s section on cumulative or indirect effects simply stated these effects would be mitigated.
However, in sharp contrast, this EA appropriately considered all County and Tribal approved
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and/or pending development projects; refer to General Response 1.12 for further discussion.
It is sheer speculation to suggest that taking the project site into trust would cause conversion
of more agricultural land or redevelopment of the Tribe’s currently overcrowded housing on
the Reservation.
P6-27

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the applicability of Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain
v. U.S. Forest Service (137 F.3d 1372 [9th Cir. 1998]).
The commenter also cites Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project v. Blackwood (161 F.3d 1208
[9th Cir. 1998]) in support of its argument that the EA is deficient because it failed to provide
adequate mitigation measures. But in Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project, the Ninth Circuit
held that the EA failed to satisfy NEPA in part because there were no mitigation measures
discussed. Instead, the EA relied on proposed BMPs to avoid environmental impacts. The
Ninth Circuit, however, concluded that the proposed BMPs to prevent erosion in forests with
unburned trees were inadequate to prevent erosion in an area of severely burnt trees that had
already suffered severe erosion (Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project, 161 F.3d at 1214).
Here, the Tribe’s EA not only discusses specific mitigation measures, but sets forth
straightforward protective measures and BMPs, including building homes to the Leadership
in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) criteria and incorporating an active odor
control system into the proposed WWTP. There is no suggestion, even by the commenter,
that these protective measures and BMPs are inadequate. Refer to response to Comment L146 for additional discussion of Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project.
Finally, the commenter cites Western Land Exchange Project v. U.S. Bureau of Land
Management, 315 F. Supp. 2d 1068 (D. Nev. 2004), a case in which the district court held
that the EA was inadequate because it contained no assurance that any of the mitigation
measures would be enacted. The EA instead relied entirely on future permitting under the
ESA and other hypothetical mitigation measures (W. Land Exchange Project, 315 F. Supp. 2d
at 1091). The commenter contents that here, too, the EA is deficient because it does not
identify mechanisms to require, implement, and enforce mitigation. Again, these allegations
are inaccurate and the case is inapposite because this EA requires implementation of the
mitigation measures, protective measures, and BMPs as they are “intrinsic to the project,
required by federal law, required by agreements between the Tribe and local agencies, and/or
subject to a Tribal resolution,” as stated in Section 5.0 of the Final EA. Further, the MMEP
included with the FONSI (Exhibit C) specifies the responsible party and timing of
implementation of mitigation measures.

P6-28

Refer to responses to Comments P6-01 through P6-27 regarding the commenter’s alleged
deficiencies discussed throughout their comment letter.
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The commenter’s overall conclusion is that an EIS must be prepared because of the
significant environmental impacts and alleged shortcomings of the EA, citing High Sierra
Hikers Association v. Blackwell (390 F.3d 630 [9th Cir. 2004]) in support. But High Sierra is
entirely off-point and not applicable as, in that case, the agency had failed to even prepare an
EA (High Sierra Hikers Ass’n, 390 F.3d at 640).
Refer to the response to Comment L1-14 regarding the relevancy of Anderson v. Evans (371
F.3d 475, 494 [9th Cir. 2004]) related to the commenter’s assertion that an EIS must be
prepared because there are substantial questions regarding the Proposed Action’s impact on
the environment.
The commenter further takes out of context the discussion in Anderson regarding the
adequacy of EAs in general. The commenter implies that length of an EA alone can be a
basis for requiring the preparation for an EIS. But Anderson states just the opposite, noting
that “girth is not a measure of the analytical soundness of an environmental assessment”
(Anderson, 371 F.3d at 494). What convinced the court in Anderson that an EIS was required
was the world-wide precedential effect of the decision approval to whale hunting quotas:
The 1997 [International Whaling Convention] gray whale quota, as
implemented domestically by the United States, could be used as a precedent
for other countries to declare the subsistence need of their own aboriginal
groups, thereby making it easier for such groups to gain approval for
whaling. If such an increase in whaling occurs, there will obviously be a
significant impact on the environment (Anderson, 371 F.3d at 493).
The commenter’s reference to the CEQ’s Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s
National Environmental Policy Act Regulations is noted. Here, the EA appropriately limits
discussions to the information necessary to provide a discussion of the need for the proposal,
alternatives to the proposal, and the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and
alternatives. Summaries of data and subsequent conclusions are included in the existing
setting and analysis of environmental impacts contained throughout Sections 3.0 and 4.0,
respectively, and long descriptions and detailed data are limited to the appendices of the Final
EA. For example, Section 2.2.5 of the Final EA includes the overall increase in water
demand that would result from implementation of Alternative A whereas Table 2-1 in
Appendix C of the Final EA details the water demand required for each component of the
Alternative A.
P6-29

Comment noted.

P6-30

The attachment is a copy of Comment Letter P5—Lawrence E. Hunt, Hunt Associates
Biological Consulting Services; refer to the responses to Comment Letter P5.
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P6-31

This comment lists documentation included as an attachment to the comment letter to support
the discussion within Comments P6-01 through P6-29. This attachment is noted, and the
responses to Comments P6-01 through P6-29 respond to the information contained within
these attachments. It is further noted that if the Proposed Action is approved, the local land
use regulations and policies, including the SYVCP, would no longer be applicable to the
project site.

Response to Comment Letter P7 – Stephen J. Ferry, Co-President, Santa Barbara
Audubon
P7-01

Comment noted. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the adequacy of the analysis of
biological resources.

P7-02

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the adequacy of the biological surveys conducted
on the project site.

P7-03

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the potential impacts to habitat for bald and golden
eagles, as discussed in Sections 4.1.4 and 4.2.4 of the Final EA. The Final 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 Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, a discussion of
federally-protected nesting migratory birds and raptors is sufficient for an EA.

P7-04

Comment noted. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the adequacy of the analysis of
biological resources and an explanation as to why further study is not required.

Response to Comment Letter P8 – Matthew M. Clarke, Christman Kelley & Clarke, PC
P8-01

Comment noted.

P8-02

Refer to General Response 1.7 regarding the Williamson Act Contract for the project site.

P8-03 through P8-11
These comments are references and documentation included as attachments to the comment
letter to support the discussions within Comment Letter P8. These attachments are noted, and
the responses to Comments P8-01 and P8-02 respond to the information contained within
these attachments.

Response to Comment Letter P9 – Barry Cappello, Cappello & Noel LLP (on behalf of Ms.
Nancy [Anne] Crawford-Hall)
P9-01

Refer to General Response 1.1 regarding non-substantive comments or opinions.
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P9-02

Comment noted. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirement to prepare an
EIS.

P9-03

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding comments on the 2013 EA and associated fee-totrust application.

P9-04

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirement to prepare an EIS.

P9-05

Refer to General Response 1.12 regarding the cumulative environment considered in the
Final EA. Given that the Tribe’s proposed hotel expansion project and approved Tribal
cultural center were considered in the Final EA, an EIS is not warranted to correct the
cumulative analysis.

P9-06

Given that the Tribe’s approved TCA was withdrawn without prejudice and is therefore no
longer a factor in the Proposed Action, consideration of the TCA in the Final EA is
unnecessary and an EIS is not warranted to add this information.

P9-07

Refer to General Response 1.10 regarding adverse impacts to biological resources and the
requirement for an EIS.

P9-08

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the responses to comment letter received on the
2013 EA, including a discussion of impacts related to modification of the urban-wildlife
interface and edge effects.

P9-09

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirement to prepare an EIS and rationale as
to why the referenced case of Natural Resources Defense Council v. Duvall, 777 F. Supp.
1533 (E.D. Cal. 1991) does not support the proposition that an EIS is required for the
Proposed Action and project alternatives.

P9-10 and P9-11
Data and comments are noted; refer to General Response 1.8 regarding impacts to
groundwater supply.
P9-12

Comment noted. Recent data from the Tribe’s operation of the existing 256 acres of grapes
on the project site indicate that one AFY would be required to irrigate one acre of grapes per
year. Using the commenter’s suggestion of two AFY per acre, water usage would increase by
206 AFY under both Alternatives A and B and would increase by 300 AFY under Alternative
C (No Action Alternative), thereby further extending the reduction in water use that could be
realized by implementing Alternative A or B.
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P9-13

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the adequacy of the analysis of potential impacts to
the Uplands Basin, analysis of the project alternatives in the context of the current drought,
and future proposals for housing and commercial enterprises on the project site and the
requirement for an EIS.

P9-14

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the analysis of impacts resulting from use of
recycled water for irrigation under Alternatives A and B and associated off-site drainage.

P9-15

As the commenter does not provide data or details to support their assertion that the EA uses
unreliable groundwater data, a more detailed response cannot be provided. Refer to General
Response 1.3 regarding the adequacy of the estimation of water demands and the definition
of a significant impact on groundwater resources.

P9-16

Refer to General Response 1.4 regarding inconsistencies between the 2013 EA and Final
EA.

P9-17

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the preference of the fee-to-trust process compared
to development per the County land use approval process and the purpose and need for the
Proposed Action.

P9-18

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the regulation of future development on the project
site.

P9-19

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding inconsistency with local planning documents and
existing land uses.

P9-20

Refer to General Response 1.7 regarding the Williamson Act. Refer to General Response
1.3 regarding incompatibility with existing land uses and impacts to agriculture. Refer to the
response to Comment P6-26 for a discussion as to how approval of the Proposed Action
would not encourage other land owners in the vicinity to convert their agricultural operations
to other land uses.

P9-21

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding incompatibility with local planning documents and
existing land uses.

P9-22

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding impacts associated with removal of the project site
from County taxation and public services. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding impacts
to property values as well as inconsistency with local planning documents and existing land
uses.
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P9-23

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the sufficiency and adequacy of the project
description provided in Section 2.0 of the EA. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding
regulation of future development on the project site. Refer to General Response 1.3
regarding the requirement for an EIS and analysis of impacts related to traffic, noise, solid
waste, the environmental, landscape and scenic nature of the land.

P9-24

Refer to General Response 1.6 regarding impact associated with noise and air quality during
construction.

P9-25

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding impacts to property values as well as inconsistency
with existing land uses.

P9-26

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding impacts to scenery and rural scenic county roads.

P9-27

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the analysis of impacts resulting from use of
recycled water for irrigation under Alternatives A and B and associated off-site drainage.
Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding inconsistency with existing land uses. Refer to
General Response 1.3 regarding impacts associated with nighttime lighting and glare.

P9-28

Refer to General Response 1.11 regarding public services. Refer to General Response 1.3
regarding the requirements to prepare an EIS.

P9-29

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the mitigation measures proposed to reduce
impacts to oak trees.

P9-30

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the impact of the project alternatives to waters of
the U.S., including as related to drainage. With implementation of the mitigation measures
outlined in Section 5.4.2 of the Final EA, the potential impacts to waters of the U.S. would be
reduced to a minimal level. The commenter does not provide any further detail or evidence
to support the conclusion that the mitigation measures are inadequately analyzed; therefore a
more detailed response cannot be provided.

P9-31

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding impacts to nesting birds.

P9-32

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding impacts to critical habitat of VPFS. Additional
mitigation measures related to VPFS have been included as a result of consultation with
USFWS; refer to General Response 1.9 for further discussion.

P9-33

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding impacts to wetlands.
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P9-34

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding analysis of impacts related to bicycle riders and
pedestrians , the significance criteria used in the traffic analysis in accordance with CEQ
Regulations for Implementing NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook, the analysis of safety
and road infrastructure, and impacts related to traffic from the proposed Tribal facilities under
Alternative B.

P9-35

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding analysis of safety and road infrastructure. Any
roadway infrastructures (e.g. roundabouts) that would be funded in part by the Tribe pursuant
to the fair-share funding specified in the mitigation included in Section 5.7 of the Final EA
would be constructed in accordance with the appropriate State and local safety standards.

P9-36

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding analysis of impacts, including timing, associated
with construction delivery and haul trips.

P9-37

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the responses to comments received by the
Caltrans on the 2013 EA; as Caltrans did not submit additional comments on the Final EA, it
can be concluded that any confusion or question has been addressed.

P9-38

As shown in Table 4-23 of Section 4.4.7 of the Final EA, the following intersections will
operate below acceptable levels in the cumulative without project condition:







SR-154/Grand Avenue
SR-154/Roblar Avenue
SR-154/Edison Street
SR-246/Alamo Pintado Road
SR-246/Refugio Road
SR-246/SR-154

Accordingly, the increase in traffic is not solely caused by Alternative A or B.
P9-39

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the cultural significance of the project site to the
Tribe.

P9-40

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements to prepare an EIS and the “hard
look” taken by the BIA. Regarding impacts to neighboring properties and agriculture, refer
to the above responses to Comment Letter P9, such as the response to Comment P9-14.
Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the adequate analysis of land use, water resources,
agriculture, wildlife, habitat, biology, air quality, public services, traffic, and safety.

P9-41

Comment noted. Please refer to Appendix O of the Final EA for responses to comments
received on the 2013 EA and to this section, Section 3.0 of the FONSI, for responses to
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comments received on the Final EA. Comments and responses to comments on the
associated fee-to-trust application are beyond the scope of the EA. Refer to General
Response 1.3 regarding the requirements to prepare an EIS.

Response to Comment Letter P10 – Brian Kramer
P10-01

Comment noted. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding comments on the 2013 EA and
associated fee-to-trust application.

P10-02

Refer to General Response 1.10 regarding adverse impacts to biological resources and the
requirement for an EIS.

P10-03

Although the text referenced by the commenter is not included on page 2-10 of Volume II of
the Final EA and it is unclear exactly where in the Final EA the commenter is referencing, the
EA does state that both Alternative A (discussed on page 4-6) and Alternative B (discussed
on page 4-36) could result in adverse impacts to neighboring wells if the proposed two new
groundwater wells are located in close proximity to off-site, adjacent wells. However, with
the implementation of the mitigation measure outlined in Section 5.2 of the Final EA, the new
wells would be developed below the Baseline Fault at a distance that would prevent adverse
impacts to neighboring wells.

P10-04

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirement to prepare an EIS as well as
alternatives considered in the Final EA. Refer to General Response 1.5 regarding the project
timeline. Refer to General Response 1.6 regarding the evaluation of impacts to land use,
agriculture, wildlife, habitat, water resources, biology, air quality, public services, traffic, and
safety.

P10-05

Refer to General Response 1.4 regarding inconsistencies between the 2013 EA and Final
EA.

P10-06

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding impacts to property values, inconsistency of
Alternative B with existing surrounding land uses, and analysis of the impacts to public
services associated with removing the project site from the County tax base.

P10-07

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding comments on the 2013 EA and the adequacy of
mitigation measures related to oak trees.

P10-08

Refer to response to Comment P9-30 regarding impacts to wetlands.

P10-09

Re Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding impacts to nesting birds.
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P10-10

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding impacts to critical habitat of VPFS. Additional
mitigation measures related to VPFS have been included as a result of consultation with
USFWS; refer to General Response 1.9 for further discussion.

P10-11

Refer to General Response 1.6 regarding impacts to air quality and noise.

P10-12

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding inconsistency with existing land use.

P10-13

Refer to the response to Comment P5-26 regarding impacts to visual resources.

P10-14

Refer to the Responses to Comments P5-34 and P5-36 regarding impacts associated with
transportation and circulation.

P10-15

Refer to the response to Comment P5-37 regarding the analysis of transportation and
circulation in the context of the Caltrans letter received on the 2013 EA.

P10-16

Refer to the response to Comment P5-38 regarding impacts associated with transportation
and circulation and proposed mitigation measures.

P10-17

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the regulation of future development on the project
site. As stated in the Section 2.1 of the Final EA, the Tribe is considering nine concept plans
for development on the project site (included in Appendix N of the Final EA) and selected
two representative site plans to be evaluated in detail in the EA. Refer to General Response
1.6 regarding analysis of impacts to the environment, landscape, and scenic nature of the
land.

P10-18

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS and comments on the
2013 EA.

P10-19

Refer to General Response 1.1 regarding non-substantive comments or opinions.

Response to Comment Letter P11 – Kelly B. Gray
P11-01

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding existing site plans and reasonably foreseeable
alternatives evaluated within the Final EA.

P11-02

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the proposed number of residences compared to
the Tribe’s population, the evaluation of reasonably foreseeable alternatives in the Final EA,
and the requirements for an EIS.

P11-03

Comment noted.
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P11-04

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the proposed number of residences compared to
the Tribe’s population, the evaluation of reasonably foreseeable alternatives in the Final EA,
and the requirements for an EIS. Refer to General Response 1.8 regarding impacts to water
resources.

P11-05

As both Alternative A and B would result in over one acre of soil disturbance, an NPDES
General Construction Permit will be obtained and complied with under either alternative.
Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.

P11-06

Refer to General Response 1.11 regarding impacts to public services. Refer to General
Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.

P11-07

As stated in Section 4.2.7 of the Final EA, the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) (Appendix I of the
Final EA) conservatively estimated that the Tribal facilities would add new trips to the study
roadway network simultaneously during peak hours. The Tribal facility trips were estimated
using the trip generation rate for land use category 495 Recreational Community Center
published in the ITE Trip Generation Manual. The analysis of impacts related to operational
traffic noise discussed in Section 4.2.10 of the Final EA analyzes traffic during the peak hour
and therefore includes traffic noise associated with the Tribal facilities on an individual event
basis.

P11-08

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the cultural significance of the project site to the
Tribe.

P11-09

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the proposed number of residences compared to
the Tribe’s population, the evaluation of reasonably foreseeable alternatives in the Final EA,
and the requirements for an EIS.

P11-10

It should be noted that Alternative C would require 300 AFY, whereas Alternative B would
only require 256 AFY, consistent with existing water use on the project site. Refer to
General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.

Response to Comment Letter P12 – Gregory M. Simon, Chairman, Santa Ynez Valley
Concerned Citizens
P12-01

Comment noted. Refer to General Response 1.2 regarding requests to extend the comment
period.

P12-02

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS, comments on the
2013 EA, and other documents related to the Proposed Action and project alternatives.

P12-03

Comment noted.
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P12-04

Refer to the response to Comment P6-26 regarding consideration of the TCA in the
cumulative condition. Refer to General Response 1.12 regarding other reasonable
foreseeable projects considered in the cumulative condition. Refer to General Response 1.3
regarding the requirements for an EIS.

P12-05

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the cultural significance of the project site to the
Tribe.

P12-06

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the proposed number of residences compared to
the Tribal population, project-induced population growth, and the requirement to prepare an
EIS. The conditions of the Tribe’s Reservation are described in Section 1.3 of the Final EA
to the extent necessary to allow for complete and accurate analysis of the Proposed Action.
The proposed Hotel Expansion Project would be located on and adjacent to the existing
Chumash Casino Resort; no Tribal residences would be removed as a result of
implementation of the Hotel Expansion Project. The Williamson Act Contract on the project
site prohibits development until 2023; refer to General Response 1.7 for further discussion.

P12-07

Refer to the response to Comment L1-12 regarding consideration of the drought in the Final
EA. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding responses to the comment letter submitted by
Robert B. Field, President, Santa Ynez Rancho Estates Mutual Water Company, Inc. dated
October 4, 2013. The letter from Robert B. Field, President, Santa Ynez Rancho Estates
Mutual Water Company, Inc. dated June 26, 2014 is included in Exhibit A as Comment
Letter P15; refer to the responses to Comment Letter P15.

P12-08

Comment noted. The Tribe is aware of Chromium 6 groundwater contamination issues and
recently released State legislation. The commenter is correct that State water quality
regulations would not apply to the project site if the Proposed Action is approved as tribal
drinking water purveyors are required to meet the maximum contaminant levels provided
within the Safe Drinking Water Act as established by the USEPA, as discussed in Section
3.2.3 of the Final EA. Refer to General Response 1.8 regarding impacts of project
alternative to the groundwater supply.

P12-09

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding comments on the 2013 EA and other documents
related to the Proposed Action and project alternatives.

P12-10

The letter from Mona Miyasato, County Executive Officer, County of Santa Barbara dated
July 11, 2014 is included in Exhibit A as Comment Letter L1; refer to the responses to
Comment Letter L1. The letter from Linda Krop, Chief Counsel, Environmental Defense
Center dated July 10, 2014 is included in Exhibit A as Comment Letter P6; refer to the
responses to Comment Letter P6. The letter from Kathy Cleary, Preservation of Los Olivos
(P.O.L.O.) dated July 10, 2014 is included in Exhibit A as Comment Letter P2; refer to the
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responses to Comment Letter P2. The letter from Kelly B. Gray dated June 25, 2014 is
included in Exhibit A as Comment Letter P11; refer to the responses to Comment Letter
P11. The letter from Robert B. Field, President, Santa Ynez Rancho Estates Mutual Water
Company, Inc. dated June 26, 2014 is included in Exhibit A as Comment Letter P15; refer
to the responses to Comment Letter P15. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding
responses to comment letters submitted on the 2013 EA, to comment letters submitted on the
fee-to-trust application, and other documents related to the Proposed Action and project
alternatives, including TCA-related filings.
P12-11

Refer to responses to Comments P12-01 through P12-10 regarding the conclusion that the
Proposed Action would have potentially significant impacts to the surrounding environment.
Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.

Response to Comment Letter P13 – Susan Jordan, Director, California Coastal Protection
Network
P13-01

Comment noted.

P13-02

The letter from Mona Miyasato, County Executive Officer, County of Santa Barbara dated
July 11, 2014 is included in Exhibit A as Comment Letter L1; refer to the responses to
Comment Letter L1. The letter from P.O.L.O. dated June 18, 2014 is included in Exhibit A
as Comment Letter P1; refer to the responses to Comment Letter P1. The letter from
Kathy Cleary, P.O.L.O. dated July 10, 2014 is included in Exhibit A as Comment Letter
P2; refer to the responses to Comment Letter P2. The letter from C. David and M.
Andriette Culbertson dated July 10, 2014 is included in Exhibit A as Comment Letter P18;
refer to the responses to Comment Letter P18.

P13-03

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the responses to comments received on the 2013
EA and the requirement to prepare an EIS.

P13-04

Water availability is discussed in Section 3.2 of the Final EA, and the impacts to water supply
due to Alternative A, Alternative B, and Alternative C are discussed in Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2,
and 4.3.2, respectively. In addition, mitigation measures are provided in Section 5.2 to
ensure that impacts to water supply are reduced to less-than-significant levels, including
special provisions for drought years. Refer to General Response 1.8 for further discussion
regarding impacts to groundwater resources.

P13-05

The project alternatives are discussed in Section 2.0 of the Final EA, and discussions of
proposed water use for each alternative are provided therein. Refer to General Response 1.3
regarding the adequacy of the description of project alternatives provided in the Final EA.
Refer to General Response 1.8 regarding impacts to water resources.
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P13-06

Prior development proposals for the project site are not relevant to the currently proposed
project alternatives. The project alternatives being considered by the Tribe are described in
detail in Section 2.0 of the Final EA.

P13-07 and P13-08
Refer to General Comment 1.3 regarding the justification of 143 home sites, the purpose of
the Proposed Action (that being, to augment the current housing base on the Reservation) and
the adequacy of the estimated water demand and associated impact analysis presented in the
Final EA.
P13-09

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.

P13-10

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the justification of 143 home sites, the purpose of
the Proposed Action (that being, to augment the current housing base on the Reservation), the
site plans considered for development on the project site, and the regulation of future
development on the project site.

P13-11

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.

Response to Comment Letter P14 – Cathie McHenry, President, W.E. Watch, Inc.
P14-01

Comment noted. Although the commenter states the purpose of the letter is to submit
comments on the Application for Fee to Trust Transfer of Title Submitted by the Santa Ynez
Band of Mission Indians, it is assumed the commenter intended these comments to also be
submitted regarding the Final EA. Accordingly, responses are provided to comments.

P14-02

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the TCA and evaluation of the Proposed Action as
“off-Reservation.” As stated in Section 1.2 of the Final EA, the project site is not contiguous
to an existing reservation or Indian trust land. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the
applicable laws that govern off-Reservation acquisition requests.

P14-03

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the acreage available for development on the
Reservation and need for the Proposed Action.

P14-04

Refer to General Comment 1.3 regarding the justification of 143 home sites.

P14-05

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the site plans considered for development on the
project site and the regulation of future development on the project site.

P14-06

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the purpose of the trust acquisition process and
preference over the County land use approval process. As stated in Section 1.3 of the Final
EA, this trust land acquisition is an integral part of the Tribe's efforts to bring Tribal members
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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.
Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding expanding and/or redeveloping existing housing on
the Reservation to provide additional units.
P14-07

Refer to General Response 1.8 regarding impacts to water resources. Refer to General
Response 1.3 regarding recorded easements on the project site.

P14-08

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding analysis of impacts related to recorded easements.

P14-09

Refer to General Response 1.11 regarding loss of tax revenue as related to public services.

P14-10

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS, inconsistency with
local land use policies, and justification of the purpose and need of the Proposed Action.

P14-11

Comment noted.

Response to Comment Letter P15 – Robert Field, President, Santa Ynez Rancho Estates
Mutual Water Company, Inc.
P15-01

Refer to General Response 1.2 regarding requests to extend the comment period.

P15-02

Comment noted.

P15-03

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding comments on the 2013 EA and TCA.

P15-04

Refer to General Response 1.8 regarding impacts to water resources.

P15-05

Refer to General Comment 1.3 regarding the justification of 143 home sites.

P15-06

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the site plans considered for development on the
project site and the regulation of future development on the project site.

P15-07

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS, the site plans
considered for development on the project site, and the regulation of future development on
the project site. Refer to General Response 1.5 regarding the project baseline.

Response to Comment Letter P16 – Ross Rankin
P16-01

Refer to General Response 1.1 regarding expressions of opinion/non-substantive comments.
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P16-02

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding comments on the 2013 EA.

Response to Comment Letter P17 – James E. Marino (Attorney for No More Slots)
P17-01 through P17-03
Comments noted. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirement for an EIS.
P17-04

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding federal recognition of the Tribe.

P17-05

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the status of the Tribe’s Reservation.

P17-06

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding federal recognition of the Tribe and the cultural
significance of the project site to the Tribe.

P17-07

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the purpose and need of the Proposed Action.

P17-08

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the relevance of the economic status of the Tribe.

P17-09

It is unclear what private conversations or information the commenter is referencing as no
further detail is provided. Refer to General Response 1.11 regarding proposed mitigation to
reduce potential impacts to public services.

P17-10

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the site plans considered for development on the
project site and the regulation of future development on the project site.

P17-11

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the authority of the Secretary of the Interior to
place the project site into trust for the Tribe.

P17-12

As stated in Section 1.2 of the Final EA, the project site is not contiguous to an existing
reservation or Indian trust land. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the applicable
laws that govern off-Reservation acquisition requests.

P17-13

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding federal recognition of the Tribe.

P17-14

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the authority of the Secretary of the Interior to
place the project site into trust for the Tribe. Refer to response to Comment P17-12
regarding off-reservation trust acquisitions.

P17-15

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the primary purpose of the Proposed Action; a
business plan is not required.
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P17-16

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the site plans considered for development on the
project site, the regulation of future development on the project site, and the potential for
future gaming on the project site.

P17-17

Comment noted. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the role of the BIA with the EA
and associated NEPA environmental review process for the Proposed Action.

P17-18

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the environmental impacts of the existing Chumash
Casino Resort.

P17-19

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.

P17-20

Refer to General Response 1.6 regarding impacts to traffic, crime, community services and
infrastructure, transportation, air quality, water availability, and taxes or loss thereof.

P17-21

Comment noted. As discussed in Section 1.3 of the EA, the purpose of the Proposed Action
is to place land into trust status for the development of Tribal housing; however, given the
requirements of the Williamson Act Contract for the project site, development would not
begin until 2023. Refer to General Response 1.7 regarding the Williamson Act and General
Response 1.5 regarding the baseline and project timeline. Land banking or speculation is not
discussed in the EA as it is not the intention or purpose of the Proposed Action.

P17-22

Comment noted. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the role of the BIA with the EA
and associated NEPA environmental review process.

P17-23

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the authority of the Secretary of the Interior to
place the project site into trust for the Tribe. Refer to response to Comment P17-12
regarding off-reservation trust acquisitions.

P17-24

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the TCA.

P17-25

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding federal recognition of the Tribe.

P17-26

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the purpose and need of the Proposed Action. The
2008 memorandum, issued by former Assistant Secretary Carl Artman on January 3, 2008,
was rescinded on June 14, 2011 by his successor Assistant Secretary Larry Echo Hawk after
thorough review and consultation with Native American Tribes. Therefore, the directive
cited in this comment letter is not applicable.

P17-27

Comment noted. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the role of the BIA with the EA
and associated NEPA environmental review process.
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P17-28

Refer to General Response 1.1 regarding expressions of opinion/non-substantive comments.

P17-29

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the purpose of the Proposed Action.

P17-30

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.

P17-31

Refer to General Response 1.7 regarding the Williamson Act Contract for the project site.

P17-32

Comment noted. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding federal recognition of the Tribe
and the cultural significance of the project site to the Tribe.

P17-33

Comment noted. Refer to response to Comment P17-26 regarding the 2008 memorandum
issued by former Assistant Secretary Carl Artman.

Response to Comment Letter P18 – M. Andriette Culbertson
P18-01

Comment noted. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding responses to comments on the
2013 EA.

P18-02

Comment noted. The letter from Mona Miyasato, County Executive Officer, County of Santa
Barbara dated July 11, 2014 is included in Exhibit A as Comment Letter L1; refer to the
responses to Comment Letter L1. The letter from P.O.L.O. dated June 18, 2014 is included
in Exhibit A as Comment Letter P1; refer to the responses to Comment Letter P1. The
letter from Kathy Cleary, P.O.L.O. dated July 10, 2014 is included in Exhibit A as Comment
Letter P2; refer to the responses to Comment Letter P2. The letter from Mark Oliver, Santa
Ynez Valley Alliance dated June 18, 2014 is included in Exhibit A as Comment Letter P22;
refer to the responses to Comment Letter P22. The letter from Linda Krop, Chief Counsel,
Environmental Defense Center (on behalf of the Santa Ynez Valley Alliance) dated July 10,
2014 is included in Exhibit A as Comment Letter P6; refer to the responses to Comment
Letter P6.

P18-03

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding responses to comments on the 2013 EA and the
requirements for an EIS.

P18-04

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the sufficiency and adequacy of the project
description provided in Section 2.0 of the EA, the TCA, site plans considered for
development on the project site, and the regulation of future development on the project site.
Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the primary purpose of the Proposed Action; a
business plan is not required.

P18-05

As discussed in Section 1.3 of the Final EA, income production in not the primary goal of the
Proposed Project. As stated therein, “The trust transfer of the Camp 4 lands would provide
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necessary housing within the Tribe’s ancestral and historic territory for its current members
and future generations… Secondarily, the trust acquisition of 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 build economic self sufficiency through diversified
Tribally-governed commercial enterprises.” The commenter incorrectly states that the goal
of the Proposed Action is economic development.
P18-06

It is unclear what the commenter is referring to by Section 3.1.2. Section 3.1.2 of Appendix
O of the Final EA is the general response regarding the TCA, which was provided by the BIA
to clarify the numerous comments received regarding the TCA and its subsequent withdrawal
by the Tribe. Similar comments regarding the TCA received on the 2013 EA were referred to
Section 3.1.2 of Appendix O of the Final EA to provide clarification regarding the TCA.

P18-07

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the site plans considered for development on the
project site and the regulation of future development on the project site.

P18-08 through P18-10
Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the site plans considered for development on the
project site and the regulation of future development on the project site. The golf course,
hotel, and casino mentioned in this comment are not a component of any of the proposed site
plans included in Appendix N of the Final EA.
P18-11

Refer to General Comment 1.3 regarding the justification of 143 home sites. The site plans
contained as Figures 2-1 and 2-2 in the Final EA accurately depict the 143 home sites
proposed under Alternative A and B.

P18-12

It is not economically feasible to demolish existing houses on the Reservation in order to
rebuild higher-density housing such as apartments, and this would likely have additional
significant environmental impacts to hazardous materials, air quality, and visual resources.
Refer to Response to Comment L1-74 regarding rebuilding the existing Reservation.
This commenter inaccurately summarizes the Final EA, which states in Section 1.3 that
“Currently, only about 17% of the tribal members and lineal descendants have housing on
tribal lands.” The purpose of this statement in the Final EA is to indicate that 83 percent of
Tribal members and lineal descendants live off-Reservation; it is not stating, as the
commenter maintains, that 83 percent of those living on the Reservation are not Tribal
members.

P18-13

Tribal facilities are proposed under Alternative B, as discussed in Section 2.3 of the Final EA;
the cumulative impacts of the Tribal facilities are analyzed in Section 4.4. There are no plans
to change the existing land uses or facilities on the existing Reservation.
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P18-14

The EA was prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and
the BIA NEPA Guidebook; refer to General Response 1.3 for further discussion as to how
the EA presents the BIA with a “hard look” at the Proposed Action and regarding site plans
considered for development on the project site and the regulation of future development on
the project site.

P18-15

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.

P18-16

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding BIA’s involvement with the EA and NEPA
environmental review process.

P18-17

Refer to Response to Comment P17-26 regarding the applicability of Assistant Secretary
Carl Artman’s memorandum. Refer to Response to Comment P18-05 for a discussion of the
purpose of the Proposed Action, which is not for economic development as stated in this
comment. Refer to Response to Comment L1-74 regarding rebuilding the existing
Reservation.

Response to Comment Letter P19 – William R. Devine, Allen Matkins Leck Gamble
Mallory & Natsis LLP (Attorney for Save The Valley Plan, “STVP”)
P19-01

Comment noted. The responses to comments provided in Section 3.0 of Appendix O of the
Final EA were developed in accordance with CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA and
the BIA NEPA Guidebook. As the commenter does not offer any evidence or details to
support their statement that responses to comments provided in Section 3.0 of Appendix O of
the Final EA are less than satisfactory, fail to provide support for the conclusionary
statements made in the 2013 EA, and show a lack of understanding and appreciation, a more
detailed response cannot be provided. It should be noted that conclusions within the EA are
supported by the analysis of potential impacts presented within Section 4.0 of the Final EA as
well as additional analysis and data presented in responses to comments.

P19-02

Comment noted.

P19-03

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the site plans considered for development on the
project site and the regulation of future development on the project site. Refer to General
Response 1.6 regarding analysis of environmental impacts, including as related to visual
resources, socioeconomic conditions, and environmental justice.

P19-04

Refer to General Response 1.6 regarding the adequacy of analysis of impacts to public
health, safety and welfare, land use planning, aesthetics, water supply, biological resources,
noise, population growth and housing, and transportation and traffic. Refer to General
Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.
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P19-05

Comment noted.

P19-06

Refer to General Comment 1.3 regarding the cultural significance of the project site to the
Tribe and the justification of 143 home sites.

P19-07

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the range of alternatives analyzed within the Final
EA and the regulation of future development on the project site.

P19-08

Alternative A includes the development of five-acre residential lots; it only follows that the
analysis of impacts related to Alternative A contained in Section 4.1 of the Final EA is
limited to the components proposed under Alternative A, including the five-acre residential
lots. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the site plans considered for development on
the project site and the regulation of future development on the project site.

P19-09

The mitigation measures presented in Section 5.2 of the Final EA are designed to reduce the
impact to groundwater resources, not necessarily reduce the amount of groundwater used.
For example, one requirement of groundwater mitigation is that “New groundwater wells
shall be located within the central portion of the project site, south of the Baseline fault within
the permeable sands of the water-bearing Careaga Formation,” which would reduce the
impact to neighboring wells but would not necessarily reduce the amount of groundwater
used, as discussed in Section 4.1.2 of the Final EA. That being said, other groundwater
mitigation measures in Section 5.2 of the Final EA do require the reduced use of
groundwater: “During years when the County of Santa Barbara declares local drought
conditions, there will be no turf grass irrigation allowed, thereby reducing residential lawn
water demand to zero.” Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the site plans considered
for development on the project site and the regulation of future development on the project
site.

P19-10

A discussion of the system of Indian water rights based on the Winters Doctrine (Winters v.
U.S., 207 U.S. 564 [1908]) (known as “Winters rights”) is provided in Section 3.2 of the
Final EA as part of the existing setting related to water resources. As discussed in Sections
2.2.5, 2.3, and 2.4 of the Final EA, groundwater would be the source for all project
alternatives on the project site. Diversion of surface water or enactment of the Tribe’s
Winters rights is not a component of the Proposed Action or project alternatives; therefore,
there is no impact related to Winters rights to be analyzed within the Final EA.

P19-11

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding analysis of impacts to surface water and
groundwater quality. If the Proposed Action is approved, the Tribe and USEPA would have
jurisdiction over water quality on the trust land; and, if necessary, the Tribe would work with
State and local water quality regulators as appropriate given their jurisdiction over adjacent
land.
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P19-12

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding analysis of impacts to air quality.

P19-13

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding analysis of impacts to biological resources,
including oak trees, and the adequacy of the mitigation measures proposed to reduce impacts
to biological resources, including oak trees.

P19-14

A single, unoccupied house is located on the project site, southeast of the existing vineyard
near the horse stables; there are not other permanent residences on the project site. The
Proposed Action and project alternatives would therefore not displace any residents of the
Santa Ynez Valley. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding analysis of impacts related to
property values and other socioeconomic conditions and environmental justice concerns.

P19-15

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the adequacy of the analysis of impacts to land use
and the regulation of future development on the project site.

P19-16

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the adequacy of the analysis of impacts to visual
resources.

P19-17

Refer to General Response 1.6 regarding impacts to land resources, air quality,
transportation and circulation, public services, noise, and health and safety.

P19-18

The Final EA was prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regulations for Implementing
NEPA and the BIA NEPA Guidebook. Refer to the responses to Comments P19-01 through
P19-17 as to why the “reasons noted above” referenced by the commenter do not support the
conclusion that the Final EA is inadequate. As the commenter does not offer any evidence or
details to support their statements regarding unstated assumptions, inconsistencies,
undisclosed methodologies and unsupported conclusions, a more detailed response cannot be
provided. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirement for an EIS and the
applicable laws that govern off-Reservation acquisition requests.

Response to Comment Letter P20 – Klaus M. & Lois S. Brown
P20-01

Comment noted. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding responses to comments received
on the 2013 EA.

P20-02

Comment noted. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements to prepare an
EIS.

P20-03

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the justification of 143 home sites, the site plans
considered for development on the project site, the regulation of future development on the
project site, the adequacy of the cumulative impact analysis contained within the Final EA,
the requirements to prepare an EIS, and the adequacy of the analysis of impacts to
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groundwater resources, including the mitigation measures proposed in Section 5.2 of the
Final EA that would reduce impacts to neighboring wells to a minimal level.
P20-04

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the site plans considered for development on the
project site, the potential to develop a casino on the project site, the regulation of future
development on the project site, and the requirements to prepare an EIS.

P20-05

Refer to General Response 1.11 regarding impacts to public services. Refer to General
Response 1.3 regarding the site plans considered for development on the project site, the
regulation of future development on the project site, and the requirements to prepare an EIS.

P20-06

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the adequacy of the analysis of potential traffic
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts related to the project alternatives, including the
appropriateness of the methodology used to determine traffic counts; the site plans considered
for development on the project site; the regulation of future development on the project site;
the adequacy of the traffic mitigation measures presented in Section 5.7 of the Final EA; and
the requirements to prepare an EIS.

P20-07

An EA is a planning level document, and the site plans for Alternatives A and B, contained as
Figures 2-1 and 2-2 in Section 2.0 of the Final EA, depict the layout of the project
alternatives at the planning level. Structural footprints, roadways, associated infrastructure,
and other development features have not yet been finalized. If the Proposed Action is
approved, a project alternative would be specified. The Tribe would then move forward with
developing finalized construction plans for the approved development and would ensure the
BMPs, protective measures, and mitigation measures are implemented, which would include
developing a construction and development plan that minimizes impacts to waters of the
U.S., special-status species, protected oaks, and migratory birds among other resources.

P20-08

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the analysis of potential impacts to County
roadways during construction and operation of the project alternatives. As stated in Section
2.3 of the Final EA, up to approximately 400 attendees plus vendors would attend events at
the Tribal facilities (refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the revision to the proposed
Tribal facilities component of Alternative B in the Final EA). Refer to the response to
Comment P11-07 regarding the inclusion of trips generated by the proposed Tribal facilities
under the traffic impact analysis of Alternative B. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding
the requirements to prepare an EIS.

P20-09

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the revision to the proposed Tribal facilities
component of Alternative B in the Final EA and the requirements to prepare an EIS.
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P20-10

Comment noted. It is unclear what text the commenter is referring to as the quoted phrase
does not appear on page 4-69 of either the 2013 EA or the Final EA; the quoted text does
appear on page 4-70 of the 2013 EA and on page 4-74 of the Final EA. The quoted text is
supported by the analysis presented in throughout Section 4.0 of the Final EA.

P20-11

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the range of alternatives analyzed within the Final
EA.

P20-12

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the cultural significance of the project site to the
Tribe and history of the land status of the project site.

P20-13

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements to prepare an EIS. In response to
the commenter’s statement that the Proposed Action would have significant direct, indirect,
and cumulative impacts on the project site, surrounding area, neighbors, and wildlife, refer to
the responses to Comments P20-01 through P20-12.

Response to Comment Letter P21 – Robert B. Field, President, Santa Ynez Rancho Estates
Mutual Water Company Inc.
P21-01

Comment noted. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the TCA.

P21-02

Refer to General Response 1.2 regarding requests for an extension of the comment period.

Response to Comment Letter P22 – Mark Oliver, Santa Ynez Valley Alliance
P22-01

Refer to General Response 1.2 regarding requests for an extension of the comment period.

Response to Comment Letter P23 – E. and Jack Bohnet
P23-01

Refer to General Response 1.2 regarding requests for an extension of the comment period.

P23-02 and P23-03
Refer to General Response 1.12 regarding the cumulative environment considered in the
Final EA, which includes the approved Tribal Cultural Center Project and proposed Hotel
Expansion Project.
P23-04

Refer to General Response 1.2 regarding requests for an extension of the comment period.

P23-05

Comment noted. Refer to the response to Comment L1-12 regarding consideration of the
Proposed Action within the context of the current drought. Refer to the response to
Comment P12-08 regarding consideration of the Proposed Action within the context of the
State’s recently adopted Chromium 6 water quality standards for groundwater.
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P23-06

Refer to General Response 1.2 regarding requests for an extension of the comment period.

Response to Comment Letter P24 – Brian Kramer
P24-01

Refer to General Response 1.2 regarding requests for an extension of the comment period.
Refer to General Response 1.1 regarding non-substantive comments and/or opinions.

Response to Comment Letter P25 – Gerry B. Shepherd
P25-01

Refer to General Response 1.2 regarding requests for an extension of the comment period.

P25-02

The BIA proposed on June 17, 2014 to revise 25 CFR 169, Rights-of-Way on Indian Land.
The proposed rule would comprehensively update and streamline the process for obtaining
BIA grants of rights-of-way on Indian land. On August 13, 2014 it was announced the
deadline for providing comments on the proposed rule was extended to October 2, 2014. Any
analysis of the impacts of the proposed rule prior to a final decision by the BIA would be
speculative.

P25-03

Refer to General Response 1.2 regarding requests for an extension of the comment period.

Response to Comment Letter P26 – Cheryl Schmit, Stand Up for California
P26-01

Refer to General Response 1.2 regarding requests for an extension of the comment period.

Response to Comment Letter P27 – Gregory A. Schipper
P27-01

Refer to General Response 1.1 regarding non-substantive comments and/or opinions.

P27-02

Comment noted. House of Representatives (H.R.) 3313 Santa Ynez Band of Chumash
Mission Indians Land Transfer Act of 2013 was introduced to the U.S. House of
Representatives 113th Congress on October 23, 2013. The purpose of the bill was to
authorize the Secretary of the Interior to take land into trust for the benefit of the Santa Ynez
Band of Chumash Mission Indians, and for other purposes. H.R. 3313 was referred to the
House Natural Resources Committee on the same day, and no action on the bill has occurred
since.

P27-03

Refer to General Response 1.1 regarding non-substantive comments and/or opinions.

P27-04

Comment noted. Refer to the response to Comment P27-02 regarding H.R 3133.

P27-05

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the preference of the fee-to-trust process compared
to development per the County land use approval process.
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P27-06

Refer to Section 3.0 of the Final EA for a description of the existing environmental resources.
Refer to the response to Comment L1-12 regarding consideration of the Proposed Action
within the context of the current drought.

P27-07

Refer to General Response 1.11 regarding impacts to public services.

P27-08

Refer to General Response 1.1 regarding non-substantive comments and/or opinions.

P27-09

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the impacts of the existing Chumash Casino
Resort.

P27-10

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the relevance of the economic status of the Tribe.
Refer to General Response 1.1 regarding non-substantive comments and/or opinions. Refer
to General Response 1.2 regarding requests for an extension of the comment period.

Response to Comment Letter P28 – Christine Burtness
P28-01

Refer to General Response 1.11 regarding the commitment of funding by the Tribe to public
schools.

Response to Comment Letter P29 – Sidney and Linda Kastner
P29-01

Comment noted. Refer to General Response 1.2 regarding requests for an extension of the
comment period. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding responses to comments received
on the 2013 EA.

P29-02

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding responses to comments received on the 2013 EA.
Refer to the response to Comment P11-07 regarding the inclusion of trips generated by the
proposed Tribal facilities under the traffic impact analysis of Alternative B. Refer to General
Comment 1.3 regarding the justification of 143 home sites and the purpose of the Proposed
Action (that being, to augment the current housing base on the Reservation). Refer to
General Response 1.6 regarding impacts to County roads.

P29-03

Refer to General Comment 1.3 regarding the justification of 143 home sites, the purpose of
the Proposed Action (that being, to augment the current housing base on the Reservation) and
the adequacy of the estimated water demand and associated impact analysis presented in the
Final EA.

P29-04

Refer to General Response 1.6 regarding the completeness of analysis to impacts contained
within the Final EA.

P29-05

Refer to the response to Comment P6-26 regarding plans to resubmit the TCA.

Analytical Environmental Services
October 2014

68

Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust
Response to Final EA Comments

Exhibit B

P29-06

Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding the requirements for an EIS.

P29-07

Comment noted.

Response to Comment Letter P30 – John Soles
P30-01

Refer to General Response 1.2 regarding requests for an extension of the comment period.

Responses to Comment Letters P31 through P81
These comment letters are included in Table A-1 in Exhibit A as they are part of the administrative
record. Individual responses for each of the comments are not provided for these comment letters as
comments were either expressions of opinion/non-substantive comments or repetitions/reiterations of the
comments received on the 2013 EA. Refer to General Response 1.1 regarding non-substantive
comments and/or opinions. Refer to General Response 1.3 regarding responses to comments received
on the 2013 EA.

Responses to Comment Letters P82 through P104
These comment letters are included in Table A-1 in Exhibit A as they are part of the administrative
record but require no response as the letters are a duplicate of correspondence presented in another
comment letter for which responses have been provided. Refer to General Responses 1.1 through 1.12
and Responses to Comment Letters F1 through F6, S1 through S3, L1, L2, and P1 through P81.

Responses to Comment Letters P105 through P107
These comment letters are included in Table A-1 in Exhibit A as they are part of the administrative
record but require no response as the letters do not specifically provide comments on the EA, Proposed
Action, project alternatives, and/or decision to be made by the Lead Agency (BIA).

Responses to Comment Letters P108 through P152
These comment letters are included in Table A-1 in Exhibit A 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.

Responses to Comment Letters P153 through P158
These comment letters are included in Table A-1 in Exhibit A 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
P16. Refer to Response to Comment Letter P16.
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Responses to Comment Letters P159 through P165
These comment letters are included in Table A-1 in Exhibit A 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
P3. Refer to Response to Comment Letter P3.

Responses to Comment Letters P166 through P169
These comment letters are included in Table A-1 in Exhibit A 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
P4. Refer to Response to Comment Letter P4.

Responses to Comment Letters P170 through P173
These comment letters are included in Table A-1 in Exhibit A 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.

3.0

COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED PAST THE DEADLINE

Comment Letters P174 and P175 were received by the BIA after the comment period deadline of July 14,
2014. 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. Accordingly,
the responses to Comment Letters F1 through F6, S1 through S3, L1, L2, and P1 through P81 address the
comments presented in Comment Letters P174 and P175. Refer to General Responses 1.1 through 1.12
and Responses to Comment Letters F1 through F6, S1 through S3, L1, L2, and P1 through P81
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EXHIBIT C
MITIGATION MONITORING AND ENFORCMENT PROGRAM
INTRODUCTION
Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. 1508.13, a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) has been prepared. The
Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) recommends that a Mitigation Monitoring and Enforcement
Program (MMEP) be adopted and summarized in certain FONSI documents. The Bureau of Indian
Affairs (BIA) is the lead agency for National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance purposes. In
order to minimize or avoid potentially significant impacts that could occur as a result of the Proposed
Action, mitigation measures have been developed and incorporated into this MMEP.

TRIBAL MITIGATION MONITORING OVERVIEW
This chapter has been created to guide mitigation compliance before, during, and after implementation of
the selected alternative, as required by NEPA. The mitigation measures described below were created
through the analysis of potential impacts within the Final EA and in response to comment received on the
Final EA. As specified in the following table, the compliance monitoring and evaluation will be
performed by the Tribe, and if warranted the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), United
States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), United
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), and Santa Barbara County as indicated in the
description of each measure. The MMEP is included within the FONSI to provide:


Requirements for compliance of the mitigation measures specifically created to
mitigate impacts;



List of responsible parties;



Timing of mitigation measure implementation.

Mitigation measures included within the following table list the responsible party, the compliance
standards, implementation timeline, and verification of completion. Where applicable, mitigation
measures will be monitored and enforced pursuant to federal law, tribal ordinances, and agreements
between the Tribe and appropriate governmental authorities, as well as the FONSI.
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Implementing
Responsibility

Compliance Standards

Timing

Tribe
General Contractor

NPDES permit shall be
obtained from USEPA
SWPPPs shall be completed for
all construction and excavation
activities
Measures identified on the
SWPPP shall be included in
construction plans
A copy of the SWPPP shall be
current and remain on-site
SWPPP practices shall be
implemented on-site during
construction
Geotechnical and soil
laboratory testing preformed in
accordance with engineering
industry practices
Grading other plans to be
reviewed and approved by
appropriate licensed
professionals
Grading and foundation work
related to expansive soils to be
approved by a licensed
engineer
Design-level geotechnical
specifications addressing the
specific grading and
development plans shall be
developed and approved by a
licensed engineer
Measures shall be included in
construction specifications

Planning and
Construction
Phases

Verification
(Date/Initial)

Land Resources


The Tribe shall comply with the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System Permit (NPDES
Construction General Permit) from the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for
construction site runoff during the construction phase
in compliance with the Clean Water Act (CWA). A
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
shall be prepared, implemented, and maintained
throughout the construction phase of the
development, consistent with Construction General
Permit requirements. The SWPPP shall detail the
BMPs to be implemented during construction and
post-construction operation of the selected project
alternative to reduce impacts related to soil erosion
and water quality. The BMPs shall include, but are
not limited to, the following:
o Existing vegetation shall be retained where
possible. To the extent feasible, grading
activities shall be limited to the immediate area
required for construction and remediation.
o Temporary erosion control measures (such as
silt fences, fiber rolls, vegetated swales, a
velocity dissipation structure, staked straw
bales, temporary re-vegetation, rock bag dams,
erosion control blankets, and sediment traps)
shall be employed for disturbed areas during the
wet season.
o No disturbed surfaces shall be left without
erosion control measures in place during the
winter and spring months.
o Construction activities shall be scheduled to
minimize land disturbance during peak runoff
periods. Soil conservation practices shall be
completed during the fall or late winter to
reduce erosion during spring runoff.
o Creating construction zones and grading only
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o
o
o

o

o

o

o

o

o


one area or part of a construction zone at a time
shall minimize exposed areas. If possible
during the wet season, grading on a particular
zone shall be delayed until protective cover is
restored on the previously graded zone.
Disturbed areas shall be re-vegetated following
construction activities.
Construction area entrances and exits shall be
stabilized with crushed aggregate.
Sediment shall be retained on-site by a system
of sediment basins, traps, or other appropriate
measures.
A spill prevention and countermeasure plan
shall be developed which identifies proper
storage, collection, and disposal measures for
potential pollutants (such as fuel, fertilizers,
pesticides, etc.) used on-site.
Petroleum products shall be stored, handled,
used, and disposed of properly in accordance
with provisions of the Clean Water Act [33
United States Code (U.S.C.) 1251 to 1387].
During the wet season, construction materials,
including topsoil and chemicals, shall be stored,
covered, and isolated to prevent runoff losses
and contamination of surface and groundwater.
Fuel and vehicle maintenance areas shall be
established away from all drainage courses and
designed to control runoff.
Sanitary facilities shall be provided for
construction workers.

Implementing
Responsibility

Compliance Standards

Timing

Verification
(Date/Initial)

Disposal facilities shall be provided for soil
wastes, including excess asphalt during
construction and demolition.

All workers shall be trained in the proper handling,
use, cleanup, and disposal of all chemical materials
used during construction activities and shall provide
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Mitigation Measure
appropriate facilities to store and isolate
contaminants.



Implementing
Responsibility

Compliance Standards

NPDES permit shall be
obtained from USEPA
SWPPPs shall be completed for
all construction and excavation
activities
Measures identified on the
SWPPP shall be included in
construction plans
A copy of the SWPPP shall be
current and remain on-site
SWPPP practices shall be
implemented on-site during
construction
Measures shall be included in
construction specifications

Timing

Verification
(Date/Initial)

All contractors involved in the project shall be
trained on the potential environmental damages
resulting from soil erosion prior to development by
conducting a pre-construction conference. Copies of
the project’s erosion control plan shall be distributed
at that time. All construction bid packages,
contracts, plans, and specifications shall contain
language that requires adherence to the plan.

Water Resources


Development and implementation of a SWPPP under
Section 5.1 will reduce impacts to stormwater
quality.

Tribe



Through contractual obligations, the Tribe shall
ensure that construction of the wastewater treatment
plant and roadways located adjacent to flood areas
occur in the dry season.

Tribe
General Contractor

Measure shall be included in
construction specifications

Construction



Recycled water application areas shall be monitored
to ensure off-site runoff does not occur. Provisions
included within monitoring requirements to reduce
the potential for off-site flow shall include:

Tribe

NPDES permit shall be
obtained from USEPA
Measure shall be included in
construction specifications

Operation
Phase
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o

o

o

Implementing
Responsibility

Compliance Standards

Timing

Verification
(Date/Initial)

Recycled water shall be applied to confined
areas (such as landscaped areas) only during
periods of dry weather. In accordance with the
water balance and seasonal storage
requirements presented in the Water and
Wastewater Feasibility Analysis (Appendix C),
a minimum of five acre-feet of storage shall be
provided to account for storage during wet
weather and winter months when irrigation rates
are lowest. The Tribe shall not apply recycled
water 24 hours prior to a forecasted rain event
and shall wait 24 hours after the rain event to
apply recycled water.
Recycled water shall not be applied during
periods of winds exceeding 30 miles per hour
(mph).
Recycled water shall not be applied within 100
feet of a water of the U.S.



New groundwater wells shall be located within the
central portion of the project site, south of the
Baseline fault within the permeable sands of the
water-bearing Careaga Formation.

Tribe

Measure shall be included in
construction specifications

Operation
Phase



During years when the County of Santa Barbara
declares local drought conditions, there will be no
turf grass irrigation allowed, thereby reducing
residential lawn water demand to zero.

Tribe

Measures shall be included in
construction specifications

Construction
and Operation
Phases

Air Quality


Through contractual obligations, the Tribe shall
ensure construction vehicles, delivery, and
commercial vehicles do not idle for more than five
minutes.

Tribe
General Contractor

Measures shall be included in
construction specifications and
implemented throughout
construction.

Planning and
Construction
Phases



Through contractual obligations, the Tribe shall
ensure heavy duty construction equipment is
equipped with diesel particulate matter filters, which
would reduce particulate matter from exhaust by 50

Tribe
General Contractor

Measures shall be included in
construction specifications and
implemented throughout
construction.

Planning and
Construction
Phases
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percent.


Through contractual obligations, the Tribe shall
ensure that exposed surfaces and unpaved roads are
water twice a day, which would reduce fugitive dust
emissions by 55 percent.

Implementing
Responsibility

Compliance Standards

Timing

Tribe

Measures shall be included in
construction specifications and
implemented throughout
construction.

Planning and
Construction
Phases

General Contractor



Through contractual obligations, the Tribe shall
ensure that construction equipment on unpaved roads
would not exceed 15 miles per hour, which would
reduce fugitive dust emissions by 44 percent.

Tribe

Measures shall be included in
construction specifications and
implemented throughout
construction.

Planning and
Construction
Phases



Residential architectural coating will be low ROG
coatings, which would reduce ROG emissions by 10
percent.

Tribe

Tribe shall comply with
industry standards
Measures shall be included in
construction specifications

Planning,
Construction,
and Operation
Phases



Through contractual obligations, the Tribe shall, to
the extent possible and feasible, require the use of
heavy duty construction equipment that meets
CARB’s most recent certification standards.

Tribe

CARB standards and
regulations

Planning and
Construction
Phases

California Green Building
Code
Title 24 standards

Planning,
Construction,
and Operation
Phases

Verification
(Date/Initial)

Climate Change


The Tribe shall adopt and comply with the California
Green Building Code and exceed Title 24 standards
by 25 percent.

Tribe



The Tribe shall recycle 75 percent of the solid waste
generated on-site.

Tribe



The Tribe shall work with the Santa Ynez Valley
Transit to extend public transportation to the project
site and construct public transportation stops on
Baseline Road east of SR-154.

Tribe

Measures shall be included in
construction specifications

Planning and
Operation
Phases

Tribe

Measures shall be included in
construction specifications

Planning and
Construction
Phases

Construction
and Operation
Phases

Biological Resources
Oak Trees

Once the construction footprint is finalized, the
contractor shall flag any oak trees slated for removal
prior to groundbreaking. A qualified arborist shall
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Implementing
Responsibility

Compliance Standards

Timing

Waters of the U.S.

Any proposed construction activities that would
occur within the vicinity of potentially jurisdictional
waters of the U.S. shall be conducted during the dry
season (i.e., April 15 through October 15) to further
reduce the quantity of potential sedimentation within
the watershed.

A Section 404 Clean Water Act permit shall be
obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) prior to any discharge of dredged or fill
material into waters of the U.S. An Individual
Permit may be required if the development of the
selected alternative exceeds 0.5 acres of impacts to
waters of the U.S. The Tribe shall comply with all
the terms and conditions of the permit and
compensatory mitigation shall be in place prior to
any direct effects to waters of the U.S. At minimum,
mitigation measures require the creation of waters of
the U.S. at a 1:1 ratio for any affected waters of the
U.S. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) shall require a 401 Water Quality
Certification permit prior to the USACE issuance of
a 404 permit. Mitigation shall be implemented in
compliance with any permits.

Tribe

Setbacks will be delineated and
monitored by a qualified
biologist during construction
activities
A CWA 404 permit shall be
obtained from the USACE if
avoidance is not possible
A CWA Section 401 Water
Quality Certification permit
shall be obtained from USEPA
if avoidance is not possible
Measures shall be included in
construction specifications

Planning and
Construction
Phases

Federally Listed Wildlife

Tribe

Section 7 of the Endangered

Planning and

Mitigation Measure
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 revegation 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.
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Implementing
Responsibility

Compliance Standards
Species Act

Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp

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 250 foot wetland habitat buffer zone
will be established around seasonal wetland habitat
within the project site to assure avoidance of direct
or indirect impacts to VPFS.

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 form
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 first training session. Copies
of signed forms will be submitted monthly as
additional training occurs for new employees. The
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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.

Implementing
Responsibility

Compliance Standards

Timing

Verification
(Date/Initial)

California Red-Legged Frog


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
survey within 14 days prior to the onset of
construction activities occurring within 1.6
kilometers of potential breeding habitat.



A qualified biologist shall monitor construction
activities during initial grading activities within the
project site. Should a 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.



If the National Weather Service forecast predicts a
rain event of ½ inch or more over a 48-hour period
for the worksite area, construction activities will be
halted 24 hours before the rain event is anticipated to
begin. Construction activities, for the purposes of
this protective measure, consist of all activities
which pose a risk of crushing dispersing amphibians
including driving construction vehicles and
equipment, and activities that alter the natural
contours of the existing property including digging
trenches, modifying drainages, vegetation clearing
and grubbing, land grading, and pouring of building
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pads for new structures. After a rain event, a
qualified biologist will conduct a pre-construction
survey for amphibians dispersing through the project
site. Construction will resume only after the site has
sufficiently dried and the qualified biologist
determines that amphibians are unlikely to be
dispersing through the project site.
Nesting Migratory Birds and Other Birds of Prey

If any construction activities (e.g., building, grading,
ground disturbance, removal of vegetation) are
scheduled to occur during the nesting season, preconstruction bird surveys shall be conducted. The
nesting season generally extends from February 1 to
September 15. Preconstruction surveys for any
nesting bird species shall be conducted by a qualified
wildlife biologist throughout all areas of suitable
habitat that are within 500 feet of any proposed
construction activity. The surveys shall occur no
more than 14 days prior to the scheduled onset of
construction activities. If construction is delayed or
halted for more than 14 days, another
preconstruction survey for nesting bird species shall
be conducted. If no nesting birds are detected during
the preconstruction surveys, no additional surveys or
mitigation measures are required.

Any trees proposed for removal shall be removed
outside of the nesting season. The nesting season
generally extends from February 1 to September 15.

If nesting bird species are observed within 500 feet
of construction areas during the surveys, appropriate
avoidance setbacks shall be established. The size
and scale of nesting bird avoidance setbacks shall be
determined by a qualified wildlife biologist and shall
be dependent upon the species observed and the
location of the nest. Avoidance setbacks shall be
established around all active nest locations via stakes
and high visibility fencing. The nesting bird
setbacks shall be completely avoided during
Analytical Environmental Services
September 2014
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Compliance Standards

Timing

Tribe

Surveys shall be conducted by
a qualified biologist
Appropriate avoidance setbacks
will be established and
monitored by a qualified
biologist
If avoidance is unavoidable,
consultation with USFWS shall
be initiated
Measures shall be included in
construction specifications

Planning and
Construction
Phases
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construction activities and the fencing must remain
intact. The qualified wildlife biologist shall also
determine an appropriate monitoring plan and decide
if construction monitoring is necessary during
construction activities. The setback fencing may be
removed when the qualified wildlife biologist
confirms that the nest is no longer occupied and all
birds have fledged.
If impacts (i.e., take) to migratory nesting bird
species are unavoidable, consultation with the
USFWS shall be initiated. Through consultation, an
appropriate and acceptable course of action shall be
established.

Implementing
Responsibility

Compliance Standards

Timing

Verification
(Date/Initial)

Cultural Resources


Prior to the final siting of the residential units, utility
corridors, roadways, and any other project
component that would result in ground disturbance, a
qualified archaeologist shall identify appropriate
buffer zones around each cultural resource to assure
avoidance during construction.

Tribe
General Contractor

Measures shall be included in
construction specifications

Planning and
Construction
Phase



Prior to construction within 500 feet of a cultural
resource buffer zone, a qualified Tribal Cultural
Resource Monitor 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 cultural resource buffer zone.

Tribe
General Contractor

If archeological resources are
discovered, a professional
archeologist shall assess their
significance and an appropriate
course of action shall be
decided
A treatment plan shall be
developed in accordance with
standard industry practices
Measures shall be included in
construction specifications

Construction
Phase (if
warranted)



A qualified Tribal Cultural Resource Monitor shall
monitor construction activities occurring within 500
feet of the buffer zone.

Tribe
General Contractor

Any fossils discovered during
construction shall be collected
and catalogued by an approved
paleontologist/geologist
Procedures for the discovery

Construction
Phase (if
warranted)
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Implementing
Responsibility

Compliance Standards

Timing

and recovery of fossils shall be
included in construction
specifications



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 any find is determined to
be significant by the qualified professionals, then
appropriate agency and tribal representatives shall
meet to determine the appropriate course of action.

Tribe
General Contractor

Any fossils discovered during
construction shall be collected
and catalogued by an approved
paleontologist/geologist
Procedures for the discovery
and recovery of fossils shall be
included in construction
specifications

Construction
Phase (if
warranted)



If human remains are encountered, work shall halt in
the vicinity of the find and the Santa Barbara County
Coroner shall be notified immediately. Pursuant to
36 Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) Part 800.13
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA):
Post-Review Discoveries, and 43 C.F.R. § 10.4
(2006) of the Native American Graves Protection
and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA): Inadvertent
Discoveries, the State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) and the BIA archaeologist will also be
contacted immediately. No further ground
disturbance shall occur in the vicinity of the find
until the County Coroner, SHPO, and BIA
archaeologist have examined the find and agreed on
an appropriate course of action. If the remains are
determined to be of Native American origin, the BIA
representative shall notify a Most Likely Descendant
(MLD). The MLD is responsible for recommending
the appropriate disposition of the remains and any
grave goods.

Tribe
General Contractor

Procedures for the recovery of
human remains pursuant to 43
C.F.R. 10.4
Procedure shall be included in
construction specifications

Construction
Phase (if
warranted)



Should paleontological resources be unearthed, a
paleontological resource impact mitigation plan
(PRIMP) shall be prepared prior to further
earthmoving in the vicinity of the find. The PRIMP
shall detail the procedures for collecting and

Tribe
General Contractor

Any fossils discovered during
construction shall be collected
and catalogued by an approved
paleontologist/geologist
Procedures for the discovery

Construction
Phase (if
warranted)
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preserving the discovered fossils. Any fossils
discovered during construction shall be accessioned
in an accredited scientific institution for future study.

Implementing
Responsibility

Compliance Standards

Timing

and recovery of fossils shall be
included in construction
specifications

Verification
(Date/Initial)

Transportation and Circulation
Alternatives A and B – Near Term


SR-246 at SR-154 – The Tribe shall pay a fair share
contribution of 22.5 percent for Alternative A or 23.2
percent for Alternative B for the development of a
roundabout being installed by Caltrans at SR-246 at
AR-154.

Alternatives A and B – Cumulative



SR-154 Corridor – The Tribe shall pay a fair share
contribution, as indicated in Table 5.7-1 in Section
5.0, for the development of either roundabouts or
signalization of specified intersections as determined
by Caltrans. Completion of roundabouts at these
intersections would result in a LOS A. Signalization
of these intersections would result in a LOS B.
Completion of roundabouts or signalization of the
above intersections would result in an acceptable
level of service on the highway segments SR-154
North of Edison Street and SR-154 South of SR-246Armour Ranch Road.



SR-246 Corridor – The Tribe shall pay a fair share
contribution, as indicated in Table 5.7-1 in Section
5.0, for the development of either roundabouts or
signalization of specified intersections as determined
by Caltrans. Completion of roundabouts at these
intersections would result in a LOS A. Signalization
of these intersections would result in a LOS B.
Completion of roundabouts or signalization of the
above intersections would result in an acceptable
level of service on the highway segment SR-246
from SR-154 to Solvang.
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Implementing
Responsibility

Compliance Standards

Timing

Verification
(Date/Initial)

Public Services


To minimize the risk of fire and the need for fire
protection services during construction, any
construction equipment that normally includes a
spark arrester shall be equipped with a spark arrester
in good working order. This includes, but is not
limited to, vehicles, heavy equipment, and
chainsaws.

Tribe
General Contractor

Standard industry practices
consistent with equivalent state
and local standards
Development plans to be
reviewed and approved by
appropriate licensed
professionals
Measures shall be included in
construction specifications

Planning and
Construction
Phases



During construction, staging areas, welding areas,
and areas slated for development using sparkproducing equipment shall be cleared of dried
vegetation or other materials that could serve as fire
fuel. To the extent feasible, the contractor shall keep
these areas clear of combustible materials in order to
maintain a firebreak.

Tribe
General Contractor

Standard industry practices
consistent with equivalent state
and local standards
Development plans to be
reviewed and approved by
appropriate licensed
professionals
Measures shall be included in
construction specifications

Planning and
Construction
Phases



Fire extinguishers shall be maintained onsite and
inspected on a regular basis.

Tribe
General Contractor

Standard industry practices
consistent with equivalent state
and local standards
Development plans to be
reviewed and approved by
appropriate licensed
professionals
Measures shall be included in
construction specifications

Planning and
Construction
Phases



An evacuation plan shall be developed for the project
alternatives in the event of a fire emergency.

Tribe

Standard industry practices,
consistent with equivalent state
and local standards

Planning Phase



Prior to development of the project site, the Tribe
will either:

Tribe

Standard industry practices,
consistent with equivalent state
and local standards

Planning Phase
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o

o

Implementing
Responsibility

Compliance Standards

Grant permission to the Santa Barbara County
Fire Protection Department (SBCFD) to enter
the project site after it has been taken into trust
while maintaining the Tribe’s existing funding
of the SBCFD via the Special Distribution
Funding and/or other grant programs; or
Enter into a new agreement with the SBCFD to
provide fire protection and emergency response
services on the project site after it has been
taken into trust. As part of this agreement, the
SBCFD will ensure it has either revised its
existing or entered into a new Cooperative
Wildland Fire Management and Stafford Act
Response Agreement (Cooperative Agreement),
as necessary, with the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) such
that the SBCFD is authorized to provide fire
protection and emergency response services on
the project site after it has been taken into trust.

Timing

Verification
(Date/Initial)

Development plans to be
reviewed and approved by
licensed professionals
Measures shall be included in
construction specifications

Hazardous Materials


Potentially hazardous materials, including fuels,
shall be stored away from drainages and secondary
containment shall be provided for all hazardous
materials during construction.

Tribe
General Contractor

Measures shall be included in
construction specifications
Hazardous materials storage
and disposal plan shall be
developed in accordance with
industry practices

Planning and
Construction
Phases



A spill prevention and countermeasure plan shall be
developed which identifies proper storage,
collection, and disposal measures for potential
pollutants (such as fuel storage tanks) used onsite, as
well as the proper procedures for cleaning up and
reporting spills.

Tribe
General Contractor

Measures shall be included in
construction specifications
Hazardous materials storage
and disposal plan shall be
developed in accordance with
industry practices

Planning and
Construction
Phases



Vehicles and equipment used during construction
shall be provided proper and timely maintenance to
reduce the potential for mechanical breakdowns
leading to a spill. Maintenance and fueling shall be

Tribe
General Contractor

Measures shall be included in
construction specifications
Hazardous materials storage
and disposal plan shall be

Planning and
Construction
Phases

Analytical Environmental Services
September 2014
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Exhibit C

Mitigation Measure
conducted in an area that meets the criteria set forth
in the spill prevention plan.


A hazardous materials storage and disposal plan
shall be prepared. The plan shall provide a detailed
inventory of hazardous materials to be stored and
used onsite, provide appropriate procedures for
disposal of unused hazardous materials, and detail
training requirements for employees that handle
hazardous materials as a normal part of their
employment. The plan shall also include emergency
response procedures in the event of an accidental
release of hazardous materials.

Analytical Environmental Services
September 2014

Implementing
Responsibility

Compliance Standards

Timing

developed in accordance with
industry practices

Tribe
General Contractor
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Measures shall be included in
construction specifications
Hazardous materials storage
and disposal plan shall be
developed in accordance with
industry practices

Verification
(Date/Initial)

Planning and
Construction
Phases

Chumash Camp 4 Fee-to-Trust
Mitigation Monitoring and Enforcement Program

EXHIBIT D
U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
CONCURRENCE LETTER

EXHIBIT E
CALIFORNIA OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION
CONCURRENCE LETTERS
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Reply in Reference to B1A_2014_0303_001

March 6, 2014
Amy Dutschke - Regional Director
United States Department of Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs - Pacific Regional Office
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento. CA 95825
RE. Section 106 consultation for a Fee to Trust Conveyance-1390 acres for Santa Vnez 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 Presen/ation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (16 U.S.C 470f). as amended, and its implementing
regulation found at 36 CFR Part 800 You determined the above noted action is a Federal
undertaking and request my concurrence on a finding of ' N o Adverse Effect."
8IA 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 Archaeological Investigations 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 prehistonc light density lithic scatter consisting 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 size 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 light 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.

EXHIBIT F
TRIBAL RESOLUTIONS

TRIBAL RESOLUTION 930B

TRIBAL RESOLUTION 948

TRIBAL RESOLUTION 949

EXHIBIT G
NOTIFICATION OF ASSUMPTION OF
WILLIAMSON ACT CONTRACT

