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Section 1 | Introduction 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), Pacific Region has received a discretionary acquisition application from 
the Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians (Tribe) for twenty-nine parcels, comprising approximately 
295.7 acres, contiguous to the existing Shingle Springs Rancheria. The BIA is the lead agency to review and 
approve tribal applications to take land into federal trust status (Proposed Action). Following the 
acquisition of the project site into federal trust, the Tribe proposes to develop Tribal housing, an arena, 
other general commercial uses, a multipurpose emergency shelter, a maintenance operations building, 
parking garages, and associated infrastructure (Proposed Project).  

1.2 LOCATION AND SETTING 
The proposed fee-to-trust parcels are located in western El Dorado County, California (Figure 1-1). The 
parcels are located near the existing Shingle Springs Rancheria north of Highway 50, approximately two 
miles northeast of the town of Shingle Springs, California. The elevation of the project area ranges from 
1,100 to 1,600 feet above mean sea level. The parcels are located within Sections 18, 19, 29, 30, and 31 
Township 9 and 10 North, Range 10 East, of the Shingle Springs, California 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle. 
The location for each parcel is shown in Figure 1-2. Table 1-1 below provides site information. 

Table 1-1: Project Parcel Details 

Parcel Assessor's Parcel 
Number Common Name Reference Approximate 

Acreage 

1 319-020-005 Buhler 1 17.66 

2 319-020-006 Buhler 2 2.54 

3 319-020-007 Manclark 1 4.95 

4 319-020-017 Manclark 2 5.25 

5 319-020-027 Bilotta 10.0 

6 319-020-036 Reddy 10.22 

7 319-020-037 Stondell 1 20.41 

8 319-020-023 Stondell 2 7.16 

9 319-020-025 Stondell 3 2.84 

10 319-020-014 Smith 35.85 

11 319-020-028 Erickson 10.0 

12 319-020-031 Donovan 10.0 

13 319-030-030 Whitney 5.0 

14 319-030-012 Pirrello 35.56 

15 319-030-019 Martin 10.0 

16 319-030-020 Pirrello 2 10.0 

17 319-030-021 Irwin 10.0 
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Parcel Assessor's Parcel 
Number Common Name Reference Approximate 

Acreage 

18 319-030-052 Lazenby 10.0 

19 319-030-054 Sommers 9.47 

20 319-081-006 McNamee 10.69 

21 319-081-017 Pettibone 10.84 

22 319-081-018 Armas 5.18 

23 319-081-031 Lucy 5.01 

24 319-110-009 Sayles 5.0 

25 319-110-013 Detwiler 5.0 

26 319-110-014 Renfro 6.51 

27 319-110-018 Renfro 2 5.01 

28 319-110-019 Renfro 3 5.57 

29 319-210-016 Fong 10.0 
  Total 295.72 
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1.3 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
The federal Proposed Action is the acquisition of the 295.7-acre project site in trust for the Tribe pursuant 
to the Secretary's authority under the Indian Reorganization Act, 25 USC § 5108. The purpose of the 
Proposed Action is to facilitate Tribal self-sufficiency and self-determination, thus satisfying the 
Department of the Interior’s (Department) land acquisition policy as articulated in the Department’s trust 
land regulations at 25 CFR Part 151. The long-term survival of the Tribe is dependent upon its ability to 
provide housing, employment, and community and governmental services to its members on Tribal trust 
lands. The Proposed Action would help accomplish these goals through reestablishing the Tribe’s 
traditional land base and development of Tribal housing, commercial uses, emergency/safety facilities, 
and maintenance facilities. There is a current need to alleviate the shortage of on-reservation housing for 
the Tribe. Commercial uses would provide additional financial resources and employment opportunities 
to meet the needs of the Tribal community. Diversification of the Tribe’s revenue stream on Tribal lands 
would contribute to economic self-sufficiency. The development of emergency/safety and maintenance 
facilities on Tribal land would ensure Tribal self-governance and self-determination by allowing the Tribe 
to exercise sovereign authority over facilities necessary for health, safety, and maintenance of Tribal lands. 

The need for the Department to act on the Tribe’s application is established by the Indian Reorganization 
Act (25 U.S.C. § 5108) and the Indian Land Consolidation Act (25 U.S.C. § 2202) and the relevant 
implementing federal regulations at 25 CFR Part 151. The Proposed Action triggers a BIA compliance 
review under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA; 42 USC § 4321-4375) and accompanying 
regulations (43 CFR Part 46). This EA is prepared to meet the BIA NEPA responsibility per 25 CFR Part 
151.10 which is a request for Trust Acquisitions of land contiguous to the boundaries of an Indian 
reservation (25 CFR § 151.10). 

This document has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of NEPA and accompanying 
regulations (43 CFR Part 46), 516 DM 1 – U.S. Department of the Interior Handbook of National 
Environmental Policy Act Implementation Procedures, and Pre-Acquisition Environmental Site 
Assessments Guidebook (59 Indian Affairs Manual [IAM] 5). 

1.4 REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS AND APPROVALS 
The following direct and indirect federal approvals and actions may be required for the Proposed Action 
or subsequent residential development: 

 Transfer of the 29 parcels totaling approximately 295.7 acres into federal trust status for the Tribe 
by the Secretary of the Interior; 

 Consultation with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) under Section 7 of the federal 
Endangered Species Act, if endangered species may be impacted by the Proposed Action; and 

 Consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office under Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. 
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Section 2 | Proposed Project and 
Alternatives 

This section describes the alternatives that are analyzed within this EA. A reasonable range of alternatives 
has been selected based on consideration of the purpose and need of the Proposed Action and 
opportunities for potentially reducing environmental effects. These alternatives include the Proposed 
Project (Alternative A), the Reduced Intensity Alternative (Alternative B), and the No Action Alternative 
(Alternative C). 

2.1 ALTERNATIVE A – PROPOSED PROJECT 
The Proposed Action consists of the fee simple conveyance of the project site into federal trust status for 
the benefit of the Tribe. This land trust action would shift civil regulatory jurisdiction over the project site 
from the State of California (State) and El Dorado County to the Tribe and the federal government. Federal 
laws, such as the Clean Water Act and the federal Endangered Species Act, would continue to apply to the 
project site. Alternative A includes the proposed land uses described below. 

2.1.1 Proposed Land Uses 
An overview of the proposed land uses is shown in Figure 2-1. The proposed land uses are described 
below. 

Arena and Parking Garage 

An arena would be developed west of the existing casino (Figure 2-2 of Appendix A). The arena would be 
an entirely enclosed venue providing up to approximately 5,000 seats for sporting events and concerts. 
Concession stands and retail space would be provided within the arena. The approximately 80,000 square 
foot arena would connect to the casino by an enclosed pedestrian bridge spanning Koto Road. The arena 
building would have a height of 100 feet above grade. The top of the arena building would be 
approximately five feet below the top of the existing casino. The pedestrian bridge will provide a clearance 
of 25 feet above Koto Road. A two-bay loading dock would be provided on the north side of the building.  

The exterior of the arena would be similar to the existing casino building. The exterior walls would be clad 
with earth tone architectural panels that have horizontal ridges which cast shadows and reduce 
reflectivity. Exterior lighting would be limited to shielded security lighting consistent with lighting 
currently provided on the casino. Patrons would only be able to access the arena from the pedestrian 
bridge via the existing casino, and through a plaza/bus drop-off entrance on the east side of the building 
on Koto Road.  

A parking garage would be developed west of the arena to provide approximately 1,280 parking spaces 
for events. The parking garage would be constructed of steel reinforced concrete and finished with a 
natural concrete surface, similar to the existing parking garage east of the casino. Security lighting would 
be provided within the interior of the parking garage (including the top floor), within the stairwells, and 
on the exterior walls above walkways. All lighting would be shielded to reduce illumination of the   
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surrounding areas. The parking garage would have six levels and a height of approximately 70 feet. The 
top of the parking garage would be approximately 55 feet below the top of the existing casino and 50 feet 
below the top of the proposed arena. 

The parking garage would be accessed by a new roadway extending from Koto Road. There would be an 
extension of the roadway to Shingle Springs Drive that would be limited to emergency access only. All 
patron and service traffic would enter and exit the site via Koto Road and Red Hawk Parkway.  

The existing home located near the proposed arena site would be removed. Existing trees and vegetation 
would be retained to the extent feasible and additional screening trees and vegetation would be planted 
around the arena and parking garage. 

Residential Development 

The Tribe has developed preliminary plans for the residential development (Figure 2-3 of Appendix A). 
Once accepted into trust, the Tribe would complete the final designs of the housing development, 
including water and wastewater services, access road improvements, and other related infrastructure 
development in a manner consistent with all applicable laws, agreements, and environmental 
requirements. Construction of the homes would occur in phases as funds become available. For the 
purposes of the environmental analysis, it is assumed that up to 15 homes would be developed each year, 
with 132 homes developed in total. The phasing of residential development would be subject to the 
extension of supporting water and wastewater services and utilities. 

The homes would include 16 townhomes in a clustered development, with four homes per building. The 
buildings would be surrounded by community gathering space with large backyards. An elders community 
would be provided with approximately 24 smaller homes and yards for easy maintenance. A community 
gathering space and elder center would be provided within the clustered development. The remaining 92 
homes would be rural residential single-family homes on lots of approximately one acre. Large areas of 
open space will be provided to avoid areas of steep slopes and to provide recreation opportunities and 
resource protection. 

The homes would be accessed by new and existing roads. Primary access would be through the existing 
Rancheria and on Green Valley Road. Access to Shingle Springs Drive will be limited to emergency access 
only. All proposed roadways would be developed consistent with El Dorado County standards with a 
minimum 18-foot-width.  

Utilities would be provided from existing services and extended along the new and existing roads, with 
utilities installed within or alongside the roadbed.  

Commercial Development 

Approximately 30,000 square foot of commercial space is proposed south of the existing Shingle Springs 
Health and Wellness Center (Figure 2-4 of Appendix A). The commercial space would provide space for 
typical neighborhood-serving retail and commercial businesses. This development would serve the 
Rancheria and the surrounding community. Access would be provided from Honpie Road by the existing 
health clinic. Surface parking lots would provide parking on the ground floor of the development and 
adjacent areas. The development would be limited to two stories with a maximum building height of 
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approximately 45 feet. Existing trees and vegetation would be retained to the extent feasible and 
additional screening trees and vegetation would be planted around the buildings. 

Multipurpose Emergency Shelter 

A 5,300 square foot emergency shelter building is proposed east of the proposed commercial 
development and south of the existing fire station (Figure 2-4 of Appendix A). The building will provide a 
multipurpose emergency shelter building for the Tribe. Dedicated parking will be provided with access 
roads extending from the existing health clinic and directly to Honpie Road. 

Maintenance Operations Buildings 

A maintenance operations area will be provided south of the existing wastewater treatment plant (WWTP; 
Figure 2-4 of Appendix A). This area will provide for the relocation of existing maintenance operations 
located elsewhere on the Rancheria. This area would provide for the relocation of two approximately 
3,000 square foot buildings. Access would be provided from Honpie Road. 

2.1.2 Water Supply and Wastewater Treatment and Disposal 
The existing Rancheria obtains its water supply from the El Dorado Irrigation District (EID). Thirteen of the 
project parcels are located within the EID service area. The remaining 16 parcels are adjacent to, but not 
located within EID’s existing service area. The proposed arena, commercial development, multipurpose 
emergency shelter and maintenance buildings are all located within the existing EID service area. These 
proposed land uses would be supplied from the Rancheria’s water supply system. The proposed 
residential development is located on parcels that are partly within and partly outside of the existing EIS 
service area. To gain service from EID for parcels that are not currently within their service area, the Tribe 
will need to request annexation from EID and the El Dorado County Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO). Alternatively, groundwater could be used to provide water supply for the homes. Existing wells 
could be used, and additional wells could be developed to serve individual or multiple homes. Based on 
well completion reports on file with the California Department of Water Resources well yields in the 
project area range from 0 to 200 gallons per minute (gpm), with most wells yielding 5 to 20 gpm. Use of 
groundwater may require filtration and disinfection as well as routine monitoring. If an onsite water 
supply system serves more than 15 connections (homes) or 25 people, the system would be required to 
comply with the requirements of the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

Wastewater treatment and disposal for the proposed arena, commercial development, multipurpose 
emergency shelter and maintenance buildings would be provided by connection to the existing 
wastewater treatment and disposal system on the Rancheria. Wastewater treatment and disposal for the 
proposed homes would be provided by individual septic systems or connection to the existing wastewater 
treatment and disposal system on the Rancheria.  

Wastewater on the Rancheria is treated at a WWTP that is owned and operated by the Tribe and located 
in the southeast corner of the Rancheria. All wastewater generated on the Rancheria (including the Red 
Hawk Casino, health center, and homes) is routed to the WWTP by force mains located within the roads 
on the Rancheria. The membrane bioreactor plant produces disinfected tertiary recycled water as defined 
by California Department of Health Regulations (Title 22 California Code of Regulations [CCR]). Under 
California Title 22 Regulations, allowed uses of disinfected tertiary recycled water include lawn and garden 
irrigation (including edible crops), flushing toilets, cleaning roads and sidewalks, and firefighting. 
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2.1.3 Grading and Drainage 
Site preparation would include establishing access roads, driveways, building pads, septic fields (optional) 
and installing utilities. All areas disturbed during construction would be revegetated and all cut slopes 
would have a slope ratio of 1.5 to 1 (horizontal to vertical) or flatter, and fill slopes would have a slope 
ratio of 2 to 1 or flatter. These standards would ensure that slopes are stable and would be revegetated, 
thereby minimizing long-term erosion potential. 

Surface runoff from the proposed access roads, and driveways would be directed through biofiltration 
swales (bioswales) to offset the added impervious area. The bioswales, planted with native grasses, would 
treat 100% of the runoff. The bioswales would tie into existing drainages and wetland swales to minimize 
erosion potential and to help maintain the current hydrology of the site. In addition, separate stormwater 
retention basins would be provided to manage runoff from the arena and parking garage and from the 
commercial development. The basins would be sized to retain and percolate stormwater on site to avoid 
any increase in site runoff. 

2.1.4 Construction and Development Standards 
The Tribe would require construction contractors to limit exterior construction to between the hours of 7 
a.m. and 7 p.m. Monday through Friday, and 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. on weekends and federally recognized 
holidays. 

The trust acquisition would eliminate the need for building permits to be issued from El Dorado County 
for the proposed homes. The Tribe, however, would ensure that equivalent development standards are 
maintained for the health, safety, and comfort of the residents. Specifically, the residences and 
road/utility improvements would be constructed consistent with development standards within the 
Tribe’s Environmental Code (Title 1), Housing Ordinance (Title 5), and Land Use Ordinance (Title 7). Other 
applicable building code standards include the following: 

California Building Code 

The California Building Code (CBC) as set forth in Title 24 of the CCR contains general building design and 
construction requirements relating to fire and life safety, structural safety, and access compliance. The 
CBC includes the Energy, Electrical, Mechanical, Plumbing and Fire Codes.  

El Dorado County Ordinances 

The Proposed Project would be constructed and operated in a manner that is generally consistent with 
relevant El Dorado County Ordinances. These include the following: 

 Grading, Erosion, and Sediment Control Ordinance (Chapter 110.14) 
 Asbestos and Dust Protection (Chapter 8.44) 
 Vegetation Management and Defensible Space Ordinance (Chapter 8.09) 

El Dorado County Air Quality Management District 

The Project would be constructed in a manner that substantially complies with all relevant El Dorado 
County Air Quality Management District Rules and Regulations, including the following: 
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 Rule 202, Visible Emissions.  
 Rule 205, Nuisance.  
 Rule 207, Particulate Matter.  
 Rule 215, Architectural Coatings.  
 Rule 223‐1, Fugitive Dust.  
 Rule 223‐2, Asbestos Hazard Mitigation.  

Other Development Standards 

Setback requirements of the Tribe’s Land Use Ordinance (Title 7, Section 7 Land Use Standards) would be 
met or exceeded along exterior boundaries of trust land. The developer would utilize the Underground 
Service Alert (USA) service and would coordinate with utility service providers regarding excavation and 
extension of services. 

Tree removal would be conducted in compliance with the Tribe’s Environmental Code (Title 1, Article 10 
Natural Resources) and Land Use Ordinance (Title 7). 

Outdoor residential lighting would be hooded/screened to direct light downward onto the subject parcel 
and would not negatively impact adjacent parcels.  

Best Management Practices 

Land Resources 
Erosion control measures would be implemented during construction as described further under the 
Water Resources BMPs. 

Water Resources 
The following construction requirements would be included as part of the Proposed Project through 
contractual requirements to protect water quality: 

 For construction activities disturbing one acre or more, the Tribe shall apply for coverage under 
and comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General 
Construction Permit from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, for construction site runoff 
during the construction phase. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall be 
prepared, implemented, and maintained throughout the construction phase of the development, 
consistent with the General Construction Permit requirements. The SWPPP prepared for the 
project site shall include, but not be limited to, the following BMPs. 

o To the extent feasible, grading activities shall be limited to the immediate area required 
for construction. 

o Temporary erosion control measures (such as silt fences, fiber rolls, vegetated swales, a 
velocity dissipation structure, staked straw bales, temporary re-vegetation, rock check 
dams, erosion control blankets, and sediment traps) shall be employed for disturbed 
areas. 

o Construction activities shall be scheduled to minimize land disturbance during peak runoff 
periods. 

o Disturbed areas shall be paved or re-vegetated following construction activities. 
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o A spill prevention and countermeasure plan shall be developed that identifies proper 
storage, collection, and disposal measures for potential pollutants (such as fuel, fertilizers, 
pesticides, etc.) used on site. 

o Petroleum products shall be stored, handled, used, and disposed of properly in 
accordance with provisions of the Clean Water Act (33 USC § 1251 to 1387). 

o Construction materials, including topsoil and chemicals, shall be stored, covered, and 
isolated to prevent runoff losses and contamination of surface and groundwater. 

o Fuel and vehicle maintenance areas shall be designed to control runoff. 
o Sanitary facilities shall be provided for construction workers. 
o Disposal facilities shall be provided for soil wastes, including excess asphalt during 

construction. Food-related trash shall be stored in closed containers and removed from 
the site daily. 

o Wheel wash or rumble strips and sweeping of paved surfaces shall be used to remove any 
and all tracked soil. 

Biological Resources 
During the land use design and construction process, existing oak trees shall be retained to the greatest 
extent possible.  

The following construction requirements would be included as part of the Proposed Project through 
contractual requirements to protect sensitive habitats and listed species: 

 Wildlife exclusion should be erected near any channels or wetlands within proximity to 
construction; this may consist of erosion control fabric stapled to posts and keyed into the ground. 

 Because listed species that occur in the region could potentially migrate into the project site 
between the time that the last field survey was completed and the start of construction, a pre-
construction survey for listed species (especially amphibians) should be performed by a qualified 
biologist to ensure that listed species are not present. If any listed species are detected, 
construction should be delayed, and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) should 
be consulted on measures to avoid impacts including appropriate buffers and exclusion 
techniques.  

Hazardous Materials 
The following construction requirements would be included as part of the Proposed Project through 
contractual requirements to minimize the risk of fire during construction: 

 Any construction equipment that normally includes a spark arrester shall be equipped with an 
arrester in good working order. This includes, but not be limited to, vehicles, heavy equipment, 
and chainsaws. 

 During construction, staging areas, welding areas, or areas slated for development using spark-
producing equipment would 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. 

Air Quality 
The following construction requirements would be included as part of the Proposed Project through 
contractual requirements to reduce temporary construction emissions: 
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 For any earth moving that is more than 100 feet from all property lines, watering shall be 
conducted as necessary to prevent visible dust emissions from exceeding 100 feet in length in any 
direction. 

 For all disturbed surface areas, dust suppression shall be applied in a sufficient quantity and 
frequency to maintain a stabilized surface; any areas that cannot be stabilized, as evidenced by 
wind driven dust, shall receive an application of water at least twice per day to at least 80 percent 
of the unstabilized area. 

 For all unpaved roads used for any construction vehicular traffic, the roads shall be watered as 
often as necessary to minimize dust or chemical stabilizer shall be applied to all unpaved road 
surfaces in sufficient quantity and frequency to maintain a stabilized surface. 

 Traffic speeds on the project site will be restricted to 15 miles per hour (mph) to reduce soil 
disturbance. 

 Track-out control shall be provided to minimize tracking of soil onto neighboring roadways. 

The following dust suppression BMPs would be implemented by the Tribe to control the production of 
fugitive dust and prevent wind erosion of bare and stockpiled soils: 

 Dust emissions during transport of fill material or soil shall be minimized by wetting down loads, 
ensuring adequate freeboard (space from the top of the material to the top of the truck bed) on 
trucks and/or covering loads. 

 Spills of transported material on public or private roads shall be promptly cleaned. 
 On-site traffic shall be restricted to reduce soil disturbance and the transport of material onto 

roadways. 
 Construction equipment and truck staging areas shall be located away from sensitive receptors, 

as practical and in consideration of potential effects on other resources. 
 Dirt, gravel, and debris piles shall be covered as needed to reduce dust and wind-blown debris. 

The following BMPs would be implemented by the Tribe to reduce emissions of criteria air pollutants 
(CAP) and diesel particulate matter (DPM): 

 All diesel-powered equipment shall be properly maintained, and idling time shall be minimized to 
5 minutes when construction equipment is not in use, unless per engine manufacturer’s 
specifications or for safety reasons more time is required. 

 Engines shall be kept in good mechanical condition to minimize exhaust emissions. 
 All construction equipment with a hp rating of greater than 50 shall be equipped with diesel 

particulate filters, which would reduce approximately 85 percent of DPM. 

The Tribe would reduce emissions of CAPs during operation through the following actions: 

 The Tribe shall include electric vehicle (EV) capable spaces in the arena parking garage. The EV 
capable spaces shall be provided with EV supply equipment (i.e., chargers) to meet expected 
demand. 

 The Tribe shall use energy efficient lighting and appliances to reduce energy usage, thus reducing 
indirect CAP emissions from the project. 

Noise 
The following construction requirements would be included as part of the Proposed Project through 
contractual requirements to minimize noise during construction: 
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 Construction activities shall only occur during the following timeframe: 
o Between the hours of 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., Monday through Friday 
o 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. on weekends 
o Federally recognized holidays 

 The project contractor shall ensure that the following construction noise measures are met on-
site during all phases of construction: 

o All equipment driven by internal combustion engines shall be equipped with mufflers, air-
inlet silencers where appropriate, and any other shrouds, shields, or other noise-reducing 
features in good operating condition that meet or exceed original factory specifications. 
Mobile or fixed “package” equipment (e.g., arc welders, air compressors) shall be 
equipped with shrouds and noise- control features that are readily available for that type 
of equipment. 

o All mobile or fixed noise-producing equipment used on the project site that are regulated 
for noise output by a federal, state, or local agency shall comply with such regulations 
while in the course of project activity. 

o The construction contractor shall utilize “quiet” models of air compressors and other 
stationary noise sources where technology exists. 

o At all times during project grading and construction, stationary noise‐generating 
equipment shall be located as far as practicable from sensitive receptors and placed so 
that emitted noise is directed away from residences. 

o Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be prohibited. 
o Construction staging areas shall be established at locations that would create the greatest 

distance between the construction-related noise sources and noise-sensitive receptors 
nearest the project site during all project construction activities, to the extent feasible. 

o Construction site and access road speed limits shall be established and enforced during 
the construction period. 

o The use of noise-producing signals, including horns, whistles, alarms, and bells, shall be 
for safety warning purposes only. 

o Project-related public address or music systems shall not be audible at any adjacent 
receptor. 

o Neighbors located adjacent to the construction site shall be notified of the construction 
schedule in writing once, at the beginning of the project. Subsequent noticing and/or 
coordination shall occur for significant changes to the construction schedule. 

o The construction contractor shall designate a “noise disturbance coordinator” who would 
be responsible for responding to any local complaints about construction noise. The 
disturbance coordinator shall be responsible for determining the cause of the noise 
complaint (e.g., starting too early, poor muffler, etc.) and instituting reasonable measures 
as warranted to correct the problem. A telephone number for the disturbance 
coordinator shall be conspicuously posted at the construction site. 

2.2 ALTERNATIVE B – REDUCED INTENSITY 
ALTERNATIVE 

Alternative B is similar to the Proposed Project but would include development of only the residential, 
multipurpose emergency shelter, and maintenance facility components. No commercial uses would be 
developed, including the proposed arena. All other aspects would be identical to the Proposed Project, 
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including the conveyance of the project site into federal trust status, water supply and wastewater 
treatment and disposal, grading and drainage, and development standards. The proposed residential site 
plan for Alternative B would be the same as provided for Alternative A (Figure 2-3 of Appendix A). The 
proposed southern development site plan (multipurpose emergency shelter, and maintenance facility 
components) for Alternative B would be the same as provided for Alternative A, but would not include 
the commercial development (Figure 2-4 of Appendix A). 

2.3 ALTERNATIVE C – NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
Under the No Action Alternative, the land would not be taken into trust and the Project and would not be 
developed with new housing or commercial uses. Existing single-family homes are assumed to remain. 
The Tribe would likely still develop the proposed multipurpose emergency shelter and maintenance 
facility with the land remaining in fee. The project site would remain within the jurisdiction of El Dorado 
County and could be developed at some point in the future consistent with federal, State, and local 
requirements. However, future development would be speculative. It is therefore assumed for the 
purposes of the EA that the majority of the project site would remain undeveloped or minimally utilized 
under the No Action Alternative.  

2.4 COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND 
ALTERNATIVES 

2.4.1 Alternative A – Proposed Project  
Alternative A could result in mitigatable environmental impacts to biological resources, cultural resources, 
transportation, noise, and visual resources.  

2.4.2 Alternative B – Reduced-Intensity Alternative 
Similar to Alternative A, development of Alternative B could result in mitigatable impacts to biological 
resources and cultural resources. These impacts would be slightly reduced in comparison to Alternative A 
and the transportation, noise, and visual impacts identified under Alternative A would be avoided. 

2.4.3 Alternative C – No Action Alternative 
While the No Action Alternative would result in reduced environmental effects in comparison to 
Alternatives A and B, this alternative would not meet the Tribe’s objectives and the beneficial 
socioeconomic effects of the Proposed Project would not be realized.  

2.4.4 Summary 
Of the project alternatives evaluated in this EA, the Alternative A – Proposed Project would best meet the 
Tribe’s objectives by reestablishing the Tribe’s traditional land base and providing the desired level of 
development. While the No Action Alternative would not result in any of the environmental effects 
identified for the Proposed Project, all environmental effects from the Proposed Project would be reduced 
to a level of less-than-significant with implementation of protective measures and mitigation 
recommended in this EA. 
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Section 3 | Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences  

3.1 LAND RESOURCES 
3.1.1 Environmental Setting 
Topography 

The project site is located in the lower foothills of the Sierra Nevada Range. The topography of the project 
site is generally gently sloping with some steeper slopes along drainages and hillsides (Figure 3-1 of 
Appendix A). The project site is situated at an elevation range of approximately 1,100 to 1,600 feet above 
mean sea level. 

Geologic Setting and Seismicity 

Rock deposits within the project area consist of Mesozoic sedimentary, granitic, volcanic and ultramafic 
rocks (Miles and Goudey, 1997). Signs of mining activities are evident on the project site and surrounding 
areas, characterized by ground sluicing, mining ditches and mine shafts (Natural Investigations Company, 
2022).  

Within the project area is a relatively narrow zone of chaotically intermixed rocks known as the Sierra 
Foothills Mélange Belt. The metamorphic rocks are intermixed with rocks containing serpentine, called 
serpentinite. Naturally Occurring Asbestos (NOA) minerals, including chrysotile and tremolite, can also 
occur naturally in serpentine rock. The project site falls within an NOA Review Area designated by El 
Dorado County (El Dorado County, 2015). 

While the project site is not within an identified fault zone, the area is subject to ground shaking from 
seismic activity on faults in both the Sierra Nevada Foothills and the San Francisco Bay Area. Figure 3-2 of 
Appendix A displays faults in the region. The project site is located near the Foothills Fault System which 
has the potential for landslides to occur where slopes are destabilized from cuts and fills associated with 
road building (El Dorado County, 2003). 

Soils 

Figure 3-3 of Appendix A provides a map of soils on the project site, while Appendix B details the 
characteristics of each soil type. The project site contains seven soil types, including Auburn silt loam (2 
to 30 percent slopes), Auburn very rocky silt loam (2 to 30 percent slopes), Auburn very rocky silt loam 
(30 to 50 percent slopes), Diamond springs very fine sandy loam (15 to 30 percent slopes), Placer diggings, 
Serpentine rock land, and Sobrante silt loam (3 to 15 percent slopes) (NRCS, 2024).  
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Mineral Resources 

The project site is within Mineral Resource Zone 3, which designates areas containing known or inferred 
concrete aggregate resources of undetermined mineral resource significance. See Appendix B for further 
details.  

3.1.2 Impacts 
Alternative A 

Topography 
Development of Alternative A would involve grading and the cutting and filling of slopes. These activities 
are not anticipated to result in significant impacts to topography. Development is primarily located in 
areas of the project site with gentle to moderate (0 – 20 percent) slopes. No construction would occur in 
the portions of the site that have steep (over 30 percent) slopes. Construction of Alternative A would have 
a less-than-significant effect on topography. 

Geologic Setting and Seismicity 
The proposed development has been designed to avoid construction on slopes greater than 30 thereby 
reducing the potential for landslide or subsidence hazards. Any fills needed to level building sites would 
be engineered and compacted to provide a stable foundation. All construction, including fill and 
foundation work would comply with the CBC. Due to the stable geology of the project site, compliance 
with the CBC, and avoidance of the steep slopes, geological hazards would be less than significant. 

The project site is not located within a fault zone and surface rupture is not expected. The potential for 
strong shaking does exist, primarily from regional faults. Structural damage from shaking of buildings can 
be minimized by avoiding areas of geologic hazards such as soils with high shrink-swell characteristics and 
areas of slopes greater than 30 percent. The homes and roadways would be located in areas of the project 
site that have soils identified as having low shrink-swell potential. Development would primarily be 
located on areas with gentle to moderate (0 – 20 percent) slopes and slopes greater than 30 percent 
would not be developed.  

As identified in Section 2.1.5, all development would be constructed in compliance with building code 
standards applicable in unincorporated El Dorado County at the time of construction, including the seismic 
design standards of the CBC. Accordingly, the development would be designed and constructed to 
withstand seismic shaking. Therefore, seismic shaking hazards would be less than significant. 

Soils 
Construction can lead to soil erosion as unprotected soils are eroded by stormwater runoff. Soils in the 
development area are loams with high erodibility factors. To ensure the reduction in soil erosion potential, 
the steeper slopes on the project site would be avoided. As described in Section 2.1.4, all disturbed areas 
would be revegetated and all cut slopes would have a slope ratio of 1.5 to 1 (horizontal to vertical) or 
flatter, and fill slopes would have a slope ratio of 2 to 1 or flatter. These standards would ensure that 
slopes are stable and would be revegetated, thereby minimizing long-term erosion potential. 

As identified in Section 2.1.5, erosion control measures would be implemented as best management 
practices (BMPs) during construction. For construction activities disturbing one acre or more, the Tribe 
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shall apply for coverage under and comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
Construction General Permit from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, for construction site runoff 
during the construction phase. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall be prepared, 
implemented, and maintained throughout the construction phase of the development, consistent with 
the Construction General Permit requirements. The SWPPP would include measures to control runoff over 
exposed soils and the use of sediment traps such as straw wattles and silt fencing. Based on avoidance of 
steep slopes, incorporation of slope design and revegetation standards, and implementation of erosion 
control measures, potential soil erosion effects would be less than significant. 

Mineral Resources 
Construction of Alternative A would not result in the loss of any significant known mineral resources. 
While gold mining has occurred on the project site and in the general area in the past, no significant gold 
deposits are known to exist in the general area; therefore, no significant impacts would result. 

Alternative B 

Under Alternative B, impacts to land resources would be similar but reduced in comparison to Alternative 
A due to the reduced level of development. Overall, impacts to land resources would be less than 
significant with adherence to BMPs included in Section 2.1.5. 

Alternative C 

Under the No Action Alternative, the land would not be taken into trust and only the multipurpose 
emergency shelter and maintenance facility are assumed to be developed at some point in the future. 
Impacts to land resources from development would be less than significant, similar to their development 
under Alternatives A and B. There would be no impacts on the remainder of the project site. 

3.2 WATER RESOURCES 
The regulatory setting for water resources can be found in Appendix B. 

3.2.1 Environmental Setting 
Surface Water, Drainage, and Flooding 

Watersheds and Drainage 
The project site is located within the South Fork American River Watershed, within the smaller sub-
watershed of Weber Creek. Weber Creek drains an approximate watershed area of 97.6 square miles and 
feeds into the South Fork American River above the Folsom Reservoir. The project site drains to Tennessee 
Creek, Dry Creek, and Slate Creek, which is a tributary of Dry Creek. These creeks in turn flow into Weber 
Creek north of the town of Rescue. 

Surface Water Quality 
Land use largely affects surface water quality, with both point source and nonpoint-source discharges 
contributing contaminants to surface waters. The nearest evaluated surface water to the project site is 
Weber Creek, which is not listed as an impaired waterbody under the Clean Water Act Section 303(d).  
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Flooding 
The FIRM for the project site is Community Panel Number 06017C0750E (FEMA, 2008). Most of the project 
site is identified as Zone X, which is defined by FEMA as an area determined to be outside the 0.2% annual 
chance of flooding or 500-year floodplain (Figure 3-4 of Appendix A). A portion of the project site and the 
existing Rancheria is classified as Zone D. This area is classified as an area of undetermined, but possible 
flood hazard. Because the area classified as Zone D is surrounded by Zone X and does not have any 
significant streams, this area is not expected to present a flood hazard. In the northern portion of the 
project site are areas identified as Zone A, which is defined by FEMA as areas with a 1% annual chance of 
flooding or the 100-year floodplain with no depths or base flood elevations identified. This floodplain is 
associated with Dry Creek.  

Groundwater 

The primary mechanism for water storage and movement in the project area is within the structure of the 
soil and the joint systems in the rocks. The availability of groundwater in these fractured rock formations 
is variable and can be plentiful or quite limited. California Department of Water Resources (DWR) records 
identify eight wells on the project site, with individual yields ranging from approximately 1.8 to 20 gallons 
per minute (gpm) (DWR, 2023). The combined yield of project site wells based on well completion reports 
is 81 gpm. Near the project site, well completion reports identify well yields ranging from 0 to 200 gpm, 
with most wells yielding from 5 to 20 gpm.  

3.2.2 Impacts 
Alternative A 

Surface Water and Drainage 
Construction 
Grading, excavation, and other construction-related activities could cause soil erosion at an accelerated 
rate during storm events. Another potential source of water quality degradation during construction 
activities is heavy machinery and other construction equipment. Construction equipment spills could 
result in the release of polluting constituents, such as heavy metals, oil, grease, and other petroleum 
hydrocarbons, to on-site channels. However, all potentially hazardous materials used during construction 
would be contained, stored, and used and handled in compliance with applicable federal standards and 
regulations. As discussed in Section 2.1.5, for construction activities disturbing at least one acre of soil the 
Tribe shall apply for coverage under the EPA’s NPDES Construction General Permit and implement a 
SWPPP. The SWPPP would include standard measures to control runoff over exposed soils and the use of 
sediment traps such as straw wattles and silt fencing to prevent impacts to downstream aquatic resources. 
Based on avoidance of steep slopes, incorporation of slope design and revegetation standards, and 
implementation of erosion control measures, potential construction-related surface water quality and 
drainage impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation 
Alternative A would increase impervious surfaces, which has the potential to increase stormwater runoff 
during wet weather events. Increases in the peak flow of runoff could impact adequate drainage on the 
project site or contribute to drainage and erosion hazards downstream. As discussed in Section 2.1.4, 
surface runoff would be managed through the incorporation of retention basins and biofiltration swales 
(bioswales). Retention basins would be provided for the arena, parking garage and commercial 
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development. Runoff from the proposed access roads, driveways and smaller developed areas would be 
directed through bioswales to offset the added impervious area. The bioswales, planted with native 
grasses, would treat 100% of the runoff. The retention basins and bioswales would reduce site runoff into 
the adjacent drainage and ensure a reduction in mobile pollutants and sediments. Some of the runoff 
from the roofs and other impervious surfaces around the homes would be collected in the bioswales along 
roadways; other runoff would be dispersed into surrounding pervious areas (e.g. landscaping and 
undeveloped areas) and would not represent a substantial increase over existing conditions. Based on the 
avoidance of steep slopes, and incorporation of retention basins and bioswales, potential surface water 
quality and drainage effects would be less than significant. 

Flooding 
Alternative A does not propose development within a FEMA identified flood hazard zone or floodplain. 
The multipurpose emergency shelter and maintenance operations building are proposed in a portion of 
the project site for which flood risk is undetermined; however, based on nearby mapped areas and lack 
of surface waters, this area is not anticipated to be prone to flood hazards. Impacts associated with 
flooding would be less than significant. 

Groundwater 
Water Supply 
Water supply would be provided from EID and/or groundwater wells. It is proposed that the arena, 
commercial development, multipurpose emergency shelter, and maintenance operations building 
connect to the EID system. Approximately eight residences on the project site are currently served by 
individual wells. Residential development may be connected to the EID system, served by groundwater 
wells, or a combination of both. 

Near the project site, well completion reports identify well yields ranging from 0 to 200 gpm, with most 
wells yielding 5 to 20 gpm. A 5 gpm well is typically adequate for a single-family home. Based on well 
completion reports on file with DWR, at least 132 domestic wells have been developed in the PLSS 
Sections where the project site is located. It is anticipated that groundwater yields in the vicinity of the 
project site would meet the needs of Alternative A for homes not connected to the EID system and 
therefore Alternative A would result in less-than-significant impacts on the local groundwater supply. 

Wastewater Treatment and Disposal 
Wastewater treatment and disposal would be provided by septic systems and/or connection to the 
existing WWTP on the Rancheria. The existing homes on the project site use individual septic systems. It 
is proposed that the arena, commercial development, multipurpose emergency shelter and maintenance 
operations building connect to the WWTP. Individual residences may be served by the existing WWTP, 
have septic systems, or a combination of both. 

If septic systems are used for homes, the systems would consist of a septic tank and leach field. These 
systems could be designed to serve individual homes or multiple homes. Shallow subsurface leach fields 
would allow for dispersing effluent over the greatest area possible, which would minimize risks of 
groundwater mounding and surface ponding, as well as impact the smallest amount of area possible 
within the proposed lots. Primary treatment of wastewater would be provided by septic tanks, which 
allow time and space for heavy solids and light grease to separate from wastewater. Solids settle to the 
bottom of the tank. Water from the septic tank would be slowly released to a leach field. Leach fields 
consist of perforated pipes that disperse effluent into the soil. Microorganisms in the soil, through an 



Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Shingle Springs Rancheria 295.7-Acre Fee-to-Trust Project 
Environmental Assessment 21 

aerobic process, decompose organic matter, solids, and nutrients in the effluent, thereby protecting 
groundwater quality.  

A septic tank and leach field system that serves multiple family residences and has the capacity to serve 
20 or more persons per day would qualify as a Class V injection well under the EPA Underground Injection 
Control Program. This would require submission of an Inventory of Injection Wells form as the first step 
in the EPA approval process. Wastewater effluent would be required to meet federal standards, and the 
leach fields would be setback from water sources consistent with El Dorado County standards.  

Wastewater for the proposed arena, commercial development, emergency shelter, maintenance 
buildings would be treated at the Tribe’s WWTP located on the Rancheria. As an option, wastewater from 
the residential development would also be treated at the WWTP. The existing WWTP complies with EPA’s 
requirements. The plant produces disinfected tertiary recycled water as defined by Title 22 of the CCR. 
Recycled water is used within the toilets of the casino and for landscape irrigation. The remaining recycled 
water would be disposed on the Rancheria within the existing leach fields and spray fields. Impacts from 
wastewater treatment and disposal under this alternative would be less than significant. 

Alternative B 

Under Alternative B, impacts to water resources would be similar but reduced in comparison to 
Alternative A due to the reduced level of development. Overall, impacts to water resources would be less 
than significant with adherence to BMPs included in Section 2.1.5. 

Alternative C 

Under the No Action Alternative, the land would not be taken into trust and only the multipurpose 
emergency shelter and maintenance facility are assumed to be developed at some point in the future. 
Impacts would be less than significant, similar to their development under Alternatives A and B. There 
would be no impacts on the remainder of the project site. 

3.3 AIR QUALITY 
3.3.1 Regulatory Setting 
The regulatory setting for air quality can be found in Appendix B. 

3.3.2 Environmental Setting 
Existing Air Quality Conditions 

The project site is located in western El Dorado County, which is in the Mountain Counties Air Basin 
(MCAB). Air quality in the El Dorado County is influenced mostly by pollutant transport from upwind areas, 
such as the Sacramento and San Francisco Bay metropolitan areas, but also by local emission sources, 
such as wood burning stoves and fireplaces during the winter months and vehicles using area roadways 
and Highway 50. 
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NAAQS Designations 
Western El Dorado County is classified as Severe-15 nonattainment for the 2008 8-hour ozone standard 
and Serious nonattainment for the 2015 8-hour ozone standard. Western El Dorado County is classified 
as Moderate nonattainment for the 2006 PM2.5 standard. Western El Dorado County is designated as 
attainment or unclassified for all other pollutants. 

Hazardous Air Pollutants 
Hazardous air pollutants (HAP) are a group of pollutants of concern that are a specific group of airborne 
chemicals designated by the EPA.  

HAPs are less pervasive in the urban atmosphere than CAPs but are linked to short-term (acute) or long-
term (chronic or carcinogenic) adverse human health effects. The majority of the estimated health risk 
from HAPs can be attributed to relatively few compounds, the most important being diesel particulate 
matter (DPM). Diesel engines emit a complex mixture of air pollutants composed of gaseous and solid 
material. The visible emissions in diesel exhaust are particulate matter that includes carbon. Diesel 
exhaust also contains a variety of harmful gases and over 40 other cancer-causing substances. 

Naturally Occurring Asbestos 
Portions of El Dorado County are underlain by ultramafic rock formations which contains naturally 
occurring asbestos. Asbestos is a health hazard when friable asbestos-containing materials become 
airborne. Inhalation of asbestos can cause fibrotic lung disease (asbestosis) and changes in the lining of 
the chest cavity (pleura). Naturally occurring asbestos is commonly found in serpentine and other 
ultramafic rock formations, and in the soils where these rock types are located. 

Federal Class I Areas 

The project site is not located within or adjacent to a federal Class I area. The nearest federal Class I areas 
are Desolation Wilderness (38 miles east) and Mokelumne Wilderness (40 miles east). 

Sensitive Receptors 

Some receptors are considered more sensitive than others to air pollutants. Schools, hospitals, and 
convalescent homes are considered to be relatively sensitive to poor air quality because children, elderly 
people, and the infirm are more susceptible to respiratory distress and other air quality related health 
problems. Residential areas are considered sensitive to poor air quality because people usually stay home 
for extended periods of time, with greater associated exposure to ambient air quality. Recreational uses 
are also considered sensitive due to the greater exposure to ambient air quality conditions because 
vigorous exercise associated with recreation places a high demand on the human respiratory system.  

The land surrounding the project site is primarily rural residential. Homes are located on and directly 
adjacent to the project site. The closest schools to the project site are the California Montessori Project 
and Buckeye Elementary School located approximately 0.75 miles from the project site at the corner of 
Shingle Springs Drive and Buckeye Road. The closest assisted living facilities and medical centers are 
located over 2.5 miles away in Shingle Springs and Placerville. 



Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Shingle Springs Rancheria 295.7-Acre Fee-to-Trust Project 
Environmental Assessment 23 

3.3.3 Impacts 
Methodology 

Adverse impacts to ambient air quality could result if either construction or operation would result in 
violations of the CAA provisions, or if emissions would impede the ability of a state to meet NAAQSs. 
Construction and operation emissions were calculated using the EPA-approved California Emissions 
Estimator Model, Version 2022.1 (CalEEMod). The analysis assumes the construction of the arena, 
commercial space, multipurpose emergency shelter, maintenance operations buildings, and 15 homes 
would be constructed concurrently to provide a conservative estimate of emissions. The analysis of 
operation emissions is based on the completion of all proposed land uses. 

Conformity regulations apply to federal actions that would cause emissions of CAPs above certain levels 
to occur in locations designated as nonattainment or maintenance areas for the emitted pollutants. As 
discussed in Section 3.3.2, the project site is in an area that is classified as being in attainment for all 
NAAQS with the exceptions of ozone and PM2.5. Based on the severe nonattainment status for ozone, 
the de minimis levels for VOCs and nitrogen oxides (NOx) are 25 tons per year. Based on the moderate 
nonattainment status for PM2.5 the de minimis level for PM2.5 is 100 tons per year. Because the project 
area is in attainment or unclassified for other CAPs, the least stringent de minimis levels of 100 tons per 
year are used as significant thresholds for PM10 and CO. 

Alternative A 

Construction Emissions 
Construction of the proposed facilities would result in the temporary generation of emissions resulting 
from excavation, grading, material hauling, and worker trips. Fugitive dust, the dominant source of PM10 
and PM2.5 emissions, is generated when vehicles and equipment disturb soil and other friable materials. 
Uncontrolled dust from construction can become a nuisance and potential health hazard to those living 
and working nearby. Off-road construction equipment is often diesel-powered and can be a substantial 
source of NOx emissions, in addition to PM10 and PM2.5 emissions. Worker commute trips and asphalt 
paving are dominant sources of ROG emissions. Such air quality effects generally would be temporary and 
localized. 

Construction emissions were estimated using CalEEMod. The detailed output CalEEMod files generated 
for this analysis are included in Appendix C. The estimated construction emissions are summarized in 
Table 3-1. 
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Table 3-1: Estimated Construction Emissions – Alternative A 

 VOC NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

2025 0.33 3.24 3.49 20.3 2.20 

2026 0.48 0.60 1.01 5.95 0.62 

Maximum Emissions 
(tons/year) 0.48 3.24 3.49 20.3 2.20 

De minimis level 25 25 100 100 100 

Exceed level? No No No No No 

Source: Appendix C 

As shown in Table 3-1, emissions of individual criteria pollutants from the construction of Alternative A 
would not exceed applicable de minimis levels; therefore, a conformity determination is not required for 
these pollutants during construction. Construction of Alternative A would not result in significant effects 
to regional air quality. 

Operation Emissions 
Operational emissions were estimated using CalEEMod. The analysis assumes the full buildout the 
proposed developments. Air quality effects associated with the operation of the proposed development 
would include emissions from vehicle traffic and area sources (e.g., landscape equipment, wood stoves 
and consumer products). The detailed output CalEEMod files generated for this analysis are included in 
Appendix C. The estimated operational emissions are summarized in Table 3-2. 

Table 3-2: Estimated Operation Emissions – Alternative A 

 VOC NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Maximum Emissions 
(tons/year) 13.3 4.13 36.0 5.77 2.58 

De minimis level 25 25 100 100 100 

Exceed level? No No No No No 

Source: Appendix C 

As shown in Table 3-2, emissions of individual criteria pollutants from the operation of Alternative A would 
not exceed applicable de minimis levels; therefore, a conformity determination is not required for these 
pollutants during construction. Air quality impacts from operation of the development would be less than 
significant. 

Hazardous Air Pollutants 
Construction activities would result in short-term emissions of diesel particulate matter (DPM) from off-
road heavy-duty diesel equipment exhaust and diesel-fueled haul trucks. Health risks associated with 
exposure of sensitive receptors to HAP emissions are typically based on the concentration of a substance 
or substances in the environment (dose) and the duration of exposure to the substance(s). Dose is 
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positively correlated with time, meaning that a longer exposure period would result in a higher exposure 
level. Thus, the risks estimated for a maximally exposed individual are higher if a fixed exposure occurs 
over a long period of time. According to the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, 
health risk assessments, which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to HAP emissions, should 
be based on a 70-year exposure period. Project construction, however, would occur over a much shorter 
period. Use of off-road heavy-duty diesel equipment would be limited and temporary, and diesel PM 
emissions would disperse rapidly with distance from the source. BMPs identified in Section 2.1.5 include 
the use of diesel particulate filters on heavy equipment, which would reduce approximately 85 percent of 
DPM. Because HAP emissions would be limited in duration and amount, the project would result in a less-
than-significant impact. 

Operational HAPs are primarily associated with manufacturing sites, dry cleaners, autobody shops and 
industrial land uses. The Proposed Project does not include any facilities that would emit substantial 
sources of HAPs; accordingly, operational HAP emissions would be less than significant. 

Naturally Occurring Asbestos 
Construction within areas where NOA occurs can cause friable asbestos-containing materials to become 
airborne and present a health hazard. The project site is within an NOA Review Area identified by El 
Dorado County. Under El Dorado AQMD Rule 223-2, constructions projects in NOA Review Areas that 
move more than 20 cubic yards are required to comply with specified management practices and prepare 
an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan.  

As identified in Section 2.1.5, Alternative A would be constructed in compliance with the applicable El 
Dorado AQMD Rules, including Rule 223-2 – Asbestos Hazard Mitigation. The bid specifications and 
construction contract would stipulate compliance with applicable El Dorado AQMD Rules and Regulations, 
including the preparation and implementation of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan. The Asbestos Dust 
Mitigation Plan would identify best management practices to stabilize soil and avoid the generation of 
dust when handling asbestos-containing material. Compliance with Rule 223-2 would reduce impacts to 
a less-than-significant level. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
This EA includes a quantification of GHG emissions resulting from Alternative A and a discussion of 
reduction measures. GHG emissions were estimated using CalEEMod (Appendix C). Estimated 
construction and operation GHG emissions are shown in Table 3-3. As shown, construction GHG emissions 
are estimated at 1,562 tons of CO2e. Annual GHG emissions from operation of Alternative A is estimated 
at 5,897 tons of CO2e. Of this annual amount, 1,320 tons would be indirect emissions generated by mobile 
sources (cars and trucks).  
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Table 3-3: Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions – Alternative A 

Emission Source MT of CO2e/year 

Construction (Total)  

Construction  1,562 
Operation (Annual)  

Area  209 
Energy  701 
Mobile 4,895 
Waste 59 
Water 33 
Refrigerants 0.4 

Operation Total 5,897 
Source: Appendix C 

Implementation of Alternative A would not result in significant GHG emissions.  

Alternative B 

Under Alternative B, impacts to air quality would be similar to those under Alternative A; however, with 
a more limited scale of developments, the impacts to air quality would be reduced accordingly and less 
than significant. 

Alternative C 

Under the No Action Alternative, the land would not be taken into trust and no homes, commercial 
buildings or other improvements would be developed. No impacts to air quality would occur. 

3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
3.4.1 Regulatory Setting 
The regulatory setting for biological resources can be found in Appendix B.  

3.4.2 Environmental Setting 
A Biological Assessment (BA) was completed for the Proposed Action and is included as Appendix D. This 
section summarizes information presented in the BA.  

General Habitat Types and Sensitive Terrestrial Habitats 

General habitat types within the project site include: Montane Riparian, Mixed Chaparral, Valley Foothill 
Riparian, Blue Oak Woodland, Valley Oak Woodland, Annual Grassland, Fresh Emergent Wetland, 
Riverine, Pasture, Urban, and Barren. These habitats are shown in Figure 3-5 of Appendix A and discussed 
further in Appendix D, a summary is provided below. Representative site photos are provided in 
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Attachment C of Appendix D. The following sensitive habitats occur in the project site: riparian habitat, 
and all wetlands and channels. 

Potential Waters of the U.S. 

The USFWS NWI identifies two features within the project site: Tennessee Creek and Dry Creek and 
associated wetlands. The general direction of surface runoff in the project area is to the northwest 
towards the South Fork American River. Locally, drainage flows to Tennessee Creek, Slate Creek, or Dry 
Creek.  

Biological reconnaissance surveys included mapping of potential waters of the U.S. subject to USACE 
jurisdiction. Figure 3-5 of Appendix A provides an overview of water bodies found on the project site, and 
detailed maps are provided in Appendix D. Based upon USACE criteria, the following features within the 
project site were determined to be potentially subject to USACE jurisdiction: 

 a perennial channel (Dry Creek), varying from 10 to 40 feet in width, 
 an intermittent channel (Tennessee Creek), varying from 2 to 12 feet in width, 
 various unnamed ephemeral channels (tributary to Dry Creek or to Tennessee Creek), 1 to 5 feet 

in width, 
 various riverine wetlands (freshwater marshes) associated with the channels, and 
 two stock ponds. 

No vernal pools were detected within the project site. 

Critical Habitat and Essential Fish Habitat 

There are no critical habitats or essential fish habitat within, or adjacent to, the project site. The nearest 
critical habitat for California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) is 17 miles to the east near the town of 
Camino. Critical habitat for the Pine Hill Endemics is at Pine Hill, 4 miles to the northwest of the project 
site. 

Federally-Listed Species 

A USFWS species list was generated online using the USFWS IPaC Trust Resource Report System (Appendix 
D). The following federally listed species have the potential to occur in the project area (Appendix D): 

 El Dorado Bedstraw (Galium californicum sierrae) endangered 
 Layne’s Butterweed (Senecio layeae) threatened 
 Pine Hill Ceanothus (Ceanothus roderickii) endangered 
 Pine Hill Flannelbush (Fremontodendron californicum decumbens) endangered 
 Stebbins’ Morning-glory (Calystegia stebbinsii) endangered 
 Northwestern pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata) proposed threatened 
 California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) threatened 
 Foothill yellow-legged frog (South Sierra Distinct Population Segment; Rana boylii) endangered 
 Monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) candidate 
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Plants 
The only federally-listed plant species that could be present in the project area are those species called 
the “Pine Hill Endemics”, named after the type locality and preserve areas / critical habitat areas. “Pine 
Hill Endemics” are specific plants found in only serpentine or gabbroic soils and only in this region of the 
world. The “Pine Hill Endemics” found to potentially occur in the project area are the El Dorado Bedstraw, 
Layne’s Butterweed, Pine Hill Ceanothus, Pine Hill Flannelbush, and Stebbins’ Morning-glory.  

These Pine Hill Endemics are found only in a special soil type called “Rescue Series”. According to the 
NRCS, the project site does not contain this soil type. Thus, the project site does not contain suitable 
habitat for El Dorado bedstraw, Layne’s butterweed, Pine Hill ceanothus, Pine Hill flannel bush, or 
Stebbins' morning glory. These species are not discussed further in the EA. 

Birds and Mammals 
No federally-listed bird or mammal species were identified on the USFWS species list. Migratory birds do 
have suitable foraging and nesting habitat in the project site. 

Reptiles and Amphibians 
The following federally listed reptiles and amphibians were identified by the USFWS species list as having 
the potential to occur within the project site (Appendix D):  

 Northwestern pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata) Proposed Threatened 
 California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) Threatened 
 Foothill yellow-legged frog (South Sierra Distinct Population Segment; Rana boylii) Endangered 

Fish and Invertebrates 
The project site has one minor fishery resource—Dry Creek. However, migrating fish cannot access Dry 
Creek because of downstream impoundments (Folsom Dam, Nimbus Dam, etc.). These barriers prevent 
any federally listed fish species from occurring in Dry Creek.  

The botanical surveys performed in 2022 and 2024 detected milkweed species (Asclepias spp.), a host 
plant for the monarch butterfly, in some patches of grassland areas. The project site contains suitable 
foraging habitat for the Monarch butterfly in the grassland habitats and it is within an Early Breeding Zone 
(Appendix D). There are no known roosting populations in or near the project site, and it is not within an 
overwintering zone. While the project site’s grassland habitat constitutes suitable foraging habitat for 
monarch butterfly, it exists in isolated patches and does not constitute high-value foraging habitat.  

State-Listed Species 

No state-listed species occur in the project site, as determined by a query of the CNDDB and from field 
surveys. In 2018, one-special status plant species was detected within the project site, the Red Hills 
soaproot (Chlorogalum grandiflorum) (Appendix D). While not listed by under the California Endangered 
Species Act, the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) designates this species as a rare plant. This 
population is isolated, and removal of this one population is not expected to jeopardize the existence of 
the species as the species is protected in the Pine Hill preserve and other areas. 
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3.4.3 Impacts 
Alternative A 

Sensitive Habitats  
Development would occur within oak woodland/forest, annual grassland, urbanized/developed, and 
chaparral habitats. These are common habitat types and are not considered sensitive under federal or 
state policies. The sensitive habitats within the project site (riparian habitats, channels, and wetlands) 
were designed to be avoided. Construction activities do not include land use changes to any riparian 
habitats, channels, or wetlands. 

Waters of the U.S. 
There are no wetlands or channels within the development area of Alternative A. Therefore, direct 
impacts to jurisdictional waters would not occur. Construction activities do not include land use change 
to channels, ponds, riparian habitat, or wetlands. Should future development occur, adherence to the 
NPDES permitting program and implementation of a SWPPP/BMPs (Section 2.1.5), indirect impacts to 
waters of the U.S. from construction activities would be less than significant. 

Critical Habitat and Essential Fish Habitat 
Designated or proposed Critical Habitat or Essential Fish Habitat does not occur within or adjacent to the 
project site. Therefore, there would be no impact to Critical Habitat or Essential Fish Habitat. 

Federally Listed Species  
Northwestern pond turtle 
No populations of the northwestern pond turtle were detected during the multiple surveys performed 
over a 4-year span. Disturbances to the portions of the project site which contain suitable habitat only 
constitute an adverse effect if it occurs within the dispersal distance of an active population. The nearest 
known population occurs over 10 miles from the project site. Alternative A does not include disturbances 
or land use change to the perennial channels, ponds, riparian habitat or wetlands within the project site. 
With implementation of mitigation identified in Section 4, which includes pre-construction surveys, 
potential adverse effects to the northwester pond turtle during construction would be reduced to less 
than significant. 

California red-legged frog  
No populations of the California reg-legged frog were detected on the project site during multiple surveys 
performed over a 4-year span. Some portions of the project site contain some suitable habitat for 
California red-legged frogs: aquatic and riparian habitats of Dry Creek and Tennessee Creek. California 
red-legged frogs have apparently not recolonized the suitable habitat in the project site. In general, 
California red-legged frogs have had a difficult time recovering populations and recolonizing due to 
multiple factors—predation pressure (e.g. invasive bullfrogs), habitat degradation, and dispersal barriers; 
these factors are relevant in the project site as well. With implementation of mitigation identified in 
Section 4, which includes pre-construction surveys, potential adverse effects to the California red-legged 
frog during construction would be reduced to less than significant. 
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Foothill yellow-legged frog 
No populations of the foothill yellow-legged frog were detected during the multiple surveys performed 
over a 4-year span. Disturbances to the portions of the project site which contain suitable habitat only 
constitute an adverse effect if it occurs within the dispersal distance of an active population. The nearest 
known population occurs over 10 miles from the project site. Alternative A does not include disturbances 
or land use change to the perennial channels, ponds, riparian habitat or wetlands within the project site. 
With implementation of mitigation identified in Section 4, which includes pre-construction surveys, 
potential adverse effects to the northwestern pond turtle during construction would be reduced to less 
than significant. 

Monarch Butterfly 
The project site contains suitable foraging habitat for the Monarch butterfly in the grassland habitats and 
it is within an Early Breeding Zone (Appendix D). There are no known roosting populations in or near the 
project site, and it is not within an overwintering zone. While the project site’s grassland habitat 
constitutes suitable foraging habitat for monarch butterfly, it exists in isolated patches and does not 
constitute high-value foraging habitat. Implementation of mitigation identified in Section 4, which include 
protection measures for the milkweed plant, would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Migratory Birds 
Trees, shrubs, and poles within the project site provide suitable nesting and perching habitat for migratory 
birds. If construction activities are conducted during the nesting season, nesting birds could be directly 
impacted by removal of trees, and indirectly impacted by noise, vibration, and other construction-related 
disturbance. Implementation of mitigation identified in Section 4, which includes pre-construction 
surveys, would reduce potential impacts on migratory birds to a less-than-significant level. 

State Listed Species 
No state listed species are known to occur in the project site, and project implementation is unlikely to 
impact any state listed species. One species designated by the CNPS to be very rare was observed in the 
development area, the Red Hills soaproot (Chlorogalum grandiflorum). This population is isolated, and 
impacts to this population are not expected to jeopardize the existence of the species, especially when 
the species has protection in the Bureau of Land Management’s Pine Hill Preserve and other large 
preserve areas. 

Alternative B 

Under Alternative B, impacts to biological resources would be similar but reduced in comparison to 
Alternative A due to the reduced level of development. Overall, impacts to biological resources would be 
less than significant with mitigation identified in Section 4. 

Alternative C 

Under the No Action Alternative, the land would not be taken into trust and only the multipurpose 
emergency shelter and maintenance facility are assumed to be developed at some point in the future. As 
the development areas for these facilities are already disturbed, impacts to biological resources would be 
less than significant. 
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3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Cultural Resources Investigations were prepared for the project site in 2022 and 2023 by Natural 
Investigations Company and are on file with the BIA Pacific Region (Appendix E). In 2022, approximately 
255.1 acres of the project site were subject to a records search and survey. In 2023, the remaining 40.6 
acres of the project site were subject to a records search and survey. The project site represents the Area 
of Potential Effect (APE) for purposes of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Key 
information from the Cultural Resources Reports is summarized below. 

3.5.1 Regulatory Setting 
The regulatory setting for cultural resources can be found in Appendix B.  

3.5.2 Environmental Setting 
The project area is located within the American River watershed, an area of intensive prehistoric use and 
occupation. A substantial Native American population inhabited the region prior to the mid 1800’s until 
gold was discovered in the area. The project site is located within the ethnographic territory of the Nisenan 
(Southern Maidu) and Miwok. Prior to the gold rush, major villages supported themselves with the winter 
and spring salmonid runs, and vast floral and faunal resources, such as dense stands of oak. The early 
historic time period of the Sierra Nevada foothills near the project site is dominated by the discovery of 
gold in 1848. Mining occurred in nearly every ravine throughout the area, fueled by the discovery of gold 
deposits nearby in Folsom, Coloma, and along the South Fork of the American River. 

Record Search 

A California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) records search was conducted by the North 
Central Information Center (NCIC) on the campus of California State University, Sacramento on May 3, 
2022 to determine whether prehistoric or historic cultural resources have been previously recorded within 
the APE and within a 0.5-mile radius of the APE (Appendix E). The CHRIS records search indicates that 
three cultural resources have been previously recorded within the APE, and nine additional resources 
have been recorded within the 0.5-mile search radius. The resources recorded within the APE include a 
historical mining site comprised of various features, the collapsed remains of an adit (mine entrance), and 
a trail segment. 

Native American Consultation 

Natural Investigations contacted the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) requesting a search 
of their Sacred Lands File for traditional cultural resources within or near the APE. The results of the 
searches returned by the NAHC were negative for Native American cultural resources in the project 
vicinity. The NAHC provided contact information for tribal members and organizations affiliated with the 
region and recommended that they be contacted for more information on the potential for Native 
American cultural resources within or near the APE. Natural Investigations sent project information letters 
and maps to all tribal contacts included on the NAHC list, requesting information on the potential for 
Native American cultural resources within or near the APE. Follow-up phone calls were made to all tribal 
contacts. To date, no responses have been received.  
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Field Survey  

2022 Field Survey 
An intensive pedestrian survey of 255.1 acres of the APE was conducted by Natural Investigations 
archaeologists in 2022 (Appendix E). Three cultural resources have been previously recorded on the 
project site (P-09-000329, -1972, and -1973), including a historical mining site comprised of various 
features, the collapsed remains of an adit, and a trail segment. The initial assessment of these sites found 
that they do not appear to be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or to 
constitute a historic property as defined under NHPA Section 300308. Background research finds no 
evidence that the sites are associated with any events (Criterion A) or people (Criterion B) significant in 
local, regional, or national history. The sites are types that are ubiquitous throughout the region, and so 
do not reflect the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 
represent the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values (Criterion C). Likewise, the sites are not 
likely to yield information important in history (Criterion D). 

Four newly recorded archaeological sites were identified and recorded on the project site during the field 
survey (NIC-2022-SS-01 to -04). All are associated with the small-scale placer mining that took place in the 
area historically. Due to the lack of significant historical associations and limited research value, none of 
these minor mining resources appears to be eligible for listing in the NRHP or to constitute a historic 
property under any criteria as defined under NHPA Section 300308. The sites are not likely to yield 
information important in history (Criterion D). 

Three historical isolates were identified and recorded on the project site during the field survey (NIC-2022-
SS-ISO-01 to -03). The isolates include a single cone top can and two prospecting pits. No other artifacts 
or features were found in association with these isolates. Isolates are by definition found outside of an 
interpretable archaeological context comprised of groups of contemporary and associated artifacts, 
ecofacts, features, and/or sites. Without this context, isolates typically lack the potential to yield 
information important in history, the NRHP criterion (Criterion D) under which archaeological resources 
are most often found to be significant. As such, the three isolates identified on the project site during this 
inventory are not eligible for listing on the NRHP. 

2023 Field Survey 
The remaining 40.6 acres of the APE (not surveyed in 2022) were surveyed by Natural Investigations 
archaeologists in 2023 (Appendix E). The survey did not identify any prehistoric cultural resources or 
evidence to suggest a potential for buried deposits of cultural resources but did identify a segment of a 
historic water conveyance ditch (NIC-2023-SS-1). This ditch is an isolated segment that was part of a larger 
water conveyance system in the past that has been destroyed by residential development and road 
construction in the area. 

Background research finds no evidence that the site is associated with any events (Criterion A) or people 
(Criterion B) significant in local, regional, or national history. Similar water conveyance systems are 
ubiquitous across the north-central Sierra, and so the site does not reflect the distinctive characteristics 
of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represent the work of a master, or possesses high 
artistic values (Criterion C). The ditch cannot be associated with a specific period in history or historically 
important individual(s), it does not represent any unique features of design or construction, and it and is 
a typical example of water conveyance systems in the area. Consequently, the site does not meet Criterion 
D for inclusion on the NRHP. As such, the site is not eligible for listing on the NRHP. 
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3.5.3 Impacts 
Alternative A 

As described above, the APE does not contain known resources which are listed or eligible for listing on 
the NRHP. The APE primarily consists of Paleozoic metavolcanics and Mesozoic ultramafic rocks and 
Auburn series soils. These geologic formations and soils predate human occupation of the project area. 
Consequently, the potential for the presence of intact buried archaeological deposits in the APE is low to 
very low (Natural Investigations, 2022; 2023). 

Although unlikely, it remains possible that construction of Alternative A could adversely impact previously 
undiscovered cultural resource, historic resources, or human remains. This is a potentially significant 
impact. Mitigation is provided in Section 4 to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level by ensuring 
the integrity of discovered cultural resources, historic resources, and human remains is protected.  

Alternative B 

Under Alternative B, impacts to cultural resources would be similar but reduced in comparison to 
Alternative A due to the reduced level of development. Overall, impacts to cultural resources would be 
potentially significant and reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigation provided in Section 4. 

Alternative C 

Under the No Action Alternative, the land would not be taken into trust and only the multipurpose 
emergency shelter and maintenance facility are assumed to be developed at some point in the future. As 
the areas for these facilities are already graded, the potential for impacts to cultural resources is less than 
significant. 

3.6 SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS  
3.6.1 Environmental Setting 
El Dorado County Socioeconomic Setting 

Population 
Shingle Springs is located in the west-central area or “western slope” of El Dorado County. The County’s 
current population is estimated to be approximately 189,006, with most residents residing in 
unincorporated areas. The two largest cities are South Lake Tahoe (population 20,548), and Placerville 
(population 10,585) (CDOF, 2023a). The County’s population is expected to decrease by approximately 15 
percent by 2060, with a projected total population of 159,660 (CDOF, 2024).  

Housing 
El Dorado County's housing consists primarily of single-family homes, which account for 84 percent of 
95,278 total housing units. Multi-family units account for approximately 12 percent, and mobile homes 
make up about 4 percent. The average household has 2.5 persons (CDOF, 2023b).  
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Employment and Income 
As of March 2024, El Dorado County’s unemployment rate was 4.7 percent, below the state’s average 
jobless rate of 5.3 percent (CEDD, 2024). Median household income is approximately $99,246, which is 
higher than the statewide average of $91,905 (US Census Bureau, 2023). Based on data from 2018-2022, 
about 7.6 percent of the population lives below the poverty level in the County, compared to a statewide 
average of 12.2 percent (US Census Bureau, 2023). 

Shingle Springs Rancheria Socioeconomic Setting 

The Tribe has a total enrollment of 562 members. The Tribe has 45 housing units available on the 
Rancheria. Each of these units is being used and the Tribe has a waiting list of around 173 Tribal Members 
waiting for homes. 

3.6.2 Impacts 
Alternative A 

As described above, there are no low income or minority populations in the vicinity of the project site, 
except for the Tribe. The development of Alternative A would directly benefit tribal members by providing 
much needed affordable housing, stimulating economic growth, and creating employment opportunities. 

The proposed housing under Alternative A would be compatible with adjacent residential development 
and would address the Tribe’s need for on-reservation housing. The addition of 132 new homes on the 
Rancheria would expand available housing options for tribal members, specifically the approximately 173 
tribal members on the housing waiting list, without significantly impacting El Dorado County’s housing 
market, which already includes approximately 95,278 homes (CDOF, 2023b). Population changes would 
be minimal, as tribal members would primarily relocate from nearby areas. The addition of on-reservation 
housing would ensure tribal members can participate in important cultural activities and family gatherings 
held on the Rancheria. Potential adverse environmental effects are limited to short-term construction-
related impacts. The incorporation of development standards and BMPs identified in Section 2.1.5, and 
mitigation measures identified in Section 4, ensure that all construction-related impacts would be less 
than significant. The surrounding community, including minority and low-income populations, will not be 
adversely impacted by the proposed development. 

The development of Alternative A would not significantly impact the County’s ability to provide 
governmental services. While the removal of the parcels from the County’s jurisdiction would reduce 
property tax revenue, the Tribe provides services to the Rancheria, including fire protection and law 
enforcement, and contracts with other service providers for services. The Tribe also has an 
Intergovernmental Agreement with El Dorado, which provides tax revenue and other annual payments to 
the County. 

Alternative A would result in increased economic activity, benefiting both the region’s residents and tribal 
members. Additionally, construction of Alternative A and operation of the arena would generate 
employment opportunities for local residents.  

With the implementation of development standards and BMPs, implementation of Alternative A would 
not result in significant socioeconomic or environmental justice impacts. 
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Alternative B  

Under Alternative B, impacts to socioeconomic or environmental justice conditions would be similar to 
those under Alternative A. However, as Alternative B comprises only the residential, multipurpose 
emergency shelter, and maintenance facility components of Alternative A, the economic and employment 
benefits would be reduced, as well as the potential short-term construction-related impacts. 

Alternative C 

Under the No Action Alternative, the land would not be taken into trust and no further development 
would occur. No socioeconomic or environmental justice impacts would occur. 

3.7 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRUCLATION 
3.7.1 Environmental Setting 
A Local Access, Safety, and Circulation Study (Traffic Study) was prepared in 2024 by Kimley Horn and is 
attached as Appendix F. Key information from the Traffic Impact Analysis is summarized below. 

Existing Traffic Conditions 

Study Area Roadway Intersections and Segments 
To determine the existing traffic and circulation conditions in the vicinity of the project site, the following 
intersections and roadway segments were studied in Appendix F: 

Intersections:  

1. Koto Road/Red Hawk Parkway at Honpie Road  
2. Shingle Springs Drive/Green Valley Road  
3. Green Valley Road/Lotus Road  
4. Green Valley Road/Greenstone Road  
5. Green Valley Road/Missouri Flat Road  
6. Missouri Flat Road/El Dorado Road  
7. Green Valley Road/North Shingle Road  
8. Green Valley Road/Ponderosa Road  
9. Green Valley Road/Deer Valley Road  
10. Green Valley Road/Cameron Park Drive/Starbuck Road  

Roadway Segments:  

1. Green Valley Road, east of Shingle Springs Drive  
2. Green Valley Road, west of Shingle Springs Drive  

Figure 3 in Appendix F displays the study locations and turning movements at each of the study 
intersections. 
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Existing Intersection Levels of Service 
A Level of Service (LOS) analysis has been employed to provide a basis for describing existing traffic 
conditions. LOS measures the quality of traffic flow and is represented by letter designations from "A" to 
"F", with a grade of "A" referring to the best conditions, and "F" representing the worst conditions. Levels 
of service for intersections were evaluated against El Dorado County thresholds of LOS D for Rural Regions 
and LOS E for Community Regions. Table 5 in Appendix F shows the existing operating conditions for the 
study intersections. As shown in Table 5, the study intersections are operating at an acceptable level of 
LOS C or better. 

Existing Roadway Segments 
Roadway segments were assessed using the appropriate two-lane and multi-lane highway designations 
as defined in the HCM using HCS7 software. For LOS definition as defined in the HCM, refer to Table 4 in 
Appendix F. LOS for roadway segments are evaluated against El Dorado County thresholds of LOS D for 
Rural Regions and LOS E for Community Regions. Freeway segments were assessed using the appropriate 
functional segment designations as defined in the HCM using HCS7 software. LOS E was used as the 
operational threshold for all Caltrans’ freeway facilities. Table 6 in Appendix F shows the operating 
conditions for the study roadway segments. As shown in Table 6, the study roadway segments are all 
operating at the acceptable level of LOS A. Table 7 in Appendix F shows the study freeway facilities 
operating conditions. As shown in Table 7, the study freeway facilities are operating at acceptable level of 
LOS D or better. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

Access to the project site is limited with only roadways providing access to the project. There are no bike 
lanes or sidewalks present along Shingle Springs Road and the adjoining roadways to provide positive 
separation between motor vehicle traffic and non-motorized transportation. 

Transit Service 

El Dorado Transit (EDT) operates buses throughout El Dorado County. Near the project site bus service is 
available with Route 50X. This Route is an express route between Placerville and Folsom. EDT operates 
thirteen trips, Monday through Friday from 6:00 a.m. until 7:00 p.m. Westbound stops at the Red Hawk 
Casino occur 10 minutes after the hour, at 6:10 a.m. through 6:10 p.m. There are 12 eastbound trips, with 
the first stop occurring at 8:41 a.m., recurring each hour until 6:41 p.m. 

3.7.2 Impacts 
Impacts to the transportation system would be significant if a project increases traffic volumes to the 
point where traffic exceeds the LOS standard of the applicable local jurisdiction. The El Dorado County 
General Plan establishes that roadways shall not be worse than LOS E in the Community Regions or LOS D 
in the Rural Centers and Rural Regions. If a project causes the peak hour LOS or volume/capacity ratio on 
a county road or state highway that would otherwise meet the County standards (without the project) to 
exceed these values, then the impact shall be considered significant. If any county road or state highway 
fails to meet the above listed county standards for peak hour LOS or volume/capacity ratios without the 
project, and the project will worsen conditions on the road or highway, then the impact shall be 
considered significant. Furthermore, if freeway facilities under Caltrans were to exceed LOS E levels, this 
would be considered a significant impact. 
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Alternative A 

Trip Generation 
The Proposed Project trip generation for the weekday, AM and PM peak-hours and Saturday peak-hour is 
presented in Table 1 in Appendix F. As shown in that table, Alternative A is estimated to generate 9,596 
new weekday trips with 192 new trips occurring during the weekday AM peak-hour, 1,441 new trips 
occurring during the weekday PM peak-hour, and 1,401 new trips occurring during the Saturday peak-
hour at sold out events. Trip distribution percentages are provided in Figure 5 in Appendix F while the 
associated assignment of project trips is shown in Figure 6 in Appendix F. 

Intersection Level of Service 
Existing (2023) plus Project peak-hour traffic volumes are presented in Figure 8 in Appendix F while Tables 
8, 9, and 10 in Appendix F show the intersection, roadway segment, and freeway facilities operating 
conditions for this analysis scenario, respectively. As indicated by the tables, the study intersections 
operate from LOS A to LOS F, roadway segments from LOS A to LOS B, and the freeway facilities from LOS 
B to LOS D. As reflected in Table 8 in Appendix F, the additional traffic from Alternative A would result in 
one intersection deficiency as defined by the County.  

Koto Road/Redhawk Parkway at Honpie Road on the Reservation currently operates at LOS A during the 
AM, PM, Friday PM, and Saturday Midday peak-hour without Alternative A. However, under the Existing 
(2023) + Project scenario, this intersection is anticipated to deteriorate to LOS F during the PM, Friday PM, 
and Saturday Midday peak-hour with the addition of the project. This is a significant impact as LOS F is 
below acceptable County standards. Therefore, mitigation has been included in Section 4 to reduce the 
severity of this impact through raising the LOS level. The mitigation measure would entail optimizing signal 
timing. This would increase the predicted LOS F to LOS C during the PM and Friday PM peak hours and 
LOS B during the Saturday Midday peak hour. With mitigation, the impact to Koto Road/Redhawk Parkway 
at Honpie Road would become less than significant. 

Traffic Signal Warrants  
A summary of the peak-hour warrant results is presented in Table 18 in Appendix F. As shown in Table 
18, the peak-hour signal warrant is satisfied under different analysis scenarios at Green Valley Road and 
Lotus Road (Intersection 3), meaning a signal would be required. As defined by the CAMUTCD, Intersection 
3 meets Warrant 3 thresholds for signalization under Existing (2023) and Existing (2023) plus Project 
conditions. However, Intersection 3 is found to operate at acceptable levels of delay as defined by the 
County both with and without the Proposed Project under all analysis conditions. The CAMUTCD states,” 
The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic 
control signal.” Since the Proposed Project does not degrade study area to unacceptable LOS levels in all 
scenarios, operation of the Proposed Project would not cause the requirement to signalize the facility. 

Queuing Analysis 
The 95th percentile vehicle queues were compared against the existing vehicle storage lengths at select 
intersection movements to determine if the queues are anticipated to exceed their available storage. 
Results of the queuing evaluation can be seen in Table 19 in Appendix F where shaded cells in the table 
represent conditions where the reported queue exceeds available vehicle storage capacity by more than 
one car length (25-feet). As shown Table 19 in Appendix F, the addition of Alternative A traffic adds 
modest amounts of additional queuing with no significant impact induced. Therefore, this impact is less 
than significant. 
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Facility Safety Review 
A facility safety review identifies the existence of any current traffic problems in the local area, such as a 
high-crash location, non-standard intersection or roadway, or an intersection in need of a traffic signal. 
The County’s 2021 Annual Collision Location Study7 (ACLS) provides data on facilities (i.e., intersections 
and roadway segments) throughout the County during a three-year period between January 1, 2019, and 
December 31, 2021. Using the ACLS, sites that experienced three or more incidents during this time frame 
were selected for investigation and determination of corrective action(s). Table 20 in Appendix F provides 
a summary of project analysis facilities included in the ACLS and their identified recommended actions. 
Collision data provided by the County does not identify safety deficiencies at any study facilities included 
in this assessment. Therefore, Alternative A is not anticipated to significantly alter these existing traffic 
conditions, and consequently a less than significant impact would occur. 

Alternative B 

Under Alternative B, transportation or circulation impacts would be similar to those under Alternative A; 
However, as Alternative B comprises only the residential, multipurpose emergency shelter, and 
maintenance facility components of Alternative A, vehicle trips and associated service impacts would be 
reduced accordingly and less than significant.  

Alternative C 

Under Alternative C, the land would not be taken into trust and development would occur. No 
transportation or circulation impacts would occur. 

3.8 LAND USE AND AGRICULTURE 
3.8.1 Regulatory Setting 
The regulatory setting for land use and agriculture can be found in Appendix B.  

3.8.2 Environmental Setting 
Land Use 

The project site is located in unincorporated El Dorado County, near the existing Shingle Springs Rancheria, 
and is mainly undeveloped except for eleven single-family homes, graded dirt roads, and fences. Most of 
the undeveloped area is oak woodland and chaparral. The project site is designated Low Density 
Residential (LDR) by the General Plan (El Dorado County, 2004). The LDR designation supports single-
family residential development in rural settings. The Zoning Ordinance designates the project site as 
Residential Estate (RE). The RE designation aims to preserve rural character by regulating low-density and 
rural residential development, allowing one dwelling per five (RE-5) or ten acres (RE-10) (El Dorado 
County, 2018).  

The project site is generally bordered by Green Valley Road to the north, existing trust parcels to the east, 
Highway 50 to the south, and Shingle Springs Drive to the west. The area east of the project site is zoned 
RE. North of the project site, beyond Green Valley Road, is zoned a combination of Two-acre Residential 
(R2A) and Three-acre Residential (R3A), while the area west of Shingle Springs Drive is zoned RE-10 with 
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some R2A areas beyond. South of Highway 50 is zoned Commercial Community (El Dorado County, 2018). 
The County zoning of the project site and surrounding area is shown in Figure 3-6 of Appendix A.  

Agriculture 

The completed Form AD 1006 for the project site is provided in Appendix G. Approximately 5.8 acres of 
the project site is identified by the NRCS as Farmland of Local Importance. The remainder of the 
approximately 295-acre project site is identified by the NRCS as not prime farmland. The project site is 
not under an active Williamson Act Contract (California DOC, 2024). 

3.8.3 Impacts 
Alternative A 

Land Use 
The Tribe proposes to build an arena and parking garage, residential development, emergency shelter, 
utility buildings, and commercial space. The project site is currently zoned RE, with a combination of 5 to 
10 acre lots. The Proposed Project would result in the transfer of the project site into federal trust status 
for the benefit of the Tribe, thereby removing the property from County land use jurisdiction. Only federal 
and tribal land use regulations would apply to the project site once the land is taken into trust.  

The residential component of the Proposed Project is comprised of 16 townhomes, 24 cottages, and 92 
single-family homes, for a total of 132 units. The proposed residential development is generally consistent 
with the allowable residential uses for the RE zoning designation, which include community care facilities, 
single unit detached dwellings, guest houses, accessory dwelling units, and small transitional housing. 
Although the Proposed Project’s residential density is higher on some parcels than the County’s 
underlying zoning designation of RE (5 to 10 acre lots), it is compatible with the R2A and R3A zones directly 
north and south of the project site. Additionally, the number of residences is within what would be 
anticipated for the full project site as discussed in Section 3.13.1. Furthermore, the Tribe would voluntarily 
comply with the County’s development standards, including minimum setback requirements, as specified 
in section 130.24.030 of the Zoning Ordinance.  

The commercial component of Alternative A, located in the southern portion of the project site, includes 
the arena, parking garage, emergency shelter, utility buildings, and commercial space. This development 
would be similar in nature to the existing commercial development on the Rancheria, as well as the 
community commercial zoning designation south of Highway 50. Once the land is taken into federal trust, 
development of the project site would no longer be subject to County land use and zoning regulations, 
however, as noted in Section 2.1.5, the Proposed Project would be constructed and operated in a manner 
that is generally consistent with relevant El Dorado County Ordinances. This would include meeting 
setback requirements. Traffic from the commercial enterprises would be routed through the Rancheria 
and not through the adjacent residential area, which would reduce impacts on surrounding land uses. As 
identified in Section 2.1.5, existing trees and vegetation would be retained to the extent feasible and 
additional screening trees and vegetation would be planted around the buildings, which will minimize 
potential conflicts with adjacent residential land use. Alternative A would result in less-than-significant 
impacts associated with land use conflicts. 
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Agriculture 
The project site contains 5.8 acres of Farmland of Local Importance. Per FPPA guidelines, if a site receives 
an FCIR combined score of 160 or more, alternative sites should be considered to determine if an 
alternative site would serve the proposed purpose and have a lower combined score or convert fewer 
acres of farmland (7 CFR § 658.4 (c)). A FCIR Form was completed for Alternative A (Appendix G). Assuming 
a maximum relative value of farmland, the total score would still be under 160 points and thus 
consideration of alternative sites is not warranted. 

The County designates the project site and surrounding area for residential rather than agricultural use. 
However, customary agricultural activities associated with rural residential areas, such as home 
gardening, and the presence of horse stables and paddocks, are expected to continue under the Proposed 
Project. Alternative A would not interfere with existing agricultural uses within the surrounding rural 
residential community. No significant impacts to agriculture would occur. 

Alternative B 

Under Alternative B, impacts to land use and agriculture would be similar to those under Alternative A; 
however, with a more limited scale of developments (the arena, parking garage and commercial space 
would not be developed), the impacts to land use and agriculture would be reduced accordingly and less 
than significant. 

Alternative C 

Under the No Action Alternative, the land would not be taken into trust and only the multipurpose 
emergency shelter and maintenance facility are assumed to be developed at some point in the future. 
Impacts to land use and agriculture from development of these facilities would be less than significant, 
similar to their development under Alternatives A and B. There would be no impacts on the remainder of 
the project site. 

3.9 PUBLIC SERVICES 
3.9.1 Environmental Setting 
Water Supply 

El Dorado Irrigation District (EID) provides water to the Rancheria via a single 3-inch meter located in the 
southeastern portion of the project site. Within the Rancheria, water is delivered by a water system that 
is owned and operated by the Tribe independently of EID. This system, which includes a storage tank and 
booster pump station, receives potable water from EID under an existing agreement. The potable water 
is stored in a 500,000-gallon tank at the WWTP. The additional facilities associated with the potable water 
system are a high and low flow booster pump station, pump building and distribution system. The terms 
of the water supply agreement, detailed in Appendix C of Appendix H, state that EID will provide water 
service at a maximum instantaneous rate of 95 gpm and a total average volume of 135,000 gpd. The 
agreement also states that the Tribe may apply for more water in the future (Appendix H).  

Thirteen of the project parcels are located within the EID service area. The remaining 16 parcels are 
adjacent to but not located within EID’s existing service area (Figure 3-7 of Appendix A). EID’s 
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Western/Eastern Supply Area derives its supplies under rights and entitlements emanating from both the 
South Fork American River watershed and the Cosumnes River watershed via Sly Park Reservoir. In 2022, 
EID estimated that it had an available supply of 30,580 acre-feet of water to serve the Western/Eastern 
Supply Area. The estimated water demand of this area is 26,212 acre-feet, leaving approximately 4,368 
acre-feet unallocated. EID converts the unallocated amount to Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDUs) to 
estimate the availability of new water meters that can be issued. In 2022, EID estimated a total of 11,414 
available EDUs in the Western/Eastern Supply Area (EID, 2022). EID has also estimated that it has 
adequate supply to provide for expected demand during normal and dry year conditions through 2045, 
its current planning horizon (EID, 2021). 

Wastewater Service 

Wastewater generated from the Rancheria is collected and pumped to an onsite WWTP that is owned and 
operated by the Tribe independent of EID and located in the southeast corner of the Rancheria. The 
WWTP employs a membrane bioreactor (MBR) process that produces highly treated tertiary effluent 
acceptable for irrigation purposes and other reuse applications, as defined by the California Department 
of Health Regulations (Title 22 CCR). Disinfected tertiary recycled water produced on-site is currently 
reused for toilet and urinal flushing, fire suppression, casino, hotel and clinic landscape irrigation, WWTP 
treatment process water, and tribal residential landscape irrigation. The remaining recycled water is 
disposed of on the Rancheria via leach and spray fields. Three seasonal storage tanks provide a total of 
8.4 million gallons of recycled water storage capacity that is needed during winter when rain events 
temporarily preclude the use of the spray fields.  

Solid Waste 

El Dorado Disposal provides solid waste and recycling services for the Rancheria and project area, 
delivering non-hazardous waste to the Material Recovery Facility (MRF) in Placerville. Unrecovered 
materials from the MRF are sent to Potrero Hills Landfill (Suisun City, Solano County; permitted capacity: 
83,100,000 cubic yards, 13,872,000 remaining; estimated closure: 2048) and Forward Landfill (Manteca, 
San Joaquin County; permitted capacity: 59,160,000 cubic yards, 24,720,669 remaining; estimated 
closure: 2036) (CalRecycle, 2022). The 2012 El Dorado County Solid Waste Management Plan aims to 
minimize waste generation, increase diversion to 75%, reduce improper disposal, and lower greenhouse 
gas emissions (El Dorado County, 2012). 

Electricity, Natural Gas, and Telecommunications 

Electricity and natural gas for the project area are provided by Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) (PG&E, 
2014). Many private companies provide telephone, internet, and cable services to properties within the 
vicinity of the project site. Companies such as Verizon Wireless, T-Mobile, and AT&T offer a host of 
telecommunication services in the region. 

Law Enforcement 

Public safety within the Rancheria is ensured through the joint efforts of the Tribal Police and the El 
Dorado County Sheriff’s Office (EDSO). The Tribal Police department employs sworn and non-sworn 
community service officers who assist in areas such as crime prevention, community outreach, dispatch, 
surveillance, and building security. All tribal officers are trained according to the standards set by the 
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California Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training and/or the US Government's BIA FLETC, 
with regular updates to ensure continued proficiency (Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians, 2024). 

Outside the Rancheria, law enforcement falls under the jurisdiction of EDSO. The Sheriff's Office has two 
main locations. The nearest one to the project site is located 6 miles east at 200 Industrial Drive, 
Placerville, CA. Additionally, a Sheriff’s sub-station operates 10 miles west off Latrobe Road at 4355 Town 
Center Drive, El Dorado Hills, CA. The West Slope Patrol Unit of the EDSO provides patrol services to the 
Project area. The patrol unit of EDSO includes 2 lieutenants, 8 sergeants, and 50 deputies (Miller 2024, 
pers. comm.). Under a memorandum of understanding between El Dorado County and the Tribe, services 
are extended to the Rancheria.  

Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services 

The El Dorado County Fire Protection District provides fire protection to the Rancheria and project area. 
The nearest station to the Project site is Station 28, located at 3860 Ponderosa Road in Shingle Springs, 
approximately two miles from the Project site. Station 28 is staffed 24 hours a day, 7 days a week by an 
engine company that is staffed with three firefighters and two emergency medical technicians (EMTs) 
(Cordero 2024, pers. comm.).  

Wildland fire protection on the Rancheria is provided by the Tribal Fire Department. The Tribal Fire 
Department has 10 permanent and 8-10 seasonal firefighters. Personnel meet qualifications of the 
National Incident Management System (NIMS) Wildland Fire Qualifications System, National Wildfire 
Coordinating Group (NWCG), and BIA Incident Qualifications Card (Red Card) certification program. The 
Tribal Fire Department responds to incidents on the Rancheria and throughout northern California and 
coordinates fuel reduction, prevention, and suppression efforts on the Rancheria (Shingle Springs Band of 
Miwok Indians, 2024). 

3.9.2 Impacts 
Alternative A 

Water Supply 
The Proposed Project includes construction of a new arena and support facilities, commercial space, multi-
purpose shelter and maintenance operations building and residential community. These facilities are 
expected to use potable water for consumption and toilet and urinal flushing. Table 3-4 displays projected 
average day demands along with calculated maximum day demands (MDD) based on a 1.5 peaking factor. 
While the Tribe may choose to use groundwater to supply some or all of the proposed homes, the analysis 
in this section focuses on potential impacts to the EID water supply. For impacts to water resources 
associated with groundwater use, please refer to Section 3.2. 

With the additional demands from the Proposed Project the total potable water demand is expected to 
exceed the current EID contractual limit of 135,000 gpd on an average daily basis. The exceedance is 
projected to be 9,600 gpd after the non-residential portions of the Proposed Project are constructed, and 
43,000 gpd after completion of the residential component. As such, the EID contractual limits for 
instantaneous and average day flows will need to be amended to account for higher rates of demand for 
the Proposed Project.  
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In addition, to increasing the existing EID water supply limit, 16 of the 29 project parcels are adjacent to, 
but not located within EID’s existing service area (Figure 3-7 of Appendix A). To gain service from EID for 
the proposed residential development on those 13 parcels, the Tribe will need to request annexation from 
EID and the El Dorado County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO). Once approved, the Tribe 
would then be able to construct an extension of the Rancheria water system to supply the proposed 
homes. 

Table 3-4: Current and Projected Water Demands 

Parameter Average Day Potable Demand 
(gpd) 

Maximum Day Potable Demand 
(gpd)1 

Existing Facilities  123,000 184,500 

Project (arena and support 
facilities, incremental) 16,600 24,900 

Project (residential, incremental) 38,300 57,450 

Total without Residential 139,600 209,400 

Total with Residential  177,900 266,850 
Notes: 
1 Based on average day demand multiplied by a peaking factor of 1.5. 
Source: Appendix H 

Potable water for the proposed homes would be provided by an extension of the existing Rancheria water 
system that is owned and operated by the Tribe. Pipelines would be located along existing and proposed 
roads. Since the proposed residential development is situated at a lower elevation by approximately 250 
feet, a pressure reducing valve (PRV) will be installed upstream of the development to manage pressure 
levels due to the elevation drop. The existing 0.5 MG potable water storage tank has adequate volume to 
meet the maximum daily demand of the Proposed Project. The current distribution pump station also has 
sufficient capacity to handle average, peak day, and peak hour demands (Appendix H). 

In addition to residential service connections, fire hydrants would be provided consistent with the 
California Fire Code. The Rancheria water system was designed and constructed in compliance with the 
California Plumbing Code.  

Alternative A would require 132 service connections/EDUs for the residential development. Based on the 
estimated water demand for the arena, commercial development and other proposed land uses provided 
in Table 3-4 and EID’s conversion to EDUs (0.57 acre-feet per EDU; EID, 2022), an additional 49 EDUs would 
be required. In total, the project would require a water supply of approximately 181 EDUs. EID has recently 
estimated that it has 11,414 available EDUs in the Western/Eastern Supply Area, where the project site 
and Rancheria are located. EID has also estimated that it has adequate supply to provide for expected 
demand during normal and dry year conditions through 2045, its current planning horizon. All service 
connections would be subject to conservation orders issued by the State and EID in response to drought 
conditions. The development of Alternative A would not result in significant water supply impacts. 

Wastewater Service 
The Proposed Project includes construction of a new arena and support facilities, commercial space, multi-
purpose shelter and maintenance operations building and residential development. Total wastewater 
flows for the existing facilities and Proposed Project are detailed in Table 3-5. 
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An engineering feasibility study was conducted to evaluate the ability of the Tribe’s existing wastewater 
treatment and disposal system to handle the additional wastewater flows from the Proposed Project 
(Appendix H). The feasibility study found that the wastewater system has adequate storage and disposal 
capacity to serve the Proposed Project. The extension of infrastructure to serve the proposed facilities 
would include new influent lift stations for the arena and residential development and pipelines 
connecting to the existing wastewater system. In addition, the WWTP would required improvements to 
accommodate the increase in flows. These improvements include upsizing the screens at the headworks, 
adding additional emergency storage capacity, increasing existing pump capacity, modifying the 
disinfection system, and modifying the electrical and control equipment. All of these improvements would 
occur with the existing WWTP. The improvements needed are described further in Appendix H. With 
these improvements to the WWTP and recycled water system, wastewater generated by the Proposed 
Project would not exceed the treatment or disposal capacity of the Tribe's wastewater treatment system; 
no adverse effects would occur. 

Table 3-5: Projected Wastewater Flows 

Parameter Total Projected Wastewater Flow, 
no Residential (gpd) 

Total Projected Wastewater Flow, 
with Residential (gpd) 

Existing Facilities 139,000 139,000 

Project (incremental) 15,000 49,000 

Total Average Daily Wastewater 
Flow1 154,000 188,000 

1 All flows in this table are average day flows.  
Source: Appendix H 

Solid Waste 
Solid waste would be generated during construction of the proposed homes and commercial facilities. 
Furthermore, solid waste would be generated from the residents who live in the homes and from the 
operation of the arena and other proposed facilities. Construction waste may include green waste from 
vegetation clearing, soil and rock from grading, and general waste of construction materials and 
packaging. Solid waste and recycling services would be provided to the homes and commercial facilities 
by El Dorado Disposal. All solid waste generated during construction and operation of the Proposed 
Project would be sent to El Dorado Disposal’s Material Recovery Facility where over 50 percent of material 
is recovered for recycling. The remaining solid waste would be delivered to the Potrero Hills Landfill or 
Forward Landfill, which have adequate disposal capacity. Alternative A would result in a less-than-
significant impact to solid waste service. 

Electricity, Natural Gas, and Telecommunications 
Construction on the project site poses a risk of damaging underground utilities, potentially leading to 
outages or injuries, which could have significant impacts. Therefore, before initiating construction of 
Alternative A, the Tribe is required to contact the Underground Service Alert (USA) of Northern/Central 
California and Nevada. This step ensures that utility service providers are informed of excavation activities 
at the work site, thus reducing the likelihood of unintentional disruption to existing utilities. 

The Underground Service Alert (USA) of Northern/Central California and Nevada offers a complimentary 
"Dig Alert" service to all excavators, including contractors, homeowners, and others operating in the 
region. By making a single call, excavators automatically notify all USA members (utility service providers) 
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who may have underground facilities at the work site. In response, USA members mark or stake the 
horizontal path of underground facilities, provide information about these facilities, and grant clearance 
for excavation. This straightforward safety measure not only safeguards excavators from personal injury 
but also prevents damage to underground facilities (USA North, 2024). 

The Tribe will engage with USA and coordinate with PG&E and other utility service providers regarding 
any excavation activities and extension of services to residential properties. No adverse effects on the 
utility system are anticipated. 

Law Enforcement 
The Tribal Police Department in conjunction with the El Dorado County Sheriff's Office would provide law 
enforcement services to the project site once the site is taken into trust. EDSO has indicated that they will 
be able to serve the Proposed Project. The EDSO expects that the additional facilities will increase calls 
for service and the necessary staffing levels will need to be negotiated between the EDSO, the Tribe and 
El Dorado County (Miller 2024, pers. comm.). The Tribe compensates El Dorado County under a 
Memorandum of Understanding and Intergovernmental Agreement for the provision of law enforcement 
services. The fiscal responsibility for staffing levels associated with a potential increased calls for service 
would be negotiated under the MOU/Intergovernmental Agreement. Based on EDSO’s ability to serve the 
Proposed Project and an existing agreement in place to address fiscal impacts to El Dorado County, the 
Proposed Action would result in a less-than-significant impact to law enforcement services. 

Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services 
Fire risks may occur as the result of the Proposed Action during construction and operation of the 
proposed facilities. The short-term construction related effects include the potential 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 and 
building materials. This increased risk of fire during the construction of the proposed facilities would be 
like that found at other construction sites. Hazardous Avoidance BMPs, as presented in Section 2.1.5, 
have been incorporated into the project description to prevent fire from construction. 

The construction of the proposed facilities would be undertaken consistent with the California Fire Code 
and the County’s Vegetation Management and Defensible Space Ordinance (see Section 2.1.5, 
Development Standards). The Tribal Fire Department actively manages fuel reduction, prevention and 
suppression efforts on the Rancheria. The Tribe also contracts with El Dorado County Fire Protection 
District to provide fire protection and EMT service to the Rancheria.  

The operation of Alternative A would create additional demand for fire protection and emergency services 
from the Tribal Fire Department and El Dorado Fire Department District. The El Dorado County Fire 
Protection District has indicated that the additional homes and facilities should not create an impact that 
would exceed the capabilities of Station 28 (Cordero 2024, pers. comm.). Impacts from the arena would 
be isolated to large events, and the structure itself would not create an impact exceeding the capabilities 
of Station 28 and surrounding units. EMS services for the Proposed Project would be provided by Tribal 
EMTs and the District consistent with current practice. The Tribe compensates the El Dorado County Fire 
Protection District for the services it provides. Therefore, Alternative A would have a less than significant 
effect on fire protection and emergency medical services. 
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Alternative B 

Under Alternative B, impacts on public services would be similar to those under Alternative A. However, 
as Alternative B comprises only the residential component of Alternative A, the potential impacts to public 
services would be reduced accordingly and less than significant. 

Alternative C 

Under the No Action Alternative, the land would not be taken into trust and only the multipurpose 
emergency shelter and maintenance facility are assumed to be developed at some point in the future. 
Impacts to public services from development of these facilities would be less than significant, similar to 
their development under Alternatives A and B. There would be no impacts on the remainder of the project 
site. 

3.10 NOISE 
3.10.1 Regulatory Setting 
The regulatory setting can be found in Appendix B.  

3.10.2 Environmental Setting 
Existing Ambient Noise 

The existing noise environment in the project site area is defined primarily by vehicle traffic on the local 
roadway network, existing Red Hawk Casino operations, and construction activity on the existing 
Rancheria property. The primary source of traffic noise in the project vicinity is US-50, and Green Valley 
Road also contributes to the ambient noise environment. To quantify the existing ambient noise 
environment on the project site, Saxelby Acoustics conducted a noise study that involved a continuous 
noise measurement survey (noise study attached as Appendix I). The noise measurement locations are 
shown on Figure 3-8 of Appendix A. A summary of the noise level measurement survey is provided in 
Table 3-6. Appendix I contains the complete results of the noise monitoring. The sound level meter was 
programmed to record the maximum, median, and average noise levels at each site during the survey. 
The maximum value, denoted Lmax, represents the highest noise level measured. The average value, 
denoted Leq, represents the energy average of all of the noise received by the sound level meter 
microphone during the monitoring period. The median value, denoted L50, represents the sound level 
exceeded 50 percent of the time during the monitoring period.  

Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than others. Land uses often associated with 
sensitive receptors generally include residences, schools, libraries, hospitals, and passive recreational 
areas. Noise sensitive land uses are typically given special attention in order to achieve protection from 
excessive noise. 

Sensitivity is a function of noise exposure (in terms of both exposure duration and insulation from noise) 
and the types of activities involved. In the vicinity of the project site, sensitive land uses include existing 
single-family residential uses located west of south of the project site. 
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Table 3-6: Existing Ambient Noise Levels Using Continuous 24-Hour Measurements (dBA) 

Site Date Ldn 
 Daytime  

(7:00 am - 10:00 pm)   Nighttime  
(10:00 pm – 7:00 am)  

   Leq L50 Lmax Leq L50 Lmax 

LT-1 
2/23/24 70 72 55 84 53 39 57 
2/24/24 50 49 39 64 42 39 55 
2/25/24 48 46 43 64 40 38 53 

LT-2 
2/23/24 55 51 47 70 49 45 64 
2/24/24 56 52 48 71 49 46 67 
2/25/24 55 52 48 71 48 45 66 

LT-3 
2/23/24 61 57 51 77 54 49 73 
2/24/24 63 58 53 79 56 50 77 
2/25/24 62 59 53 78 55 50 75 

LT-4 
2/23/24 71 68 68 78 63 59 73 
2/24/24 69 67 67 78 62 58 75 
2/25/24 68 67 67 77 60 56 71 

Source: Appendix I 

3.10.3 Impacts 
During construction, a significant impact would occur if construction activities were to occur outside of 
the acceptable timeframe of hours of 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. 
on weekends, and on federally recognized holiday as specified in Policy 6.5.1.11 of the General Plan. 

In additional, a significant vibration impact would occur if the alternatives were to produce vibrations 
levels capable of causing structural damage, as specified in Table 3-7. 

Alternative A 

Construction Noise 
Noise from construction activities would add to the noise environment in the immediate project site 
vicinity. As indicated in Appendix I, activities involved in construction would generate maximum noise 
levels ranging from 76 to 90 dBA Lmax at a distance of 50 feet. The nearest residential uses are located 
approximately 600 feet to the west, as measured from the center of the proposed entertainment center. 
At this distance, maximum construction noise levels would be in the range of 35-49 dBA Leq and 55-69 dBA 
Lmax at the nearest residential uses. This could exceed the County’s 60 dBA Lmax construction noise level 
limits, as outlined in Appendix I. However, as stated in the County General Plan Policy 6.5.1.11 and 
Chapter 130.37 of the County Code, the construction activities are exempt if they occur between the hours 
of 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. on weekends, and on federally 
recognized holidays. BMPs have been included in Section 2.1.5 that ensure construction activities would 
not occur outside of these limits and that construction noise would be reduced to the extent feasible. 
Therefore, no significant adverse noise impacts are expected to occur.  
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Construction Vibration 
Construction vibration impacts include human annoyance and building structural damage. Human 
annoyance occurs when construction vibration rises significantly above the threshold of perception. 
Building damage can take the form of cosmetic or structural. Table 3-7 depicts vibration levels from 
common construction equipment at different distances. For construction damage to occur, a sensitive 
receptor would need to be exposed to vibration levels at 0.2 in/sec (see Table 3-7), and only vibratory 
rollers are capable of producing this level at 25 feet. Sensitive receptors which could be impacted by 
construction related vibrations are located further than 25 feet from construction activities. At distances 
greater than 25 feet, construction vibrations are not predicted to exceed acceptable levels. Therefore, no 
adverse impact related to ground borne vibrations are anticipated to occur. 

Table 3-7: Vibration Levels for Various Construction Equipment 

Type of Equipment 
Peak Particle Velocity at 

25 feet 
(inches/second) 

Peak Particle Velocity at 
50 feet 

(inches/second) 

Peak Particle Velocity at 
100 feet 

(inches/second) 
Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.031 0.011 
Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.027 0.010 
Small Bulldozer 0.003 0.001 0.000 
Auger/drill Rigs 0.089 0.031 0.011 

Jackhammer 0.035 0.012 0.004 
Vibratory Hammer 0.070 0.025 0.009 

Vibratory Compactor/roller 0.210  
(Less than 0.20 at 26 feet) 0.074 0.026 

Source: Appendix I 

Operational Noise 
Out of the potential sources of noise generated by the operation of Alternative A, the generated traffic 
would be the largest contributor to ambient noise increases overall. Table 3-8 summarizes the modeled 
traffic noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors along each roadway segment in the project site area 
(Appendix C of Appendix I provides the complete inputs and results of the FHWA traffic modeling). The 
County guidelines specify that where existing traffic noise levels are less than 60 dB Ldn, a +5 dBA Ldn 
increase in roadway noise levels at the activity area of the sensitive receptor will be considered a 
significant increase. As shown in Table 3-8, Alternative A is predicted to result in an increase in a maximum 
traffic noise level of 0.6 dBA which is below the +5 dBA Ldn threshold. Therefore, no adverse effect 
associated with increases in the ambient noise environment is anticipated to occur. 
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Table 3-8: Predicted Traffic Noise Level And Project-Related Traffic Noise Level Increases 

Roadway Segment Existing no 
Project 

Existing + 
Project Change 

Green Valley Rd West of Shingle Springs Dr 55.5 56.1 0.6 
Shingle Springs Dr* South Green Valley Rd 46.0 46.3 0.3 
Lotus Rd North of Green Valley Rd 56.2 56.3 0.1 
Green Valley Rd South of Lotus Rd 57.3 57.5 0.2 
Greenstone Rd South of Green Valley Rd 59.1 59.2 0.1 
Green Valley Rd East of Greenstone Rd 59.4 59.9 0.5 
Missouri Flat Rd East of Green Valley Rd 60.6 60.8 0.2 
Missouri Flat Rd East of El Dorado Rd 53.1 53.2 0.1 
El Dorado Rd South of Missouri Flat Rd 57.2 57.2 0.0 
Shingle Rd South of Green Valley Rd 62.8 62.9 0.1 
Ponderosa Rd South of Green Valley Rd 56.2 56.4 0.2 
Deer Valley Rd North of Green Valley Rd 59.1 59.2 0.1 
Cameron Park Dr South Green Valley Rd 56.6 56.9 0.3 

Source: Appendix I 

Operational noise generated by the proposed residential development would be consistent with typical 
residential neighborhood noise. The primary noise sources include vehicle-related sounds (e.g. engine 
ignition), lawn mowers, and children playing. These noise sources already exist in the project site area and 
development of the proposed residential developments would not significantly add to the existing noise 
environment. For example, the maximum noise levels generated by the residential HVAC units and on-
site vehicle circulation are predicted to be no more than 10 dBA, or greater, than average (Leq) values. The 
El Dorado County maximum nighttime noise level standard is 55 dBA Lmax, which is 10 dBA higher than the 
Leq standard. Therefore, where average noise levels are consistent with the Leq standards, maximum noise 
levels will also be consistent with the County’s standards. Based upon the predicted average noise levels 
of 32 dBA, the maximum noise levels will be 42 dBA and would therefore be consistent with the County 
maximum standards. Therefore, residential activities do not have the potential to significantly increase 
noise levels in the vicinity of the project site or expose off-site sensitive receptors to adverse noise levels. 
Noise impacts from operation of the residential developments would be less than significant. 

The remaining components of Alternative A would generate operational noise different from the 
residential development. The commercial center of the Proposed Project is predicted to expose nearby 
residences to noise levels up to 32 dBA, Leq during both daytime (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and nighttime 
(10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) hours (refer to Figure 4 in Appendix I for an illustration), both being consistent 
with the County threshold of 40 dBA, Leq. As shown on Figure 3-9 of Appendix A, the event center is 
predicted to expose nearby residences to noise levels up to 44 dBA, Leq during both daytime (7:00 a.m. to 
10:00 p.m.) and nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) hours. The predicted project noise levels would exceed 
the El Dorado County General Plan noise standard for non-transportation noise sources of 40 dBA, Leq. 
Therefore, impacts resulting from operational noise would be potentially significant. To reduce the 
impact, mitigation has been included in Section 4. Mitigation would include the construction of an 8-foot 
sound wall or alternative measures to reduce the maximum noise levels. As shown in Figure 3-10 of 
Appendix A, with the sound wall, noise levels would be reduced to acceptable levels below 40 dBA, Leq. 
With implementation mitigation, the operational noise impacts would be reduced to less-than significant. 



Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Shingle Springs Rancheria 295.7-Acre Fee-to-Trust Project 
Environmental Assessment 50 

Alternative B 

Under Alternative B, noise impacts would be similar to those under Alternative A; however, with a more 
limited scale of developments (the arena, parking garage and commercial space would not be developed), 
the potential noise impacts would be reduced accordingly and less than significant. 

Alternative C 

Under the No Action Alternative, the land would not be taken into trust and only the multipurpose 
emergency shelter and maintenance facility are assumed to be developed at some point in the future. 
Impacts to noise from development of these facilities would be less than significant, similar to their 
development under Alternatives A and B. There would be no impacts on the remainder of the project site. 

3.11 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
3.11.1 Environmental Setting 
No hazardous material sites were identified on the project site in the GeoTracker (SWRCB, 2024) and 
EnviroStor (DTSC, 2024), databases. Within two miles of the approximate center of the project site are 
two sites. One is a Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) site case that was closed in 1991 (Kumar’s 
Corner T0601700036); this site is south of the project site and Highway 50. The other is a site that was 
screened for contaminants in the late 1980s and no further action was recommended (Shaw Mine near 
Indian Creek Ranch MINE 09100003; this site is east of the project site and east of Greenstone Road. 
Neither site has an open issue which would restrict use of the project site. 

Field surveys of the project site were conducted in 2018, 2022, 2024 and 2025. No Recognized 
Environmental Conditions, which refers to the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances 
or petroleum products on a property under conditions that indicate an existing release, a past release, or 
a material threat of release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products within a property into 
structures or into the ground, groundwater, or surface water, were identified on or in the immediate 
vicinity of the project site that would be likely to pose a significant impact to the environmental integrity 
of the project site. 

3.11.2 Impacts 
Alternative A 

No hazardous materials have been identified on the project sites or within a distance that would expose 
people or the environment to hazardous materials at adverse levels. 

During construction, it is possible that hazardous materials, such as fuel, solvents, paint, and adhesives 
would be used on site and the potential for an accidental release exists. However, standard construction 
BMPs included in Section 2.1.5 would reduce or eliminate the potential for impacts from accidental 
releases. Compliance with the NPDES General Construction Permit and preparation of a SWPPP, as well 
as compliance with federal laws related to the handling of hazardous materials would reduce potential 
construction impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
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The majority of waste produced by Alternative A would be nonhazardous. The small quantities of 
hazardous materials that would be generated or used may include pesticides, fertilizers, motor oil, 
hydraulic fluid, solvents, disinfectants, cleaners, lubricants, paint, and paint thinner. The amount and type 
of hazardous materials that would be generated are common to residential and commercial 
developments and associated maintenance facilities, and do not pose unusual storage, handling or 
disposal issues. Adverse effects associated with the accidental release of hazardous materials during 
operation would be less than significant. 

Alternative B 

Under Alternative B, impacts related to hazardous materials would be similar but reduced in comparison 
to Alternative A due to the reduced level of development; thus, impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative C 

Under the No Action Alternative, the land would not be taken into trust and only the multipurpose 
emergency shelter and maintenance facility are assumed to be developed at some point in the future. 
Impacts related to hazardous materials from development of these facilities would be less than significant, 
similar to their development under Alternatives A and B. There would be no impacts on the remainder of 
the project site. 

3.12 VISUAL RESOURCES 
3.12.1 Regulatory Setting 
Ther regulatory setting for visual resources can be found in Appendix B.  

3.12.2 Environmental Setting 
The visual character of the project area is defined by rolling wooded hills with scattered rural homes and 
fields. The project site is located in wooded hilly terrain (1,100 to 1,600 feet in elevation) with limited 
views from surrounding areas. Vegetation on the site is predominantly oak woodland, chaparral, and 
grasslands. Due to the topography and vegetation, there is limited visibility of the project site from 
Highway 50 and surrounding areas.  

The surrounding area is primarily rural residential with 5 to 12-acre lots. The only public road within a mile 
of the Rancheria is Highway 50. There are numerous privately maintained roads serving the surrounding 
residential area. Potential off-Reservation visual receptors in the project area are residents and motorists 
on nearby roadways. Scenic vistas in the project area include views of the rolling wooded hills and distant 
views of the Sierra Nevada. 

3.12.3 Impacts 
Alternative A 

Scenic resources in the project area include views of the rolling wooded hills and distant views of the 
Sierra Nevada. The Project includes the development of structures that would be visible from areas 
surrounding the Rancheria and would affect scenic vistas in the area. These structures include the arena, 
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parking garage, residential development, and the southern development area (commercial, emergency 
shelter, and maintenance buildings. 

Arena and Parking Garage 
Due to topography and vegetation, there is limited visibility of the existing casino and parking garage from 
nearby surrounding areas. The visibility of the proposed arena and parking garage was analyzed to 
determine where the buildings would be visible from. Google Earth Pro was used for this analysis because 
it provides high-resolution terrain data that includes vegetation and existing buildings (including the 
existing casino and parking garage). A viewshed map (Figure 3-11 of Appendix A) was generated based on 
the proposed height of the arena, which is situated at a higher elevation and would be the highest 
proposed building with the largest viewshed.  

The only public road within a mile of the Rancheria is Highway 50. Due to topography and vegetation, the 
arena and parking garage will not be visible from Highway 50 except for a short section of the highway 
west of Shingle Springs Drive. This portion of Highway 50 is approximately one mile from the project site. 
The arena and parking garage would be partially visible to eastbound motorists for a brief period of time 
in this location. Due to the distance, the arena and parking garage would make up a small portion of a 
motorist’s view. 

As shown Figure 3-11 of Appendix A, the proposed arena and parking garage would be most visible from 
the private roads and homes west of the Rancheria, in particular from Shingle Springs Drive, which is 
located approximately 150 feet from the proposed parking garage location. Figure 3-12 of Appendix A 
provides a rendering of the proposed arena and parking garage from a residential area approximately 450 
southwest of the proposed parking garage. As shown in Figure 3-12 of Appendix A, the proposed arena 
and parking garage would increase the amount of buildings visible from this location. Currently, the view 
includes the existing casino and hotel rising above and behind existing trees. The proposed arena and 
parking garage would bring the buildings closer and there would be less intervening trees and vegetation 
to screen the view of the proposed buildings. As described in Section 2.1.2, screening trees and vegetation 
would be planted around the arena and parking garage. This would reduce the amount of building visible 
and would reduce the visual impacts during daylight hours. However, at night the open sides of the parking 
garage would allow vehicle lights to shine across the adjacent residential area. This would be a significant 
impact. Mitigation is identified in Section 4 to provide screening of the open parking garage sides to 
reduce lighting impacts on the adjacent residential area. With implementation of this mitigation, visual 
impacts from the arena and parking garage would be less than significant. 

Southern Development Area 
The Tribe is proposing to develop a commercial center, multipurpose emergency shelter and maintenance 
buildings south of the existing Rancheria. These facilities would be developed between Highway 50 and 
existing developments on the south side of the Rancheria, which include the health clinic, fire station and 
WWTP. This area is generally visible from Highway 50 although it is partly obscured by the numerous 
mature oak trees on the site. Because of the trees and topography, this development area is not visible 
to motorists until they are directly passing the area and views open up. The proposed facilities would be 
built in the open areas of the site. Most of the existing trees would be retained. The proposed 
maintenance buildings would be situated closest to the highway and would be the most visible 
component. The multipurpose emergency shelter would be developed in an area surrounded by existing 
oak trees and would be less visible from the highway. The commercial building would be located closest 
to Red Hawk Parkway and the existing 5-story health clinic. The commercial building would be visible from 
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the adjacent section of Highway 50, but would be screened by existing mature oak trees from motorists 
further from the site. As identified in in Section 2.1.2, existing trees and vegetation would be retained to 
the extent feasible and additional screening trees and vegetation would be planted around the buildings. 
The proposed buildings would be similar in scale to other commercial buildings in the area along Highway 
50, including at South Shingle Road to the west and El Dorado Road to the east. Because the buildings 
would be screened by existing and proposed trees and vegetation and are consistent with other 
development in the area, visual impacts would be less than significant. 

Residential Development 
The proposed housing development would be similar in nature to existing rural residential development 
on the adjacent Rancheria and surrounding area. Due to the topography and the predominately evergreen 
woodland vegetation, views of the new homes and roadways would be limited from the surrounding 
areas. Most of the homes would be single-family residential and would be consistent with the housing in 
the surrounding area. The townhomes and elders’ community would be higher-density developments. 
These homes would be clustered and surrounded by retained trees and other vegetation. All of the 
residential development would be developed on an internal road network, which would reduce views of 
the development from neighboring areas. Because the residential development would be generally 
consistent with the surrounding rural residential area and because of the retention of existing trees and 
other vegetation, the visual impacts of the residential development would be less than significant. 

Alternative B 

Under Alternative B, only the residential, multipurpose emergency shelter, and maintenance facility 
components would be developed. Visual impacts from the development of those facilities would be the 
same as those identified under Alternative A. No significant visual impacts would occur. 

Alternative C 

Under the No Action Alternative, the land would not be taken into trust and only the multipurpose 
emergency shelter and maintenance facility are assumed to be developed at some point in the future. 
Impacts related to visual resources from development of these facilities would be less than significant, 
similar to their development under Alternatives A and B. There would be no impacts on the remainder of 
the project site. 

3.13 GROWTH-INDUCING AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
3.13.1 Growth-Inducing Impacts 
Growth-inducing effects are defined as effects that foster economic or population growth, either directly 
or indirectly. The growth-inducing analysis below conservatively focuses on Alternative A because 
Alternative A would result in the highest generation of new residential uses and potential jobs. Growth-
inducing effects of Alternatives B would be similar to and less than Alternative A. Growth-inducing effects 
under Alternative C would be negligible.  

Alternative A would create employment opportunities through the proposed arena and commercial 
development uses. The number of new employment opportunities is relatively limited, and it is 
anticipated that these employees would already live within the region due to the project site proximity to 
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Highway 50. Alternative A does not include roadway, utility, or other infrastructure improvements that 
would facilitate development outside of the project site and Rancheria.  

Alternative A would directly increase population on the project site by developing Tribal housing. The 
project site and surrounding area are currently zoned for rural residential development, and homes exist 
on the project site and in the surrounding area. While the proposed housing would be at a higher density 
than currently provided by County zoning on the project site, the County provides for much higher density 
residential zones adjacent to rural residential zones in other areas of the County. Because the Rancheria 
serves as the only residential land base for the Tribe, and Tribe is facing a housing shortage, Alternative A 
represents an orderly and efficient means of increasing housing supply. As noted in Section 2.1.5, 
Alternative A would be constructed and operated in a manner that is generally consistent with relevant El 
Dorado County Ordinances. This would include meeting setback requirements. Because the proposed 
residential development would served by an internal road network and by water and wastewater services 
provided by the Tribe, potential adverse impacts associated with higher density development would be 
avoided.  

In summary, Alternative A would not result in unplanned growth or result in other adverse growth-
inducing impacts. 

3.13.2 Cumulative Impacts 
Cumulative impacts refer to the effects of a project that are individually limited but cumulatively 
considerable off-Reservation. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project 
are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past, current, or probable future projects. 
The cumulative impacts analysis conservatively focuses on Alternative A because Alternative A would 
result in the most amount of development among the alternatives under consideration. The cumulative 
impacts of Alternatives B would be similar to and less than Alternative A. Cumulative impacts under 
Alternative C would be negligible. 

Cumulative Setting 

The assessment of impacts tasks into account the “cumulative environment” which is defined by other 
projects that may contribute to the environmental impacts within the same geographic area as the 
alternative under consideration. 

The geographic boundaries of the cumulative effects zone have been determined by the nature of the 
resources affected and the distance that effects may travel. As an example, increased sedimentation of 
waterways that result from Alternative A are limited to the watershed in which they occur. As a result, it 
is only necessary to examine incremental effects within that watershed. Air quality emissions, however, 
travel over far greater distances and therefore necessitate analysis at the air basin level. For this analysis, 
the geographic boundaries of the cumulative effects zone are generally that of western El Dorado County, 
although for some resources (water, biological etc.) smaller boundaries may be used. 

The means of establishing projects that may contribute to environmental conditions in the region is the 
growth assumptions of the El Dorado County General Plan. The 2021-2029 Housing Element of the 
General Plan was adopted in 2021 and amended in 2022 (El Dorado County, 2022). The Housing Element 
projects a population of 208,457 in 2030 and 225,419 in 2040. Using a baseline 2020 population of 
193,227, it is assumed that the County population will increase about 17 percent between 2020 and 2040.  
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In addition to the growth assumed in the General Plan, the cumulative analysis takes into account the 
commercial and residential development on the Rancheria. This includes the recent expansion of the Red 
Hawk Casino with a hotel and the Apex Entertainment Center.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Land Resources 
Cumulative development in the region will include development necessary to accommodate the County’s 
planned growth for this area. Such development will increase the potential for seismic hazards, erosion, 
and topsoil loss. Alternative A would not result in significant contributions to these potential impacts. The 
project site is not near an Alquist‐Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone or other mapped seismic hazard. As 
identified in Section 2.1.5, construction of Alternative A would comply with the CBC. Compliance with the 
CBC would ensure that the proposed structures would be constructed to withstand seismic ground 
shaking. As addressed in Section 3.1.2, avoidance of steep slopes, incorporation of slope design and 
revegetation standards, and implementation of erosion control measures, potential soil erosion effects 
would be less than significant. Cumulative impacts to land resources are therefore considered to be less 
than significant. 

Water Resources 
Cumulative growth in the region will result in increased potential for sedimentation, pollution, and 
stormwater flows in the South Fork American River Watershed. Likewise, development may increase 
flooding risks or adversely impact groundwater conditions. As addressed in Section 3.2.3, to offset the 
proposed impervious surfaces, retention basins and bioswales would be constructed to treat 100% of the 
equivalent net increase in impervious areas of the arena, parking garage, commercial development and 
roadways. The basins and bioswales would reduce site runoff into the adjacent drainage and ensure a 
reduction in mobile pollutants and sediments. Proposed development is located outside of the floodplain. 
Wastewater treatment and disposal would be provided by individual septic systems and/or connection to 
the existing wastewater treatment and disposal system on the Rancheria. Under either scenario, the 
treatment and disposal of wastewater would comply with EPA regulations and would not result in adverse 
impacts to surface or groundwater quality. In addition, the Tribe would be required to implement a SWPPP 
with erosion control measures during construction. Alternative A's contribution to cumulative water 
resource impacts would be less than significant. 

Air Quality 
Cumulative development in the Mountain Counties Air Basin will include development that has the 
potential to impact air resources. Cumulative air quality impacts will occur if projects in the region cause 
exceedances of the State or National Ambient Air Quality Standards. Section 3.3.3 addresses the potential 
air quality and GHG emission impacts of Alternative A.  

By its very nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact, and the analysis of criteria pollutants and 
GHG emissions in Section 3.3.3 addresses potential cumulative impacts. Emissions of all criteria pollutants 
are below de minimis levels and therefore are considered to be less than significant. With regard to GHG 
emissions, the proposed development would be of new construction and would meet the current CBC 
standards, including the use of energy-efficient construction materials and appliances. As identified in 
Section 2.1.5, Alternative A would be constructed in compliance with the applicable El Dorado AQMD 
Rules, and BMPs have been provided to reduce project-related GHG emissions. Operational BMPs would 
reduce GHG emissions by the installation of energy efficient lighting and appliances and installation of EV 



Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Shingle Springs Rancheria 295.7-Acre Fee-to-Trust Project 
Environmental Assessment 56 

charging stations. With implementation of these development standards (compliance with applicable El 
Dorado AQMD rules and GHG BMPs), Alternative A would not result in a significant contribution to 
cumulative air quality or GHG impacts. 

Biological Resources 
As development occurs in the region, natural habitat will be impacted. Cumulative impacts to biological 
resources include the fragmentation and loss of oak woodlands, wetlands, riparian vegetation, and other 
important wildlife habitat. Such habitat loss could impact special-status species and nesting birds that 
depend on such habitat and could limit the ability of animals to move through the region. Compliance 
with federal, state, and local regulations will reduce habitat loss by restricting the areas where 
development may occur and requiring mitigation of habitat impacts; however, some cumulative loss of 
habitat will nevertheless occur. Development of Alternative A has the potential to impact northwestern 
pond turtle, California red-legged frog, foothill yellow-legged from, monarch butterfly, and migratory 
birds. Mitigation measures have been identified to avoid or reduce potential impacts on biological 
resources to a less-than-significant level. Mitigation measures include pre-construction surveys, 
avoidance of habitat and listed species, providing buffer areas around sensitive resources, and avoiding 
construction during the bird nesting season. These measures will ensure that potential impacts to 
biological resources would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Alternative A’s contribution to 
cumulative biological resource impacts is considered to be less than significant. 

Cultural Resources 
Cumulative development in the region will include development that has the potential to impact cultural 
resources. Potential cultural resource impacts include the loss of archaeological sites during excavation 
and the disturbance or destruction of historic buildings. As discussed in Section 3.5.3, no cultural 
resources are known to exist on the project site that are listed in, or eligible for listing on, the NRHP. 
Mitigation measures have been identified to prevent the loss of buried archaeological resources if 
encountered inadvertently during grading or excavation on the project site. Alternative A’s contribution 
to cumulative cultural resource impacts is considered to be less than significant. 

Socioeconomic Conditions 
Cumulative development in the region is expected to occur as El Dorado County approves additional 
residential and commercial development in the western portion of the County. As development continues 
to occur, potential socioeconomic impacts may occur. Types of socioeconomic impacts include adverse 
changes in the housing market, population, taxes, employment and income levels, and community 
cohesion. The proposed residential development would provide needed housing for tribal members, and 
would be benefit the socioeconomic conditions of the Tribe. Additionally, operation of the arena and 
commercial development would generate employment opportunities for local residents. While the 
removal of the parcels from the County’s jurisdiction would reduce property tax revenue, the Tribe 
provides services to the Rancheria, including fire protection and law enforcement, and contracts with 
other service providers for services. The Tribe also has an Intergovernmental Agreement with El Dorado, 
which provides tax revenue and other annual payments to the County. No other adverse socioeconomic 
impacts would occur as the result of the proposed fee-to-trust acquisition and residential development. 
Alternative A would not result in adverse environmental effects, and no populations would be adversely 
impacted by the project. Cumulative socioeconomic effects are therefore considered to be less than 
significant. 
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Transportation and Circulation 
Level of Service 
A LOS evaluation similar to the one in Section 3.7 was performed to assess the LOS levels at the study 
intersections, segments and freeway facilities in the cumulative scenarios. Tables 11, 12, and 13 in 
Appendix F show the intersection, roadway segment, and freeway facilities operating conditions for the 
Cumulative (2043) scenario, respectively. As indicated by the tables, the study intersections operate from 
LOS A to LOS D, roadway segments operate at LOS A, and freeway facilities operate from LOS C to LOS D. 
These levels are all acceptable operating conditions. Tables 14, 15, and 16 in Appendix F show the 
intersection, roadway segment, and freeway facilities operating conditions for the Cumulative (2024) plus 
Project scenario. As shown in these tables, the study intersections operate from LOS A to LOS D, roadway 
segments from LOS A to LOS B, and freeway facilities from LOS C to LOS D. During the cumulative year, 
the additional traffic from Alternative would not cause the LOS conditions to deteriorate to unacceptable 
operation levels. Therefore, the Alternative A would have a less-than-significant impact. 

Traffic Signal Warrants 
A peak-hour traffic signal evaluation was performed for the cumulative setting in a similar manner as in 
Section 3.7, with results shown in Table 19 in Appendix F. As shown therein, Green Valley Road/Lotus 
Road (Intersection 3) meets thresholds for requiring signalization under Cumulative (2043), and 
Cumulative (2043) plus Project conditions. However, Intersection 3 would operate at acceptable levels of 
delay both with and without Alternative A under all analysis conditions. Therefore, for similar reasons as 
Section 3.8, the impact would not be significant enough to warrant a signal on the traffic evaluation alone. 
This impact is less than significant. 

Queuing Analysis 
As in Section 3.7, a queuing analysis was conducted to assess whether Alternative A would increase 
queuing at the study intersections. The results of this analysis for the cumulative setting are shown in 
Table 19 in Appendix F, with shaded cells representing conditions where reported queue already exceed 
available vehicle storage capacity by more than one car length. As shown therein, the westbound left-turn 
queue at Green Valley Road and Cameron Park Drive/Starbuck Road (Intersection 10) will exceed the 
available storage capacity during both the AM and PM peak-hours under Cumulative (2043) scenarios with 
and without Alternative A. Alternative A is estimated to contribute a nominal amount (less than or equal 
to 25 feet) of queueing to the Cumulative (2043) baseline deficiency for the westbound left-turn 
movement at Intersection 10. Given that Alternative A is not anticipated to cause the queuing deficiency 
and will only contribute minorly, this impact is considered less than significant. 

Land Use and Agriculture 
Cumulative land use and agriculture impacts that may occur as the region grows include the development 
of conflicting land uses, the loss of community character or integrity, and the displacement of agriculture. 
The proposed residential development of Alternative A is generally consistent with the allowable 
residential uses for the County’s Rural Estate zoning designation. While the density of the proposed 
residential development is higher than that of the county (approximately one unit per acre compared to 
the County’s standard of one unit per five to ten acres), all setback requirements of the El Dorado County 
Zoning Ordinance would be met or exceeded along exterior boundaries of trust land. The proposed 
residential development would be consistent with land uses in adjacent residential areas. The commercial 
component of Alternative A, includes the arena, parking garage, emergency shelter, utility buildings, and 
commercial space. This development would be similar in nature to the existing commercial development 
on the Rancheria. As noted in Section 2.1.5, Alternative A would be constructed and operated in a manner 
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that is generally consistent with relevant El Dorado County Ordinances. This would include meeting 
setback requirements. Traffic from the commercial enterprises would be routed through the Rancheria 
and not through the adjacent residential area, which would reduce impacts on surrounding land uses. As 
identified in Section 2.1.5, existing trees and vegetation would be retained to the extent feasible and 
additional screening trees and vegetation would be planted around the buildings, which will minimize 
potential conflicts with adjacent residential land use. As a result, no conflicts with adjacent land uses are 
expected. The project site does not support agricultural, nor would the proposed development impact 
agriculture in the surrounding area, which is limited to gardens and some livestock grazing associated with 
rural residences. Alternative A’s contribution to cumulative land use and agriculture impacts is considered 
less than significant. 

Public Services 
As development occurs in the region, demands for public services will increase. Typically, public services 
are paid by development fees, rates, and property taxes. As such, the provision of public services typically 
expands to serve the additional demand. The provision of adequate water supply is the most crucial 
concern in drought-prone California. State regulations have sought to ensure an adequate water supply 
exists prior to approval of major development projects; however, water supply continues to be a key 
concern for residents. EID, the primary urban water supplier in El Dorado County, projects that its water 
supplies exceed the projected growth in water demand within the service area through 2045, its current 
planning horizon (EID, 2021). Alternative A would be served through the Tribe’s independent water supply 
system (with water supplied by EID) and/or by groundwater wells. No significant impacts to water or 
wastewater services are expected. The proposed development would be served by the same law 
enforcement, fire protection, solid waste and utility services that are currently provided to the Rancheria. 
Alternative A’s contribution to cumulative public service impacts is considered to be less than significant. 

Noise 
Cumulative development in western El Dorado County would result in localized noise level increases. The 
primary source would occur along roadways where traffic levels increase or in neighborhoods where 
urban uses are expanding or intensifying. As addressed in Section 3.10.2, construction of the proposed 
facilities would result in short-term increases in noise in the vicinity of the project site. Because BMPs in 
Section 2.1.5 would ensure that construction hours are limited in duration and would be restricted to the 
hours identified by the El Dorado County General Plan, construction noise impacts would be less than 
significant. Operation of Alternative A would increase the traffic noise levels; however, because all 
commercial traffic would be routed through the Rancheria and Red Hawk Parkway to Highway 50, traffic 
noise impacts would generally not impact nearby residential land uses. Mitigation has been identified 
where traffic noise could impact an adjacent residential property. The identified sound wall or alternative 
measures would ensure that noise levels do not exceed the County’s noise standard. No other potentially 
significant operational noise impacts would occur. Therefore, the Alternative A would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to noise impacts. 

Hazardous Materials 
As cumulative development occurs in the region, the potential exists for development projects to increase 
hazardous material impacts on public health and the environment. Impacts can occur as the result of the 
improper use and disposal of hazardous materials, or through contact with existing hazardous materials 
encountered during construction. No hazardous material impacts are expected to occur as the result of 
Alternative A, as database searches and site visits found no hazardous materials on the project site and 
surrounding area. All applicable federal regulations pertaining to the use and disposal of hazardous 
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materials would be followed during construction and operation. Alternative A’s contribution to 
cumulative hazardous material impacts is considered to be less than significant. 

Visual Resources 
Cumulative visual impacts that may occur as the region grows include the loss of scenic vistas or the 
aesthetic quality of views in the region as residential and commercial development alters the natural 
landscape. Alternative A would result in the development of residential and commercial uses near similar 
existing uses. While the proposed residential development would alter the existing natural landscape of 
the project site, the development would be visually consistent with the surrounding rural residential land 
uses. Similarly, the arena and parking garage would be adjacent to existing Tribal casino facilities. Views 
from other residences and roadways surrounding the project site would be screened by the 
predominately evergreen woodland vegetation. Mitigation has been included to provide shielding of the 
open sides of the parking garage so that vehicle lights cannot shine across the adjacent residential area. 
With implementation of this measure and due to the limited visibility of the site and consistency of the 
proposed development with surrounding land uses, Alternative A’s contribution to cumulative visual 
resource impacts would be less than significant. 
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Section 4 | Mitigation 
NEPA requires that, if a project would have significant adverse effects on the environment, mitigation for 
those impacts must be identified. Mitigation measures to be implemented during construction and 
operation of the alternatives are summarized in table below. All mitigation is enforceable because it is (1) 
inherent to the project design; and/or (2) or required by federal or tribal regulations. 

Resource Area Proposed Mitigation Alternative 

Biological 
Resources 

The following measures shall be implemented to minimize or avoid 
impacts to waters of the U.S.: 

A. If impacts to waters of the U.S. and wetland habitat are 
unavoidable, a 404 permit and 401 Certification under the CWA 
shall be obtained from the USACE and EPA. Mitigation for loss of 
waters of the U.S. shall occur at a minimum 1:1 ratio through 
habitat creation, restoration, or purchase of USACE-approved 
credits. This may occur along the alignment of the re-routed 
drainage or within bioretention areas. All permit terms and 
conditions shall be adhered to. 

The following measures shall be implemented to avoid construction-phase 
take of northwestern pond turtle, foothill yellow-legged frog, and 
California red-legged frog: 

B. To ensure that northwestern pond turtle, foothill yellow-legged 
frog, and California red-legged frog are not present in 
construction areas, a qualified biologist shall conduct pre-
construction clearance surveys. A qualified biologist is defined as 
a person who has the educational background, training, and work 
experience (handling experience and/or permits) required to 
perform a specific biological task and has been approved by the 
USFWS. If either of these species are discovered during the 
survey, project construction activities shall not begin until the 
USFWS has been consulted and avoidance and minimization 
measures established and then implemented. 

C. Once the pre-construction surveys confirm that northwestern 
pond turtle, foothill yellow-legged frog, and California red-legged 
frog are not present, the construction crew shall immediately 
install animal exclusion fencing to separate construction areas 
from marshes and channels proposed for avoidance. The fencing 
shall be constructed out of plastic weed cloth or construction 
fabric, shall be keyed into the ground, and shall be supported by 
stakes and wire mesh, as needed. Fencing shall also be opaque, a 
minimum of three feet in height, and installed with a smooth 
material such that it cannot be climbed. A qualified biologist shall 
oversee the installation of the exclusionary fencing to ensure its 
suitability. A qualified biologist shall also make regular inspections 
during the preconstruction period and during the construction 
periods when grading and other ground disturbance activities are 
occurring to ensure the integrity of the fence.  

D. All construction personnel shall receive worker environmental 
awareness training before they enter the construction site. The 

A, B 
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Resource Area Proposed Mitigation Alternative 
training program shall include, at a minimum, descriptions of the 
focal species (northwestern pond turtle, foothill yellow-legged 
frog, and California red-legged frog, and monarch butterflies), 
and how to identify and avoid these focal species. Personnel shall 
be trained to halt work in the event that one of these focal 
species is observed within the work area and allow the individual 
to leave the work site on their own. Personnel shall be instructed 
to limit work activities to the designated construction areas and 
to properly store equipment and materials in the designated 
laydown area. A qualified biologist shall make regular inspections 
during the construction periods when grading and other ground 
disturbance activities are occurring to ensure BMPs are being 
adequately followed. 

The following measures shall be implemented to minimize impacts to 
northwestern pond turtle, foothill yellow-legged frog, and California red-
legged frog: 

E. The development shall be designed such that culverts, free-span 
bridges, or similar will be installed where roadways cross 
drainages. Road crossings of drainages shall be designed such 
that northwestern pond turtle, foothill yellow-legged frog, and 
California red-legged frog can freely pass underneath proposed 
roadways. Additionally, a permanent barrier such as a curb shall 
be installed around the perimeter of paved areas, with the 
exception of points of access, to discourage northwestern pond 
turtle, foothill yellow-legged frog, and California red-legged frog 
from entering the built environment. Designs of the barrier shall 
be submitted to USFWS for coordination and approval. 

The following measures shall be implemented to minimize or avoid 
operational impacts to monarch butterflies: 

F. Use of insecticides shall be prohibited; use of herbicides shall 
follow USFWS-approved BMPs. 

G. The development shall utilize only native species in habitat 
restoration. 

H. Monarchs, other pollinators, and their habitats shall be protected 
from pesticides, including insecticides, fungicides, and herbicides. 
The Tribe shall avoid applying herbicides to blooming flowers 
when monarch butterflies are likely around (October 1 – February 
28).  

I. The protection of existing milkweed populations where feasible 
and the facilitation of expanding milkweed populations through 
planting.  

J. Landscaping activities shall maximize use of non-chemical weed 
and pest prevention.  

K. Landscaping plans shall select a mosaic plant palate of native 
species that bloom throughout the year to the greatest extent 
feasible. 

The following measures shall be implemented to avoid impacts to nesting 
birds: 
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Resource Area Proposed Mitigation Alternative 
L. If construction activities commence during the general nesting 

season (March to September), a preconstruction nest survey shall 
be conducted by a qualified biologist on and within 500 feet of 
proposed construction. If active nests are identified, the qualified 
biologist shall consult the USFWS to develop measures to avoid 
“take” of active nests prior to the initiation of any construction 
activities. 

M. Avoidance measures include establishment of a buffer zone using 
construction fencing or similar, or the postponement of 
construction until after the nesting season, or until after a 
qualified biologist has determined the nest is no longer active. 
Avoidance buffers may vary in size depending on habitat 
characteristics, project-related activities, and disturbance levels. 

Cultural 
Resources 

N. In the event that a cultural resource is inadvertently discovered 
during project activities, work must be halted within 30 feet of 
the find and a qualified archaeologist (36 CFR Part 61) notified 
immediately so that an assessment of its potential significance 
can be undertaken. The BIA Regional Archaeologist must also be 
notified immediately. Construction activities may continue in 
other areas, but may not resume in the area of the find until the 
BIA provides written permission. If the discovery proves to be 
significant, additional work, such as data recovery excavation, 
may be warranted and would be discussed in consultation with 
the BIA, affiliated tribal organizations, and any other relevant 
regulatory agencies or invested parties, as appropriate.  

O. If human remains are discovered during ground-disturbing 
activities, the BIA Regional Archaeologist and a Shingle Springs 
Tribal representative shall be notified immediately. The notice 
shall be followed up within 24 hours with written documentation 
stating the geographical location by county and State, the 
contents of the discovery, and the steps taken to secure and 
protect the human remains or cultural items, as well as the 
activity that led to the discovery and confirmation that all activity 
around the discovery has stopped. No further disturbance shall 
occur until representatives of the Tribe and BIA have resolved 
which party will assume primary management authority for the 
discovery, appropriate measures have been taken and the party 
with primary management authority has provided written 
certification to the person responsible for the activity that led to 
the discovery identifying any measures to protect the discovery if 
appropriate, and the date on which activity may resume around 
the discovery (43 CFR § 10.5).  

A, B 

Transportation 
and Circulation 

P. The Tribe shall optimize the signal timing at the Koto 
Road/Redhawk Parkway at Honpie Road intersection for the PM, 
Friday PM, Saturday Midday peak-hours to increase LOS levels at 
this intersection.  

A 

Noise Q. The Tribe shall construct an 8-foot-tall sound wall (as shown in 
Figure 3-10) to reduce noise impacts from the proposed arena 
unless future project design changes or other factors result in 
compliance with the County exterior noise standards at adjacent 

A 
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Resource Area Proposed Mitigation Alternative 
non-Tribal properties. Future design changes could include 
additional buffer distance, traffic control measures, or other 
measures verified by a qualified acoustical engineer.  

Visual Resources R. The Tribe shall install screens or other physical barriers on the 
open sides of the parking garage to prevent vehicle lights from 
shining directly on the adjacent residential area. Screens or other 
physical barriers shall be required on the north, west and south 
sides of the parking garage. 

A 
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Section 5 | Consultation and 
Coordination 

This section lists agencies and organizations consulted during the preparation of this EIS. 

Agencies and Organizations, 
Consulted 

Summary of Consultation and Coordination 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) 

The USFWS IPaC database was accessed to obtain a list of federally 
listed special-status species with the potential to occur in the 
vicinity of the project site. Additionally, the USFWS National 
Wetlands Inventory was accessed to identify potential wetlands 
and waters in the vicinity of the project site.  

National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, 
Fisheries Service (NOAA 
Fisheries) 

The NOAA Fisheries website was reviewed for information 
concerning special-status fish species, critical habitat, and Essential 
Fish Habitat (EFH).  

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) The USGS website was reviewed for information concerning 
geological information and hazards, such as landslides and mineral 
data. 

U.S. Census Bureau  The U.S. Census Bureau website was reviewed for information 
concerning demographic data. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) 

The USDA NRCS was consulted for data concerning farmland and 
soil characteristics information. A Farmland Conversion Impact 
Rating was submitted to the NRCS and is provided in Appendix G. 

National Park Service (NPS) The NPS website was consulted through reviewing the National 
Register of Historic Places database for results in proximity to the 
project site.  

Native American Tribes Various Native American Tribes were consulted under Section 106 
of the NHPA. 

Tribe The Tribe was consulted throughout the NEPA process in its role as 
Applicant. 

California Department of 
Finance (CDF) 

The CDF website was reviewed for information concerning 
population and housing estimates. 

California Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC) 

The NAHC was consulted to conduct a review of the Sacred Lands 
File. The NAHC also supplied a list of Native American individuals 
who may have information regarding the sacred lands or other 
cultural resources in the vicinity of the area of potential effects 
(APE). 

California Department of 
Conservation (DOC) 

The DOC was consulted to determine California Important 
Farmland in proximity to the project site. 
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Agencies and Organizations, 
Consulted 

Summary of Consultation and Coordination 

California Department of 
Resources Recycling and 
Recovery (CalRecycle) 

The CalRecycle website was reviewed to obtain information about 
solid waste generation numbers, and capacity and permit 
information for landfills. 

California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW) 

CDFW’s California Natural Diversity Database and RareFind 5 were 
reviewed to determine if any State-listed special-status species 
have the potential to occur in the vicinity of the project site. 

Sheriff’s Office  The El Dorado County Sheriff’s Office was consulted for assessing 
law enforcement service impacts. 

Fire  District The El Dorado County Fire Protection District was consulted for 
assessing fire and EMS service impacts. 

El Dorado County (County) The County General plan was consulted for relevant environment 
information and thresholds for environment impacts, such as 
acceptable operation levels for county-operated roadways.  

Caltrans Caltrans LOS thresholds were consulted for assessing acceptable 
operation levels for highway facilities and PeMS data was used to 
approximate peak-hour freeway segment volume. 

Air Quality Management 
District  

The El Dorado County Air Quality Management District website was 
reviewed to obtain information related to air quality and climate 
conditions in El Dorado County.  

California State Water 
Resource Control Board 
(SWRCB) 

The SWRCB’s online tool GeoTracker was utilized to obtain 
information about hazardous materials near the project site. 
GeoTracker is the California Water Boards' data management 
system that tracks sites impacting or potentially impacting water 
quality, including those requiring cleanup as well as various 
unregulated projects and permitted facilities. 

California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC)  

DTSC’s online tool EnviroStor was utilized to obtain information 
about hazardous materials near the project site. EnviroStor is the 
data management system used by California's Department of Toxic 
Substances Control to track cleanup, permitting, enforcement and 
investigation activities at hazardous waste facilities and 
contaminated sites that require further investigation. 
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