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February 29, 2016 

 

John Rydzik    Sent via email to john.rydzik@bia.gov 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Pacific Regional Office 

2800 Cottage Way 

Sacramento, CA 95825 

 

Dear Bureau: 

 

These are the comments from the undersigned organizations regarding the DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENT / TRIBAL PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT WILTON 

RANCHERIA FEE-TO-TRUST AND CASINO PROJECT, dated December 2015.  

 

Land Use 

 

The memorandum of understanding among the Tribe, the County and the City of Galt states, "Use of 

Tribal Lands shall be deemed to conform to, and be compatible with, General Plan designations if the 

category of the proposed use is the least intensive that is authorized or allowed under the least intensive 

use permitted by the General Plan designations for land use that are effective either at the time the Tribe 

submits its fee-to-trust application or at the time a change or intensification of use is proposed for Tribal 

Lands."  This is a very confusing statement and would indicate that almost any land use would be 

considered consistent with the general plans of the jurisdictions.  Clarification regarding consistency with 

general plans is necessary to adequately review this document. For the purposes of these comments, we 

infer that the project is regarded as inconsistent with the General Plan, hence the Tribal Project 

Environmental Document that is the subject of this review.  

 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement / Tribal Project Environmental Document (DEIS/TPED) 

analyzes only a select number of Sacramento County General Plan policies.  We believe that Alternatives 

A through E are inconsistent with many County General Plan policies. These policies are too numerous to 

delineate here and are nevertheless the responsibility of the document preparers.  While the Twin Cities 

site lies within the Sphere of Influence of the City of Galt, it has not been annexed to the City and may 

not be approved for annexation in the near or distant future.  Therefore, the County of Sacramento 

General Plan policies should prevail.  The document has therefore inadequately addressed consistency 

with the Sacramento County General Plan. 

 

In addition to being inconsistent with the County's General Plan, alternatives A through E are also 

inconsistent with the Regional Metropolitan Transportation Plan Sustainable Communities Strategy.  The 

intensity of the proposed use would make it impossible to meet greenhouse gas reduction goals outlined 

in the Sustainable Communities Strategy, and it would probably give rise to conformity issues with the 

Federal Clean Air Act.  This became an issue with the Red Hawk Casino interchange and would likely 

reoccur here with the major interchange improvements necessary at the Twin Cities site.  We would 

assume that a California Environmental Quality Act document would be forthcoming for the interchange 

improvements. 
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Several alternatives utilize onsite disposal of wastewater, a situation that could easily be unacceptable to 

neighbors and residents of the County as a whole.  These effects have not been adequately analyzed.  

 

Agricultural Preservation 

 

The Twin Cities site, as well as the Historic Rancheria site, is situated on valuable agricultural land.  

Much of Sacramento County's agricultural land has already been developed.  Developing additional 

agricultural land when less impactful alternatives are available has not been adequately analyzed. While 

these lands may not be prime agricultural lands, they are important to the agricultural economy of the 

County of Sacramento.  

 

Section 2.10.2 compares the environmental and economic consequences of the alternatives.  This 

comparison downplays the environmental consequences while elevating the economic consequences and 

appears to be a very biased analysis.  This does not appear to serve the interest of the Tribe or the 

residents of Sacramento County. 

 

Growth-inducing Effects 

 

Section 4.14.3 is included to supposedly address growth inducing effects, but again does so in a very 

biased manner.  It indicates that no significant growth inducing impacts would result from any of the 

alternatives.  How can one reach this conclusion when both the Twin Cities site and the Historic 

Rancheria site are agricultural lands surrounded by agricultural lands?  If the casino were to be built on 

either of these sites it would generate addition commercial uses and should induce nearby housing to 

serve employees of the casino, and thus avoid addition trips and associated pollutants. 

 

This document’s analysis of off-site impacts is totally deficient and it must be concluded that the 

document is inadequate in its analysis and the mitigation proposed. 

 

Air Quality 

 

The proposed casino project will bring more motor vehicles to the area, thus emitting more pollutants that 

contribute toward greenhouse gases. Suggested mitigation could include a plethora of free electric vehicle 

(EV) charging stations (preferably powered by solar panels or wind) at the casino and environmentally-

friendly public transit (preferably EV), both provided and/or subsidized by the casino.  

 

The air quality does not seem to be significantly affected by various site alternatives, but the closer to the 

highway (i.e., Alternative F) the less vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and greenhouse gases (GHG), both 

from Bay Area and Sacramento. If the casino and hotel were Leadership in Energy and Environmental 

Design (LEED)-certified buildings, that would be even better mitigation toward improving air quality. 

 

As pointed out in this section of the DEIS, man-made contribution to the negative effects of climate 

change in the atmosphere are increased by both the construction of such a facility and by fossil-fuel 

powered motor vehicles coming to and from it, so any significant mitigation to ameliorate resultant poor 

air quality will help toward AB-32 and SB-375 goals as established by the California Air Resources 

Board (CARB). 

 

Transportation/Circulation 

 

Environmentally-friendly public transit (preferably EV), both from the Bay Area and/or South, as well as 

from Sacramento and the North, free to casino patrons, should be  provided or subsidized by the casino. 

This has the benefit of not only reducing GHG and other substances from fossil fuel-powered vehicles, 
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but also can result in fewer intoxicated driver from the casino, which serves alcoholic beverages, both 

enhancing public health.  

 

The closer to the highway the project is built (alternative F), the less VMT and GHG, both from Bay Area 

and Sacramento. In the Level of Service (LOS) portions of this section, it looks like the Elk Grove site 

(alternative F) will exceed current LOS. Again, this can be mitigated to some extent by provision and use 

of environmentally-friendly, free public transit to and from the casino on Highway 99 in both directions. 

 

Existent public transit services to the Galt and Twin Cities sites do not run on weekends, and are powered 

by fossil fuels, so again the Elk Grove site (alternative F) is preferable from a transportation/circulation 

standpoint. To the extent the existing e-trans in Elk Grove can be utilized, they do have vehicles powered 

by alternative (to fossil) fuel sources, and these vehicles should be subsidized by the project proponents as 

a mitigation measure. 

 

The infrastructure to permit many gamblers to bicycle to and from the casino is not likely to exist in the 

near future, so even though some of the roads near alternative F have bike lanes, these or more of these 

will not be as useful to mitigation of transportation concerns as the free public transit powered by non-

fossil fuels and free EV charging stations for patrons and staff to use. 

 

There was nothing in this section of the DEIS regarding the man-made contribution to the negative effects 

of climate change increased by both the construction of such a facility and by fossil-fuel powered motor 

vehicles coming to and from it, so any significant mitigation to ameliorate those negative effects on 

climate change such as those suggested in this comment will help toward AB32 and SB375 CARB goals.  

 

Biological Resources 

 

General Comments for Alternatives A thru F 

 

Impacts to several state listed species were included in this DEIS which we feel is appropriate since it 

may be some time before an FEIR is prepared, and this document will be used by the tribe and the BIA in 

determining the most appropriate alternative for siting the casino.  But, whereas we feel that inclusion of 

state listed species was appropriate and prudent, we are concerned about the process of determining which 

state species should be included, and then overly relying on the California Natural Diversity Data Base 

(CNDDB) for occurrence data. 

 

The inclusion of the four state species that are not also federally listed, e.g., the giant garter snake and the 

tiger salamander, was apparently a result “based on consultation with cooperating agencies (County and 

Cities).”  No satisfactory further explication was provided as to why the tricolored blackbird, the greater 

Sandhill crane, the bank swallow, and the Swainson’s hawk were the only species analyzed to the 

exclusion of other special status species that are likely to be found in many of the alternative sites.  We 

are concerned that tribal representatives, the public, and the BIA may be misled into thinking that the four 

analyzed state species comprise the sum total of California special status species that will likely be 

impacted by the proposed project.  We feel that the “California Species of Special Concern” that have 

potential to occur deserve mention and analysis, such as: burrowing owl, short eared owl, loggerhead 

shrike, northern harrier, lesser Sandhill crane, and possibly yellow warbler and yellow headed blackbird, 

to name a few.  As well, discussion and analysis should be included for “California Fully Protected 

Species” beyond the greater Sandhill crane, like the white tailed kite and the peregrine falcon, that are 

likely to occur at some of the alternative sites. 

 

We are also concerned about overly relying on the CNDDB for occurrence data. It is well known to 

environmental professionals that the CNDDB records are poorly maintained, out of date, not complete, 
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and often understate species actual presence and recent nesting behavior.  CNDDB is not intended to 

provide definitive data for purposes of CEQA review of a project and therefore would not be definitive 

for inclusion in a NEPA document either. The CNDDB webpage by the California Department of Fish 

and Wildlife (CDFW) says:  “...we cannot and do not portray the CNDDB as an exhaustive and 

comprehensive inventory of all rare species and natural communities statewide. Field verification for the 

presence or absence of sensitive species will always be an important obligation of our customers.” 

(http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/cnddb_info.asp)  

 

Consulting the CNDDB is only the first step of a biological assessment, indicating where likely rare 

plants and animals may be found. It is highly substandard for an environmental document to ignore more 

thorough studies of an area, as here, in favor of CNDDB for the reasons stated by CDFW.  A thorough 

literature search would have been instructive as well as review of eBird occurrence data, Xmas count 

data, and other information.  It is also notable that no winter field surveys were conducted, and so no 

winter migrants were encountered. 

 

Comments Regarding Alternatives A thru C 

 

No consideration was given to cyclical stochastic events 

 

It is important when considering this site to understand its geologic relationship to the Cosumnes River 

Preserve.  The Cosumnes River Preserve is a globally significant conservation area that benefits a myriad 

of local species, many of which are in decline or already listed as species of concern, or threatened or 

endangered.  The Cosumnes River is the last remaining free flowing river out of the west side of the 

Sierra Nevada Mountains and its floodplain is active with significant cyclical stochastic inundation 

events. The last one was in 2004-2005 and significant portions of the lower Preserve flooded.  This 

flooding is ecologically very healthy with new nutrients and sediments being deposited and huge areas 

opened up for spawning fish and fish nurseries.  This cyclical inundation may begin to pose some very 

significant problems, though, if the upland forage areas that terrestrial species, displaced by the 

inundation, utilize are urbanized.  Urban development projects favor geographies that are well out of the 

floodplains for obvious reasons.  But, as urban development crawls further southward towards the 

Cosumnes River, it begins to dramatically constrict the available upland forage for terrestrial species 

temporarily displaced by the cyclical inundations.  This is placing an increasing premium on conserving 

upland foraging habitats that are proximal to the Cosumnes River Preserve.  The proposed site analyzed 

in alternatives A thru C is a potential upland foraging site based on elevation and proximity. 

 

No consideration was given to the stochastic inundations of the lower Cosumnes River and the resultant 

temporary shift in foraging by the terrestrial species found in the lower Cosumnes, nor was any analysis 

presented about the impact of losing an increasingly rare upland foraging possibility for listed species that 

are temporarily displaced by those stochastic events.  The omission of many other special status state 

species in this document takes on an increased significance when considered in the context of the 

stochastic inundations.  Many of those species will be temporarily displaced as well and will need 

proximal upland forage lands to survive.  Any consideration of species occurrence on the proposed 

project site is incomplete without factoring in the potentially dramatic increased usage during cyclical 

flooding.  And, this means the cumulative impacts analysis is also incomplete because it does not 

consider the loss of this habitat in the context of ongoing loss of upland foraging habitat in proximity to 

the Cosumnes River Preserve. 

 

And further, when contemplating sea level rise as a result of climate change, potential upland forage 

areas, such as this project site, take on permanent significance as the terrestrial species permanently 

displaced in the north Delta must seek higher ground for their survival.  The loss of this upland forage 

area should have been analyzed when considering cumulative effects in the context of sea level rise. We 

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/cnddb_info.asp
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feel that even with the mitigation proposed, the impact would be potentially significant for cranes if this 

habitat was developed, largely due to the dearth of available upland forage lands in proximity to the lower 

Cosumnes floodplain. 

 

Unclear methodology was used to exclude state species from analysis 

 

In the “Analysis” section found on 3.5-4, it states: “An analysis to determine which of these special-status 

species have the potential to occur within the Twin Cities site was conducted. The habitat requirements 

for each regionally occurring special-status species were assessed and compared to the type and quality of 

habitats observed onsite during the biological surveys. Several regionally occurring special-status species 

were eliminated due to lack of suitable habitat, elevation range, lack of suitable substrate/soils, and/or 

geographic distribution. Species determined to have no potential to occur on-site are not discussed 

further.” 

 

The fact that the “California Species of Special Concern” that have the potential to occur (such as the 

burrowing owl, short eared owl, loggerhead shrike, northern harrier, lesser Sandhill crane, and possibly 

yellow warbler and yellow headed blackbird), as well as “California Fully Protected Species” (such as the 

white tailed kite and the peregrine falcon), were not included is a significant omission, especially 

considering that at least two of them were observed in the field survey (the white tailed kite and the 

northern harrier). 

 

Inaccurate methodology was used to conclude value of site for greater Sandhill cranes 

 

It is stated on 3.5.19 that: “There are no records of greater Sandhill crane sightings within five miles of 

the Twin Cities site, however this species has the potential to forage in the agricultural fields and 

grasslands on the site. Year round agricultural activities, heavy traffic noise, and lack of inundated crop 

lands, however, significantly reduce the chance that cranes would utilize this site for wintering habitat.”  

 

First, that relying solely on the CNDDB for the occurrence data is misguided as has already been stated 

above.  The important usage time would be during the cyclical flooding as already stated. We are 

confused by the assertion that “year round agricultural activities, traffic noise, and lack of inundated crop 

lands … significantly reduces the chance that cranes would utilize this site for wintering habitat.”  

Sandhill cranes utilize alfalfa fields for wintering habitat, with lesser Sandhill cranes showing a much 

greater preference for this crop type than greater Sandhill cranes.  Clearly the needed agricultural 

activities required to maintain this crop have not dissuaded the cranes from utilizing it elsewhere.   

 

We contacted Dr. Gary Ivey, who has been doing Sandhill crane research in the north Delta for years, and 

asked for his most recent flock site mapping.  He provided flock site data on a Google earth map from a 

flock site survey he conducted in the 2012 -2013 crane seasons (A zoomed-in site specific jpeg is attached 

as Exhibit 1, Twin Cities site (Ivey, unpublished map and data).  As can be clearly seen from the exhibit, 

crane flocks were seen using 5 sites within the proposed Twin  Cities proposed site, (not all flocks were 

delineated to subspecies, but among the ones that were, greater Sandhill cranes were recorded.). Exhibit 2 

(Crane flock sites near Twin Cities site) shows another 12 sites were within 2 miles, and more still within 

3 miles. At the time of the survey, the proposed site was planted in wheat, which may have influenced the 

amount of use by greater Sandhill cranes compared to what might have been seen with alfalfa. But, 

clearly, this is a geography favored by greater Sandhill cranes. 

 

As for the traffic noise, if one were to drive down the road in the center of Staten Island, cranes close to 

that road would flush as approached in the vehicle.  This is an infrequently trafficked road in the winter, 

as opposed to say Highway 5 or Thornton road, which get much heavier usage.  It is common to see 

cranes foraging and even roosting in Stone Lakes National Wildlife from Highway 5 when driving by.  
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Similarly the cranes that roost across the road from the Cosumnes River Preserve visitor center when the 

water is flooded to the right depth (basically when they are not flooding it deeper than is comfortable for 

cranes for purposes of a methylated mercury study as they have done for the last few years) are relatively 

close to Highway 5 as well.  And further, the cranes that roost at the Isenberg Crane Preserve are very 

close to Woodbridge Road and have cars parking even closer to watch them.  And clearly, since the site 

has documented use by greater Sandhill cranes, it is unnecessary to speculate about whether or not they 

would be likely to use it. 

 

And finally, inundated cropland is used at times as a roost site as well as an excellent forage site to catch 

fossorial animals flushed out by the water, but it is not necessarily a required element for good foraging 

habitat and as has already been discussed, Sandhill cranes are documented to use alfalfa fields for forage 

and they will also use grassland – the two main described habitats on the proposed project site.  If a 

different crop like wheat or corn were grown instead of alfalfa, it can be expected that usage would go up. 

 

None of the three reasons given are accurately presented as resulting in a condition that “significantly 

reduces the chance that cranes would utilize this site for wintering habitat.”  Quite the contrary, it is 

documented as utilized for foraging. And, coupled with the stochastic flooding already discussed, the 

proposed site is well suited for temporary foraging for displaced greater Sandhill cranes. And, in terms of 

the impact of sea level rise in the north Delta, it is also a potential long term forage site in the future for 

greater Sandhill cranes, particularly if it were managed for cranes. 

 

Inaccurate methodology was used to conclude value of the site for Swainson’s hawk 

 

There is quite complete nesting and foraging occurrence data for Swainson’s hawk in the literature.  None 

of this was apparently utilized in deference to the notoriously incomplete occurrence data in the CNDDB.  

A full literature search would have indicated that the proposed site contains not only the most preferred 

cover type for Swainson’s hawk (alfalfa), but also that foraging habitat is the limiting factor for 

Swainson’s hawk distribution in the north Delta, not nesting sites.  It is not an accident that Galt is 

maintaining a Swainson’s hawk preserve immediately adjacent to the proposed site. A far more robust 

examination and analysis of the Swainson’s hawk are needed to accurately determine the full extent of the 

impact.  

  

Inaccurate methodology was used to conclude value of site for tricolored blackbirds 

 

It is stated in 3.5-18 that: “There are 21 CNDDB records for tricolored blackbirds (TRBL) within five 

miles of the Twin Cities site. The nearest dated record is from 1992 and is mapped immediately adjacent 

to the western edge of the Twin Cities site. TRBL have the potential to occur within the 1.79-acre pond 

and Drainages 1, 2, and 3. However, Drainage 2 represents marginal habitat; as such, TRBL is unlikely to 

occur within this feature.” The problems of the CNDDB apply here.  It should be noted that the CNDDB 

favors bird nest sites over just occurrences.   It is clear that this DEIS is also only considering nesting in 

the quote.  TRBL have the potential to nest in the pond and drainage 1, 2, and 3, but they have the 

potential to occur throughout the vast majority of the rest of the site as well. 

 

The following is an excerpt from the Tricolored Blackbird Working Group (2007. Conservation Plan for 

the Tricolored Blackbird (Agelaius tricolor). Susan Kester (ed.).  Sustainable Conservation. San 

Francisco, CA):  

 

“Ideal foraging conditions for tricolors are created when shallow flood-irrigation, 

mowing, or grazing keeps the vegetation at an optimal height (<15 cm). With the loss of 

a natural flooding cycle and most native wetland and upland habitats in the Central 

Valley, breeding tricolors now forage primarily in managed habitats. Preferred foraging 



www.ecosacramento.net 

habitats include agricultural crops such as rice, alfalfa, irrigated pastures, and ripening 

or cut grain fields (e.g., oats wheat, silage, and rice), as well as annual grasslands, cattle 

feedlots, and dairies. Tricolors also forage in remnant native habitats, including wet and 

dry vernal pools and other seasonal wetlands, riparian scrub habitats, and open marsh 

borders.  

 

Most breeding tricolors forage within 5-6 km of their colony sites, although on rare 

occasions they have been observed foraging up to 13 km from their colony sites (Orians 

1961; Beedy and Hamilton 1997). Proximity to suitable foraging habitat appears to be 

extremely important for the establishment of colony sites. Tricolors usually forage, at 

least initially, in the field containing the colony site (Cook 1996), however, often only a 

minor fraction of the area within the commuting range of a colony provides suitable 

foraging habitat (Beedy and Hamilton 1999, Hamilton and Meese 2006).” 

 

As stated in the excerpt, alfalfa and grasslands are preferred habitats. And, given that the CNDDB 

occurrence data from 1992, which is very likely nesting data, is immediately adjacent to the western edge 

of the proposed site, and given that there is suitable nesting habitat onsite, this clearly fits the definition of 

a site that is almost in its entirety suitable for tricolored blackbirds.  

  

Lighting impact analysis was incomplete 

 

The sum total of analysis devoted to lighting is included in 4.5-4: “Increased lighting could increase 

collisions of birds with structures, and can also cause a disorientation effect on avian species. Thus, 

nighttime lighting from the operation of the Alternative A could have a potentially significant impact on 

both migrating and local bird populations. Mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant nighttime 

lighting impacts are identified in Section 5.5.” 

 

No mention, consideration, or analysis is given for the fact that lighting has the potential to lure insects 

away from the surrounding habitats into the proposed project thereby: reducing prey availability for a host 

of local species (including tricolored blackbird, American Kestrel, white tailed kite, etc.), potentially 

disrupting breeding cycles for insects (including valley elderberry longhorn beetle) causing further 

impacts to prey availability, increasing risk to bats (including some already at risk).  The potentially large 

amount of light generated from facilities of the size and scope considered could potentially decrease the 

usability of surrounding habitats due to the light pollution (for animals like owls and nocturnal predators), 

and negatively impact aquatic species in the wetland features.   

 

Given the sheer magnitude of this project, the light-related issues cannot be fully mitigated either by using 

exterior lights that shine downward or requiring lights in rooms with windows to be turned off from 

midnight to 6AM.  During the winter, by midnight it has been dark for 6 hours already, and a huge 

building with potentially hundreds of rooms with their lights on is definitely going to impact surrounding 

wildlife, potentially as far away as the Swainson’s hawk conservation area managed by Galt, as well as 

the Wildlands Mitigation Bank. The treatment of lighting impacts on biological resources in this DEIS 

was incomplete and inadequate, as were the suggested mitigations. 

 

Comments Regarding Alternative D and E 

 

Though the historic Wilton Rancheria would at first blush appear to be a very different type of proposed 

project site, in actuality the comments presented for alternative A thru C are relevant here as well.  See 

attached exhibit 3 (Crane flock sites near the historic Wilton Rancheria) for Sandhill crane (including 

greater Sandhill crane) flock sites within 3 miles of the proposed site.  This location would also be 

suitable for greater sandhill cranes, as well as many other species, foraging during cyclical inundation of 
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the Lower Cosumnes, and for future permanent foraging as the effects of sea level rise decrease usable 

habitat in the north Delta.   The comments for Swainson’s hawks apply here, as well as the issue of not 

including analysis of other species of concern likely to be using this location. The lighting comments 

apply as well, with the addition that at this site lighting may affect anadromous fish. 

 

Groundwater 

 

The authors claim the basin is not in overdraft (p3.3-7 and Appendix K). This is false. It is in overdraft 

because the ongoing removal of groundwater from the basin is causing the Cosumnes River to remain in a 

state of disconnection from the underlying groundwater, impairing river flows during periods critical to 

anadramous fish and posing a severe threat to the ecological values of the river corridor and riparian zone. 

Recent state legislation (the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act) requires the City of Galt, 

Sacramento County, and local irrigation districts to develop and implement a plan by 2020 for addressing 

this overdraft condition and removing the threat to ecological resources. (The severity of the overdraft 

condition in the basin is indicated by the difference in subsurface groundwater elevation between the two 

"State wells" referenced on page 7 of Appendix K; the 15+ foot slope from north to south is indicative of 

movement of groundwater from areas of recharge into the cone of depression.) 

 

The authors should describe the obligations of the City of Galt, Sacramento County, and Galt Irrigation 

District for compliance with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) and the potential 

impacts of approval of this project on the costs of compliance.  

 

The authors claim that the Twin Cities property when developed as a Casino and business park will use 

less groundwater than currently used by the agricultural operation. However, that property has been only 

intermittently farmed and in some years is farmed in winter (unirrigated) crops. Authors should provide a 

detailed history of cropping and estimated irrigation use on the property. 

 

Moving groundwater use on the property from agriculture to urban uses will eliminate future flexibility in 

addressing the groundwater overdraft conditions in the basin. This is a significant impact, reducing future 

management opportunities. 

 

Conclusion 

 

The document should be regarded as incomplete for the reasons stated. Because of the various 

shortcomings of Alternatives A-E, many of which have either insufficient mitigation proposed or cannot 

be mitigated, and many others of which have not been fully analyzed, we cannot reach a final conclusion 

at this time. However, we believe that, given our comments above, Alternative F is by far the most 

promising and environmentally friendly. The infrastructure to support a casino and associated facilities is 

either already in place or could be installed with fewer new environmental consequences than for any 

other Alternative. To minimize the degradation of air quality and the emission of greenhouse gases, it is 

important to reduce employee driving and to and from work at the casino, as well as customer driving to 

and from the casino. No Alternative comes close to enabling this strategy as completely as does 

Alternative F. Judicious planning by the City of Elk Grove and Sacramento County has the potential to 

turn the project into a “smart growth” feature for the region. The other Alternatives do not share this 

potential. Furthermore, the critical nature of the effects of this project on biological resources as proposed 

in Alternatives A-E makes these options more environmentally risky with no obvious countervailing 

benefits.  

 

Purely from the environmental perspective, Alternative G is by far the best, but it does not meet the need 

for the tribe to achieve economic benefits that are so important for its quality of life. For that reason 

alone, we are not arguing here for Alternative G. Whether there could be other ways for the tribe to meet 



www.ecosacramento.net 

those economic needs is an important discussion to have, but it is beyond the scope of this analysis and 

these comments.  

 

Many local jurisdictions are trying to enhance a reputation for a robust Farm-to-Fork movement, a 

prominent feature of much advertising and civic pride throughout the region. That all but one of the 

proposed alternatives have the real potential of reducing the acreage of local agriculture, either directly or 

by growth inducement, is striking, and cause for alarm. This, alone, should weigh heavily in favor of 

Alternative F. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 
Brandon Rose, President 

Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS) 

 

 

 
Robert C. Burness, Co-Chair 

Habitat 2020 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Mike Savino, Board Member 

Save Our Sandhill Cranes 

 

 

 
Barbara Leary, Executive Committee Chair 

Sierra Club Sacramento Group 
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FIGURES 

 

Exhibit 1:  Twin Cities Site (Crane flock sites indicated by yellow circles) 
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Exhibit 2: Crane flock sites near Twin Cities site (crane flocks indicated by yellow circles) 
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Exhibit 3: Crane flock sites near historic Wilton Rancheria (crane flocks indicated by yellow circles) 

 

 


