‘TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis
Desert Hot Springs
Property Transfer Tax

Buildout Phase
[Land Use Designati Medium Density (0-8 dulac)
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 16 acres Phase 1 Phase Il Phase ITI Phase IV
No. of P ial Buildout Units: 96 (Yrs.1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs. 11-15) (Yrs. 16-20)
{New Units (100% of market value is subject to tax)
Number of acres developed during phase 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Maximum Density permitted (units/acre) 8 8 8 8
| Number of new upits during this phase' 24 24 24 24
Marke Value per unit $98.490 $98.490 $98.490 $98 490
Amount Subject to Property Transfer Tax for all new units sold $2,363,760 $2.363,760 $2,363,760 $2,363,760
Existing Units(80% of market value is subject 10 tax)
Number of units constructed in 1st year of this phase 5 5 5 5
Number of existing units changing ownership in 1st year of this phase a 1 4 6
Number of units in 2nd year of this phase 5 5 5 5
Number of existing units changing ownership in 2nd year of this phase [4] 2 4 7
Number of units constructed in 3rd year of this phase 5 5 5 5
Number of existing units changing ownership in 3rd year of this phase ] 2 5 7
Number of units constructed in 4th year of this phase 5 5 5 5
Number of existing units changing ownership in 4th year of this phase 1 3 5 8
Number of units constructed in 5th year of this phase 5 5 5 5
Nuniber of existing units changing ownership in 5th year of this phase 1 3 6 8
Total number of units constructed during this phase 25 25 25 25
Total number of existing units changing ownership during this phase 2 11 24 36
Market Value per unit $98.490 $98.490 $98.490 $98.490
Unencumbered Value per unit (80% of market value) $78,792 $78,792 $78,792 $78,792
Amount subject to Property Transfer Tax for all
|_existing units changing ownership during this phase $157,584 $866,712 $1,891,008 $2,836,512
1= Assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density
New Units & Existing Units Combined
Total amount subject to Property Transfer Tax (includes all new units.
|_sold & all existing units changing ownership) $2,521,344 $3,230472 $4,254,768 $5,200,272
Property Transfer Tax Rate 0.11% 0.11% 0.11% 011% -
Total Property Transfer Tax Collected at Phase Buildout : $2,773 $3.554 $4,680 $5,720
Percent of Property Transfer Tax allocated to City 50% 50% 50% 50%
Total Property Transfer Tax Allocated to City at Phase Buildout $1,387 $1,777 $2,340 $2,860
Percent of Property Transfer Tax allocated to Riverside County 50% 50% 50% 50%
‘Total Property Transfer Tax Allocated to Riverside Co. at phase buildout $1,387 $1.777 $2,340 $2,860
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Buildout Phase
Land Use Designation: High Density,
Specific Plan (0-14 dulac)
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 47 acres Phase I Phase II Phase HI Phase IV
[No. of P ial Buildout Units: 492 (Yrs.1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs. 11-15) (Yrs. 16-20)
New Units (100% of market value is subject to tax)
Number of acres developed during phase 11.75 11.75 11.75 11.75
- Density permitted (ani 14 14 14 14
Number of pew units during this phase' 123 123 123 123
Market Value per unit $98.490 $98.490 $98.,490 $98 490
Amount Subject to Property Transfer Tax for all new units sold $12,114220 $12,114,220 $12,114,220 $12,114.220
Existing Units(80% of market value is subject to tax)
Number of units constructed in Ist year of this phase 25 25 25 25
Number of existing units changing ownership in lst year of this phase 7] 1 2 3
Number of units constructed in 2nd year of this phase 25 25 25 25
Number of existing units changing ownership in 2nd year of this phase [] 1 2 3
Number of units constructed in 31d year of this phase 25 25 25 25
Number of existing upits changing ownership in 3rd year of this phase a 1 2 3
Number of units constructed in 4th year of this phase 25 25 25 25
Number of existing units changing ownership in 4th year of this phase [4] 1 3 4
Number of units constructed in Sth year of this phase 17 17 17 17
Number of existing units changing ownesship in 5th year of this phase 1 2 3 4
Total number of units Juring this phase | 117 117 117 117
‘Total number of existing units changing ownership during this phase 1 6 12 17
Market Value per unit $98.490 $98.490 $98.490 $98.490
Unencumbered Value per unit (80% of market value) $78,792 $78.792 $78,792 $78,792
Amount subject to Property Transfer Tax for all
existing units changing ownership during this phase $78,792 $472,750 $945,500 $1,339.458
1= Assumes 75% of the total numbser of units possible, at maximum permitted density
New Units & Existing Units Combined
Total amount subject to Property Transfer Tax (includes all new units
sold & all existing units changing ownership) $12,193012 $12,586,970 $13.059,720 $13,453,678
Property Transfer Tax Rate 0.11% 0.11% 0.11% 0.11%
‘Total Property Transfer Tax Collected at Phase Buildout $13412 $13,846 $14,366 $14,799
Percent of Property Transfer Tax allocated to City 50% 50% 50% 50%
Total Property Transfer Tax Allocated to City at phase buildout $6,706 $6,923 $7,183 $7,400
Percent of Property Transfer Tax allocated to Riverside County 50% 50% 50% 50%
‘Total Propesty Transfer Tax Allocated to Riverside Co. at phase buildout $6,706 $6,923 $7,183 $7.400
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Property Transfer Tax
from Industrial Development
Buildout Phase

| Land Use Desi; Light Industrial (LI)

Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 89 acres Phase I Phase I Phase I Phase IV

P ial Square Feet at Buildout:1,318,124 (Yrs.1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs. 11-15) (Yrs. 16-20)

New Units (100% of market value is subject to tax) )
Number of acres developed during phase 2225 2225 2225 2225
Number of square feet at phase buildout' 329,53t 329,531 329,531 329,531
Average value per square foot $60.00 $60.00 $60.00 $60.00
Amount Subject to Property Transfer Tax for all new $19,771,860 $19,771,860 $19,771,860 $19,771 860

Units(80% of market value is subject to tax)

Number of square feet developed in Ist year of this phase 65.906 65,906 65,906 65,906
Number of square feet changing ownership in 1st year of this phase [%] 1977 5272 8,568
Number of square feet developed in 2nd year of this phase 65,906 65,906 65,906 65,906
Number of square feet changing ownership in 2nd year of this phase a 2,636 5932 9,227
Number of square feet developed in 3rd year of this phase 65,906 65,906 65,906 65,906
Number of square feet changing ownership in 3rd year of this phase %] 3,295 6,591 9,886
Number of square feet developed in 4th year of this phase 65,906 65,906 65,906 65,906
Number of square feet changing ownership in 4th year of this phase 659 3954 7,250 10,545
Number of square feet developed in 5th year of this phase 65,907 65,907 65,907 65,907
Number of square feet i ip in Sth year of this phase 1318 4613 7.909 11,204
Total number of square feet developed during this phase 329,531 329,531 329,531 329,531
Total number of square feet changing ownership during this phase 1977 16475 32954 49430
Average value per square foot $60.00 $60.00 $60.00 $60.00
Unencumbered Value per unit (80% of market value) 48 48 48 48
Amount subject to Property Transfer Tax for all existing units
changing ownership during this phase 94,896 790,800 1,581,792 2,372,640

1= Assumes 34% building coverage

New Units & Existing Units Combined
‘Total amount subject to Propesty Trensfer Tax (includes all new units

|_sold & all existing units changing ownership) $19,866,756 $20,562,660 $21,353,652 $22,144 500
Property Transfer Tax Rate 0.11% 0.11% 0.11% 0.11%
‘Total Property Transfer Tax Collected at Phase Buildout $21,853 $22,619 $23.489 $24 359
Percent of Property Transfer Tax allocated to City 50% 50% 50% 50%
Total Property Transfer Tax Allocated to City at Phase Buildout $10,927 $11310 $11,745 $12,180
Percent of Property Transfer Tax allocated to Riverside County 50% © 50% 50% 50%
Total Property Transfer Tax Allocated to Riverside Co. at phase buildout $10,927 $11310 $11,745 $12,180
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Land Use Designation: Light Industrial (1-L) Buildout Phase
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 28 acres Phase T Phase 1T Phase TIT Phase TV
Pe ial Square Feet at Buildout: 414,692 (Yrs.1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs, 11-15) (Yrs. 16-20)
New Units (100% of market value is subject to tax) .
Number of acres developed during phase 7 7 7 7
Nunber of square feet constructed at phase buildout' 103,673 103,673 103,673 103,673
Average value per square foot $60.00 $60.00 $60.00 $60.00
Amount Subject to Property Transfer Tax for all new units sold $6,220,380 $6,220380 $6,220,380 $6,220,380
Existing Units(80% of market value is subject to tax)
Number of square feet developed in 1st year of this phase 20,734 20,734 20,734 20,734
Number of square feet changing ownership in 1st year of this phase [7] 622 1,659 2,696
Number of square feet developed in 2nd year of this phase 20,735 20,735 20,735 20,735
Number of square feet changing ownership in 2nd year of this phase [ 829 1,866 2,903
Number of square feet developed in 3rd year of this phase 20,735 20,735 20,735 20,735
Number of square feet changing ownership in 3rd year of this phase [7] 1,037 2073 3,110
Number of square feet developed in 4th year of this phase 20,735 20,735 20,735 20,735
Number of square feet changing ownership in 4th year of this phase 207 1,451 2,281 3318
Number of square feet developed in 5th year of this phase 20,735 20,735 20,735 20,735
Number of square feet changi ip in 5th year of this phase 415 1451 2488 3525
‘Total number of square feet developed during this phase 103,674 103,674 103,674 103,674
Total number of square feet changing ownership during this phase 622 5,390 10,367 15,552
Average value per square foot $60.00 $60.00 $60.00 $60.00
Unencumbered Value per unit (80% of market value) 48 48 48 48
Amount subject to Property Transfer Tux for all existing units _ changing ownership during 29,856 258,720 497616 746,496
1= Assumes 34% building coverage
New Units & Existing Units Combined
Total amount subject to Property Transfer Tax (includes all new units
|_sold & all existing units changing ownership) $6,250,236 36,479,100 $6,717.996 $6,966,876
Property Transfer Tex Rate 0.11% 0.11% 0.11% 0.11%
Total Property Transfer Tax Collected at Phase Buildout $6.875 $7,127 $7,390 $7,664
Percent of Property Transfer Tax allocated to City 50% 50% 50% 50%
Total Property Transfer Tax Allocated to City at Phase Buildout $3438 $3,564 $3,605 $3,832
Percent of Property Transfer Tax allocated to Riverside County 50% 50% 50% 50%
‘Total Property Transfer Tax Allocated to Riverside Co. at phase buildout $3.438 $3,564 $3,695 $3,832
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‘TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis
Desert Hot Springs
Property Transfer Tax

CITY Property ‘Transfer Tax R Si -y Table
Buildout Phase
Phase I Phase Il | Phase Il Phase IV
(Yrs1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Total tax from residential devel $172,301 $236,855 $292,053 $355,544
Total tax revenue from industrial development $14,365 $14.874 $15440 $16,012-
Total property transfer tax revenue from all development $186,666 $251,729 $307,493 $371,556
RIVERSIDE COUNTY Property Transfer Tax Re S y Table
Buildout Phase
Phase T Phase 1T “Phase ITT Phase IV
(Yrs1-5 (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Total tax from residential develop $172,301 $236,855 $292,053 $355,544
Total tax revenue from industrial develog $14364 $14,873 $15.440 $16,012
Total property transfer tax revenue from all develop $186,665 $251,728 $307,493 $371,556
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis
Desert Hot Springs
Public Safety Tax

Public Safety Tax Revenue

from Residential Development

Land Use Designation: Rural Desert (0-1 dul10 ac) Huildout Phase

Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 936 acres Phase 1 Phase IT Phase IT Phase IV
[No. of Potential Buildout Units: 72 (Yrs. 1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs.11-15) | (Yrs.16-20)
Number of acres developed during phase 234 234 234 234
[Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
|Maximum potential units constructed during this phase ! 18 18 18 18
Number of total potential units d at build 18 36 54 72
Safety Tax Rate (per unit) $120.87 $120.87 $120.87 $120.87
Public Safety Tax revenue from developed lands $2.176 $4,351 $6,527 $8,703
|Balance of vacant units at phase buildout 54.00 36.00 18.00 0.00
Safety Tax Rate (per vacant acre) $8.57 $8.57 $8.57 $8.57
Public Safety Tax revenue from vacant lands $463 $309 $154 $0
Total revenue from safety tax at phase buildout $2,639 $4,660 $6.,681 $8,703 |

1= Assumes 75% of total number o funits possible at maximum permitted density
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Land Use Designation: Residential Estates (0-1 dul10 ac) Buildot Phase

Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 233 acres Phase I Phase I Phase HI Phase IV
No. of P ial Buildout Units: 16 (Yrs. 1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs. 11-15) | (Yrs.16-20)
Number of acres developed during phase* 5825 58.25 58.25 58.25
Manimum density permitted (units/acre)* 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

[ Maximum potential units constructed during this phase ' 4 4 4 4
[Number of total potential units 4 at build ] 8 12 16
Safety Tax Rate (per unit) $120.87 $120.87 $120.87 $120.87
Public Safety Tax revenue from developed lands $483 $967 $1,450 $1,934
Balance of vacant acreage at phase buildout 12.00 8.00 4.00 0.00
Safety Tax Rate (per vacant acre) $8.57 $8.57 $8.57 $8.57
Public Safety Tax revenue from vacant lands $103 $69 $34 $0
Total revenue from safety tax at phase $586 $1,036 $1,484 $1,934

1= Assumes 75% of total number o funits possible at maximum permitted density
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Land Use Designation: Rural Residential (0-1 dul5ac)
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 465 acres
No. of Potential Buildout Units: 68

Buildout Phase
Phase I Phase II Phase ITT Phase IV
(Yrs. 1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs.11-15) | (Yrs.16-20)

Number of acres developed during phase* 116.25 116.25 116.25 116.25
Maximum density pérmitted (units/acre)* 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
[Maximum potential units constructed during this phase 17 17 17 17
Number of total potential units d at build 17 34 51 68
Safety Tax Rate (per unit) $120.87 $120.87 $120.87 $120.87
|Public Safety Tax revenue from developed lands $2,055 $4.110 $6,164 $8,219
|Balance of vacant acreage at phase buildout 51.00 34.00 17.00 0.00
Safety Tax Rate (per vacant acre) $8.57 $8.57 $8.57 $8.57
Public Safety Tax revenue from vacant lands $437 $291 $146 $0
Total revenue from safety tax at phase buildout $2A492 $4,401 $6,310 $8,219

1= Assumes 75% of total number of units possible at maximum permitted density
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Land Use Designation: Low Density (0-5 dulac)
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 259 acres

No. of Potential Buildout Units: 972 Buildout Phase
Phase I Phase I Phase III Phase IV
(Yrs. 1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs. 11-15) | (Yrs. 16-20)
Number of acres developed during phase 64.75 64.75 64.75 64.75
Maximum density permitied (units/acre) 5 5 5 5
aximum potential units ing this phase ' 243 243 243 243
of total potential units 4 at build 23 486 729 972
Safety Tax Rate (per unit) 120.87 $120.87 $120.87 $120.87
Public Safety Tax revenue from developed lands $29,372 $58,743 $88,115 $117,487
Balance of vacant acreage at phase buildout 729.00 486.00 243.00 0.00
Safety Tax Rate (per vacant acre) $8.57 $8.57 $8.57 $8.57
Public Safety Tax revenue from vacant lands $6,248 $4,165 $2,083 $0
Total revenue from safety tax at phase buildout $35,620 $62,908 $90,198 $117 487

1= Assumes 75% of total number of units possible at maximum permitted density
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis
Desert Hot Springs
Public Safety Tax

Land Use Designation: Low Density,
Specific Plan (0-5 dulac)
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 1,167 acres
No. of P ial Buildout Units: 4,376 Buildout Phase

Phase I Phase IT Phase II Phase IV

rs. 1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs. 11-15) | (Yrs.16-20)

INumber of acres developed during phase 291.75 291.75 291.75 291.75
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 5 5 5 S
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase ' 1094 1094 1094 1094
Number of total potential units d at build 1094 2,188 3,282 4,376
Safety Tax Rate (per unit) $120.87 $120.87 $120.87 $120.87
Public Safety Tax revenue from developed lands $132,233 $264,466 $396,699 $528,932
Balance of vacant ge at phase build 3,282.00 2,188.00 1,094.00 0.00
Safety Tax Rate (per vacant acre) $8.57 $8.57 $8.57 $8.57
Public Safety Tax revenue from vacant lands $28,127 $18,751 $9,376 $0
Total revenue from safety tax at phase build $160,360 $283,217 $406,075 $528932 |

1= Assumes 75% of total number of units possible at maximum

d density
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Land Use Designation: Medium Density (0-8 du/ac)
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 16 acres

|No. of Potential Buildout Units: 96 Buildout Phase
Phase I Phase Il Phase III Phase IV
(Yrs, 1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs. 11-15) (Yrs, 16-20)
4.00 4.00 4,00 4.00
8 8 8 8
! 24 24 24 24
24 48 72 96
$67.60 $67.00 $67.60 $67.60
$1,622 $3.245 $4,867 $6490
|Balance of vacant acreage at phase buildout 72.00 48.00 2400 0.00
[Safety Tax Rate (per vacant acre) ; $8.57 $8357 $8.57 $8.57
Public Safety Tax revenue from vacant lands $617 $411 $206 $0
Total revenue from safety tax at phase buildout 32,239 33,656 B3 $CAT0 ]

1= Assumes 75% of total number of units possible at maximum permitted density
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Public Safety Tax
Land Use Designation: High Density,
Specific Plan (0-14 dulac)
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 47 acres
No. of Potential Buildout Units: 492 Buildout Phase
Phase 1 Phase II Phase IIT Phase IV
(Yrs. 1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs. 11-15) | (Yrs. 16-20)
Number of acres developed during phase 11.75 11.75 11.75 11.75
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 14 14 14 14
MMWM ! 123 123 123 123
Number of total potential units constructed at buildout 123 246 369 492
Safety Tax Rate (pet unif) 38.72 $38.72 $38.72 $38.72
Public Safety Tax revenue from developed lands $4.763 $9,525 $14,288 $19,050
Balance of vacant acreage at phase buildout 369.00 246.00 123.00 0.00
Safety Tax Rate (per vacant acre) $8.57 $8.57 $8.57 $8.57
Public Safety Tax revenue from vacant lands $3,162 $2,108 $1,054 $0
Total revenue from safety tax at phasc buildout $7925 $11,633 $15342 $19.050 |

1= Assumes 75% of total number of units possible at maximum permitted density
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis
Desert Hot Springs
Public Safety Tax

|Land Use Designation: Light Industrial (I-L)
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 28 acres
|Potential Square Feet at Buildout: 414,692 Buildout Phase
Phasel Phase I Phase ITT Phase IV
(Yrs. 1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs. 11-15) | (Yrs. 16-20)
| Number of developable acres 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00
Total nui of acres ’ [ 2.38 476 7.14 9.52
Safety Tax Rate (per developed acre $521.91 $521.91 $521.91 $521.91
|Public Safety Tax revenue from developed lands $1,242 $2,484 $3.726 54,969
|Ba]ance of vacant acreage at phase buildout 21.00 14.00 7.00 0.00
Safety Tax Rate (per vacant acre) $2.36 $2.36 $2.36 $2.36
[Public Safety Tax revenue from vacant lands 350 $33 $17 30
[Total reyenue from safety tax at phase buildout 31,202 2,517 53,43 950 |
1= Assumes 34% building coverage
\Land Use Designation: Light Industrial (LI)
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 89 acres
| P ial Square Feet at Buildout:1,318,124 Buildout Phase
Phase 1 Phase I1 Phase III Phase IV
(Yrs. 1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs.11-15) | (Yrs. 16-20)
|Number of developable acres 22.25 22.25 22.25 22.25
er of acres cons ] 757 15.13 3270 3026
Safety Tax Rate (per developed acre $521.91 $521.91 $521.91 $521.91
|Public Safety Tax revenue from developed lands $3.048 $7.897 $11,845 315,793
Balance of vacant acreage at phase buildout 606.75 44.50 22.25 0.00
$2.36 $2.36 $2.36 $236
Public Safety Tax revenue from vacant lands $158 $105 $53
Total revenue from safety tax at phase buildout 34,106 35,002 SIT508 15,793

1=A 34% 2 g
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Public Safety Tax Revenue Summary Table

(Desert Hot Springs Only)
Buildout Phase
Phase I Phase IT Phase ITT Phase IV
(Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Total tax revenue from residential development $211,861 $371,511 $531,163 $690,815
Total tax revenue from industrial development $5.398 $10,519 $15,641 $20,762
lTotal Public Safety tax revenue from all development $217,259 $382,030 $346,304 ST1,577
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TUMF Revenue

from Residential Development

Land Use Designation: Rural Desert (0-1 dul10 ac) Buildout Phase

Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 936 acres Phase I Phase II Phase IIT Phase IV
No. of Potential Buildout Units: 72 (Yrs. 1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs. 11-15) (Yrs. 16-20)
Number of acres developed duting phase 234 234 234 234
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
|Maxinium potential units constructed during this phase ' 18 18 18 18
TUMF fee rate (per dwelling unit) $1,837 $1,837 $1,837 $1,837
'TUMEF fee collected $33,074 $33,074 $33,074 $33,074
1= Assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maxi permitted density

Land Use Designation: Residential Estates (0-1 du/10 ac) Buildout Phase -

Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 233 acres Phase I Phase I Phase III Phase IV
No. of Potential Buildout Units: 16 (Yrs. 1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs. 11-15) (Yrs. 16-20)
Number of actes developed during phase 58.25 58.25 58.25 58.25
Maximuin density permitted (units/acre) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Maximum potential units ¢onstructed during this phase ' 4 4 4 4
TUMEF fee rate (per dwelling unit) . $1,837 $1,837 $1.837 $1,837
TUME fee collected $7.350 $7,350 $7,350 $7,350

1= Assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density
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Buildout Phase

Land Use Designation: Rural Residential (0-1 du/5ac)

Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 465 acres Phase I Phase 11 Phase ITT Phase IV
No. of Potential Buildout Units: 68 (Yrs. 1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs. 11-15) (Yrs. 16-20)
Nuinber of acres developed during phase 116.25 116.25 116.25 116.25
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
|Maximum potential units constructed during this phase ' 17 17 17 17
TUMF fee rate (per dwelling unit) $1,837 $1,837 $1,837 $1,837
'TUMEF fee collected $31,236 $31,236 $31,236 $31,236

1= Assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density
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Land Use Designation: Low Density (0-5 dulac) Buildout Phase

Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 259 acres Phase I Phase I Phase HI Phase IV
No. of Potential Buildout Units: 972 (Yrs. 1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs. 11-15) (Yrs. 16-20)
Number of acres developed during phase 64.75 64.75 64.75 64.75
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 5 5 5 5
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase ' 243 243 243 243

' TUMF fee rate (per dwelling unit) $1,837 $1,837 $1,837 $1,837
TUMEF fee collected $446 498 $446 498 $446,498 $446 498
1= Assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density

Land Use Designation: Low Density, Buildout Phase

Specific Plan (0-5 dulac)

Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 1,167 acres Phase 1 Phase 11 Phase IT1 Phase IV
No. of Potential Buildout Units: 4,376 (Yrs. 1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs. 11-15) (Yrs. 16-20)
Number of acres developed during phase 291.75 291,75 291.75 291.75
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 5 5 5 5
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase ' 1,094 1,094 1,094 1,094
|TUMF fee rate (per dwelling unit) $1,837 $1,837 $1,837 $1,837
|TUME fee coltected $2,010,159 $2,010,159 $2,010,159 $2,010,159

1= Assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density
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Buildout Phase
Land Use Designation: Medium Density (0-8 dulac)
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 16 acres Phase I Phase I Phase ITI Phase IV
No. of Potential Buildout Units: 96 (Yrs. 1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs. 11-15) (Yrs. 16-20)
Number of acres developed during phase 4 4 4 4
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 8 8 8 8
[Maximurm potential units constructed during this phase.' 24 24 24 24
|TUMF fee rate (per dwelling unit) $1,837 $1,837 $1,837 $1,837
|LUMF fee collected $44,099 $44,099 $44,099 $44,099

1= Assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density

Page 33 of 98

TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis
Desert Hot Springs
TUMF



Land Use Designation: High Density, Buildout Phase

Specific Plan (0-14 dulac)

Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 47 -acres Phase I Phase II Phase III Phase IV
No. of Potential Buildout Units: 492 (Yrs. 1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs. 11-15) (Yrs. 16-20)
Number of acres developed during phase 11.75 11.75 11.75 11.75
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 14 14 14 14
|Maximum potential units consiructed during this phase ' 123 123 123 123
'TUMF fee rate (per dwelling unit) $1,277 $1,277 $1277 $1,277
[TUMF fee collected $157,046 | $157046 |  $157.046 $157,046

1= Assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis
Desert Hot Springs
TUMF

TUMF Revenue
from Industrial Development

Buildout Phase
Land Use Designation: Light Industrial (LI)
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 89 acres Phase I Phase IT Phase II1 Phase IV
P ial Square Feet at Buildout:1,318,124 (Yrs. 1-5) (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs. 11-15) (Yrs. 16-20)
Number of acres developed during phase 22.25 22.25 22.25 22.25
Total square feet constructed at phase buildout' 329,531 329,531 329,531 329531
TUMEF fee rate (per 1,000 square feet) $1,031.56 $1,031.56 $1,031.56 $1,031.56
'TUMF fee collected $339,931 $339.931 $339,931 $339,931

1= Assumes 34% building coverage
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Buildout Phase
Land Use Designation: Light Industrial (I-L)
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 28 acres Phase I Phase 0 Phase III Phase IV
P ial Square Feet at Buildout: 414,692 (Yrs, 1-5)’ (Yrs. 6-10) (Yrs. 11-15) (Yrs. 16-20)
Number of acres developed during phase 7 7 7 7
Total square feet constructed at phase buildout 103,673 103,673 103,673 103,673
'TUMEF fee rate (per 1,000 square feet) $1,032 $1,032 $1,032 $1.032
'TUMEF fee collected $106,945 $106,945 $106,945 $106,945
=A 34% building coverag
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
TUMF
'TUMF Revenue Summary Table
Buildout Phase
(Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Total TUMF revenue from residential development $2,729,462 $2,729462 $2,729.462 $2,729,462
Total TUMF revenue from industrial development $446 876 $446 876 $446,876 $446.876
Total TUMF revenue from all development $3,176,339 $3,176,339 $3,176,339 $3,176,339
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Sales Tax & Measure A Revenue
from Single-Family Residential Development

Land Use Designation: Rural Desert (0-1.du/10 ac)
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 936

No.of Potential Buildout Units: 72

Buildout Phase

Phase I |
(Yrs 1-5)

Phase 11
(Yrs 6-10)

Phase I1I l
(Yrs 11-15)

Phase IV
(Yrs 16-20)

Land Use Buildout Data

Number of acres developed during phase

234.00]

234.00

234.00]

234.00

0.1]

0.1

0.1]

0.1

Maximum density permitted (units/acre)
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase”

18

18

18

Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout

i
18

36

54

72

Calculation of Total Expendable Income at Phase Buildout

Median housing value

$207,000 |

$207,000

$207,000 |

$207,000

Historic average mortgage lending rate

5.02%]

5.02%

5.02%|

5.02%)

Average interest paid annually

$10,391

$10,391

$10,391

$10,391

Interest paid on 30-yr. mortgage

$311,742

$311,742

$311,742

$311,742

Total value of dwelling unit (median value + interést over 30 years)

$518,742

$518,742

$518,742

$518,742

Average monthly mortgage payment :

$1.441

$1.441

$1,441

$1,441

_JAverage monthly household income

(assumes monthly mortgage payment is 30% of monthly income)

$4,803

$4,803

$4,803

$4,803

Average annual household income

$57,638

$57,638

$57,638

$57,638

Average annual expendable income per household

(assumes expendable income is 19% of net household income)

$10,951

$10,951

$10,951

$10.951

Annual expendable income for all dwelling units at phase buildout

$197,122

$394,244

$591,366

$788,488

Allocation of Income Spent Within City vs. Qutside City

Percent expendable income to be spent within City

70%.

70%

70%,

70%,

Percent expendable income to be spent outside City

30%:

30%

30%,

30%

Amount spent within City annually

$137,985

$275,971

$413,956

$551,941

Amount spent outside City annually

$59,137

$118,273

$177,410

$236,546

Calculation of Sales Tax Revenues

City's sales tax rate

1%]|

1%]

1%}

1%

Annual sales tax revenue collected by City at phase buildout

$1,380]

$2,760]

$4,140]

$5,519

Calculation of Measure A Revenues

Measure A tax rate

0.50%]

0.50%

0.50%.

0.50%|

Annual Measure A revenue collected in City at phase buildout

690

$1,380

$2,070

$2,760

Percent allocated to Coachella Valley

24.0%)

24.0%]

24.0%

24.0%

Annual amount allocated to Coachella Valley

166

$331

$497

$662)

Percent allocated to Streets/Roads Program

35%)

35%)

35%,

35%|

Annual amount allocated to Streets/Roads Program

$58

$116

$174

$232

Percent allocited to this jurisdiction

3.0%

3.0%

3.0%

3.0%

Annual amount allocated to this jurisdiction $1.74
™= assumes 757 of the total iumber of units possible, at Maxtum permitied density

$3.48

$5.22

$6.95
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Land Use Designation: Residential Estates (0-1 du/10 ac)
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 233
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 16

Buildout Phase

Phase I
(rs1-5)

Phase I
(Yrs 6-10)

Phase 111 l
(Yrs 11:15)

Phase IV
(Yrs 16-20)

Land Use Buildout Data

Number of acres developed during phase

58.25

5825

58.25

5825

Maximum density permitted (units/acre)

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

Maximum potential units constructed during this phase’

4

4

41

4

Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout

A

8

12

16|

Calculation of Total Expendable Income at Phase Buildout

Median housing valye

$207,000

$207,000

$207,000

$207,000

Historic average mortgage lending rate

5.02%

5.02%

5.02%

5.02%

Average interest paid annually.

$10,391

$10,391

$10,39

$10,391

Interest paid on 30-yr. mo:

$311,742

$311,742

$311,742

$311,742,

e
Total value of dwelling unit (median value + interest over 30 years)

$518,742

$518,742

$518,742

$518,742

Average monthly mortgage payment

$1.441

$1.441

$1,441

$1.441

Average monthly household income

(assumes monthly mortgage payment is 30% of monthly income)

$4,803

$4,803

$4,803

$4,803

Average annual household income

$57,638

$57,638

$57,638

$57.638

Average annual expendable income per household

(assumes expendable income is 19% of net household income)

$10,951

$10,951

$10,951

$10,951

Annual expendable income for all dwelling units at phase buildout

$43,805

$87.610

$131.415

$175,220

Allocation of Income Spent Within City vs. Outside City
Percent expendable income to be spent within City

70%,

70%,

70%)|

70%,

Percent expendable income to be spent outside City

30%

30%,

30%

30%,

 Amount spent within City annually

$30,663

$61,327

$91,990

$122,654

Amount spent outside City annually

$13,141

$26,283

$39,424]

$52,566

Caiculation of Sales Tax Revenues

City's sales tax rate

1%]

1%]

1%]

1%

Annual sales tax revenue collected by City at phase buildout

$307|

$613]

$920]

$1,227

Calculation of Measure A Revenues

Measure A tax rate

0.50%

0.50%

0.50%

0.50%

Annual Measure A revenue collected in City at phase buildout

$153

$307

$460

$613

Percent allocated to Coachella Valley

24.0%

24.0%

24.0%

24.0%]

Annual amount allocated to Coachella Valley

$37

$74

110

$147

Percent allocated to Streets/Roads Program -

35%)

35%

35%)

35%)

Annual amount allocated to Streets/Roads Program

$13

$26

$39

$52

*Percent allocated to this jurisdiction

3.0%

3.0%

3.0%

3.0%

Annual amount allocated to this jurisdiction

$0.39

$0.77

$1.16

$1.55

= assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density

Page 39 of 98

TN/MSHCEP FiscalAnalysis
Desert Hot Springs
Sales Tax Measure A



No.of Potential Buildout Units: 68

Land Use Buildout Data

Median housing value

Historic average mortgage lending rate

Average interest paid annually

Interest paid on 30-yr. mortgage

Average monthly mortgage payment

Average monthly household income

Average annual household income

Amount spent within City annually

Amount spent outside City annually

City's sales tax rate

Measure A tax rate

Percent allocated to Coachella Valley

Percent allocated to this jurisdiction

Annual amount altocated to this jurisdiction $1.64
?mmwmmm

Land Use Designation: Rural Residential (0-1 du/5ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 465 Phase 1 l Phase Il Phase 111 I Phase IV
{Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Number of acres developed during phase 116.25 116.25 116.25 116.25
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20]
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase’ 17 17 17 17
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 17| 34 51 68
Calculation of Total Expendable Income at Phase Buildout
$207,000 $207,000 | _$207,000 | $207,000
5.02% 5.02%| 5.02%| 5.02%
$10,39 $10,391 $10,391 $10,391
$311,742 $311,742 $311,742 $311,742
Total value of dwelling unit (median value -+ interest over 30 years) $518,742 $518,742 $518,742 $518,742
$1.441 31,441 1,441 A1
(assumes monthly mortgage payment is 30% of monthly income) $4,803 $4,803 $4,803 $4.803
$57,6381 $57,638 $57,638 $57,638
Average annual expendable income per household
(assumes expendable income is 19% of net household income) $10,951 $10,951 $10,951 $10,951
Annual expendable income for all dwelling units at phase buildout $186,171 $372,341 $558,512, $744,683
Allocation of Income Spent Within City vs. Outside City
Percent expendable income to be spent within City 70% 70% 70% 70%)
Percent expendable income to be spent outside City 30% 30% 30%) 30%
$130,320 $260,639 $390,959 $521,278
$55,851 $111,702) $167,554 $223,405
Calculation of Sales Tax Revenues
1%| 1%| 1% 1%
Annual sales tax revenue collected by City at phase buildout $1,303] $2,606] $3,910] $5.213
Calculation of Measure A Revenues
0.50% 0.50% 0.50% 0.50%
Annual Measure A Revenue Collected in City at phase buildout $652 $1,303 $1,955 $2,606
24.0% 24.0% 24.0% 2440"/2‘
 Annual amount allocated to Coachella Valley $156, $313 $469) $626
Percent allocated to Streets/Roads Program 35% 35% 35%, 35%
 Annual amount allocated to Streets/Roads Program $55 $109 $164 $219
3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%|
$3.28 $4.93 $6.57
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Annual amount allocated to this jurisdiction $23.47
= assumes /5% Of the fofal TUTNDET Of UMits pOSsIbIE, al MAXImum permitted density

Land Use Designation: Low Density (0-5 du/ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 259 Phase 1 Phase 11 l Phase 11X I Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 972 (Yrs1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 64.75 64.75 64.75 64.75
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 5 5 5 5
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase’ 243 243 243 243
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 243 486 729 972
Calculation of Total Expendable Income at Phase Buildout
Median housing value $207,000 $207,000 $207,000 $207,000
Historic average mortgage lending rate 5.02% 5.02% 5.02% 5.02%
Average interest paid annyally $10,39 $10,391 $10,391 $10,391
Interest paid on 30-yr. mortgage $311,742 $311,742 $311,742) $311,742
Total value of dwelling unit (median value + interest over 30 years) $518,742 $518,742 $518,742 $518,742
Average monthly mortgage payment $1,441 $1,441 $1,441 $1.441
Average monthly household income
(assumes monthly mortgage payment is 30% of monthly income) $4.803 $4,803 $4,803 $4.803
Average annual household income $57,638 $57.638 $57,638 $57,638
Average annual expendable income per household
(assumes expendable income is 19% of net household income) $10,951 $10,951 $10,951 $10,951
Annual expendable income for all dwelling units at phase buildout $2,661,146 $5,322,293 $7,983.439] $10,644,586
Allocation of Income Spent Within City vs. Qutside City
Percent expendable income to be spent within City 70% 70%]| 70%)| 70%
Percent expendable income to be spent outside City 30% 30% 30%] 30%
Amount spent within City annually $1,862,803 $3,725,605 $5,588,408| $7.451.210
Amount spent outside City annually $798,344 $1,596,688] $2,395,032| $3,193,376
Calculation of Sales Tax Revenues
City's sales tax rate 1%] 1% 1%] 1%
Annual sales tax revenue collected by City at phase buildout $18,628]| $37,256 $55,884] $74,512
Calculation of Measure A Revenues :
Measure A tax rate 0.50%] 0.50%| 0.50% 0.50%
Annual Measure A Revenue Collected in City at phase buildout $9,314 $18,628) $27,942 $37,256]
Percent allocated to Coachella Valley 24.0% 24.0%| 24.0% 24.0%]|
Annual amount allocated to Coachella Valley $2,235 $4.471 $6,706| $8,941
Percent allocated to Streets/Roads Program 35% 35%, 35% 35%
Annual amount allocated to Streets/Roads Program $782 $1,565 $2,347 $3,130
*Percent allocated to this jurisdiction 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%,
$46.94 $70.41 $93.89
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Land Use Designation: Low Density w/SP (0-5 du/fac)
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 1,167

No.of Potential Buildout Units: 4,376

Buildout Phase

Phase 1 l
(Yrs 1-5)

Phase 11 Phase HI I
(Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15)

Phase IV
(Yrs 16-20)

Land Use Buildout Data

Number of acres developed during phase

291.75

291.75 291.75

291.75

Maximum density permitted (units/acre)

50

5.0 5.0

50

Maximum potential units constructed during this phase’

1,094

1,094 1,094

1,094

Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout

1,094

2,188 3282

4,376

Calculation of Total Expendable Income at Phase Buildout

Median housing value

$207,000

$207,000 $207,000 |

$207,000

Historic average mortgage lending rate

5.02%

5.02% 5.02%]

5.02%

Average interest paid annually

$10,39

$10,39 $10,391

$10,391

Interest paid on 30-yr. mortgage

$311,742

$311,742] $311,742

$311,742

Total value of dwelling unit (median value + interest over 30 years)

$518,742

$518,742 $518,742

$518,742

‘Average monthly mortgage payment

$1,441

$1,441 $1,441

$1.441

Average monthly household income

(assumes monthly mortgage payment is 30% of monthly income)

$4,803

$4,803 $4,803

$4,803

Average annual household income

$57,638

$57.638 $57,638

$57.638

Average annual expendable income per household
(assumes expendable income is 19% of net household income)

$10,951

$10951 $10,951

$10,951

Annual expendable income for all dwelling units at phase buildout

$11,980,635

$23,961,269] $35,941,904/

$47,922,539

Allocation of Income Spent Within City vs. Qutside City

Percent expendable income to be spent within City

70%}

70% 70%]

70%,

Percent expendable income to be spent outside City

30%,

30% 30%,

30%|

Amount spent within City annually

$8,386,444]

$16,772,889 $25,159,333

$33,545,777

Amount spent outside City annually

$3,594,190]

$7,188,38 $10,782,571

$14,376,762

Calculation of Sales Tax Revenues
City's sales tax rate

1%]

1%] 1%|

1%

Annual sales tax revenue collected by City at phase buildout

$83,864]

$167,729] $251,593]

$335,458

Calculation of Measure A Revenues

Measure A Tax Rate

0.50%

0.50% 0.50%

0.50%|

Annual Measure A Revenue Collected in City at Phase Buildout

$41,932

$83,864 $125,797

$167,729

Percent allocated to Coachella Valley

24.0%

24.0% 24.0%

24.0%|

 Annual amount allocated to Coachella Valley

$10,064

$20,127 $30,191

$40,255

Percent allocated to Streets/Roads Program

35%

35% 35%

35%

Annual amount allocated to Streets/Roads Program

$3,522

$7,045 $10.567

$14.089

Percent allocated to this jurisdiction

3.0%

30% 3.0%

3.0%

 Annual amount allocated to this jurisdiction $105.67,
= assumes /5% of the total nu%ﬁer OT UAITS POSSIBIE, At maximum pertiied density

$211.34 $317.01

$422.68
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Land Use Designation: Medium Density (0-8 du/ac)
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 16 acres

No.of Potential Buildowt Units: 96

Buildout Phase

Phase I l
(Yrs1-5)

Phase I Phase 111 l
(Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15)

Phase IV
(rs1620) |

Land Use Buildout Data

Number of acres developed during phase

4.00

4.00]

4.00

4.00

Maximum density permitted (units/acre)

8

8]

8

8

24

24|

24

24

Maximum potential units constructed during this phase’
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout

24

48|

72

96

Calculation of Total Expendable Income at Phase Buildout

Median housing value

$98.490 |

$98,490

$98.490

$98,490

Historic average mortgage lending rate

5.02%

5.02%

5.02%

5.02%

Average interest paid annually

$4,944

$4,944

$4,944

$4,944

Interest paid on 30-yr. mortgage

$148,326

$148,326]

$148,326

$148,326

$246,816

$246,816]

$246,816

$246,816

Total value of dwelling unit (median value + interest over 30 years)
Average monthly mortgage payment

$686

3686

$686]

Average monthly household income

(assumes monthly mortgage payment is 30% of monthly income)

$2.285

$2,285

$2,285

$2,285

Average annual household income

$27.424

$27424

$27.424

$27.424

$686|

Average annual expendable income per household

5,211

5,211

5,211

5,211

Annual expendable income for all dwelling units at phase build

$125,053

$250,107

$375,160

$500,214

Allocation of Income Spent Within. City vs. Outside City
Percent expendable income to be spent within City

70%

70%

70%

70%,

Percent expendable income to be spent outside City

30%,

30%

30%

30%)

Amount spent within City annually

$87,537

$175,075

$262,612

$350,150

$37.516

$75,032

$112,548

$150,064

Amount spent outside City annually

Calculation of Sales Tax Revenues

City's sales tax rate

1%]

1%]

1%]

1%

Annual sales tax revenue collected by City at phase buildout

$875]

$1,751]

$2,626]

$3,501

Calculation of Measure A Revenues

Measure A Tax Rate

0.50%]

0.50%

0.50%

0.50%

$438

$875

$1,313

$1,751

Anniial Measure A Revenue Collected in City at Phase Buildout

Percent allocated to Coachella Valley

24.0%

24.0%

24.0%

24.0%

Annual amount allocated to Coachella Valley

$105

$210

$315

$420

Percent allocated to Streets/Roads Program

35%

35%,

35%

35%,

 Annual amount allocated to Streets/Roads Program

$37

$74

$110

$147

Percent allocated to this jurisdiction

3.0%

3.0%

3.0%

3.0%

$1.10

$2.21

$3.31

$4.41

Annual amount allocated to this jurisdiction

''= assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density
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No. of Potential Buildout Units: 492

Land Use Buildout Data

Average monthly apartment rental rate

 Average monthly household income

 Average annual household income

Amount spent within City annually

Amount spent outside City annually

City's sales tax rate

Measure A Tax Rate

Percent allocated to Coachella Valley

Percent allocated to this jurisdietion

Land Use Designation: High Density w/SP(0-14 du/ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 47 acres Phase 1 l Phase I1 | Phase HI1 ‘ Phase IV
(Yrs1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs16-20) |
Number of acres developed during phase 11.75 11.75 11.75 1175
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 14 14 14 14}
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase' 123 123] 123 123]
Number of potential units constructed at Ehase buildout 123] 246| 369] 492
Calculation of Total Expendable Income at Phase Buildout
$768 $768 $768 $768
(assumes monthly rental payment is 30% of monthly income) $2,560 $2,560 $2,560 $2.560
$30,720 $30,720 $30,720/ $30,720
 Average annual expendable income per household
(assumes expendable income is 19% of net household income) $5,837 $5,837 $5,837 $5,837
 Annual expendable income for all dwelling units at phase buildout $717.926 $1,435.853 $2,153,779) $2,871,706]
Allocation of Income Spent Within City vs. Outside Ci
|Percent expendable income to be spent within City 70%] 70%) 70%) 70%)
Percent expendable income to be spent outside City 30% 30%) 30%) 30%
$302,548 $1,005,097 $1,507.645 $2,010,194/
$215,378 $430,756 $646,134 $861,512
Calculation of Sales Tax Revenues
1%]| 1% 1%]| 1%]
Annual sales tax revenue collected by City at phase buildout $5,025| $ 10,051| $15,076| $20,102
Calculation of Measure A Revenues
: 0.50%] 0.50% 0.50% 0.50%
Annual Measure A Revenue Collected in City at Phase Buildout $2,513 $5.025 $7,538 $10,051
24.0% 24.0% 24.0% 24.00/2|
Annual amount allocated to Coachella Valley $603 $1,206 $1,809 $2,412
Percent allocated to Streets/Roads Program 35% 35%] 35% 35%)|
Annual amount allocated to Streets/Roads Program $211 $422 $633 $844
3.0% 3.0%) 3.0% 3.0%
Annual amount allocated to this jurisdiction $6.33 $12.66 $19.00 $25.33

! = assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density

Page 44 of 98

- TN/MSHCP FiscalAnalysis
Desert Hot Springs
Sales Tax Measure A



Summary Table
Buildout Phase
Phase I Phase 11 Phase IN Phase IV
(Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10; (Yrs 11-15 (Yrs 16-20)
Total sales tax revenue from single-family residential development $106,358 $212,715 $319,073 $425,430
Total sales tax revenue from multi-family residential development $5,025 10,051 $15,076 $20,102
Total sales tax revenue from all development $111,383 $222,766 $334,149 $445,532
Measure A Revenue
Buildout Phase
Phasel Phase I Phase 111 Phase IV
(Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs16-20) |
Total Measure A revenue from single-family resid. development $134 $268] $402) $536
Total Measure A revenue from multi-family resid. development $6 $13| $19 $25
Total Measure A revenue from all development $14 $281] $42 $561
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis
Desert Hot Springs
Utility Tax

Utility Tax Revenue

(Desert Hot Springs only)

Land Use Designation: Rural Desert (0-1 du/10 ac) . Buildout Phase

Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 936 Phase I Phase II Phase III Phase IV.

No.of Potential Buildout Units: 72 (Yrs 1-5) J (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data .

Number of actes developed during phase 234.00 234.00 234.00 234.00

Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

Maximum potential units constructed during this phase® 18 18 18 18

Number of potential units d at phase buildout 18 36 54 2
Calculation of Utility Tax Revenue

City's total annual Utility Tax revenue (FY 09-10) _ $2,529,180 $2,529,180 $2,529,180 $2,529,180

Total no. of occupied dwelling units in City (2010 per CA DOF) 9,223 9,223 9,223 9,223

Annual utility tax per dwelling unit _$274 $274 $274 $274

Annual Utility Tax revenue at phase buildout $4,936.06 $9,872 $14,808 $19,744

Land Use Designation: Residential Estates (0-1 du/10 ac) Buildout Phase_

Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 233 Phase I Phase I Phase III Phase TV

No.of Potential Buildout Units: 16 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data

Number of acres developed during phase 58.25 58.25 58.25 58.25

Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

Maximum potential units constructed during this phasc® 4 4 4 4

Number of potential units constructed at phase buildout 4 8 12 16
Calculation of Utility Tax Revenue _

City's total annual Utility Tax revenue (FY 09-10) $2,529,180 $2,529,180 $2,529,180 $2,529,180

Total no. of occupied dwelling units in City (2010 per CA DOF) 9,223 9,223 9,223 9,223

Annual utility tax per dwelling unit $274 $274 $274 $274}

Annual Utility Tax revenue at phase buildout $1,097 $2,194 $3,291 $4,388
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Bulldout Phase

Land Use Designation: Rural Residential (0-1 du/5ac)

Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 465 Phase Phase IT Phase IIL Phase IV

No.of Potential Buildout Units: 68 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data

Number of acres developed during phase 116.25 116.25 116.25 116.25

Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

Maximum potential units constructed during this phase® 17 17 17 17

Number of potential units constructed at phase buildout 17 34 51 68
Calculation of Utility Tax Revenue

City's total annual Utility Tax revenue (FY 09-10) $2,529,180 $2,529,180 $2,529,180 $2,529,180

Total no. of occupied dwelling units in City (2010 per CA DOF) 9,223 9,223 9,223 9,223

Annual utility tax per dwelling unit $274 $274 $274 $274

Annual Utility Tax revenue at phase buildout $4,662 $9,324 $13,985 $18,647
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Utility Tax
Buildout Phase
Land Use Designation: Low Density (0-5 du/ac)
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 259 Phase I Phase I Phase Il Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 972 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data - ]
Number of acres developed during phase 64.75 64.75 64.75 64.75
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase® 243 243 243 243
Number of potential units d at phase buildout 243 486 729 972
Calculation of Utility Tax Revenue
City's total - annual Utility Tax revenue (FY 09-10) $2,529,180 $2,529,180 $2,529,180 $2,529,180
Total no. of occupied dwelling units in City (2010 per CA DOF) 9,223 9,223 9,223 9,223
Annual utility tax per dwelling unit $274 $274 $274 $274
Annual Utility Tax revenue at phase buildout $66,637 $133,274 $199,910 $266,547
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Land Use Designation: Low Density w/SP (0-5 di/ac) Buildout Phase

Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 1,167 Phase I Phase I Phase III Phase IV

No.of Potential Buildout Units: 4,376 (Yrs1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data

Number of acres developed during phase 291.75 291,75 291.75 291.75

Maximum density permitted (units/acre) i 5 5 S 5

Maximum potential units constructed during this phase® 1,094 1,094 1,094 1,094

Number of potential units constructed at phase buildout 1,094 2,188 3,282 4,376
Calculation of Utility Tax Revenue

City's total annual Utility Tax revenue (FY 09-10) $2,529,180 $2,529,180 $2,529,180 $2,529,180

Total no. of occupied dwelling units in City (2010 per CA DOF) 9,223 9,223 9,223 9,223

| Annual utility tax per dwelling unit ] $274 $274 $274 $274
Annual Utility Tax revenue at phase buildout $300,003 $600,005 $900,008 $1,200,010
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Utility Tax
Land Use Designation: Medium Density (0-8 du/ac)
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 16 acres Buildout Phase
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 96 (Yrs15) |  (¥rs610) | (Yrs11-15) (¥rs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Maximuin density permitted (units/acre) 8 8 8 8
Maximum potential units constructed duting this phase® 24 24 24 24
Number of potential units constructed at phase build 24 48 72 96
Calculation of Utility Tax Revenue
City's total annual Utility Tax revenue (FY 09-10) $2,529,180 $2,529,180 $2,529,180 $2,529,180
Total no. of occupied dwelling units in City (2010 per CA DOF) 9,223 9,223 9,223 9,223
Annual utility tax per dwelling unit $274 $274 $274 $274
Annual Utility Tax revenue at phase buildout $6,581 $13,163 $19,744 $26,326
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Land Use Designation: High Density w/SP(0-14 du/ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 47 acres Phase I Phase I Phase ITT Phase IV
No. of Potential Buildout Units: 492 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 11.75 11.75 11.75 11.75
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 14 14 14 14
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase® 123 123 123 123
Number of p ial units d at phase build; 123 246 369 492
Calculation of Utility Tax Revenue
City's total annual Utility Tax revenue (FY 09-10) $2,529,180 $2,529,180 $2,529,180 $2,529,180
Total no. of occupied dwelling units in City (2010 per CA DOF) 9,223 9,223 9,223 9,223
Annual utility tax per dwelling unit $274 $274 $274 $274
Annual Utility Tax revenue at phase buildout $33,730 $67,459 $101,189 $134,919
Utility Tax Revenue (Desert Hot Springs only)
Buildout Phase
Phase I Phase I1 Phase I Phase IV
(Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) - (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Total Utility Tax Revenue from all develop t $417,645 $835,290 $1,252,936 $1,670,581
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Revenue

Land Use Designation: Rural Desert (0-1 du/10 ac)
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 936

No.of Potential Buildout Units: 72

Land Use Buildout Data

Number of acres developed during phase

Maximum density permitted (units/acre)

Average No. of Persons Per Household

Potential Population at Phase Buildout

Anticipated Annual Per Capita Revenue’

Annual Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Revenue at phase buildout

Desert Hot Springs
Motor Vehicle In-Lieu
Buildout Phase
Phase 1 Phase I1 Phase HI Phase IV
(Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
234.00 234.00 234.00 234.00
0. 0. 0. 0.1
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase® 1 1 1 18
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 1 36 54 72
Calculation of Annual Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Revenue ]
2.880f 2.880) 2.880] 2.880]
52| 104] 156 207}
$2.94 $2.94 $2.944 $2.94
$152] $305] $457] $610

' = data from "State of California Shared Revenue Estimates, Fiscal Year 2009-2010,"

d by State Controller’s Office

s PP

* = assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density
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| Land Use Designation: Residential Estates (0-1 du/10 ac)
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 233
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 16

TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Buildout Phase

Phase I l

Phase I I Phase III |
(Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15)

Phase IV
(Yrs 16-20)

Land Use Buildout Data

Number of acres developed during phase

58.25 58.25

58.25

Maximum density permitted (units/acre)

0.1 0.1

0.1

Maximum potential units constructed during this phase”

4 4

4

[Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout

8 12

16

Calculation of Annual Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Revenue

Average No. of Persons Per Household

2.880)

2.880 2.880]

2.880)

" [Potential Population at Phase Buildout

12

23 35

46|

Anticipated Annual Per Capita Revenue'

$2.94

$2.94 $2.94i

$2.94

Annual Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Revenue at phase buildout

$34

$68] $102

$135]

! = data from "State of California Shared Revenue Estimates, Fiscal Year 2009-2010," prepared by State Controller's Office

% = assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Land Use Designation: Rural Residential (0-1 du/5ac) Buildout Phase

Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 465 Phase I | Phase I | Phase ITI I Phase IV

No.of Potential Buildout Units: 68 (Yrs1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data

Number of acres developed during phase 116.25 116.25) 116.25 116.25

Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 0.2 0.2 ; 0.2 0.2

Maximum potential units constructed during this phase” 17 17 17 17,

Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 17 34 51 68
Calculation of Annual Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Revenue

Average No. of Persons Per Household 2.88Q| 2.880] 2.880) 2.880)

Potential Population at Phase Buildout 49 98] 147] 196]

Anticipated Annual Per Capita Revenue' $2.941 $2.94 $2.94 $2.94]

Annual Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Revenue at phase buildout $144 $288 $432] $576]

! = data from "State of California Shared Revenue Estimates, Fiscal Year 2009-2010," prepared by State Controller's Office
% = assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density

Page 54 of 98

Desert Hot Springs
Motor Vehicle In-Lieu



TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Land Use Designation: Low Density (0-5 du/ac) Buildout Phase

Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 259 Phase I Phase IT Phase III l Phase IV

No.of P ial Buildout Units: 972 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data

Number of actes developed during phase 64.75 64.75 64.75 64.75

Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 5.0 5.0, 5.0 5.0

Maximum potential units constructed during this phase” 243 243 243 243

Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 243 486) 729 972
Calculation of Annual Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Revenue

Average No. of Persons Per Household 2.880)] 2.880) 2.880] 2.880]

Potential Population at Phase Buildout 700} ,400) 2,100 2,799

Anticipated Annual Per Capita Revenue' $2.94 $2.94 $2.94 $2.94|

Annual Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Revenue at phase buildout $2,058| $4,115] $6,173 $8.230]

! = data from "State of California Shared Revenue Estimates, Fiscal Year 2009-2010," prepared by State Controller's Office
* = assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

| Land Use Designation: Low Density w/SP (0-5 du/ac)
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 1,167

No.of Potential Buildout Units: 4,376

Buildout Phase

Phase I
(Yrs 1-5)

Phase I
(Yrs 6-10)

Phase [T |
(Yrs 11-15)

Phase IV
(Yrs 16-20)

Land Use Buildout Data

Number of acres developed during phase

291.75

291.75

291.75

291.75

Maximum density permitted (units/acre)

5.0

5.0

5.0,

5.0

Maximum potential units constructed during this phase”

1,094

1,094

1,094

1,094

Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout

1,094

2,188

3,282

4,376

Calculation of Anniual Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Revenue

Average No. of Persons Per Household

2.880]

850]

2.880]

2880

Potential Population at Phase Buildout

3,151

2
6,301

9452

12,603

Anticipated Annual Per Capita Revenue'

$2.94

$2.94

$2.94]

$2.94

Annual Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Revenue at phase buildout

$9,263

$18,526]

$27,789]

537,052

! = data from "State of California Shared Revenue Estimates, Fiscal Year 2009-2010," prepared by State Controller’s Office

* = assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis
Desert Hot Springs
Motor Vehicle In-Lieu

Land Use Designation: Medium Density (0-8 du/ac) Buildout Phase —
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 16 acres Phase I Phase I I Phase IT ] Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 96 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 4.00 4.00] 4.00 4.00
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase” 24 24 24 24
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 24 48 72 96,
Calculation of Annual Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Revenue
Average No. of Persons Per Household 2.880)] 2.880} 2.88Q| 2.880)
Potential Population at Phase Buildout 691 138] 207 27
Anticipated Annual Per Capita Revenue' $2.94 $2.94 $2.94 $2.94
Annual Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Revenue at phase buildout $203 $40§| $610| $813]
! = data from "State of California Shared Revenue Estimates, Fiscal Year 2009-2010," prepared by State Controller's Office
% = assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density
Land Use Designation: High Density w/SP(0-14 dufac) Buildout Phase
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 47 acres Phase I Phase II Phase HI Phase IV
No. of Potential Buildout Units: 492 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 11.75 11.75 11.75 11.75
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0
Maximum potential units constructed during this }glmse2 123 123 123 123
[Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 123 246 369 492
Calculation of Annual Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Revenue
Average No. of Persons Per Household 2.880) 2.880] 2.880) 2.880
Potential Population at Phase Buildout 354 70§I ,063 AL
Anticipated Annual Per Capita Revenue’ $2.94 $2.94 $2.94] $2.94]
Annual Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Revenue at phase buildout $1,041 $2,083] $3,124] $4,166]
! = data from "State of California Shared Revenue Estimates, Fiscal Year 2009-2010," prepared by State Cc ller's Office
% = assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density
Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Revenue
Phase I Phase I Phase I Phase IV
(Yrs1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16:20)
Total Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Revenue from all development $12,896 $25,791 $38,687 $51,582

Page 57 of 98



TN/MSHCEP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Gas Tax
| Highway Users Gas Tax Revenue
|Land Use Designation: Rural Desert (0-1 du/10 ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 936 Phase 1 Phase I Phase ITII Phase IV
| No.of Potential Buildout Units: 72 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 234,00 234.00 234.00 234.00
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase' 18] 18] 18] 18]
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 18} 36| 54 72
Calculation of Annual Gas Tax Revenne
Average no. persons per household 2.880) 2.880 2.880j 2.880)
Potential population at phase buildout 52 104] 156) 207]
Estimamedamnualpercapitag_astaxreveerz $16.15 $16.15 $16.15 $16.15
Annual gas tax revenue at phase buildout $837] $1.674 2,512} 3,349

= assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density

% = data from Fiscal Year 2009-2010, California State Controller's Office
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Gas Tax
 Land Use Designation: Residential Estates (0-1 du/10 ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 233 Phase 1 Phase 11 Phase 1 Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 16 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
[Number of acres developed during phase 58.25 58.25 58.25 58.25
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
iMaximum potential units constructed during this phase’ 4 4 4 4
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 4 8 12 16
Calculation of Annual Gas Tax Revenue
Average no. persons per household 2.880) 2.880)] 2.880) 2.880]
Potential population at phase buildout 12 23] 35 46}
Estimated annual per capita gas tax revenue” $16.15 $16.15) $16.15 $16.15
Annual %as tax revenue at phase buildout $186} $3721 $558) $744)
*T = assumes 75% of fhe tolal number OF units possible, al maximum pomnitied density

2= data from Fiscal Year 2009-2010, California State Controller’s Office”
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Gas Tax
|Land Use Designation: Rural Residential (0-1 du/5ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 465 Phase 1 Phase 11 Phase ITT Phase IV
| No.of Potential Buildout Units: 68 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 116.25] 116.25 116.25 116.25
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 0@] 0.2] 0.2 0.2]
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase’ 17 17 17 17
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 17] 34 51 68]
Calculation of Annual Gas Tax Revenue )
Average no. persons per household 2.880 2.880] 2.880) 2.880)
Potential population at phase buildout 49} 98 147] 196
Estimated annual per capita gas tax revenue’ $16.15 16.15] $16.15 16.15
Annual gas tax revenue at phase buildout $791 1,581 $2,372 3,163

“1 = assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density

2 = data from Fiscal Year 2009-2010, California State Controller's Office”
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

"1 = assumes 75% of the fotal number of units possible, at maximum permitted density
2= data from Fiscal Year 2009-2010, California Stato Controller's Office”
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Desert Hot Springs
Gas Tax
Buildout Phase
Land Use Designation: Low Density (0-5 du/ac)
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 259 Phase 1 Phase II Phase IIT Phase IV
| No.of Potential Buildout Units: 972 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 64.75 64.75 64.75 64.75
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 5.0} 5.0} 5.0 5.0
Maximum potential units constructed during this Bhase1 243 243 243 243
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 243 486 729 972
Calculation of Annual Gas Tax Revenue
Average no. persons per hous¢hold 2.8801 2.880} 2.880) 2.880]
Potential population at phase buildout 700, 1,400 2,100] 2,799
Estimated annual per capita gas tax revenue’ $16.15 $16.15] $16.15 $16.15
 Annual gas tax revenue at phase buildout $11,302] $22,605 $33,907 $45,210



TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

2= data from Fiscal Year 2009-2010, California State Controller’s Office”
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Desert Hot Springs
Gas Tax
Buildout Phase
| Land Use Designation: Low Density w/SP (0-5 du/ac)
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 1,167 Phase 1 Phase 11 Phase IT1 Phase IV
[No.of Potential Buildout Units: 4,376 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data .
Number of acres developed during phase 291.75 291.75 291.75 291.75
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Maximum potential units constructed during this EhaseI 1,094 1,094 1,094 1,094]
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 1,094 2,188} 3,282 4,376
Calculation of Annual Gas Tax Revenue
Average no. persons per houschold 2.880) 2.880 2.880] 2.880)
Potential population at phase buildout 3,151 6,301 9,452 12,603
Estimated annual per capita gastaxreveng_e’ $16.15 $16.15 $16.15 $16.15]
Annual gas tax revenue at phase buildout $50,884) $101,768] $152,652 $203,537
= assumes of the "number of UNJ s POSAIDIG, A1 MAKIMUM PermItics ity



TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

"1 = assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density 2 = data from Fiscal Year 2009-2010, California State Controller's Office™
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Desert Hot Springs
Gas Tax
Land Use Designation: Medium Density (0-8 du/ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 16 acres Phase 1 Phase 11 Phase IT1 Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 96 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 4,00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 8.0 8.0) 8.0 8.0
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase’ 24] 24 24] 24
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 24| 48 72 96]
Calculation of Annual Gas Tax Revenue
Average no. persons per household 2.880) 2.880} 2.880, 2.880
Potential population at phase buildout 69 138} 207 276
Estimated annual per capita gas tax revenue’ $16.15 $16.15 16.15 16.15
Annual ﬁas tax revenue at Ehase buildout $1,116] 2,233 53,349 4,465
= assumes 5% o the fotal number o ‘POssIDIE, 8t maximum permit Ty
2 = data from Fiscal Year 2009-2010, Califomia State Controller's Office”
\Land Use Designation: High Density w/SP(0-14 du/ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 47 acres Phase 1 Phase II Phase II1 Phase IV
|No. of Potential Buildout Units: 492 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 11.75 11.75 11.75 11.75
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 14.0 14.0] 14.0 14.0
[Maximum potential units constructed during this phase’ 123 123 123 123
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 123 246 369] 492
Calculation of Annual Gas Tax Revenue
Average no. persons per household 2.880] 2.880] 2.880) 2.880)
Potential population at phase buildout 354 708] 1,063 1,417
Estimated annual per capita gas tax revenue® 16.15 $16.15 $16.15 $16.15
Annual gas tax revenue at phase buildout 5,721 $11,442] $17,163, $22,884]



TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Gas Tax
Highway User Gas Tax Revenue
Buildout Phase
Phase I Phase II Phase II1 Phase IV
(Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Total Gas Tax Revenue from all development $70,838 - $141,676 $212,513 $283,351
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CSA 152 Revenue
from Single-Family Residential Devel

| Land Use Designation: Rural Desert (0-1 du/10 ac)

Buildout Phase

Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 936 Phase I | Phase 11 I Phase HI l Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 72 (rs 1-5) (¥rs 6-10) (Vs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
[Number of acres developed during phase 234.00 234.00] 234.00, 234.0(
Maximum densi itted (units/acre) 0. 0.1 0. 9.
i 1 18] 1 1
1 36} 54 72
1] 1 | 1
$1.56] $1.56 $1.56 $1.56
$28.08] $56.16 $84.24] $112.3

! = assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
CSA 152
| Land Use Designation: Residential Estates (0-1 du/10 ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 233 Phase 1 | Phase II | Phase IIT | Phase IV
| No.of Potential Buildout Units: 16 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (¥rs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
i 58.25 58.25 5825 58.25
0. 0. § 0. 0.
4 4 4 4
4 . 12) 16
1 1 1 1
$1.56 $1.56] sl.sgi $1.56
Total Annual Revenue at Phase Buildout $6.24] $12.4§| $18.72 $24.96]
= assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density ]
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Land Use Designation; Rural Residential (0-1 du/5ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 465 Phase I I Phase 11 Phase III Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 68 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
116.25] 116.25; 116.25] 116.25
0.2 0.2] 0.2] 0.2
1 17] 17| 1
1 34 51 68|
1 1 1 1
$1.56} $1.56} $1.56} $1.56]
Total Anmual Revenue at Phase Buildout $26.52] $53.04} $79.56] $106.08]

! = assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density
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\Land Use Designation: Low Density (0-5 du/ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 259 Phase I l Phase II | Phase 11 | Phase IV
|No.of Potential Buildout Units: 972 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
[Number of acres developed during phase 64.75) 64.75] 64.75] 64.75)
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 5.0 5. 5. 5.0f
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase’ 243 243 243 243
[Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 243 48 729 972
Celculation of CSA 152 Revenue
1 1 1 1
$1.56} $1.564 $1.56] $1.56}
Total Annual Revenue at Phase Buildout $379.08 $758.16 $1,137.24] $1,516.32
= assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at d density

Page 68 of 98

TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis
Desert Hot Springs
CSA 152



Land Use Designation: Low Density w/SP (0-5 du/ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 1,167 Phase I | Phase 11 | Phase IIT | Phase IV
[No.of Potential Buildout Units: 4,376 (Vrs 1-5) (Vrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
291.75] 291.75] 291.75] 291.75)
54 s.ﬂ 5.0 |
1,09 1,09 1,094 1,094}
1,094] 2,188l 3,282 4,374]
1 1
$1.56 $1.56] $1.56 $1.56
Total Annual Revetiue at Phase Buildout $1,706.64 $3,413.28 $5,119.92 $6,826.56]

= assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density
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Land Use Designation: Medium Density (0-8 du/ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 16 acres Phase 1 l Phase IT I Phase I | Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 96 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
4.00] 4.00] 4.00] 4.%
8.0) 8. 8.0) 8.0}
2 2% 2 24)
24| 48] 7 96
1 1 1 1
$1.56] $1.56} 31.56] $1.56]
Total Annual Revenue at Phase Buildout $37.44] $74.88] $112.32] $149.76|

= assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at maximum permitted density
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis
Desert Hot Springs
CSA 152



Land Use Designation: High Density w/SP(0-14 du/ac) Buildout Phase
Total Ne. Acres Lost to Conservation: 47 acres Phase I ' Phase II l Phase 1L I Phase IV
No. of Potential Buildout Units: 492 (Yrs 1-8) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of actes developed during phase 11.75{ 11.75] 11.75] 11.75]
Maximum densi itted (units/acre 14.(_)| 14, 14, 14.
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase 123] 123] 123] 123
123] 246] 369 492]
1f i 1 1
$1.56] $1.56 $1.56 $1.56
Total Annual Revenue at Phase Buildout $19 lﬁl_ $383.76§ $575.64 $767.52
= assumes 75% of the total number of units possible, at d density
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CSA 152 Revenue
from Industrial Devel t

{ 4

Land Use Designation: Light Industrial (I-L)

Buildout Phase

Total No. Acres Lost 1o Conservation: 28acres Phase 1 Phase I1 I Phase Il | Phase IV
Potential Square Feet at Buildout: 414,692 (Vrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 7.00] 7.00, 7.QQ| 7.00]
Percentage of actes developed (percent lot coverage) 75% 5%} 75% 75%)
Nuber of acres developed at phase buildout 5.25] 10.50 15.75) 21.00]
Calculation of CSA 152 Revenue
BAU Value per developed acre 1 2 2 12}
City's BAU Rate $1.56 $1.5 $1.56 $1.56]
Total Annual Revemue at Phase Buildout $9: $1 $295 $393]
Land Use Designation: Light Industrial (L) Buildout Phase
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 89 Phase 1 Phase 11 Phase III Phase IV
(Vrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Y13 16-20)
22.25] 22.25 22.25] 22.25
75%| 75%) 75%] 75%)
16.69] 3338 50.06] 66.75
12 2 12 2
$1.5 $1.56 $1.56 $1.56
$312 $625 $937 $1,25
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis
Desert Hot Springs
CSA 152

CSA 152 Revenue
Buildout Phase
Phase I Phase I Phase IIl | Phase IV
(Yrs1-5) (¥rs 6-10) (¥rs 11-15) (Yrs16-20) |
Total CSA 152 Revenue from Residential Development $2,376) $4,752] $7,128] $9,504]
Total CSA 152 Revenue from Industrial Development $411 $821 $1 34 $1,643
Total CSA 152 Revenue from all Development 52,787 35,573 $8,360) s11,146)
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
LLD
CFD 2010-01
from Single-Family Residential Development
Land Use Designation: Rural Desert (0-1 du/10 ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 936 acres
No. of Potential Buildout Units: 72 Phase 1 Phase IT Phase III Phase IV
(Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data )
*Number of acres developed during this phase 234.00 234.00 234.00/ 234.00
*Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 0.10 0.10 0.10] 0.10
Potential dwelling units constructed during this phase’ 18 18 18 18
Total potential dwelling units constructed at phase buildout 18 36 54 72
Number of total parcels existing at phase buildout” 18 36] 54 72
Calculation of CFD Revenue
BU Value per dwelling unit 1 1 1 1
City's BU Rate $400.00) $400.00 $400.00] $400.00]
Total Annual Revenue at Phase Buildout $7.200.00) $14,400.004 $21,600.00] $28,800.00]
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
LLD
Land Use Designation: Residential Estates (0-1 du/10 ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 233 Phase I Phase 11 Phase I Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 16 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during this phase 58.25 58.25 58.25 58.25
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
Potential dwelling units constructed during this phase’ 4 4 4 4
Total potential dwelling units constructed at phase buildout 4 8 12 16
Number of total parcels existing at phase buildout® 4 8 12] 16
Calculation of CFD Revenue
BU Value per dwelling unit 1 1 1 1
City's BU Rate $400.00] $400.00 $400.00} _$400.00]
Total Annual Revenue at Phase Buildout $1,600.00) $3,200.00 $4.800.00] $6,400.00]

% Assumes each future dwelling unit will occupy its own parcel.
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
LLD
Land Use Designation: Rural Residential (0-1 du/5ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 465 Phase I Phase IT Phase III Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 68 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)

Land Use Buildout Data -
Number of acres developed during this phase 116.25 116.25 116.25 116.25
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20
Potential dwelling units constructed during this phase’ 17 17 17 17
Total potential dwelling units constructed at phase buildout 17 34 51 68
Number of total parcels existing at phase buildout’ 17 34 51 68

Calculation of CFD Revenue
BU Value per dwelling unit 1 1 1 1
City's BU Rate $400.00 $400.00f $400.00] $400.00]
Total Annual Revenue at Phase Buildout $6,800.00) $13,600.00] $20,400.00} $27,200.004

2 Assumes each future dwelling unit will occupy its own parcel.
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
. ' LLD
Land Use Designation: Low Density (0-5 du/ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 259 Phase I Phase I Phase ITI Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 972 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during this phase 64.75 64.75 64.75 64.75
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 5 5 S 5
Potential dwelling units constructed during this phase’ 243 243 243 243
Total potential dwelling units constructed at phase buildout 243 486 729 972
Number of total parcels existing at phase buildout’ 243 486 729, 972,
Calculation of CFD Revenue
BU Value per dwelling unit 1 1 1 1
City's BU Rate $400.00] $400.00] $400.00} $400.00)
Total Annual Revenue at Phase Buildout $97,200.00] $194.400.00) $291,600.00} $388,800.00

? Assumes each future dwelling unit will occupy its own parcel.
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
LLD
Land Use Designation: Low Density w/SP (0-5 du/ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 1,167 Phase I Phase 11 Phase II1 Phase IV
|No.of Potential Buildout Units: 4,376 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)

Land Use Buildout Data .
Number of acres developed during this phase 291.75 291.75 291.75 291.75
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 5 5 5 5
Potential dwelling units constructed during this phase’ 1,094 1,094 1,094 1,094
Total potential dwelling units constructed at phase buildout 1,094 2,188 3,282 4,376
Number of total parcels existing at phase bl_l_ildout2 1,094 2,188 3,282] 4,376

Calculation of CFD Revenue
BU Value per dwelling unit 1 1 1 1
City's BU Rate $400.00 $400.00; $400.00 $400.00)
Total Annual Revenue at Phase Buildout $437,600.00} $875,200.00] $1,312,800.00) $1,750,400.00]

2 Assames each future dwelling unit will occupy its own parcel.
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
LLD
Land Use Designation: Medium Density (0-8 du/ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 16 acres Phase 1 Phase IT Phase HI Phase IV
INo.of Potential Buildout Units: 96 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during this phase 4.00 4.00/ 4.00] 4.00
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 8 8 8 8
Potential dwelling units constructed during this phase’ 24 24 24 24
Total potential dwelling units constructed at phase buildout 24| 48 72 96
Number of total parcels existing at phase buildout* 24 48 72| 96
Calculation of CFD Revenue
BU Value per dwelling unit 0.60) 0.60) 0.60) 0.60,
City's BU Rate 400.00) $400.00] 400.00] $400.00
Total Annual Revenue at Phase Buildout 424.60] $448.60 472.60f $496.60]

2 Assumes cach future dwelling unit will occupy its own parcel.
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
LLD
Land Use Designation: High Density w/SP(0-14 du/ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 47 acres Phase I Phase IT Phase IIT Phase IV
No. of Potential Buildout Units: 492 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during this phase 11.75 11.75 11.75 11.75
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 14 14 14 14
Potential dwelling nnits constructed during this phase’ 123 123 123 123
Total potential dwelling units constructed at phase buildout 123 246 369 492
123 246} 369 4921
Calculation of CFD Revenue
BU Value per dwelling unit 0.60) 0.60] 0.60 0.60)
City's BU Rate - $20.004 $20.00} $20.00f $20.00)
Total Annual Revenue at Phase Buildout $143.60f $266.60] $389.60] $512.60]
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
LLD
Land Use Designation: Light Industrial (I-L) Buildout Phase
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 38.48 acres Phase 1 Phase 11 Phase HI Phase IV
No. of Potential Buildout Units: 569,904 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Number of acres developed during this phase 9.62 9.62 9.62 9.62
Calculation of CFD Revenue
BU Value per Acre 2.00) 2.00 2.00; 2.00}
City's BU Rate $400.00 $400.00 $400.00] $400.00f
Total Annual Revenue at Phase Buildout $7,696.00) $7.,696.00) $7,696.00] $7,696.00]
Land Use Designation: Light Industrial (LI) Buildout Phase
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 161.61 acres Phase I Phase I Phase IIT Phase IV
No. of Potential Buildout Units: 2,393,360 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Number of acres developed during this phase 40.40 40.40 40.40 40.40
Calculation of CFD Revenue
BU Value per Acre 2.00} 2.00) 2.00 2.00
City's BU Rate $400.00f $400.00] $400.00 $400.00]
Total Annual Revenue at Phase Buildout $32,322.004 $32,322.004 $32,322.00] $32,322.00]
! Assumes existing parcels will not be subdivided when developed.
Lighting & Landscaping District Revenue
Buildout Phase
Phase I Phase I Phase 111 Phase IV
(Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Total CFD Revenue from Single-Family Resid. Development $550,400 $1,100,800 $1,651,200 $2,201,600
Total CFD Revenue from Multi-Family Resid. Development $568 $715 $862 $1,009
Total CFD Revenue from Industrial Development $40,018 $40,018 $40,018 $40,018
[ Total Annual CFD Revenue from all development $590,986 $1,141,533 $1,692,080 $2,242,627
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Govt. Costs
Costs of General Government
Land Use Designation: Rural Desert. (0-1 du/10 ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 936 Phase I Phase II Phase III Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 72 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 234.00 234 234 234
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase” 18} 18] 18] 18
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout ‘1§l 36) 54] 72],
Average number of persons per household (vear 2010) 2.880) 2.880) 2.880) 2.880)
Total no. of potential residents at phase buildout 521 104} 156 207
Calculating Annual Costs of General Government
General Fund Expenditures, FY 2010-11 $4,119,709) $4,119,709| $4,119,709] $4,119,709
Population of Jurisdiction (year 2010) 26,811 26,811 26,811 26,811
Annual Per Capita Cost of General Government $153.66) $153.66] $153.66) 153.66
Annual Cost of General Government at Phase Buildout $7,966 15,931 $23,897 31,862
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Govt. Costs
Land Use Designation: Residential Estates (0-1 du/10 ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 233 Phase 1 Phase I Phase III Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 16 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 58.25 58.25 58.25 58.25
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase’ 4 4 4 4]
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 4 8| 12| 16}
Average number of persons per household (year 2010) 2.880 2.880] 2.880) 2.880)
Total no. of potential residents at phase buildout 12 23] 35 46
Calculating Annual Costs of General Gevernment
General Fund Expenditures, FY 2010-11 $4,119,709] $4,119,709 $4,119,709 $4,119,709
Population of Jurisdiction (year 2010) 26,811 26,811 26,811 26,811
Annual Per Capita Cost of General Government $153.66] $153.66 $153.66 $153.66
Annual Cost of General Government at Phase Buildout $1,770 $3,540 $5,310 $7,081
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Govt. Costs
Land Use Designation: Rural Residential (0-1 du/5ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 465 Phase I Phase 11 Phase ITI Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 68 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
[Number of acres developed during phase 116.25 116.25] 116.25] 116.25]
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 0.2 0.2} 0.2 0.2]
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase” 17| 17| 17| 17]
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 17 344 51 68|
Average number of persons per houschold (year 2010) 2.880 2.880) 2.880, 2.880]
Total no. of potential residents at phase buildout 49 98| 147 196,
Calculating Annual Costs of General Government
General Fund Expenditures, FY 2010-11 $4,119,709| $4,119,709 $4,119,709 $4,119,709
Population of Jurisdiction {year 2010) 26,811 26,811 26,811 26,811
Annual Per Capita Cost of General Government $153.66) $153.66| 5153.66] 153.66
Annual Cost of General Government at Phase Buildout $7,523) $15,046] 22,569 $30,092,
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Govt. Costs
Land Use Designation: Low Density (0-5 du/ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 259 Phase I Phase 11 Phase ITT Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 972 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 64.75 64.75 64.75 64.75
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 5] 5 5] 5
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase’ 243 243 243 243
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 243 436 729] 972
Average number of persons per household (year 2010) 2.880) 2.880)] 2.880) 2.880)
Total no. of potential residents at phase buildout 700 1,400] 2,100 2,799
Calculating Annual Costs of General Government
General Fund Expenditures, FY 2010-11 $4,119,709 $4,119,709] $4,119,709 $4,119,709]
Population of Jurisdiction (year 2010) 26,811 26,811 26,811 26,811
Annual Per Capita Cost of General Government $153.66) $153.66] $153.66] $153.66}
Annual Cost of General Government at Phase Buildout $107,536] $215,071 $322,607, $430,142]
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Govt. Costs
‘Land Use Designation: Low Density w/SP (0-5 du/ac) Buildout Phase .
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 1,167 Phase I Phase IT " Phase ITT Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 4,376 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data ]
[Number of acres developed during phase 291.75 291.75 291.75) 291.75]
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 5 5 5 5]
Maximum potential units constructed during this ghase’ 1,094 1,094 1,094] 1,094
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 1,094 2,188 3,282 4,376
Average number of persons per household (year 2010) 2.880) 2.880) 2.880] 2.880
Total no. of potential residents at phase buildout 3,151 6,301 9,452 12,603
Calculating Annual Costs of General Government .
General Fund Expenditures, FY 2010-11 $4,119,709| $4,119,709] $4,119,709] $4,119,709
Population of Jurisdiction (year 2010) 26,811 26,811 26,811 26,811
Annual Per Capita Cost of General Government $153.66] $153.66] $153.66| $153.66
Annual Cost of General Government at Phase Buildout $484,131 $968.263 $1,452,394 $1,936,526
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
) Govt. Costs
Land Use Designation: Medium Density (0-8 du/ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 16 acres Phase I Phase 11 Phase IIT Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 96 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 4.00] 4.00] 4.00| 4.00)
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 8 8} 8 8
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase’ 24 24 24 24
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 24 48 72| 96
Average number of persons per household (year 2010) 2.880 2.380] 2.880] 2.880
Total no. of potential residents at phase buildout 69.12 138.24] 207.36] 276.48;
Calculating Annual Costs of General Government
| General Fund Expenditures, FY 2010-11 $4,119,709] $4,119,709 $4,119,709 $4,119,709
Population of Jurisdiction (year 2010) 26,811 26,811 26,811 26,811
Annual Per Capita Cost of General Government $153.66 $153.66) $153.66) $153.66|
Annual Cost of General Government at Phase Buildout $10,621 $21,242] 31,862 $42,483
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Govt. Costs
| Land Use Designation: High Density w/SP(0-14 du/ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 47 acres Phase I Phase II Phase 111 Phase IV
No. of Potential Buildout Units: 492 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 11.75 11.75) 11.75] 11.75
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 144 14 144 14
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase’ 123 123 123 123
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 123 246 369) 492
Average number of persons per household (year 2010) 2.880) 2.880) 2.880) 2.880]
Total no. of potential residents at phase buildout 354 708 1,063 1,417
Calculating Annual Costs of General Government
General Fund Expenditures, FY 2010-11 $4,119,709] $4,119,709} $4,119,709 $4,119,709
Population of Jurisdiction (year 2010) 26,811 26,811 26,811 26,811
Annual Per Capita Cost of General Government $153.66 $153.66 $153.66 $153.66]
Annual Cost of General Government at Phase Buildout 54,432 $108,863 $163,295 $217,726]
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Govt. Costs
Costs of General Government
Buildout Phase
Phase I Phase 11 Phase IH Phase IV
(Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) . (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Annual Costs of General Gov. for all development $673,978] $1,347,957, $2,021,935 $2,695,913
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Public Safety Costs
Costs of Public Safety
Land Use Designation: Rural Desert (0-1 du/10 ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 936 Phase 1 Phase 11 Phase 111 Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 72 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 234.00 234 234 234
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase’ 18] 18] 18 18
[ Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 18 36 54 72
Average number of persons per household (year 2010) 2.880 2.880 2.880, 2.880
Total no. of potential residents at phase buildout 52 104 156 207
Calculating Annual Costs of Public Safety
Public Safety Expenditures, FY 2010-11 $9,573.455 $9,573,455 $9,573.455) $9,573,455)
Population of Jurisdiction (year 2010) 26,811 26,811 26,811 26,811
Annual Per Capita Cost of Public Safety $357.07 357.07] $357.07 $357.07
Annual Cost of Public Safety at Phase Buildout $18,511 37,021 $55,532) $74,042
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Public Safety Costs
Land Use Designation: Residential Estates (0-1 du/10 ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 233 Phase I Phase 11 Phase II1 Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 16 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 58.25 58.25 58.25 58.25!
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase’ 4 4 4 4
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 4 8 12 16
Average number of persons per household (year 2010) 2.880) 2.880] 2.880) 2.880,
Total no. of potential residents at phase buildout 12| 23 35 46]
Calculating Annual Costs of Public Safety .
Public Safety Expenditures, FY 2010-11 $9,573,455 $9,573,455) $9,573,455 $9,573,455
Population of Jurisdiction (year 2010) 26,811 26,811 26,811 26,811
Annual Per Capita Cost of Public Safety $357.07 $357.07 $357.07, $357.07
Annual Cost of Public Safety at Phase Buildout $4,113 $8,227 $12,340 - $16,454
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Public Safety Costs
Land Use Designation: Rural Residential (0-1 du/5ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 465 Phase I Phase 11 Phase IIT Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 68 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 116.25 116.25} 116,25 116.25
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase 17 17] 17 17
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 17] 34] 51 681
Average number of persons per household (year 2010) 2.880) 2.880 2.880, 2.880
| Total no. of potential residents at phase buildout 49 98] 147 196
Calculating Annual Costs of Public Safety
Public Safety Expenditures, FY 2010-11 $9,573,455 $9,573,455 $9,573.455) $9,573,455)
Population of Jurisdiction (year 2010) 26,811 26,811 26,811 26,811
Annual Per Capita Cost of Public Safety $357.07 $357.07 $357.07 $357.07|
Annual Cost of Public Safety at Phase Buildout $17,482 $34,964 $52.447 69,929
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Public Safety Costs
|Land Use Designation: Low Density (0-5 du/ac) Buildout Phase -
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 259 Phase [ Phase I1 Phase 111 Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 972 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 64.75 64.75) 64.75] 64.75
[Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 5] 5 5| 5|
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase’ 243 243 243 243
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 243 486 729 972,
Average number of persons per household (year 2010) 2.8801 2.880) 2.880) 2.880)
Total no. of potential residents at phase buildout 700 1,400 2,100 2,799,
Calculating Annual Costs of Public Safety
Public Safety Expenditures, FY 2010-11 $9,573,455 $9,573,455) $9,573,455) $9,573.,455)
Population of Jurisdiction (year 2010) 26,811 26,811 26,811 26,811
Annual Per Capita Cost of Public Safety $357.07 $357.07 $357.07 $357.07,
Annual Cost of Public Safety at Phase Buildout $249,893 $499,786 $749,680) $999,573
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Public Safety Costs
Buildout Phase
Land Use Designation: Low Density w/SP (0-5 du/ac) -
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 1,167 Phase 1 Phase 11 Phase 111 Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 4,376 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 291.75 291.75 291.75] 291.75
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 5] 5 5 5]
Maximum potential units constructed during this ghase1 1,094 1,094 1,094 1,094
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 1,094 2,18§I 3,282 4,376
Average number of persons per household (year 2010) 2.880 2.880, 2.880 2.880
Total no. of potential residents at phase buildout 3,151 6,301 9,452 12,603,
Calculating Annual Costs of Public Safety
Public Safety Expenditures, FY 2010-11 $9,573,455! $9,573,455) $9,573,455) $9,573,455
Population of Jurisdiction (year 2010) 26,811 26,811 26,811 26,811
Annual Per Capita Cost of Public Safety $357.07 $357.07] $357.07, $357.07
Annual Cost of Public Safety at Phase Buildout $1,125,034 $2,250,067 $3,375,101 $4.500,134
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Public Safety Costs
Land Use Designation: Medium Density (0-8 du/ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. of Acres Lost to Conservation: 16 acres Phase I Phase I Phase HI Phase IV
No.of Potential Buildout Units: 96 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 4.00 4.00) 4.00, 4.00
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 8 8 8 8
Maximum potential units constructed during this phase’ 24 24| ] 24 24
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 24 48] 72 96|
Average number of persons per household (year 2010) 2.880) 2.880] 2.880)] 2.880)
Total no. of potential residents at phase buildout 69| 138] 207, 276
Calculating Annual Costs of Public Safety
Public Safety Expenditures, FY 2010-11 $9,573,455) $9,573,455) $9,573,455) $9,573,455
Population of Jurisdiction (year 2010) 26,811 26,811 26,811 26,811
Annual Per Capita Cost of Public Safety 357.07 $357.07, $357.07, $357.07,
Annual Cost of Public Safety at Phase Buildout $24.681 $49,362] $74,042 $98,723)
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TN/MSHCEP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Public Safety Costs
Land Use Designation: High Density w/SP(0-14 du/ac) Buildout Phase
Total No. Acres Lost to Conservation: 47 acres Phase I Phasell | Phase ITT Phase IV
No. of Potential Buildout Units: 492 (Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Land Use Buildout Data
Number of acres developed during phase 11.75 11.75] 11.75) 11.75
Maximum density permitted (units/acre) 14 14] 14 14|
Maximum potential units constructed during this plxase' 123] 123 123 123]
Number of total potential units constructed at phase buildout 123 246 369 492
Average number of persons per household (year 2010) 2.880 2.880] 2.880 2.880
Total no. of potential residents at phase buildout 354 708 1,063 1,417
Calculating Annual Costs of Public Safety
Public Safety Expenditures, FY 2010-11 $9,573,455 $9.573,455) $9,573,455) $9.573.453)
Population of Jurisdiction (year 2010) 26,811 26,811 26,811 26,811
Annual Per Capita Cost of Public Safety $357.07 $357.07] $357.07] $357.07
Annual Cost of Public Safety at Phase Buildout $126,489 $252,978] $379,467 $505,957
Costs of Public Safety
Buildout Phase
Phase I Phase 11 Phase HI Phase IV
(Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
Annual Costs of Public Safety for all development $1,566,203 $3,132,406] $4,698,609 $6,264,812)
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs

Roadway Maintenance Costs

Costs of Roadway Maintenance
Buildout Phase
Phase 1 Phase I Phase IIT Phase IV
(Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)

Roadway Data
Total land area in jurisdiction (square miles) 29} 29 29 29
Number of paved road miles in jurisdiction (year 2011) 135) 135 135 135
Number of road miles per square mile of land area 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6
Total Area designated for conservation (square miles)’ 10.190) 10.10] 10.10; 10.10]
Total no. of potential road miles in conservation area 46.5 46.5) 46.5) 46.5]
No. of potential road miles in conservation area at phase buildout 11.6) 23.3 34.9 46.5

Calculation of Annual Roadway Maintenance Costs
Total Annual Roadway Maintenance Expenditures $88,777 $88,777] $88,777| $88,777
Number of paved road miles in jurisdiction 135 135 135 135
Annual Cost of Roadway Maint nance Per Road Mile $658] $658] $658] $658
Annual Cost of Roadway Maintenance at Phase Buildout $7.651 $15,301 $22,952) $30,602
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TN/MSHCP Fiscal Analysis

Desert Hot Springs
Summary Table
Total Potential Costs/Revenues Associated with Development of Conservation Lands
Summary Table - City of Desert Hot Springs
Buildout Phase
Phase I Phase IT Phase II1 Phase IV
(Yrs 1-5) (Yrs 6-10) (Yrs 11-15) (Yrs 16-20)
|ANNUAL REVENUES
General Fund:
Property Tax $540,002 $1,080,004] $1,620,005] $2,160,006]
Property Transfer Tax $186,666 $251,729 $307,493 $371,556
Local Sales Tax $111,383 $222,766] $334,149 $445,532,
Transient Occupancy Tax $0 $0) $0] $0
Utility Tax $417,645 $835,200f $1,252,936] $1,670,581
Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Revenue $12,896 $25,791| $38,687] $51,582
Restricted Funds: )
TUMEF Fees $3,176,339! $3,176,339) $3,176,339] $3,176,339
Highway Users Gas Tax $70,838] $141,676 $212,513 $283,351
Measure A $140f $281 $421 $561
CSA 152 (NPDES) 52,787 $5,573 $8,360] $11,146
Community Facilities District $590,986 $1,141,533 $1,692,080] $2,242,627|
Public Safety Tax $217,259 $382,030 $546,804 $711,577]
| ANNUAL COSTS
General Fund:
General Government Costs | $673,979| $1,347,957] §2,021,935 $2,695,913
Restricted Funds:
Public Safety Costs $1,566,203 $3,132,406 $4,698,609 $6,264,812]
Roadway Maintenance Costs $7,651 $15,301 $22,952f $30,602)
TUMF Allocation to CVAG $3,176,339 $3,176,339 $3,176,339 $3,176,339
SUMMARY OF REVENUES/COSTS:
Revenues:
Total Annual General Fund Revenues $1,268,592| $2,415,581 $3,553,269 $4,699,257!
Total Annual Restricted Fund Revenues $4,058,348| $4,847.431 $5,636,517) $6,425,601
Revenue Subtotal $5,326,940| $7,263,012 $9,189,786] $11,124,858
Historic Average Interest Rate on 90-Day Treasury Bills 5.03% 5.03%) 5.03%) 5.03%
Anticipated Interest Earned on Revenues $267,945 $365,330 $462,246 $559,580
Total Annual Revenues at Phase Buildout $5,594,885 $7,628,342] $9,652,032 $11,684,438]
Costs:
Total Annual General Fund Costs $673,978 $1,347,957 $2,021 ,935| $2,695,913)
Total Annual Restricted Fund Costs $4,750,192] $6,324,046 $7,897,900| $9,471,753
Total Annual Costs at Phase Buildout $5,424,171 $7,672,002 $9,919,834 $12,167.666
A I Cashflow at-Phase Build $170,715| -$43,661] -$267,802| -$483,228
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PREFACE

This document contains the comments received on the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Report (SEIR)/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the Major
Amendment to the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan and Natural
Community Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and the responses to those comments.

6328
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Introduction

The Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR)/Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) for the proposed Major Amendment to the Coachella Valley Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan and Natural Community Conservation Plan (MSHCP) project was
circulated for public review from September 6, 2013, through October 21, 2013. Comments
received during, or shortly after the close of, the public circulation period include letters. Copies
of all the written comments are included in this document.

Format of Responses to Comments

All the written comments received during, or shortly after the close of, the public review period
are included in this document. Substantive environmental issues raised within each comment
letter are numbered along the right-hand margin of each letter or comment in the transcript. The
responses to the comments in each comment letter are referenced by the index numbers in the
margins of the letters.

The format of the responses to comments is based on a unique letter and number code for each
comment. The number at the end of the code refers to a specific comment within the individual
letter. Therefore, each individual comment has a unique code assignment. For example, S-1-1 is
the first substantive comment in letter S-1. “S™ represents a comment letter from a state agency,
“1” refers to the first letter from a state agency, and the second “1” refers to the first comment in
that letter. The alphabetic codes used in this appendix are:

o “F” for federal agencies

s “R” for regional, county, and city agencies
e “TG” for Tribal Governments

¢ “IP” for interested parties

e “P” for comments from the public.
Index of Comments Received

Table 1 lists the agencies, organizations, and persons who commented on the Draft SEIR/SEIS
during, or shortly after the close of, the public comment period. The individual comment letters
are listed within each category (agencies, interested parties, etc.) by the date they were received.
The comment letters are provided in this document in Appendix A.
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Response to Comments

Table 1
Summary of Comments Received on the Draft SEIR/SEIS During, or Shortly After the
Close of, the Public Circulation Period Ending October 21,2013

'rt se Commission ‘ . » o ' ' o
of Luiseno Indians o ' |
Native American Heritage Commission

Desert Valleys Builders Association

Sierra Club and Cener for Biological Diversity

Dr. Mohammed A. Athar
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Comments and Responses

The comments received on the Draft SEIR/SEIS during, or shortly after the close of, the public
comment period and the responses to those comments are provided in the following sections. The
responses to the comments are provided following the last page of each coded letter in each category
(e.g., each tribal government comment letter is followed by the responses to the comments in the
letters; interested parties” comment letters are followed by the responses to those comments).

Federal Agency Comments and Responses
Comment Letter F-1

Comment F-1-1

parsuant 1o the National Environmental Policy Act, Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40
CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act,

The EPA roviewed the Druft BIS for the MSHCP und provided comments to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS) on March 7, 2005, We ated the DEIS as Environmental Concens - Insufficient
Information (BC-2) and requested additional information on impacts to waters of the U.S,, consultation
impacts 10 cultural resources and migratory birds. The EPA reviewed the Final BIS and provided
comments to the FWS on May 15, 2006.

Response F-1-1

Comment acknowledged. Comment relates the history of the EPA’s consideration of the
SEIR/SEIS and no specific response is necessary.
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Response to Comments

Comment F-1-2

Based on our review of the DSEIS, we bave mated the Prefecred Altemative and the document a3 LO-1,
Lack of Objections ~ Adequate (see the enclosed “Summary of EPA Rating Definitions™). The Preferred
Alternative would result in the issuance of a Major Amendment to the approved Coachells Valley
MSHCP 1o include the City of Desert Hot Springs and Mission Springs Water District as Permittees of
the Plan. Since the City of Desert Hot Springs was previously a Penmities, and was, therefore, included
in the snalyses prepared for the Deaft and Pinal E1Ss, aad the limited Covered Activities proposed for
u&hgmsmwmmmmmywmmm . we have no objections
1o this action.

Response F-1-2

This comment relates to the review of the Draft SEIR/SEIS and the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) rating of LO-1 (Lack of Objections — Adequate). The commenter’s
statement that they have no objections to the action is noted.

This comment also provides a brief summary of the addition of the City of Desert Hot Springs
(DHS) and Mission Springs Water District (MSWD) as Local Permittees to the CVMSHCP and
is not related to the adequacy of the SEIR/SEIS analysis. No specific response is necessary.

Comment F-1-3

We recommend that the Final SEIS include a section devoted to climate change. This section should
contain not only a description of anticipated climme change impacts to Covered Species—and the
habitats on which they depend-—over the MSHCP permit tern, but siso the efforts that would be taken
to minimize or mitigate these impacts. The EPA belicves that the long durstion of the permit term (75
years), and the extreme wanmning snticipated to oocur in the planning ares, warrants the inclusion of &
climate change mitigation and sdaptation plas in the MSHCP.

Response F-1-3

This comment makes the recommendation to include a section in the Final SEIR/SEIS devoted to
climate change. An overview of climate change science and a general discussion of conservation
planning for species and vegetation types in relation to climate change is presented in Appendix I
of the CVMSHCP (2007), Section 3.0, Conservation Planning, Subsection 3.2.2.3, Key
Concepts, Climate Change (page A1-28 to A1-30). This discussion concludes with the following:
“So, by including geographically distinct sites, the multiple sites criterion will include the range
of conditions a given species inhabits today. As the climate changes in the future, there is a
possibility that the habitat at one or more sites will become unsuitable for a target species. But
preserving multiple sites in this manner will increase the likelihood that some refugia for each of
the species will be maintained if climatic conditions change over time.” To provide an updated
analysis of the effects of climate change on Covered Species and habitat communities in relation
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to the Covered Activities and Conservation Objectives of the Pian, a Climate Change section has
been added to the Final SEIR/SEIS. Please refer to Section 4.1.4, Final SEIR/SEIS.

Comment F-1-4

- We approciate the opportunity to revies this DSEIS, and are available to discuss our comsents, When
mmﬁMpMmdmmonpyw%nﬁw(spﬁfym%mé} !fyonhlve

wﬁm«mmmzmazzmmmw

Response F-1-4

Comment acknowledged; comment is not related to the adequacy of the SEIR/SEIS. As
requested, the Coachella Valley Conservation Commission (CVCC) will send a copy of the Final
SEIS/SEIR on CD to the EPA, Region IX office located in San Francisco, California.
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Response to Comments

Regional, County, and City Agency Comments and Responses
Comment Letter R-1

Comment R-1-1

Thank you for providiag the Riverside County Airport Land tise Commission (ALUC) with a
copy of the Notice of Availability of the Drafl Environmental Impact Report/Environmenisl
impact Siatement for the proposed Major Amendmant, whereby the City of Desort Hot
Springs and Mission Springs Watcr District would be added to the list of participating
Permitives of the Plan, and the Pian srea boundaries would be amended to include arcas
within the City of Desert Hot Springs. This proposal will have no effect on airports or the

Response R-1-1

Comment acknowledged. The comment is not related to the adequacy of the SEIR/SEIS analysis
and no specific response is necessary.

Comment R-1-2

within the City of Desert Hot Springs. This proposal will have no effect on sirports or the

safety of air navigation, and there are no Airport Influence Arcas within the City of Desent

Hot Springs. Therefore, we have no objections to, or comments regarding, this proposal.
Response R-1-2

This commenter states that the proposed Major Amendment will have no effect on airports or the
safety of air navigation, and that there are no Airport Influence Areas within DHS. This
commenter’s lack of objection to the CVMSHCP Major Amendment is noted.

Tribal Government Comments and Responses
Comment Letter TG-1
Comment TG-1-1

The Soboba Band of Luisedio Indians apprecistes your observance of Tribal Cultural
Resources and their preservation in your project. minﬁmuaﬁmmvidedtpmonaid

Response TG-1-1

Comment acknowledgéd. The comment is not related to the adequacy of the SEIR/SEIS and no
specific response is necessary.
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Comment TG-1-2

Resources and their preservation in your project, The information provided to us on said
s)mbmmmmowmmmmmmnw
that aithough it is outside the existing reservation, the project ares does fall
within the bounds of our Tribal Traditional Use Areas. At this time the Soboba Band

Response TG-1-2

Comment acknowledged. The CVMSHCP Major Amendment Draft SEIR/SEIS does not present
supplemental information regarding cultural resources. As stated in Section 1.6 of the Draft
SEIR/SEIS (page 1-11), “Based on the analysis contained in the Initial Study Checklist and
comments received, it was determined that the SEIR/SEIS should focus on biological resources,
land use, socioeconomic and fiscal impacts, and traffic and circulation.” Cultural resources are
addressed and analyzed in the approved 2007 Recirculated EIR/EIS in the following sections:
Section 3.9, Cultural Resources and Native American Concerns; Section 4.9.2, Cultural
Resources and Native American Concerns; Section 5.4, Cultural Resources and Native American
Concerns for the Proposed Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Trails Plan; Section 9.9,
Cumulative Impacts to Cultural Resources and Native American Concerns; Section 10.5,
Cultural Consultants/Trails Plan; and Appendix F, Cultural Resources Background Report.

Comment TG-1-3
within the bounds of our Tribal Traditional Use Arcas. At this time the Soboba Band
mmmmwﬁewmmmmmmmmmm
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians.

Response TG-1-3

This comment refers to no specific concerns with the CVMSHCP Major Amendment and states
that this tribal government will defer to the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians
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Response to Comments

Comment Letter TG-2

Comment TG-2-1

The Katve Arnencan Meritage Comwninmon (NAMC) has savewed the sbove feferenced projci
Tre Natons! Envronments Poicy Act (NEPA €2 U 8 C €321-435351) snd Section 108 of the Masons:
Hstonc Preserveton Act (16 U S C 470 of seq | and 36 CFR Part 800 14[D) reguee conmbmiion wen
cdnraly s Kative Amencan THws 10 delerming i I prOpORES DIOMCt sy have an adverse
aMpAct On CURME! MESOWORS 1O MISCNINYY Compty with This DIOVINICN NG MBGENN IFOISCE-ealated
rpacty on srchaediopics’ resources. the Comenmsion. notes the oliowng

Coninct has been made 1o the Kalive Amencan Hemtage Commusson (NAHC: for

* At of sppropiste and culkarelly afiemec Native Anwncar: Conteots for consudiation
concerning O promc! S8 has Deen RoVded and & aERctad 10 Bvis miter

* A Secred Lands Fis saerch id dentity Netwe Amancen Yadibonsl lursl pisces of
PIODRrReS
Hote el inck of addtionsl Surisce SVISENcE Of STCRNCIOPICH MEEAICES SURS 1S preckude
Dok SUbaUrECE SXNINCE ONoe ground-bresking activily bagins. - I 1hat occurs. B RAHC
SOOI T FEvenent decovenss of humen remaing comply with Callornis Heslth §
Sefety Code 70505 ans Publc Resources Code Setton 5087 98 end coordiness with the

e Yoen Kx
Conchaiis Valey Comary. Cormen
. 73710 Frag Wanng Dr. Scem 200
i Peim Desert CA 82280
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Response to Comments

(951) 2011866 - coll e e v ;

(851) 5728004 Fax
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Response to Comments

Response TG-2-1

This commenter’s information regarding a list of culturally affiliated Native American Contacts
and information on a Sacred Lands File search is noted. The CVMSHCP Major Amendment
Draft SEIR/SEIS does not present supplemental information regarding cultural resources. As
stated in Section 1.6 of the Draft SEIR/SEIS (page 1-11), “Based on the analysis contained in the
Initial Study Checklist and comments received, it was determined that the SEIR/SEIS should
focus on biological resources, land use, socioeconomic and fiscal impacts, and traffic and
circulation.” Similar to the 2007 recirculated EIR/EIS, this SEIR/SEIS does not analyze the
potential impacts of Covered Activities on cultural resources, nor does it supplant other
requirements that Covered Activities might be subject to regarding environmental analysis,
including cultural resource surveys, through their environmental review and approval process.
Any required mitigation would be determined through that process. Therefore, while Covered
Activities would be provided Take Authorization with approval of the proposed Major
Amendment, they would remain subject to existing applicable regulations for the assessment of
potential impacts to cultural and other environmental resources under CEQA/NEPA review. As
such, potential impacts to cultural resources due to implementation of the proposed Major
Amendment would have a less than significant effect on cultural resources and Native American
concerns. Additionally, Cultural resources are discussed in the approved 2007 Recirculated
EIR/EIS in the following sections: Section 3.9, Cultural Resources and Native American.
Concerns, which includes a section on documentation of cultural resources; Section 4.9.2,
Cultural Resources and Native American Concerns; Section 5.4, Cultural Resources and Native
American Concerns for the Proposed Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Trails Plan; Section
9.9, Cumulative Impacts to Cultural Resources and Native American Concerns; Section 10.5,
Cultural Consultants/Trails Plan; and Appendix F, Cultural Resources Background Report.

Interested Parties Comments and Responses
Comment Letter IP-1

Comment JP-1-1

The Desert Valicys Beilders Associstion would like the Commission”
wnd those reviewing the draft Supplemental EIR/EIS regarding the
MMI&&:MVM&MMM
Conservation Pian 0 know that we fully support the intent and
implomentation of the CVMSHCP sad the Major Amendment.

Response IP-1-1

This commenter’s support of the CVMSHCP Major Amendment is appreciated.
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Comment Letter IP-2

Comment IP-2-1

Thank you for the oppartunity to comment on the above document.
These conuments are sabmbrted on behalf of the Sieres Club and the Center
for Biclogial Divensity. The Sierm Club b » California non-profit
corportion dedicated to the conservation and preservation of the nation's
natursl vesourcss. The Slerrs Chith represents members who reside in San
mwwmm The Sierrs Club and it

,mmmm,mmm ‘ﬂnmm
over 48000 members throughout Califoryis and the western Uniled
States, including in Imperial end Riverside Counties.

mmmmuwm‘mmamma
enaitive biclogiod ithin G proposed Majar Amendment area
that both groups have fought 10 protect through the years are

adequately preserved
mmud. W mmmumwm W{‘W)

Response [P-2-1

Comment acknowledged. The comment generally discusses the adequacy of the SEIR/SEIS
analysis as an introduction to more specific-comments to follow in the letter, and no specific
response is necessary as those comments are addressed in more detail below.
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Response to Comments

Comment IP-2-2

The purpose of the MSHCP is to obtain Take Authorization (Take Permits) pursuant to
mmammwwmmhmvmmw

wmmm«dw mmmw
5 ent”, incduding the comstruction of and businesses, but can also

WWWmem ~management plans...

Public facility construction, operations, and maintenance and safety activities

by Ghe Permittens for existing and futurs factlities, including both on axd of site
activities. Such fadilities inciude, but are not Hmited 10.., water development,
production, storage, treatmant, and transmission facilities; sewage trestment and
trarwmdesion facilities; yeclatmed water stotage and tranmmdssion facilities].]*
(Proposed MA, page 7-1, emphasis in original)

Response IP-2-2

As stated in Section 4.1 (page 4.1-13) of the Draft SEIR/SEIS, groundwater withdrawal is not a
Covered Activity. “Covered Activities for MSWD would not include groundwater extraction and
therefore, no direct impacts to sensitive species or associated Habitats related to such activity
would occur as a result of the Major Amendment.” The quoted text from Section 7.1 refers to
Covered Activities including water development and production. Water development and
production involves the installation of wells, reservoirs, underground pipelines and other
structures. The ground disturbance associated with development of these facilities is a Covered
Activity; the amount of ground disturbance resulting from the proposed Covered Activities listed
for MSWD in Table 2-2 of the Draft SEIR/SEIS (page 2-8) was analyzed and described in
Section 4.1.4. However, groundwater withdrawal is not a Covered Activity and Take of Covered
Species that may result from the operations of groundwater wells is not authorized under this
Major Amendment. In order to clarify, language has been added to CVMSHCP Section 7.1
(Covered Activities Outside Conservation Areas, page 7-1) to identify that groundwater
withdrawal is not a Covered Activity as follows, “Public facility construction, operations (not
including groundwater withdrawal), and maintenance and safety activities by the Permittees for
existing and future facilities, including both on and off site activities.”

It should also be noted that this Major Amendment does not provide project-level approval of the
Covered Activities. Rather, the action analyzed in this SEIR/SEIS is the amendment of the
existing CVMSHCP to include Desert Hot Springs and MSWD as Permittees to the Plan and
authorize additional Take under the existing permit associated with Desert Hot Springs and
MSWD Covered Activities. The approval of the Major Amendment is not a commitment of the
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CVCC, CVAG, or the Permittees to a definite course of action regarding proposed Covered
Activities or the groundwater withdrawal that the commenter is concerned about, which may or
may not be proposed by MSWD in various unknown variations. At the time a Covered Activity
is proposed, an analysis of the impacts of all of the aspects of that project (construction ground
disturbance, as well as operational impacts, such as those from groundwater pumping) will be
conducted pursuant to CEQA. During the CEQA/NEPA review process, the project must
demonstrate consistency with the CVMSHCP in order for Take coverage under the Plan to be
allocated for the Covered Activity, If the CEQA/NEPA analysis determines Take of a federal or
state listed species would occur from the non-covered portions of that project (e.g., from
groundwater withdrawal), a separate Take authorization would be required and additional
mitigation proposed to offset that Take. Therefore, the issues raised in this comment will be
addressed when there is an actual project proposal to be analyzed.

Notwithstanding the fact that mitigation for groundwater impacts is not required at the present
time by CEQA, there are various features of the Major Amendment that will contribute to the
overall goals and objectives of the CVYMSHCP. For instance, as a Permittee, MSWD will be
required to minimize and mitigate impacts of Covered Activities to the maximum extent
practicable. As noted in the Final SEIR/SEIS (page 1-2), MSWD will be responsible to ensure
that the Conservation Goals and Objectives of the Plan are met. They will also sign the
Implementing Agreement and by so doing agree to all the obligations of a Permittee, including
ensuring compliance with the required Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures as
outlined in Section 4.4 of the CVMSHCP, committing to the conservation measures for the acres
they own in the Conservation Areas, abiding by the terms and conditions of the permits, and
completing the obligations described in Section 6.6.1 of the CVMSHCP.

Comment IP-2-3

It therefore appears that the Plan incledes “operations” and “production” of water
Wmdxmm mmmum&mm
MM&MM&“WWW ~production”of water, and
even though groundwater withidrawal is linked o the health of mesquite utnunocks,
one of the mataral conmmunities protected under the CVMSHCP.  (SEIR/SEIS, page 4.1

18) This Is un ambiguity within the Proposed MA lunguage that should be resolved.

Response IP-2-3

As stated on page 4.1-13 of the Draft SEIR/SEIS, groundwater withdrawal is not a Covered
Activity. However, indirect impacts from groundwater withdrawal related to proposed operations
and production of water facilities or activities such as water development, production, storage,
treatment, and transmission facilities within Conservation Areas, including mesquite hummocks

Major Amendment - Coachella Valley MSHCP Final Supplemental EIR/EIS 6328
March 2014 RTC-15



Response to Comments

Conservation Areas could occur. As discussed in Response IP-2-2, while groundwater
withdrawal is not included as a Covered Activity, the CVMSHCP does require protection,
conservation, and management of 348 acres of the mesquite hummocks natural community. To
ensure protection of the mesquite hummock natural community and associated Covered Species
within Conservation Areas, Covered Activities for all Permittees, including MSWD, will be
reviewed during the Joint Project Review (JPR) process as described in the CVMSHCP Major
Amendment, Section 6.6.1.1. As stated in the Major Amendment Implementing Agreement,
Section 7.5, Review of Development Proposals in Conservation Areas (page 18), “As set forth in
Section 4.3 of the MSHCP, Development in Conservation Areas will be limited to uses that are
compatible with the Conservation Objectives for the specific Conservation Area. Discretionary
Projects in Conservation Areas, other than second units on parcels with an existing residence,
shall be required to assess the project’s ability to meet the Conservation Objectives in the
Conservation Area. Additionally, the Permittees will participate in the Joint Project Review
Process set forth in Section 6.6.1.1 of the MSHCP.” Furthermore, as outlined in Response IP-2-
2, any specific projects that either individually or cumulatively impact groundwater resources
and thus, indirectly, mesquite hummocks, would be subject to additional mitigation requirements
under CEQA/NEPA and the state and federal ESAs (to the extent that groundwater withdrawal
results in impacts meeting the definition of Take). |

Moreover, long-term management of groundwater in this area is being implemented through a
cooperative effort among the three water agencies with jurisdiction in the Mission Creek
subbasin, Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD), Desert Water Agency (DWA), and MSWD
The January 2013 Mission Creek and Garnet Hill Subbasins Water Management Plan: Final
Report (“Water Management Plan”) was developed as a result of a settlement agreement among
these three water agencies. The Water Management Plan is available at:
http://www.cvwd.org/news/publicinfo/2013_07_10_MissionCreekGarnetHill WMP-FinalR eport-
Sections.pdf. MSWD and CVWD both operate production wells within the Mission Creek
subbasin in the vicinity of the mesquite hummocks. Figure 2-1 of the Water Management Plan
(page 2-3) shows the boundaries for MSWD and CVWD; some of the mesquite hummock areas
occur within the MSWD boundary; the remaining mesquite hummocks occur within the CVWD

boundary.

To meet the goals of the Water Management Plan, an objective to eliminate long-term
groundwater overdraft will be implemented by maintaining 2009 groundwater levels to the
extent practicable based on water supply availability by 2015. (see Water Management Plan,
page ES-9, Section on Water Management Objectives). One of the primary ways to accomplish
stabilization of the groundwater is through recharge, as is being done at the facility constructed
in 2002, located northwest of the mesquite hummock areas. According to the Water Management
Plan, “groundwater levels in the subbasin have increased since 2003 as a result of artificial
recharge activities (including normal and advanced deliveries) coupled with reduced pumping.”
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Water levels in a MSWD well located 0.5 miles south of the recharge facility have increased as
much as 250 feet since 2004 and MSWD wells further south of the recharge facility show
increases of 20 to 50 feet (see page 4-19, Water Management Plan). As shown in Figure 4-2, on
page 4-13 of the Water Management Plan, an increase in groundwater storage in the Mission
Creek subbasin has occurred between 2005 and 2010, demonstrating that natural and artificial
recharge, and other factors such as reduced pumping, benefit groundwater levels, including
groundwater levels near mesquite hummocks. The Water Management Plan (page ES-6, Section
on Water Resources: Mission Creek Subbasin) indicates that, “Water level declines in wells
farthest from the recharge facility began to stabilize around 2008 due to normal and advanced
recharge water deliveries coupled with reduced pumping and are beginning to show slight
increases.” Both 2010 and 2011 were years of above average advanced delivery of water to the
Mission Creek subbasin. Through the Water Management Plan, MSWD, in cooperation with
CVWD and DWA, has adopted an objective to manage the Mission Creek and Garnet Hill
subbasins to eliminate long-term overdraft (Water Management Plan, see page 6-1, Section on
Water Management Objectives).

In addition, CVCC is responsible for implementing measures to monitor and manage
groundwater levels as part of the monitoring and management of the mesquite hummock natural
community. Although groundwater withdrawal is not a Covered Activity, protection of the
mesquite hummock natural community and associated species is required under the CVMSHCP
and all Permittees are responsible for contributing to that effort. Section 8.4.1 of the Plan
addresses the management of aeolian sand communities, including mesquite hummocks, and
describes a management goal “to maintain or increase groundwater levels so that mesquite
hummocks can be maintained in extent and can regenerate” (page 8-47 of the Final Recirculated
Plan). Section 8 also calls for an evaluation of water requirements, the source of water to support
mesquite restoration or enhancement, and the relationship with groundwater levels. It states that
if natural and human-induced impacts on this resource are to be mitigated, the relationship
between hydrologic conditions and the health and reproduction of the native mesquite hummocks
needs to be quantified. Provisions to assist in this monitoring and management have been
included in the MSWD obligations (Draft SEIR/SEIS, pages 4.1-14 through 4.1-17). At the
present time, there are not adequate monitoring wells in the vicinity of the mesquite hummocks.
The link between groundwater and mesquite health needs to be better understood, especially in
sites such as Willow Hole where depth to groundwater varies widely in the fault area. In the
Mojave and Sonoran deserts (including the Coachella Valley), rainfall may be insufficient to
provide adequate surface soil moisture for mesquite to survive.!” Mesquite hummocks are

! Mission Springs Water District (MSWD). 2004. Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Mission Springs Water District. 900 Zone
Pro;ect MSWD. February.

2 Sosobee, R.E. and C. Wan. 1989. Plant Ecophysiology: A Case Study of Honey Mesquite. In: A. Wallace, E.D. MacArthur, M.R.
Haferkamp (compilers). Proceedings — Symposium on Shrub Ecophysiology and Biotechnology; 1987 June 30-July 2. Logan, UT.
USDA, Forest Service, Intermountain Research Station, Gen. Tech. Rep. INT-256.
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Response to Comments

associated with shallow water tables,>* and reductions in water availability can reduce the extent
of these natural communities or cause compositional shifts from more mesic to more xeric
species.>®’ Other research indicates mesquite are flexible in their water use and can switch more
readily between water sources than some species, depending on environmental conditions®. This
points to the need for more research to understand the sources of water mesquite depend on. This
is a research question to be addressed in monitoring the mesquite hummock natural community.
A specific management objective to “maintain or increase groundwater levels so that mesquite
hummocks can be maintained in extent and can regenerate,” was included in Section 8.4.1.1 of -
the Management and Monitoring Program section of the Plan. Adaptive Management of the
community would be triggered if monitoring indicates the necessity for management actions to
ensure the health and persistence of mesquite hummocks in the Conservation Areas where this
natural community exists. If natural and human-induced impacts on this resource are to be
mitigated, the relationship between hydrologic conditions and the health and reproduction of the
native mesquite hummocks should be further quantified. The monitoring wells provided by
MSWD as one of their obligations through this Major Amendment will provide the necessary
additional groundwater data needed to evaluate the health of the mesqulte (plant characteristics)
and its relationship to hydrologic/groundwater conditions.

Comment IP-2-4

- gy ——y e wweh N St siRe B SEAGLIEMEL SIS SRS L ATBAMY TS,

mmmmnanmwmumwm
impact groundwater, becanse such development will lead to a grester demand for
WM“WWMB:M
foreseeable consequence of development, and the prosed MA, and needs to be
addressed within the proposed MA and the SEIR/SEIS.
Response IP-2-4

This comment refers to the potential for indirect impacts to groundwater levels due to
development that could lead to groundwater withdrawal and the need to address these impacts in
the Major Amendment to the Plan and the Draft SEIR/SEIS. At the outset, it must be emphasized
that the impacts from groundwater production are not impacts of the Major Amendment (see
Response IP-2-2). Furthermore, the impacts mentioned in this comment are even more attenuated

¢ Jarrell, W.M. and R.A. Virginia. 1990. “Soil Cation Accumulation in Mesquite Woodland: Sustained Production and Long-term
Estimates of Water Use and Nitrogen Fixation.” Journ. of Arid Environ. 18:51-58.
4 Nabhan, G.P. 2001. Mesquite as a. Mirror - Mesquite as a Harbor. hitp:/www.spmesquite

® Rood, S.B. and J.M. Mahoney. 1990. Collapse of Riparian Poplar Forests Downstream of From Dams m Westem Prairies:
Probable Causes and Prospects for Mitigation. Envir. Mgmt. 14:451-464.
¢ Stromberg, J.C. 1993. “Riparian Mesquite Forests: a Review of their Ecology, Threats and Recovery Potential.” Journ. of Arizona
Nevada Academy of Sciences. Vol. 27.

7 Stromberg, J.C. and D.T. Patten, 1990, “Riparian Vegetation instream Flow Requirements: A Case Study From a Diverted Stream
in the Eastern Sierra Nevada, California. Envir. Mgmt 14:185-194.

®http: W. .ars.ag.gov/salsa/archive/publi s/ams_prepri n .PDF;
Jlonlineli iley. i/10. /i . .
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from the Major Amendment, since the comment speculates that the operation of new MSWD
facilities will spur new development, resulting in further demands for groundwater. Such impacts
are likewise not impacts specifically of the Major Amendment, as described in Response IP-2-2.
The argument that the availability of these facilities to pump groundwater will spur development
and therefore more groundwater production is also circular and speculative. Lastly, it is not clear
that future demand from development will be met specifically with increased groundwater
production, as opposed to additional conservation or development of other water sources, and
therefore this assumption is not supported and is speculative.

Notwithstanding the fact that such impacts are not properly addressed pursuant to CEQA at the
present time, there are some measures and provisions associated with the CVMSHCP that would
generally apply and are relevant. For instance, measures to monitor and manage groundwater
levels and withdrawals are addressed in the Major Amendment to the Plan, the Implementing
Agreement, and the Final SEIR/SEIS. Management and conservation of aeolian sand
communities, which include mesquite hummock natural communities, is addressed in Section
8.4.1 of the Major Amendment to the Plan. Monitoring and adaptive management specific to
mesquite hummocks is addressed in Section 8.4.1.2, where habitat enhancement and restoration
activities to support mesquite communities and groundwater levels are addressed. Specific
restoration to be conducted within the Willow Hole Conservation Area is also included in the
MSWD obligations described in Section 6.6.1 of the CVMSHCP. The CVMSHCP also provides
for protection of mesquite hummocks through a “no net loss” requirement (see Section 8.2.4.1)
and conservation objectives that require protection of specific acreages of this natural
community. USFWS Special Terms and Condition #27 states, “The CVCC shall ensure that the
mesquite hummocks Natural Community will be subject to a “no net loss” requirement within
Conservation Areas as described in Section 8.2.4.1 of the Plan. The CVCC shall ensure that all
no net loss requirements are implemented within 10 years of impacts, including providing
suitable or potential habitat for Covered Species if such habitat is affected or lost due to Covered
Activities.”

To address groundwater levels related to the health of mesquite hummocks, inclusion of MSWD
as a Permittee will enhance our ability to monitor this natural community as described in Section
8.4.1.3.1 of the CVMSHCP on Landscape Level Monitoring. All of the information and data
necessary to effectively manage and maintain the mesquite hummocks natural community are
not currently available. MSWD will provide data on water levels in the Willow Hole
Conservation Area, specifically for the “fault dunes” and associated mesquite hummocks west of
Palm Drive. They will also provide technical expertise on the hydrology of the area that would
otherwise have to be obtained by CVCC at an additional cost to the CVMSHCP. MSWD will
also provide funds to be used to install water monitoring wells or other means of gathering data
on groundwater levels related to mesquite hummocks that is critical to the analysis and not
currently available.
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Response to Comments

Implementation of the Water Management Plan will complement the efforts under the
CVMSHCP to insure maintenance of mesquite. Mesquite hummocks are identified as one of the
environmental issues that need to be addressed to meet the objectives of the Water Management
Plan (see Section 5, page 5-17); the Water Management Plan also identifies the need to construct
monitoring wells near mesquite hummocks (page 7-23). It also recognizes the CVMSHCP and
states in reference to CVWD, and MSWD once the Major Amendment is complete, that “Local
permittees agree to conserve identified land within the CVMSHCP reserve system, fund an
endowment for monitoring and mitigation programs and comply with other terms of the
CVMSHCP.” (page 5-17). As previously described, through the Water Management Plan,
MSWD and other watér agencies are addressing stabilization of the groundwater, which will
benefit mesquite hummocks.

As described in the Water Management Plan, MSWD has a strong record of water conservation.
MSWD promotes awareness of the need to protect the groundwater through its Groundwater
Guardians education program. MSWD actively promotes water efficient landscaping through
outreach and education to its customers. As described in the Water Management Plan, MSWD’s
2010 per capita water use was below its projected target and is considerably lower than per
capita water use outside the MSWD boundaries (see pages 5-15 and 5-16, Section on Demand
Issues: Conservation). :

The Monitoring Program includes a study to evaluate and manage water levels in the mesquite
hummock communities as described in Section 8.4.1.3.2, Natural Community Level Monitoring,
of the CVMSHCP. Therefore, the relationship between mesquite hummocks and groundwater
will be evaluated on an ongoing basis through the CVMSHCP Monitoring Program. As stated in
section 8.4.1.3.2 of the CVMSHCP Major Amendment (page 8-55), “The objectives of this
research will include, (1) to monitor the plant characteristics and hydrologic conditions of
mesquite hummocks in the Coachella Valley; (2) to determine the source(s) of water utilized by
the mesquite; and (3) to relate vegetation health and reproduction to varying hydrologic
conditions in the Coachella Valley. The study involves compiling existing vegetation and
hydrologic data as- GIS [geographic information system] layers, coordination with CVWD on
ground-water level data they collect from existing wells, and monitoring plant characteristics and
hydrologic conditions at the sites including Willow Hole, Thousand Palms, East Indio Hills,
Indio Hills Palms, and Dos Palmas Conservation Areas. Additional support and information in
the Willow Hole Conservation Area will be provided by MSWD. The water-level trends from
these sites are compared to precipitation and pumping trends to help determine the natural and/or
human-induced impacts on the groundwater system. The GIS will be updated on an annual basis
with the data collected by other agencies during this study. These data will be used in
conjunction with the hydrologic data to determine if there is a correlation between the health of
the mesquite and the hydrologic properties at the site (depth to water and soil moisture).
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Persistence of the mesquite trees will be monitored to determine if there is a relationship between
water-table depth, soil moisture, and reproduction.”

As stated in the Draft SEIR/SEIS, Section 4.1 (page 4.1-14), “the Monitoring and Adaptive
Management Program will include the use of appropriate methods and technologies (which may
change over time) to monitor groundwater levels in the Willow Hole, East Indio Hills, and
Thousand Palms Conservation Areas where a substantial lowering of the water table could have
a significant adverse impact on mesquite hummocks and associated Covered Species. Should
monitoring detect a substantial lowering of the water table or a decline in mesquite health, the
following actions will be taken by the CVCC: 1) evaluate the results of the monitoring, including
in relation to proposed Covered Activities, 2) prepare a damage assessment report, 3) develop
effective measures to ameliorate the direct and indirect effects of substantial lowering of the
water table on mesquite hummocks and associated Covered Species, and 4) implement effective
measures through Adaptive Management.” The underlined text has been added to the Final
SEIR/SEIS to provide clarification regarding the actions to be taken. The following clarification
has been added to the SEIR/SEIS (pages 4.1-14 to 4.1-15) to ensure that direct and indirect
impacts from groundwater withdrawal are addressed: “Furthermore, if Permittees propose

Covered Activities within the Willow Hole Conservation Area, the impacts to the mesquite
hummock Natural Community shall be addressed during the Joint Project Review process.

MSWD. as a Permittee, will limit the installation of new wells within the fault zone associated
with mesquite hummock natural communities. in the area east of Little Morongo Road and south

of 18" Avenue, until the development and implementation of a mesquite restoration plan

(described in Section 4.1, page 4.1-15) is completed.”

As stated in the Draft SEIR/SEIS, Section 4.1 (page 4.1-14), in addition to the required
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures and land use adjacency guidelines, MSWD
will also implement the following measures. Even though already included in the SEIR/SEIS,
these obligations will be added to Section 6.6.1 of the Plan should the Major Amendment be
adopted (see Errata to Plan). In response to the concerns of the commenter, measure 6 has been
modified as noted below:

1. A contribution of $110,000 toward the Endowment Fund for the Monitoring Program, the
Management Program, and Adaptive Management. This contribution will provide for the
permanent monitoring and management of MSWD lands in the Conservation Areas in
perpetuity as required by the CVMSHCP, including removal of invasive species and
monitoring of mesquite hummocks. CVCC would also assume responsibility for the
monitoring and management of those lands transferred by MSWD in perpetuity as a result
of MSWD’s contribution to the Endowment Fund. Prior to transfer of lands to CVCC,
MSWD will cooperate with CVCC to enhance and manage the mesquite hummocks on
land it owns in the Conservation Areas to mitigate and provide for the Conservation of
impacts to this natural community from MSWD’s operation and management activities in
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the CVMSHCP Conservation Areas. The MSWD contribution to the CVCC Endowment
Fund will also support management and monitoring of mesquite hummocks on other
CVCC lands additional to those transferred to CVCC by MSWD.

2. With regard to the CVMSHCP requirements to maintain the mesquite hummock natural
community, MSWD agrees to provide, as available: 1) data on water levels in the Willow
Hole Conservation Area, the “fault dunes,” and associated mesquite hummocks east and
west of Palm Drive; 2) water samples for a study of stable isotopes in mesquite tissue for
use by the CVCC Monitoring Program team; 3) historical photographs or aerial imagery
of the mesquite hummock areas in the Willow Hole Conservation Area that would help
document changes from current conditions; 4) technical expertise of MSWD staff, or
consultants as appropriate, in coordination with the CVCC Monitoring Team. MSWD is
willing to provide any and all relevant data they have available to CVCC; however,
MSWD does not have facilities that will provide needed data near the mesquite
hummocks habitat. Additional facilities will be required to collect data on groundwater
levels near the hummocks habitat. MSWD will also provide funds to be used for water
monitoring wells or other means of gathering data on groundwater levels related to
mesquite hummocks. The determination of how to best accomplish this monitoring,
including placement of wells, will be made in coordination with the CVCC staff, CVCC
Monitoring Team, Wildlife Agencies, relevant Reserve Management committees, other
relevant Permittees, and MSWD staff. These data and support from MSWD will enhance
understanding of the hydrological regimes that support mesquite hummocks in the
CVMSHCP area and provide baseline data for the ongoing monitoring of mesquite
hummocks. The District will provide funds to support monitoring and analysis of
groundwater levels in the amount of $120,000.

3. To improve the water available to mesquite hummocks, MSWD will provide funds to
CVCC to be used for the removal of non-native tamarisk from the Willow Hole
Conservation Area in the amount of $100,000 to cover the costs of tamarisk removal from
approximately 30 acres of conservation lands. CVCC will ensure that removal of tamarisk
occurs on lands controlled by CVCC or other public or private conservation lands.

4. MSWD will contribute $20,000 to the cost of a study being conducted by CVCC of the
feasibility of mesquite restoration and development of a mesquite restoration plan. CVCC
has initiated this study with creation of a constraints analysis detailing site conditions where
current stands of mesquite are now absent (but were extant within the past century),
declining, or are currently doing well (defined by leaf area, fruit production and other
relevant variables). MSWD will contribute to the mesquite study plan that will detail the
location, water requirements, and monitoring and management responsibilities, including
funding, for this mesquite restoration effort. CVCC will provide the final study to the
Wildlife Agencies for review and approval.
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5. CVCC is responsible for evaluating the relationship between mesquite hummocks and
groundwater through the Monitoring Program. MSWD will contribute to and participate
in this research for the mesquite hummock areas within their district boundary. The
objectives of this research will include: (1) to monitor the plant characteristics and
hydrologic conditions of mesquite hummocks in the Coachella Valley; (2) to determine
the source(s) of water utilized by the mesquite; and (3) to relate vegetation health and
reproduction to varying hydrologic conditions in the Coachella Valley. The study will
involve compiling existing vegetation and hydrologic data as GIS layers, coordination
with MSWD on groundwater level data they collect from existing wells, and monitoring
plant characteristics and hydrologic conditions at the sites including Willow Hole. The
water-level trends from these sites can be compared to precipitation and pumping trends
to help determine the natural and/or human-induced impacts on the groundwater system.
The GIS will be updated on an annual basis with the data collected by other agencies
during this study. These data will be used in conjunction with the hydrologic data to
determine if there is a correlation between the health of the mesquite and the hydrologic
properties at the site (depth to water and soil moisture). Persistence of the mesquite trees
will be monitored to determine if there is a relationship between water-table depth, soil
moisture, and reproduction.

6. If the study undertaken by the CVCC demonstrates the decline of mesquite hummock
areas in the Willow Hole Conservation Area, MSWD will work with CVCC, the Wildlife
~ Agencies, and other relevant Permittees to identify and implement a plan to enhance,
restore, and maintain the mesquite hummocks natural community and to address changed
circumstances, identified in the CVMSHCP, that affect this natural community as a part
of their CVMSHCP implementation activities. As is required of all Permittees, MSWD
commits to participate in additional measures that will result from the CVMSHCP
Adaptive Management Plan analysis to the extent that measures are consistent with what
is required of other Permittees. rease e—fe o8
Distriet- Further, MSWD confirms that the goals of the 2013 Water Management Plan
prepared in cooperation with CVWD and Desert Water Agency are consistent with the
objectives of the CVMSHCP to manage the groundwater resource in perpetuity for the
benefit of mesquite hummocks and the species that depend on this natural community.

As stated in Section 4.1 of the Final SEIR/SEIS (page 4.1-14), a Water Management Plan has
been prepared by MSWD, CVWD, and the DWA (Water Management Plan, 2013). At the
request of MSWD, models were developed that include expected natural inflow and recharge and
artificial recharge at the existing Mission Creek recharge ponds, as well as existing and
anticipated future groundwater withdrawals. This Water Management Plan is focused on
stabilizing the water levels in the Mission Creek subbasin. As a Permittee, MSWD will be
responsible for providing data and technical expertise regarding the models and other
information to help CVCC understand the ecology of mesquite hummocks related to
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groundwater. CVCC will use this information to manage and monitor the groundwater levels in
relation to the Conservation Areas with any proposed Covered Activities in these areas. These
data will inform management activities and contribute to the Adaptive Management process to
be used in the conservation of natural mesquite hummocks communities.

Comment IP-2-5

mum m;mm
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meequite hummocks in the CVMSHCP Ares” and the *Iglroundwater level narth of
the Sault dunes plays an important role in maintaining the mesquits hummocks natural
cammunity in this Conservation Aoea” (Proposed MA, page 473). Been though &

Response IP-2-5

Comment acknowledged. The comment is not related to the adequacy of the SEIR/SEIS analysis
and no specific response is necessary.

Comment IP-2-6

community in this Conservation Area” W&!&. 473). Even though s
mmmw&&wmm&wﬁwmw
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Consnrvation Aves. mummmm Neither does the proposed MA
mwm “vequired messtres” reisted to restorafion of the mesquite;

Hmiting groundwater withdrawsl. Emiting the prondmity of new wells to the fault zone,
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Conservation Ares?. (Froposed MA, Pages 4.7 t0 4-82)

Response IP-2-6

The commenter states that the Major Amendment does not provide for specific required
measures related to restoration of the mesquite, limiting groundwater withdrawal, limiting the
proximity of new wells to the fault zone, or preventing the lowering of groundwater levels north
of the fault dunes in the Willow Hole Conservation Area. As stated in Response IP-2-2 and
elsewhere in this document, such measures are not required pursuant to the requirements of
CEQA at the present time because those impacts are outside of the scope of the present project,
which is the Major Amendment. Even though the Major Amendment does not cover
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groundwater withdrawal, there are some measures that are detailed in the SEIR/SEIS and the
CVMSHCP Major Amendment that address this activity indirectly. For instance, conservation
measures directly related to maintaining groundwater levels for mesquite hummocks in the
Willow Hole Conservation Area are outlined in the Final SEIR/SEIS, Section 4.1 (pages 4.1-15
to 4.1-16) as part of additional MSWD conservation obligations and will also be added to
Section 6.6.1 of the Plan for consistency (see Errata to Plan). A Specific obligation related to
restoration of the mesquite hummock Natural Community is obligation number 3, which states
that MSWD will provide $100,000 for non-native tamarisk removal in the Willow Hole
Conservation Area to improve water availability to mesquite hummocks. Non-native tamarisk
uses significant quantities of water, which is therefore not available to mesquite or other native
plants that are part of the mesquite hummocks natural community. This obligation states, “To
improve the water available to mesquite hummocks, MSWD will provide funds to CVCC to be
used for the removal of non-native tamarisk from the Willow Hole Conservation Area in the
amount of $100,000 to cover the costs of tamarisk removal from approximately 30 acres of
conservation lands. CVCC will ensure that removal of tamarisk occurs on lands controlled by
CVCC or other public or private conservation lands.”

The Draft SEIR/SEIS states that the hydrological regime that supports the mesquite hummocks
in the Mission Creek subbasin is not well understood. As such, specific restoration measures for
the mesquite in this area are not well understood and are currently being explored by CVCC and
MSWD at this time. MSWD conservation obligation number 4 (page 4.1-15), which will be
added to Section 6.6.1 of the Plan, specifically addresses mesquite restoration. Obligation
number 4 requires that MSWD will also contribute $20,000 to the cost of a study being
conducted by CVCC of the feasibility of mesquite restoration and development of a mesquite
restoration plan. The draft mesquite restoration study and restoration plan was submitted on
October 31, 2013. MSWD will contribute to and participate in CVCC’s research evaluating the
relationship between mesquite hummocks and groundwater for the mesquite hummock areas
within their district boundary. To address the decline of mesquite hummock areas in the Willow
Hole Conservation Area, MSWD will work with CVCC, the Wildlife Agencies, and other
relevant Permittees to identify and implement a plan to enhance, restore, and maintain the
mesquite hummocks natural community and to address changed circumstances, identified in the
CVMSHCP, that affect this natural community as a part of their CVMSHCP implementation
activities.” The data and technical expertise to be provided by MSWD if they become a
Permittee is essential to development and implementation of this plan.

Concerns regarding groundwater withdrawal and preventing lowering of groundwater levels in
mesquite communities are addressed in the Draft SEIR/SEIS, as discussed in Response IP-2-4.
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Additionally, to address concerns regarding direct and indirect impacts from groundwater
withdrawal within the Willow Hole Conservation Area, the following clarification has been added
to the SEIR/SEIS (pages 4.1-14 to 4.1-15, see Final SEIR/SEIS): “Furthermore, if Permittees

propose Covered Activities within the Willow Hole Conservation Area, the impacts to the
mesquite hummock Natural Community shall be addressed during the Joint Project Review
process. MSWD, as a Permittee, will limit the installation of new wells within the fault zone
associated with mesquite hummock natural communities, in the area east of Little Morongo Road
and south of 18" Avenue, until the development and implementation of a mesquite restoration plan
(described in Section 4.1, page 4.1-15) is completed.” '

Comment IP-2-7

M&wmmﬁmwwmmmmm
of the groundwater table will contirue t contribute to the declining hesith of the
masquite hummocks, including the mesquite hummocks  in the Willow Hale
Conservation Ares, which it may possibly trest as a “changed circrmstence”.  Section

6834 discusses lowering the water table as & changed chreumstance only if theve is “an
increase in the depth to gromdwater that signifioantly afiects water availability o
plants in the Willow Hole, Bast Indio Hills, or Thousand Palms Conservation
Amsac” T iowerring of fhe groundwater table aocows, snd if the mesawite plants are
Mmmwmmhmw “sxnediorate the effects of
md&m%‘ﬁaww WMA,
darity or assurance to the public actuslly would A
Circumstance” and additional review. This also seems to indioste that w
damage 1o mesquite hantmocks in these Conservation Aress must occur first in order to
dernonitraie that & Changed Cireumtance has occisred.  Only once the daage has
occurred, the Proposed MA promises o develop “feasible measures to ameliomste the
effects”. MM@MMWW&&W&;MM
underway, which is *in progress” but was “delsyed”. (2012 Year Bnd Monitering
Report, Page 29). As of today, it is not cear if any messures to ameliorste the effects of
ymmmmmmmmwm‘mm
by Mzimmhmﬂd — wmée
tmeagures are not in the CVMSHCP
underSiste or Fedesallaw, probation regired

Response IP-2-7

This comment refers to the definition of Changed Circumstances as it relates to lowering of the
water table and its impacts on mesquite communities. The definition provides a general threshold
of a lowered water table that will be refined based on information obtained through monitoring
by the CVCC Monitoring Program. Rather than allowing significant damage to occur to
mesquite hummocks in the Conservation Areas, the intent of the Major Amendment Changed
Circumstances for lowering of the water table is to provide early detection of lowered
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groundwater levels through the Monitoring Program activities. As stated in the Major
Amendment, Section 6.8.3.4, Preventive Measures (page 6-45), “This monitoring program
increases the probability of early detection of a substantial lowering of the water table. Early
detection improves the chances of successfully addressing any threat posed by a substantial
lowering of the water table. Should monitoring detect such a substantial lowering, appropriate
Adaptive Management actions will be taken.” Please refer to Responses IP-2-3, IP-2-4 and IP-2-
6, which address measures that ameliorate the effects of groundwater lowering to protect
sensitive mesquite hummock communities, and also Response IP-2-2, which describes that
groundwater impacts from groundwater withdrawal are not covered under the Major Amendment
and that mitigation under CEQA is not required in this SEIR/SEIS.

That being said, the CVCC is not taking a wait and see approach but is actively investigating the
status of the mesquite hummock Natural Community. The study of mesquite hummocks is
currently in progress as part of the Monitoring Program. Through the Monitoring Program, a
more accurate mapping of the distribution and extent of the mesquite has been completed. As
part of the Major Amendment process, a review of the measures that could be taken to restore
and enhance mesquite hummocks was completed. During this process, the need to remove non-
native tamarisk was identified as an important restoration action. The need for additional data
was also identified as critical to our ability to identify measures and establish triggers that can be
used to monitor the health and sustainability of this natural community. The obligations of
MSWD to provide data and funding for monitoring wells located in close proximity to the
mesquite hummocks is essential to this evaluation.

As noted in previous comments (see IP-2-3), MSWD is involved in a plan to stabilize the
groundwater at 2009 levels through a variety of measures identified in the Water Management
Plan. As a result of actions taken by local water agencies, recharge of the groundwater is
occurring with a goal of eliminating groundwater overdraft (Water Management Plan, page 6-1).
Management and protection of the groundwater is an important goal for MSWD as their ability
to provide water to their customers depends on a reliable supply of groundwater. Existing pumps
may no longer function as groundwater levels decline below the level where water is currently
extracted through pumping; the financial investment necessary to drill deeper to obtain water is
significant. MSWD has a vested interest in protecting and enhancing the groundwater that goes
beyond the requirements of the CVMSHCP.

The inclusion of MSWD as a Permittee of the CVMSHCP has benefits in terms of the
maintenance, restoration, and enhancement of mesquite hummocks. Coordination with MSWD,
CVWD and other water agencies as they implement the Water Management Plan, including the
objective to eliminate groundwater overdraft, is expected to benefit the protection of mesquite
hummocks. Data to be provided by MSWD will fill gaps in our knowledge of the hydrological
regimes, soil conditions and other elements necessary to maintain mesquite hummocks. The
additional data collected will clarify and help define the Adaptive Management needs for
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mesquite. These data would otherwise have to be obtained by CVCC at an additional cost. The
funding to be provided by MSWD to remove non-native tamarisk will help restore the natural
hydrological regime associated with mesquite by removing the high water using tamarisk trees
. that currently dominate some of the mesquite areas. As a non-Permittee, MSWD is not obligated
to participate or contribute to mesquite hummock protection. They currently have the ability to
withdraw groundwater without any specific mitigation requirements related to Covered Species
and natural communities. As there are no endangered species which are completely dependent on
mesquite hummocks, requirements for mitigation are considerably less than under the
CVMSHCP. As a Permittee, MSWD is required to work with CVCC to ensure the long-term
maintenance of the mesquite hummock Natural Community.

Comment IP-2-8

Mmmmaﬁhmw Chapter 9 of the Proposed MA
mentions to evaluate on crissl
b b&tm mﬂmw

MA, pages 9-159 and 9-224) msmmmmdmm
hummocks for Coachella Valley round-tafled ground squirrel is “desiable” (Propossd
MA, page 9-236). Therefore, we question whether the current wait and see approach
with regard to the lowering of the groundwater table within the Proposed MA provides
adequate conservation messures 0 deal with the declining hesith of mesquite
hummocks, especially within the Willow Hole Conservation Area.

Response IP-2-8

This comment provides a summary of the importance of mesquite hummock habitat for various
sensitive species. As discussed in Responses IP-2-2 and IP-2-6, mitigation for groundwater
withdrawal impacts are not required under CEQA as groundwater withdrawal is not
a Covered Activity under the Major Amendment. Any impacts from that activity would be
addressed in future CEQA and/or NEPA analyses. However, general measures addressing
groundwater withdrawal are included in the Major Amendment and SEIR/SEIS for the purposes
of full disclosure. Conservation measures that address the health of the mesquite hummocks
occurring within Conservation Areas, including the Willow Hole Conservation Area, are
discussed in the Major Amendment, as outlined in Response IP-2-7, and in the Final SEIR/SEIS,
as outlined in Responses IP-2-4 and IP-2-6. As described in Response IP-2-7, monitoring and
evaluation of the status of the mesquite hummock Natural Community has been underway since
2011. The study of mesquite hummocks currently in progress has identified critical restoration
and information needs that will be addressed through the Major Amendment and the
participation of MSWD as a Permittee under the CVMSHCP.
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