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INTRODUCTION

On October 31, 2006, the County of Riverside certified an Environmental impact Report (Final EIR) that
included a residential component of 2,250 single-family units and an approximately 30,000-square-foot
private recreational facility. The remaining components consisted of a 6-million-gallon reservoir to the
east of the Specific Plan area and a lift station along with a 9.5-mile sewer extension to the south.

In May 2007, the County of Riverside considered an Addendum (2007 Addendum) to the Final EIR for the
Desert Dunes Specific Plan that analyzed the environmental impacts associated with the approval of
Tentative Tract Map No. 31879, which provided for the subdivision of 98.8 acres into 386 residential lots
and related common-area lots.

In December 2012, the County of Riverside considered a second Addendum (2012 Addendum) to the Final
EIR for the Desert Dunes Specific Plan that analyzed the environmental impacts associated with several
remaining approvals required to implement the Specific Plan. These remaining approvals included (1) a
Plot Plan Amendment to the Desert Dunes Golf Course (PP09967R1), which accommodates the proposed
residential development; (2) approval of Tentative Tract Map No. 34522, which provided for the
subdivision 165.6 acres of the southern portion of the Specific Plan area into 437 single-family lots; (3)
approval of Tentative Tract Map No. 34553, which provided for the subdivision of 207.6 acres of the
northeastern portion of the Specific Plan area into 896 single-family lots; (4) a change of zone (C207715),
which reconfigured the Specific Plan zone designation from the existing record property lines to the
ultimate proposed development boundary; and (5) approval of the Substantial Conformance Specific Plan
{SP0033651), which reconfigured the maximum dwelling-unit counts for the proposed Planning Areas and
incorporated the current alignment of the off-site sewer extension to the south and the current location
of the sewer lift station.

This document is a third Addendum (2015 Project) to the Final EIR for the Movida Desert Dunes Specific
Plan. This Addendum assesses the environmental impacts associated with the addition of the existing golf
course to the Specific Plan Area and the development of single-family homes on the northern portion of
the site, as well as the development of resort residential uses and a small boutique hotel, containing up
to 50 rooms, along the southern portion of the existing golf course. The amendment will also revert the
approved density back to the EIR/CEQA-analyzed 2,250 units and will remove the active-adult (55+) age-
restriction component from the project.

Under Section 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines, when an EIR has been prepared and certified, and new
information becomes available, it is appropriate to prepare an Addendum to the EIR when only minor
technical additions or changes to an EIR are required. The changes to the EIR are considered minor if the
new information being addressed does not result in the identification of any new significant impacts or a
substantial increase in the severity of significant impacts identified in the EIR.
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COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM: INITIAL STUDY

Environmental Assessment (E.A.) Number: EA42744

Project Case Type(s) and Number(s): SP00336A1, CZ7899, GPA1164

Lead Agency Name: County of Riverside Planning Department

Address: 4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor, Riverside, California, 92502

Contact Person: Matt Straite, Planner

Telephone Number: (951) 955-8631

Applicant’s Name: VLP Capital, Inc.

Applicant’s Address: 36953 Cook Street, Suite 103, Palm Desert, California, 92211

. PROJECT INFORMATION
Project Description:

The Movida Desert Dunes Specific Plan Project (Desert Dunes) is a planned residential resort community
located at 19300 Palm Drive, Desert Hot Springs, California 92240. Desert Dunes is bounded by 18th
Avenue on the north, 20th Avenue on the south, Bubbling Wells Road on the east and Palm Drive on the
west, and also includes 25 acres located on the south side of 20th Avenue.

Desert Dunes contains an existing 18-hole golf course developed on approximately 174 acres in 1989. The
County of Riverside adopted the Desert Dunes Specific Plan in 2006 to guide the development of a
residential community on approximately 471.9 acres of land around the existing 177.7-acre championship
golf course, for a total gross area of approximately 649.6 acres. The adopted Specific Plan allows
development of up to 1,850 residential units on this portion of the Project site. The portion of the site
containing the existing golf course is currently designated Open Space—Recreation by the Riverside County
General Plan, and the approved residential development is designated by the Riverside County General
Plan as Specific Plan for Medium Density Residential Development. Minor modifications and
improvements to the golf course would occur to integrate grading, flood contro! improvements, access

roads, utility extensions, trail connections, and water quality/drainage features into the site design.

The proposed Specific Plan (SP) Amendment would add the existing golf course to the Specific Plan Area
and reconfigure the Planning Areas to allow development of single-family homes on the northern portion
of the site; and resort residential uses and a small boutique hotel, containing up to 50 rooms, along the
southern portion of the existing golf course. The SP Amendment would also revert the approved density
back to the EIR/CEQA-analyzed 2,250 units and would remove the active-adult (55+) age-restriction
component from the Project. Collectively, the SP Amendment would be referred to as the “2015 Project.”
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As shown Figure 1, Land Use Plan, Planning Area 2 would include 1,350 single-family lots on approximately
282 acres. These lots would range in size from 4,000 to 7,700 square feet. Planning Area 1 would include
the existing Desert Dunes Golf Course, up to 900 resort residential units, and a boutique hotel containing
up to 50 rooms. The resort residential units are a specialized residential use. These units would be
individually owned but available for rental for periods of up to 30 consecutive days. Owners choosing to
rent their units would be required by the covenants of the purchase and sale agreement to use the
centrally managed resort rental program. All short-term rentals would pay Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT)
to the County of Riverside. The resort residential area would contain a variety of amenities, including
swimming pools, available for use by residents and guests in the resort residential units and boutique
hotel, as well as by the residents of homes in Planning Area 2. In addition to the SP Amendment, a General
Plan Amendment is also proposed to change the General Plan Land Use designation for the southern area
of Planning Area 1 to Commercial Tourist (CT) to reflect the planned resort development. Uses allowed by
this designation include tourist-oriented uses such as hotels and golf courses.

The 25-acre parcel south of 20th Avenue would be used for flood control purposes and public facilities to
support development and transition to open space as part of the Willow Hole Conservation area. The
sewer lift station and reservoir site will remain as approved in Addendum No. 2.

A. TypeofProject: Site Specific [X]; Countywide [_J; Community[ ];  Policy .

B. Total Project Area: 649.8 Gross Acres

Residential Acres: 2817 tots: 1,350  Units: 1,350 Projected No. of Residents: 4,050
Commercial Acres: 334.1  Units: 900 Sq. Ft. of Bidg. Area: Est. No. of Employees:

Industrial Acres: N/A Lots: Sq. Ft. of Bidg. Area: Est. No. of Employees:

Other: 33.96 Acres

C. Assessor’s Parcel No(s): 657-490-001; 657-490-002; 657-490-003; 657-490-004
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D. Street References: The Project site is located north of 20th Avenue; south of 18th Avenue; east
of Palm Drive; and west of Bubbling Wells Road, with the 25-acre parcel south of 20th Avenue.

E. Section, Township & Range Description or Reference/Attach a Legal Description: Township 3
South, Range 5 East, Sections 18 and 19, San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian.

F. Brief description of the existing environmental setting of the project site and its surroundings:
The 649.8-acre Project site consists of undeveloped vacant desert land with scattered vegetation.
In addition, the Project site includes the 177.7-acre Desert Dunes Golf Course, which includes an
18-hole golf course, a clubhouse, parking lots, and a maintenance building. The residential
development portion of the residential site has been fenced in since 1989, providing limited
access and disturbance of the site.

The lands surrounding the Project site include largely vacant desert lands with scattered single-
family residential development. Development within 0.5 miles to the north of the residential site
includes approximately 17 single-family homes. Development immediately to the east includes
the B-Bar-H Ranch subdivision of approximately 70 single-family homes, all located within 0.5
miles of the Planning Area. About 70 percent of the lots in the B-Bar-H ranch subdivision are
vacant. Corporate limits of the City of Desert Hot Springs are located adjacent to the western and
northern borders of the Project site, with more densely developed areas of the City about 2 miles
north of the subject property. Development immediately to the south of the residential site,
which includes the 25-acre channel outlet/open space conservation area, includes approximately
8 single-family dwellings, with the remainder being vacant desert lands. In addition,
approximately 1 mile south of the residential site is the corporate limits of the City of Cathedral
City, followed by the Highway Interstate 1-10 and the Union Pacific Railroad about 2 miles to the
south. Development to the west includes approximately 3 single-family homes and vacant desert
land.

ll. APPLICABLE GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING REGULATIONS

A. General Plan Elements/Policies

1. land Use: The Project site would be consistent with the Medium High Density Residential
(MHDR) land use designation, Commercial Tourist (CT), and Open Space-Recreation (OS-R).
Development of the Project would require a land use change from OS-R to CT reflect the
planned resort uses. The County of Riverside has jurisdiction for approving the General Plan
Amendment, Specific Plan Amendment, the issuing of grading permits, tentative tract map
approval, and architectural review. This approval process shall assure that potential land use
incompatibilities are mitigated and reduced to levels of insignificance.
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2. Circulation: Implementation of the Project would not conflict with Circulation Element
policies because traffic generated by the 2015 Project would not contribute to nearby
intersections exceeding County Level of Service standards. The County adopted all feasible
mitigation measures to substantially reduce these impacts, and deemed the remaining
unavoidable impacts to be acceptable by adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations
after certifying the Final EIR. However, the present application would not increase traffic or
traffic impacts beyond what was analyzed in the previously certified Final EIR.

3. Muitipurpose Open Space: The Project would be consistent with all other applicable
Multipurpose Open Space Element policies. In addition, implementation of the 2015 Project
would not conflict with Multipurpose Open Space Element policies governing floodplain
management because the drainages passing through the Project site have been designed to
reduce adverse environmental reflects to the maximum extent feasible.

4. Safety: The Project would allow for sufficient provision of emergency response services to the
future residents of the Project site through the Project design features. The 2015 Project
would be consistent with all other applicable Safety Element policies. In addition, a portion of
the southwestern Project site is located within a fault zone and would be subject to strong
ground shaking and seismically induced settlement during an earthquake. Furthermore,
portions of the Project site may be susceptible to a liquefaction hazard. Implementation of
the 2015 Project would not conflict with the Safety Element policies governing seismic
hazards because no development would occur in the fault zone and all structures would be
constructed in conformance with the most recent version of the California Building Code.
Also, portions of the Project site are located within a 100-year flood plain. Implementation of
the 2015 Project would not conflict with the Safety Element policies governing flood and
inundation hazards as drainage facilities in the Project site would be designed to
accommodate 100-year flood flows.

5. Noise: Sufficient mitigation against any foreseeable noise sources in the area have been
provided for in the design of the 2015 Project. The 2015 Project would not generate noise
levels in excess of standards established in the General Plan or County Noise Ordinance. The
2015 Project would be consistent all other applicable Noise Element policies.

6. Housing: Implementation of the 2015 Project would not result in the displacement of existing
housing because all parcels associated within the Project site are currently vacant. In addition,
the 2015 Project would not create a need for new housing but would instead meet an existing
housing need. The 2015 Project would be consistent with all applicable Housing Element
policies.

7. Air Quality: Development permitted by the SP Amendment would result in the generation
and emission of air pollutants from site disturbance and construction activities, project-
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generated vehicular traffic emissions, natural gas consumption and the use of electricity. The
2015 Project would comply with all applicable regulatory requirements to control emissions
during construction and operation and thus would be consistent with applicable Air Quality
Element policies.

. General Plan Area Plan(s): Western Coachella Valley Area Plan

Foundation Component(s): Residential site is located within the Community Development
Foundation Component while the open space conservation parcel and the existing golf course are
located within the Open Space Foundation Component.

. Land Use Designation(s): Residential site has a General Plan land use designation of Medium
Density Residential; golf course and resort has a General Plan land use designation of Commercial
Tourist; and open space south of 20th Avenue has a General Plan land use designation of Rural
Desert.

Overlay(s), if any: The 2015 Project is not in a General Plan Policy Overlay or Zoning Overlay Area,
including the Community Development Overlay.

Policy Area(s), if any: None
. Adjacent and Surrounding:
1. Area Plan(s): Western Coachella Valley Area Plan

2. Foundation Component(s): Rural to the north and south, Community Development and Rural
to the east; Open Space to the west.

3. Lland Use Designation(s): Rural residential to the north, Rural Desert and Rural Residential to
the south, Medium Density Residential and Rural Residential to the east; Rural Residential
and Open Space-Water to the west.

4. Overlay(s) and Policy Area(s), if any: None
. Adopted Specific Plan Information
5. Name and Number of Specific Plan, if any: The Desert Dunes Specific Plan No. 336

6. Specific Plan Planning Area, and Policies, if any: N/A

Existing Zoning: The site has a zoning designation of Specific Plan (SP) Zone and the existing golf

course has a zoning designation of Controlled Development (W2).
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Proposed Zoning, if any: The boundary of the Project site is being changed to include the existing golf
course, and include the following zoning designations: Medium High Density Residential (MHDR),
Commercial Tourist (CT), and Open Space-Recreation (OS-R).

J.  Adjacent and Surrounding Zoning:
W-2 (Controlled Development) to the north, south, east, and west; R-1 (One Family Dwellings) to the east.

Ill. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked in the following ( X ) would be potentially affected by this Project,
involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Less Than Significant With
Mitigation Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

[] Aesthetics [[J Hazards & Hazardous Materials  [_] Recreation

[_] Agriculture & Forest Resources  [_| Hydrology/Water Quality [] Transportation/Traffic
L] Air Quality [ Land Use/Planning [ utilities/Service Systems
D Biological Resources I:] Mineral Resources D Other:

] Cultural Resources [ Noise [] other:

[ Geology/soils [J population/Housing [] mandatory Findings of
[[] Greenhouse Gas Emissions [ public Services Significance

/

IV. DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

A PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION WAS NOT PREPARED

[J 1 find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[ 1find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project, described in this
document, have been made or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

(] 1 find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

7 EA No. 42744




A PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION WAS PREPARED

D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, NO
NEW ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION IS REQUIRED because (a) all potentially significant
effects of the proposed project have been adequately analyzed in an earlier environmental impact
report (EIR) or Negative Declaration pursuant to applicable legal standards; (b) all potentially
significant effects of the proposed project have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier
EIR or Negative Declaration; (c) the proposed project will not result in any new significant
environmental effects not identified in the earlier EIR or Negative Declaration; (d) the proposed
project will not substantially increase the severity of the environmental effects identified in the
earlier EIR or Negative Declaration; (e) no considerably different mitigation measures have been
identified; and (f) prior mitigation measures found infeasible have become feasible.

D find that although all potentially significant effects have been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR
or Negative Declaration pursuant to applicable legal standards, some changes or additions are
necessary but none of the conditions described in California Code of Regulations, Section 15162,
exist. An ADDENDUM to a previously certified EIR or Negative Declaration has been prepared and
will be considered by the approving body or bodies.

L—_] I find that at least one of the conditions described in California Code of Regulations, Section 15162,
exist, but | further find that only minor additions or changes are necessary to make the previous EIR
adequately apply to the project in the changed situation; therefore, a SUPPLEMENT TO THE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required that need only contain the information necessary to
make the previous EIR adequate for the project as revised.

D | find that at least one of the following conditions described in California Code of Regulations,
Section 15162, exist and a SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required: (1)
Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the previous
EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a |
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; (2) Substantial
changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken
which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement
of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified significant effects; or (3) New information of substantial importance, which was not
known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the
previous EIR was certified as complete or the negative declaration'was adopted, shows any the
following: (A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR
or negative declaration; (B} Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe
than shown in the previous EIR or negative declaration; (C) Mitigation measures or alternatives
previously found not to be feasible would in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or
more significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation
measures or alternatives; or (D} Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably
different from those analyzed in the previous EIR or negative declaration would substantially reduce
one or more significant effects of the project on the environment, but the project proponents
decline to adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives.

8 EA No. 42744




Signature

Matt Straite, Planner

Date

For Steve Weiss, AICP, Planning
Director

Printed Name
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES ASSESSMENT

a) In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code,
Sections 21000-21178.1), this Initial Study has been prepared to analyze the proposed project
to determine any potential significant impacts upon the environment that would result from
construction and implementation of the project. In accordance with California Code of
Regulations, Section 15063, this Initial Study is a preliminary analysis prepared by the Lead
Agency, the County of Riverside, in consultation with other jurisdictional agencies, to determine
whether a Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or an Environmental Impact
Report is required for the proposed project. The purpose of this Initial Study is to inform the
decision makers, affected agencies, and the public of potentialenvironmentalimpacts associated
with the implementation of the proposed project.

oo —

No New
Significant
Less than or
Significant Substantially
Potentially with Less than Mote
Significant Mitigation Significant . No Severe
Impact incorporated Impact Impact - Impacts
AESTHETICS
Would the project:

1. Scenic Resources

a) Have a substantial effect upon a O : O OJ ] X
scenic highway corridor within
which it is located?

b) Substantially damage scenic H ] O U X
resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and unique or
landmark features; obstruct any
prominent scenic vista or view
open to the public; or resuit in
the creation of an aesthetically
offensive site open to public
view?

Sources: (a) Western Coachella Valley Area Plan, Figure 9, “Scenic Highways”; Riverside County EIR 455.

Findings of Fact:

a) The purpose of the California Scenic Highways program, which was established in 1963, is to “Preserve and
protect scenic highway corridors from change which would diminish the aesthetic value of lands adjacent to
highways.” A scenic highway provides the motorist with a view of distinctive natural characteristics that are not
typical of other areas in Riverside County (“County”).

The closest designated state scenic highway is Route 62, located approximately 5 miles west of the Project site.
Due to the distance from the Project site, the Final EIR determined the scenic highway corridor would not be
affected by the Specific Plan and no impacts would occur. The 2007 Addendum would result in fewer units;
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No New

Significant
Less than or
Significant Substantially
Potentially with Less than - More
Significant Mitigation Significant No Severe
Impact Incorporated : lnlpact ..~ impact Impacts

b)

therefore, it would not result in any new significant or substantially more severe impacts to the scenic highway
corridor. The 2012 Addendum determined the residential and reservoir sites would remain the same as the Final
EIR, and the distance of the sites to the nearest scenic highway corridor would remain the same. In addition,
infrastructure to be constructed along the revised route of the proposed sewer main and the extension of the
proposed water line to the Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD) well field would not adversely affect scenic
highways because all improvements would be placed underground. The 2015 Project would reconfigure the
Planning Areas to allow development of single-family homes on the northern portion of the site and resort
residential uses on the southern portion of the site, and would not adversely affect the scenic highway corridor
due to the distance from the Project site. In addition, the existing golf course would be incorporated into the
Specific Plan Amendment, and a boutique hotel is proposed. The golf course is an existing use and would not
result in any new impacts on a scenic corridor. The boutique hotel and associated residential towers could reach
up to 80 feet in height along the southern portion of the Project site. Due to the distance from the nearest scenic
highway and the minimal breakup of the Little San Bernardino Mountains to the north of the site, no new impacts
would occur. Therefore, no new information, changed circumstances, or substantially increased significant effects
would occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.

The Project site is located in an unincorporated area of Riverside County. The existing character of the Project

- site is gently sloping, with views of the Little San Bernardino Mountains to the north, San Bernardino Mountains

to the northwest, Santa Rosa Mountains to the south, Indio Hills to the east, and the San Jacinto Mountains to
the southwest. The Project site does not contain any scenic resources such as trees, rock outcroppings, and
unique or landmark features. Existing sensitive viewsheds are impacted by existing development, such as
residential land uses and the windmill farms in the western portion of the Coachella Valley. The Final EIR
determined the falling terrain, desert color, and landscaping of the site coupled with the remote location of the
reservoir and lift station would result in less than significant viewshed impacts. The 2007 Addendum would resuit
in fewer units; therefore, it would not resuit in any new significant or substantially more severe impacts to the
scenic resources. The 2012 Addendum determined the site of the sewer lift station would not damage scenic
resources including trees, rock outcroppings, and unique or landmark features; obstruct prominent scenic vistas
or views open to the public; or result in the creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to public view. In
addition, infrastructure to be constructed along the revised route of the proposed sewer main and the extension
of the proposed water line to CVWD well field would not result in impacts to scenic resources because ail
improvements would be placed underground. Design standards set forth in the SP Amendment set maximum
building heights for the single-family dwelling units to 3 stories, or approximately 40 feet in height, consistent
with the zone development standards for R-1. The maximum building height permitted in the CT zone would be
up to 80 feet to allow larger structures as part of the boutique hotel or other architectural vertical treatments.
The design of the tower elements and other architectural vertical treatments would break up the building massing
of the resort hotel and would not substantially alter the existing views of the Little San Bernardino Mountains to
the north. The existing golf course is visually a part of the existing visual element of the Project site. Accordingly,
the existing golf course would not impact scenic resources within or surrounding the Project site. All development
would adhere to the same mitigation measures listed in the Final EIR to reduce impacts to visual resources. As
discussed previously, the 2015 Project would not intrude into views of the mountains from the public right-of-
way. Therefore, the aesthetic impacts of the 2015 would be consistent with the impacts identified in the past
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No New

Significant
Less than -or
Significant : Substantially
Potentially with Less than More
Significant Mitigation Significant No Severe

Impact Incorporated _Impact Impact _impacts |

Addendums and would be less than significant. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe
impacts would occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: Compliance with previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measures.
Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be required.

2. Mt. Palomar Observatory

a) Interfere with the nighttime W O O O X

use of the Mt. Palomar
Observatory, as protected
through Riverside County
Ordinance No. 655?

Sources: GIS database; Riverside County Land Information System; Ord. No. 655 (Regulating Light Pollution); WCVAP,
Figure 6, “Mt Palomar Nighttime Lighting Policy Area.”

Findings of Fact:

a) The Project site is located in an unincorporated area of Riverside County and within the designated 45-mile {Zone
B) Special Lighting Area that surrounds the Mt. Palomar Observatory. Ordinance 655 contains approved materials
and methods of installation, definition, general requirements for famp source and shielding, prohibition, and
exceptions. Impacts related to the nighttime use of the Mt. Palomar Observatory were not specifically addressed
in the Final EIR and 2007 Addendum. The 2012 Addendum determined that the project would conform to Zone
B requirements of Ordinance 655 and would result in less than significant impacts with regard to nighttime
operation of Mt. Palomar Observatory. The 2015 Project would be required to incorporate, through the standard
plan check process, the lighting requirements for Zone B as set forth in Riverside County Ordinance No. 655 for
the single-family residences and the resort hotel. The existing clubhouse at the Desert Dunes Golf Course contains
minimal nighttime lighting for safety and security and does not generate a substantial amount of light to interfere
with Mt. Palomar Observatory. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no new or substantially
increased significant effects would result from the 2015 Project with respect to the nighttime use of the
observatory. '

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

3. Other Lighting Issues

a) Create a new source of O O O ] X
__Substantial light or glare
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No New

Significant
Less than or
Significant Substantially
Potentially with Less than More
Significant Mitigation Significant No Severe
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact _Impacts

which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the
area?

b) Expose residential property O O O ] X

to unacceptable light levels?

Sources: Project Application Description; Riverside County EIR 455,

Findings of Fact:

a-b) Existing lighting sources in the vicinity of the Project site include rural development, the golf course, commercial
and industrial uses, and lighting along local roadways. The Final EIR determined that the development of land
uses allowed through the use of standard design features, in accordance with the County lighting ordinance,
would result in less than significant impacts with regard to light and glare. The 2007 Addendum would not result
in any new significant or substantially more severe impacts to other lighting issues due to the decrease in the
number of units identified from the Final EIR. The 2012 Addendum determined the amount of lighting proposed
on the residential and reservoir site would remain the same as the Final EIR. The sewer lift station would only
require minimal lighting for security. In addition, infrastructure on the proposed sewer main and extension of
the water line to the CYWD well field would not require lighting. The number of units proposed under the 2015
Project would be similar to the Final EIR, albeit with a different land use configuration. The existing golf course
would not include any new light sources. The hotel and resort uses would also include accent lighting at primary
entry monuments, secondary monuments, and recreation/trail monuments, as well as low-level lighting for
pedestrian safety. Similar to the Final EIR, the 2015 Project would use standard design features in accordance
with Ordinance No. 655, and the Project’s on-site lighting would be directed downward or be shielded and
hooded to avoid shining onto adjacent properties and streets. in addition, all development would adhere to the
same mitigation measures listed in the Final EIR to reduce impacts related to light and glare, and would be less
than significant. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with
implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: Compliance with previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measures.

Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be followed.

AGRICULTURE & FOREST RESOURCES
Would the project:

4. Agriculture

a) Convert Prime Farmland, ] | O O X

Unique Farmiand, or
Farmiand of Statewide
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Importance (Farmland) as
shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California
Resources Agency, to
nonagricultural use?

b) Conflict  with existing O O O] U X

agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act (agricultural
preserve) contract (Riv. Co.

Agricultural Land
Conversation Contract
Maps)?
c) Cause development of O | O O X

nonagricultural uses within
300 feet of agriculturally
zoned property (Ordinance
No. 625 “Right-to-Farm”)?

d) Involve other changes in the O O O [] X
existing environment which,
due to their location or
nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to
nonagricultural use?

Sources: Riverside County General Plan, Figure 0S-2, “Agricultural Resources”; California Department of Conservation,
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP); Project Application Materials.

Findings of Fact:

a) The Riverside County General Plan Land Use Element includes the Agricultural Foundation Component, which
contains the Agriculture Area Plan. The Agriculture land use designation has been established to help conserve
productive agricultural lands within the County. The intent of the Agriculture Foundation Component and its
associated policies is to identify and preserve areas where agricultural uses are the long-term desirable use, as
stated in the General Plan principles: “Provide for the continued and even expanded production of agricultural
products by conserving areas appropriate for agriculture and related infrastructure and supporting services.” In
addition, the intent of these policies is to minimize the conflicts between agricultural and urban or suburban
uses. The Project site is located in an unincorporated area of Riverside County and is designated as Other Lands
by the California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Final EIR
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determined no agricultural land is located within the Specific Plan Area. The 2007 Addendum determined
impacts associated with the Tentative Tract Map approval would not cause any new or more significant impacts
to agricultural resources. The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed sewer lift station site would be located
in a rural desert area and was not previously utilized for agricultural uses. Similar to the Final EIR, the 2015
Project would not be located in land designated for agricultural resources, or designated as Farmland within the
Specific Plan Area. Therefore, similar to the Final EIR, no new or substantially increased impacts, or changed
circumstances, would occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.

b} The Project site is in the Specific Plan Zone and is designated as Non-Enrolled Land on the Williamson Act map.
The Final EIR determined no impacts would occur on existing agricultural resources. The 2007 Addendum
determined impacts associated with the Tentative Tract Map approval would not cause any new or more
significant impacts to agricultural resources. The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed sewer lift station
site would not be located on land with a Williamson Act contract. Similar to the Final EIR, the 2015 Project would
not conflict with existing agricultural uses nor would it conflict with a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, similar
to the Final EIR, no new or substantially greater impacts would occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.

¢} The Project site is located in a rural desert area in Riverside County and is not utilized for agricultural uses. A
portion of the site would incorporate the existing Desert Dunes Golf Course. The Final EIR determined no direct
or indirect impacts would occur with approval of the Specific Plan. The 2007 Addendum would result in fewer
units; therefore, impacts associated with the Tentative Tract Map approval would not cause any new or more
significant impacts. The 2012 Addendum determined that the proposed sewer lift station would not cause any
impacts on agricultural operations, since the site is not located within 300 feet of agriculturally zoned property.
No direct or indirect impact would occur because the Project site is not utilized as an agricultural use or located
within 300 feet of an existing agricultural operation, similar to the Final EIR. Therefore, no new information,
changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.

d) The Project site is located in a rural desert area of the Riverside County, has not been previously utilized for
agricultural uses, and contains an existing golf course. The Final EIR determined the project would neither have
a direct or indirect impact on Farmland. The 2007 Addendum determined impacts associated with the Tentative
Tract Map approval would not cause any new or significant impacts to agricultural resources. The 2012
Addendum determined the proposed sewer lift station would not be located in an area previously utilized for
agricultural uses. Similar to past analysis, the Project site is not located in area previously utilized for agricultural
uses. Therefore, no new or more significant impacts related to agricultural uses would occur and the 2015
Project would be consistent with the analysis in the Final EIR.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

5. Forest

a) Conflict with existing zoning D ‘ [:I O U @
for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in
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Public  Resources Code,
Section 12220(g)),
timberland (as defined by
Public  Resources Code,
Section 4526), or timberland
zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Govt. Code,
Section 51104(g))?

b) Result in the loss of forest O ] O O X

land or conversion of forest
land to nonforest use?

c) Involve other changes in the ] J O O X
existing environment which,
due to their location or
nature, could result in
conversion of forest land to
nonforest use?

sources: County of Riverside, General Plan, Figure 0S-3a, “Forestry Resources Western Riverside County Parks, Forests,
and Recreation Areas”; Project Application Materials.

Findings of Fact:

a—c) The County Land Use Map does not designate or zone the Project site as forest or timberland because the Project
site consists of vacant desert land and the existing golf course. Impacts related to forest resources were not
specifically addressed in the Final EIR and the 2007 Addendum. The 2012 Addendum determined the site for the
sewer pump, the revised route of the proposed sewer main, and the extension of the proposed water line to the
CVWD well field would not be located on forestland because these routes are developed as roadways. The Project
site remains largely unchanged and is not designated as Forest lands. Therefore, the single-family and resort uses
would not be located on forestland. Furthermore, the development of the 2015 Project would not conflict with
existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forestland, timberland, or timberland-zone Timberland Production.
Therefore, similar to the Final EIR, no new or substantially greater impacts would occur with implementation of the
Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.
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AIR QUALITY
Would the project:

6. Air Quality Impacts

a) Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality O l O O X
standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or
projected air quality
violation?
€) Result in a cumulatively ] ] L] O ]

considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is
nonattainment under an
applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard
{including releasing
emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors,
which are located within 1
mile of the project site to
project substantial point
source emissions?

e) Involve the construction of a

sensitive receptor located
within 1 mile of an existing
substantial point source
emitter?

f) Create objectionable odors
affecting a  substantial
number of people?
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Sources: (a) South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), Final 2012 Air Quality Management Plan; California
Department of Finance, E-5 City/County Population and Housing Estimates (January 1, 2013); California Air Resources
Board (CARB), Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (2005).

Findings of Fact:

a) The 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) was prepared by the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) to accommodate growth, to reduce the high leveis of pollutants within the areas under the
jurisdiction of SCAQMD, to return clean air to the region, and to minimize the impact on the economy. Projects
that are considered consistent with the AQMP would not interfere with attainment because this growth is
included in the projections utilized in the formulation of the AQMP. Therefore, projects, uses, and activities that
are consistent with the applicable assumptions used in the development of the AQMP would not jeopardize
attainment of the air quality levels identified in the AQMP, even if they exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended
daily emissions thresholds. ‘

Demographic growth forecasts for various socioeconomic categories {e.g., population, housing, employment),
developed by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) for their 2012 Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP) were used to estimate future emissions within the 2012 AQMP (refer to the 2012 AQMP, Chapter 3).
Projects that are consistent with the growth projections are considered consistent with the AQMP. Impacts
related to the AQMP were not specifically addressed in the Final EIR and 2007 Addendum. The 2012 Addendum
determined buildout would result in 2,635 persons, resulting in total population of Coachella Valley to be within
the 2020 population estimate of 189,937. The 2015 Project would result in population growth for the region.
According to the California Department of Finance estimates, the current (2014) population within the
unincorporated areas of Riverside County is 370,124 residents. Based on SCAG data, the population projections
used to estimate emissions in the 2012 AQMP for year 2020 anticipated a population of 471,500 within
unincorporated areas of the County. Development under the 2015 Project would fall within the County's density
per acre for Medium High Density Residential uses and the County’s requirements for Commercial Tourist uses.

- As such, the 1,350 single-family residential units would generate approximately 4,050 new residents. The resort
units would not generate population within the Project site because these units would be rental based and
occupied on a seasonal basis, as is typical for resort communities in the Coachella Valley. This total is within the
growth projections for the Coachella Valley as adopted by SCAG. Because SCAQMD has incorporated these same
projections into the AQMP, the 2015 Project would be consistent with the projects in the 2012 AQMP. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts
would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

b) Construction Emissions

The Final EIR determined construction emissions associated with land uses allowed by the Specific P!an would
exceed the SCAQMD’s threshold of significance for carbon monoxide (CO) and nitrogen oxide (NOx). Even with |
the implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR to reduce these emissions, the project
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts. The 2007 Addendum would result in fewer units; therefore,
impacts associated with the Tentative Tract Map approval would not cause any new or more significant impacts.
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The 2012 Addendum would result in fewer residential units (400 units) than the Fmal EIR therefore, construction
emissions would not cause any new or more significant impacts.

The 2015 Project would include the construction of 2,250 units similar to the Final EIR; however, they would
consist of 1,350 single-family units and 900 resort units. The construction emissions for the 2015 Project were
calculated according to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook and construction emission factors contained in
the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). The emission calculations assume the use of standard
construction practices, such as compliance with SCAQMD Rule 402 and Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), to minimize the
generation of fugitive dust, which is mandatory for all construction projects.

The maximum daily emissions during Project construction are listed in Table 1, Maximum Construction
Emissions, and compared with the emissions analyzed in the Final EIR. The analysis assumes that all construction
equipment and activities would occur continuously over the day and that activities would overlap. in reality, this
would not occur because most equipment would operate only a fraction of each workday and many of the
activities would not overlap on a daily basis. Therefore, Table 1 represents a conservative scenario for
construction activities.

Based on the modeling, construction of the 2015 Project would result in a maximum mitigated daily emissions of
71.41 pounds/day of reactive organic gases (ROG), 32.31 pounds/day of NOx, 97.11 pounds/day of CO, 0.06
pounds/day of sulfur oxides (SOx), 11.67 pounds/day of particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM10), and 4.87
pounds/day of fine particulate matter less than 2.5 microns {(PM 2.5), all of which do not exceed SCAQMD
thresholds for criteria pollutants. Emissions related to NOx, CO, SOx, and PM10 would be significantly reduced
when compared to the Final EIR. ROG emissions would increase; however, emissions would still fall below
SCAQMD thresholds. The 2015 Project would avoid the significant and unavoidable ROG and NOx emissions
during construction identified in the Final EIR. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe
impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Table 1
Maximum Construction Emissions (pounds/day)
Source ROG NOx €0 SOx PM10 PM2.5
Final EIR Emissions 44.60 584.7 510.7 65.1 49.7 -
SCAQMD threshold 75 100 75 150 150 55
Threshold exceeded? No Yes Yes No No No
2015 Project Maximum 71.41 3231 97.11 0.06 11.67 4.87
Emissions
SCAQMD threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Threshold exceeded? No No No No No No

€0, carbon monoxide; NOx, nitrogen oxides; PM10, particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5, particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; ROG, reactive
organic gases; SOx, sulfur oxides.
Note: Refer to Technicol Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Emission Report for the Desert Dunes Specific Plan in Appendix A.
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Operational Emissions
The Final EIR determined operational emissions associated with land uses allowed by the Specific Plan would
result in significant and unavoidable impacts for CO, NOx, and ROG emissions. The 2007 Addendum would resuit
in fewer units; therefore, impacts associated with the Tentative Tract Map approval would not cause any new or
more significant impacts. The 2012 Addendum would result in fewer residential units (400 units) than the Final
EIR; therefore, operational emissions would not cause any new or more significant impacts. The analysis of daily
operational emissions for the 2015 Project has been prepared using the data and methodologies identified in the
SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook and current motor vehicle emission factors in the CalEEMod model. The
existing golf course was not included in the analysis because it is an existing use. The results presented in Table
2, Maximum Operational Emissions, are compared with the emissions analyzed in the Final EIR and compared
to the SCAQMD established operational significance thresholds.

Based on the modeling, operation of the 2015 Project would result in maximum mitigated daily emissions of
125.72 pounds/day of ROG, 96.67 pounds/day of NOx, 515.44 pounds/day of CO, 0.97 pounds/day of SOx, 54.96
pounds/day of PM10, and 17.72 pounds/day of PM 2.5. When compared to the Final EiR, operational emissions
for NOx, CO, SOx would be significantly reduced and below the SCAQMD thresholds, thus avoiding identified
significant and unavoidable operation emissions impacts. Similar to the Final EIR, ROG emissions would continue
to exceed SCAQMD thresholds; however, trips assumed in the Final EIR were half the length analyzed under the
2015 Project resulting in an increase of ROG emissions. No new information, changed circumstances, or more
severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Table 2
Maximum Operational Emissions {pounds/day)

Source ROG NOX co sox___ PM10 PM2.5
Final EIR Emissions 75.9 208.3 666.4 43 43 -
SCAQMD threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Threshold exceeded? Yes Yes Yes No No No
2015 Project Maximum 125.72 96,67 515.44 0.97 54,96 17.72
emissions
SCAQMD threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Threshold exceeded? Yes No No No No No

€O, carbon monoxide; NOx, nitrogen oxides; PM10, particulote matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5, particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; ROG, reactive
organic gases; SOx, sulfur oxides.
Note: Refer to Technical Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Emission Report for the Desert Dunes Specific Plan in Appendix A.

c) The Final EIR determined the Project would result in cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria pollutants
associated with land uses allowed by the Specific Plan. The 2007 Addendum would result in fewer units;
therefore, impacts associated with the Tentative Tract Map approval would not cause any new or more significant
impacts. The 2012 Addendum would result in fewer residential units (400 units) than the Final EIR; therefore,
there would not be a cumulative considerable net increase greater than the Final EIR. As shown in Table 1, the
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2015 Project emissnons associated with the Project would not exceed the SCAQMD recommended construction
emissions thresholds. As shown in Table 2, operational emissions for the 2015 Project do not exceed the SCAQMD
thresholds of significance, except for ROG. The 2015 Project would avoid the identified significant NOx and CO
emissions during operation. Similar to the Final EIR, operational ROG emissions would exceed the SCAQMD
thresholds and would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria poliutant. No new or
substantially greater impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

d) Sensitive receptors are defined as schools, residential homes, hospitals, resident care facilities, daycare centers,
or other facilities that may house individuals with health conditions that would be adversely impacted by changes
in air quality. Sensitive receptors surrounding the Project vicinity include residential neighborhoods to the north,
south, and west of the Project site. The Final EIR, 2007 Addendum, and 2012 Addendum did not address localized
significance emissions. While the Project site is within a 1-mile radius of a sensitive receptor, findings indicate
that emissions would be well below the SCAQMD localized significance thresholds (Table 3, LST Worst-Case

Emissions [pounds/day]). Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Table 3
LST Worst-Case Emissions {pounds/day)
Source ‘ NOx co PM10 PM2.5
Construction
Total mitigated maximum emissions 29.78 37.94 6.60 4.06
LST threshoid 340 3,237 4 11
Threshold exceeded? No No No No
Operational
Area/energy emissions 30.39 13146 2,88 2.88
LST threshold 340 3,237 11 3
Threshold exceeded? No No No No

€O, carbon monoxide; LST, localized significance threshold; NOx, nitrogen oxides; PM10, particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5, particulate matter less
thon 2.5 microns.
Note: Refer to Technical Air Quolity & Greenhouse Gas Emission Report for the Desert Dunes Specific Plan in Appendix A.

e) The Final EIR, 2007 Addendum, and 2012 Addendum did not address localized significance emissions. As indicated
in Table 3, the construction of the 2015 Project would result in emissions below the localized significance
thresholds. As such, the 2015 Project would result in a less than significant impact on sensitive receptors located
within 1 mile of the Project site.

f) According to the SCAQMD, while almost any source may emit objectionable odors, some land uses will be more
likely to produce odors because of their operation. Land uses that are more likely to produce odors include
agriculture, chemical plants, composting operations, dairies, fiberglass molding, landfills, refineries, rendering
plants, rail yards, and wastewater treatment plants. The Final EIR determined the project would not generate any
objectionable odors. The 2007 Addendum would result in fewer units; therefore, impacts associated with the
Tentative Map approval would not cause any new or more significant impacts regarding objectionable odors. The
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2012 Addendum would result in the same type of land uses as the Final EIR regarding the residential an
site and therefore would not result in impacts related to objectionable odors. The 2015 Project does not contain
any active manufacturing activities. Therefore, objectionable odors would not be emitted by the residential uses,
resort uses, or existing golf course. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would
occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: Compliance with previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measures.

Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be followed.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

7. Wildlife & Vegetation

a) Conflict with the provisions I:l D D O E

of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural
Conservation  Community
Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or state
conservation plan?

b) Have a substantial adverse ] (] N o X
effect, either directly or
through habitat
modifications, on any
endangered, or threatened
species, as listed in Title 14 of
the California Code of
Regulations (Sections 670.2
or670.5) or in Title 50, Code
of Federal Regulations
{Sections 17.11 0r 17.12)?

c¢) Have a substantial adverse ] ] 1l U X
effect, either directly or
through habitat
modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations,
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or by the California

Department of Fish and
Game or US. Wildlife
Service?

d) Interfere substantially with
the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with
established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors,
or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?

e) Have a substantial adverse
effect on any riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural
community identified in local
or regional plans, policies,
regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

f) Have a substantial adverse
effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.) through

direct  removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or
other means?

g) Conflict with any local

policies or  ordinances
protecting biological
resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or
ordinance?

Sources: Coachella Valley Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan; Riverside County EIR 455.
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Findings of Fact:

a)

b)

The Project site is located within the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (CYMSHCP)
Area. According to Figure 4-1, Conservation Areas of the CVMSCHP, the Project site does not lie within a
Conservation Area. Because the Project site is located within the CVMSHCP Area, a per-acre mitigation fee shall
be paid to the County for potential impacts to sensitive species found elsewhere in the CVMSHCP Area. The
Final EIR determined the Specific Plan would be consistent with the CVMSHCP. Furthermore, the 25.0-acre
parcel located south of 20th Avenue is located within the Willow Hole Conservation Area of the CVMSCHP.
However, the parcel would remain natural open space for conservation and would remain undisturbed with the
exception of temporary grading for the construction of a flood control channel outlet facility in the northwest
corner. Also, a TAKE allocation has been approved for impacts in Willow Hole Conservation area from the
construction of the project’s channel outlet. Thus, with the approved. additional TAKE authorization,
development on the residential site under the Final EIR would be consistent with the CVMSHCP. The 2007
Addendum determined that because the number of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less than the
number of units in the Final EIR, approval of the Tentative Tract Map would not result in any or new significant
or substantially more severe impacts to conservation plans. The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed
sewer lift station is not located in a conservation area. In addition, infrastructure proposed to be constructed
along the revised route of the proposed sewer main and the extension of the proposed water line to the CVWD
well field would be consistent with the CVMSHCP because these improvements would be placed underground
and within an existing road right-of-way through conservation area. The 2015 Project would not place the
reconfigured Planning Areas in a conservation area, thus, would not conflict with the CYMSHCP. The
incorporation of the existing golf course into the Project would not conflict with the CVMSHCP. Additionally,
the revision to the Specific Plan allowing resort hotels is not proposing disturbance on any portion of the project
that was not already identified for development in the previous version of the Plan. Therefore, the impacts from
the proposed change are identical to those identified in the EIR. No new information, changed circumstances,
or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

The Final EIR determined that implementation of the Project would impact several special-status plant and
animal species. Although mitigation measures would substantially reduce the level of impacts to these special-
status species, impacts would result in significant and unavoidable impacts. The 2007 Addendum determined
the Project would not resuit in any new or substantially more severe impact on any special status species due
to the reduction of the number units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map when compared to the Final EIR. The
2012 Addendum determined the new sewer lift station would be similar to the habitat location in the previously
sewer lift station site evaluated for the Final EIR. In addition, the revised route of the proposed sewer main and
the extension of the water line to the CVWD well field would not adversely affect special status species because
these routes are developed as roadways. The 2015 Project would reconfigure the Planning Areas and remain
within the same development footprint as the site analyzed in the Final EIR. As such, the 2015 Project would
impact several special-status plant and animal species as identified in the Final EIR. Similar mitigation measures
would be implemented to reduce the level of impacts to these special-status species. Similar to the Final EIR,
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. The existing golf course would be incorporated into the
Specific Plan Amendment. No new or more significant impacts, nor have circumstances changed on the site, to
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c)

d)

e)

any endangered, or thi’eétened species, as iiSted in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulatiéhs {Sections 670.2
or 670.5) or in Title 50, Code of Federal Regulations (Sections 17.11 or 17.12) with implementation of the 2015
Project.

See Response 7(b) above. The existing golf course would include minor modifications for 2015 Project site
improvements. No new or more significant impacts to any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Wildlife Service would occur under the approved Specific Plan as the 2015 Project development
footprint is consistent with the Final EIR.

The site currently consists of vacant, desert land and an existing golf course. The Final EIR determined all
migratory non-game native bird species are protected by international treaty under the Federal Migratory Bird
Treaty Act and could be adversely impacted during construction. With the implementation of mitigation
measures, such as pre-construction surveys for migratory bird species, impacts would be reduced to less than
significant. The 2007 Addendum determined the number of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less
than the number of units identified in the Final EIR and, therefore, would not result in any new significant or
substantially more severe impacts to biological resources. The 2012 Addendum determined impacts regarding
the proposed sewer lift station would be in the same habitat and affect the same bird species as stated in the
Final EIR. In addition, the proposed sewer main and the extension of the proposed water line to the CYWD well
field would not adversely affect migratory bird species because these routes are developed as roadways. The
2015 Project would reconfigure the Planning Areas within the same development footprint identified in the
Final EIR and, as such, would affect the same habitat and bird species. The 2015 Project would implement the
same mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR to reduce impacts to resident or migratory bird species to
a less than significant level. No new or more significant impacts would result to any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites with implementation of the 2015 Project.

The Final EIR identified two sensitive plant communities, the Desert Fan Palm Oasis and the Mesquite Bosque,
that would be impacted by implementation of the Specific Plan. Mitigation measures would offset impacts to
the Mesquite Bosque through conservation at a 3:1 ratio. The 2007 Addendum determined the number of units
allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less than the number of units identified in the Final EIR and, therefore,
would not result in any new significant or substantially more severe impacts to biological resources. The County
adopted the CVMSHCP in 2007, which fully mitigates impacts to sensitive plant communities, among other
biological resources, resulting from planned and future development within the Coachella Valley. Impacts to the
sensitive plant communities are fully mitigated by the payment of the applicable CVMSHCP fee. The 2012
Addendum determined the sensitive plant communities would not be present at the new sewer lift station site.
The revised route and proposed sewer main and the extension of the proposed water line to the CYWD well
field would not affect sensitive natural communities because these routes are developed as roadways. The 2015
Project would reconfigure the Planning Areas within the same development footprint identified in the Final EIR,
would incorporate the existing golf course, and would be subject to payment of the applicable CVMSHCP fee,
which fully mitigates impacts to sensitive plant communities. Therefore, no new or more severe impacts to
sensitive natural communities would occur under the 2015 Project because development would not impact
potential riparian habitats.
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f) The Project site s nelther in prox:mrty to, nor does it contain, wetland habitat or a blue-llne stream. The Final
EIR determined the site did not contain any federal protected wetlands, marshes, or vernal pools. The 2007
Addendum determined that because the number of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less than the
number of units in the Final EIR, approval of the Tentative Tract Map would not result in any or new significant
or substantially more severe impacts to federally protected wetlands. The 2012 Addendum determined the
proposed sewer lift station would not be located in proximity of a wetland habitat or a blue line stream. In
addition, the proposed sewer main and the extension of the proposed water line to the CVWD well field would
not adversely affect federally protected wetlands because these routes are developed as roadways and do not
contain federally protected wetlands. Similar to the site analyzed in the Final EIR, the 2015 Project would not
be located in proximity to any wetland habitat or blue line stream. The existing golf course would include minor
modifications and improvements to integrate into the proposed residential and resort uses with
implementation of the Specific Plan Amendment. Furthermore, no new or substantially increased significant
effects would result to federally protected wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act {CwA)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means, with implementation of the 2015
Project.

g) See response 7(a) above. No new or more significant impacts would occur under the 2015 Project.
Mitigation: Compliance with previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measures.

Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be followed.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

8. Historic Resources

O
[l
O
O
X

a) Alter or destroy an historic
site?

X

b) Cause a substantial adverse D D [:] D
change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined
in  California Code of
Regulations, Section
15064.5?

Sources: Project Application Materials; Riverside County EIR 455.

Findings of Fact:
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a) “The Cultural Assessment prepared for the Final EIR did not identify the Pro;ect site as historic nor located historic
resources as defined in California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5. The Final EIR determined no historic
resources would be affected by the Specific Plan. The 2007 Addendum determined that because the units allowed
by the Tentative Tract Map is less than the number of units in the Final EIR, approval of the Tentative Tract Map
would not result in any or new significant or substantially more severe impacts to historic sites. The 2012
Addendum determined the proposed sewer lift station site would not affect historic resources, since no such
resources are located in the area. in addition, the proposed sewer main and the extension of the proposed water
line to the CVWD well field would not adversely affect historic resources because these routes are developed as
roadways and do not contain historic sites. Development of the 2015 Project would occur within the footprint
analyzed in the Final EiR. The existing golf course would include modifications and improvements to integrate
with the proposed residential and resort uses on the 2015 Project site. Accordingly, 2015 Project implementation
would not alter or destroy any historic sites. No new or substantially increased significant effects would occur
with implementation of the 2015 Project.

b) See Response 8(a) above. No structures are present on the Project site, except for the existing clubhouse
associated with the golf course. The Cultural Assessment did not identify historical structures or other historical
resources as defined in California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5. No new or substantially increased
significant effects would occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation. No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

9. Archaeological Resources

a) Alter or destroy an o . O ] O X

archaeological site?

b) Cause a substantial adverse O ] Il O 24
change in the significance of
an archaeological resource
pursuant to California Code
of  Regulations, Section

15064.5?
c) Disturb any human remains, O |l [ O X
including those interred
outside of formal
cemeteries?
d) Restrict existing religious or O O O 1 X

sacred uses within the
potential impact area?
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e} Cause a substahiial adverse D I:] D D E

change in the significance of
site, feature, place, cultural
landscape, sacred place, or
object with cultural value to a
California Native American
Tribe that is listed or
determined eligible for listing
on the California register of
historical resources, listed on
a local historical register, or
otherwise determined by the
lead agency to be a tribal
cultural resource?

Sources: Project Application Materials; Riverside County EIR 455; Phase It Archaeological Testing Program by Statistical
Research, Inc. (June 2011).

Findings of Fact:

a) The Cultural Assessment prepared for the Final EIR identified five archaeological resource sites on the residential
site that were determined to have potential significance because these sites are located on stabilized sand dunes
and consist of a variety of artifacts, including fire-cracked rock, pottery sherds, ceramics, charcoal, burnt bone,
and waste material from the manufacturing of stone tools. Based on the recommendations from the Cultural
Assessment, mitigation measures requiring monitoring during construction would be required to mitigate any
potential impacts from grading. With the implementation of mitigation measures, Project impacts would be less
than significant. The 2007 Addendum determined the units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less than the
number of units identified in the Final EIR and approval of the Tentative Tract Map would not result in any new
significant or substantially more severe impacts to archaeological resources. Since certification of the Final EIR, a
Phase Il archaeological testing program was conducted at four of the archaeological sites on the residential site
to evaluate the eligibility for listing in the California Register Historical Resources (CRHR). The testing program
revealed one site (CA_RIV-8762) is eligible for listing in the CRHR. The 2012 Addendum determined that a Phase
It Data Recovery Plan for mitigation of CA-RIV-8762 be submitted prior to the issuance of a grading permit as a
condition of approval. In addition, the proposed sewer lift station is considered to be low of sensitivity for
archaeological resources. The 2015 Project would be located within the same development footprint analyzed in
the Final EIR and subsequent addendums. The existing golf course would be incorporated into the design of the
2015 Project. Modifications and improvements to the golf course would occur outside of the identified cultural
resource sites. Accordingly, the 2015 Project would adhere to the same mitigation measures and conditions of
approval on the project to reduce impacts to unknown archaeological resources. No new or substantially
increased significant effects would occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.
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b) See Response 9(a) above. |mpacts 'to archaeological resources on snte would be mitzgated to less than s:gmfncant
pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5. No new or substantially increased significant effects
would occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.

c) See Response 9(a) above. The survey conducted for the Cultural Assessment did not determine the presence of
any cremations, burial sites, or human remains on the Project site. Improvements and modifications would occur
along the edge of the existing golf course and outside of known cultural resource sites. No impacts would occur.
No new or substantially increased significant effects would occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.

d) See Response 9(a) above. The Project would not restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential
impact area. No new or substantially increased significant effects would occur with implementation of the 2015
Project.

e) Approved by Governor Brown on September 25, 2014, Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) establishes a formal consultation
process for California Native American tribes to identify potential significant impacts to tribal cultural resources,
as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as part of CEQA. As discussed above in Responses 9(a) through
9(d), cultural resource assessments have been performed throughout the Project site and have incorporated
Native American tribe concerns. Further, the requirement to consult does not apply to addendums, thus no
consultation was required. However, because the project is proposing an Amendment to the Specific Plan, SB-
18 consultations were requested and conducted. No changes were required based on those consultations.
Therefore, no new or substantially increased significant effects would occur with implementation of the 2015
Project.

Mitigation: Compliance with previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measures, as well as with
archaeological conditions of approval for Tract Maps 34552 and 34553.

Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements, as well as with archaeological
conditions of approval for Tract Maps 34552 and 34553 will be followed.

10. Paleontological Resources

a) Directly or indirectly destroy ] M| ] ] X
a unigue paleontological
resource, or site, or unique
geologic feature?

Source: Riverside County General Plan, Figure 0S-8, “Paleontological Sensitivity.”

Findings of Fact:

a) The Project area is not known to contain significant or locally valuable paleontological resources. However, the
Project site and the routes of the off-site infrastructure are located in an area of low paleontological sensitivity.
The Final EIR determined the areas for the reservoir site, sewer lift station, and associated pipeline routes as
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having low paleontnggical sensitivity, and the project would not directly or indirectly destroy any unique
paleontological resource, site, or geologic feature. The 2007 Addendum determined the number units allowed
by the Tentative Tract Map is less than the number of units from the Final EIR and approval of the Tentative Tract
Map would not result in any new significant or substantially more sever impacts to cultural resources. The 2012
Addendum determined mitigation would be implemented in the event that paleontological resources are
encountered during grading and excavation at any of the Project sites or off-site infrastructure routes. The 2015
Project would be developed within the same development footprint previously analyzed in the Final EIR and
subsequent addendums. The Specific Plan Amendment would also incorporate the golf course into the Project
site. Modifications to the existing golf course footprint would occur to integrate the layout with the proposed
resort and residential uses. Similar to the Final EIR, the 2015 Project site would not directly or indirectly destroy
any unique paleontological resource, or site, or unique geologic feature. No new or substantially increased
significant effects would occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Would the project:

11. Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zone or County Fault Hazard
Zones

a) Expose people or structures D D D U E
to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death?

b) Be subject to rupture of a Il - O Il O ]

known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist
for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a
known fault?

Sources: WCVAP, Figure 13, “Western Coachella Valley Area Plan Seismic Hazards”; Riverside County EIR 455.
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Findings of Fact:

a) According to the Geotechnical Engineering Report, the southwest portion of the Project site has been mapped as
an active or potentially active fault deemed capable of rupturing the surface, also known as an Alguist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone. The Final EIR determined impacts associated with the construction of the 2,250 dwelling-
unit residences with the Specific Plan Area would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation
measures. The 2007 Addendum determined development of the Project would adhere to the design
recommendations contained in the updated geotechnical report and would not result in any new significant or
substantially more severe impacts. The 2012 Addendum determined the development footprint of the residential
and reservoir sties would be similar to that mentioned in the Final EIR. All site and building implementation would
be required to be implemented in accordance with the latest California Building Code (CBC; California Code of
Regulations, Title 24, Part 2), which contains provisions to safeguard against major structural failures or loss of
life caused by earthquakes or other geological hazards. The sewer lift station site is not located within an
earthquake fault zone and as such, no impacts related to fault zoning would occur on the sewer lift station site.
Similarly, the route of the proposed sewer main and the extension of the proposed water line to the CVWD well
filed are also not located within an earthquake fault zone and no impacts would occur. The 2015 Project would
result in a similar development footprint analyzed in the Final EIR. The proposed resort uses would be located
outside of the identified fault zone in the southwest corner of the Project site. The golf course would also be
incorporated into the Project site and would be located outside of the identified fault zone. As discussed in
previous analyses, the residential and resort uses would be designed in accordance with the latest CBC, which
contains provisions to safeguard against major structural failures or loss of life caused by earthquakes or other
geological hazards. No new or substantially increased significant effects would occur with implementation of the
2015 Project.

b) The main purpose of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act is to prevent the construction of buildings
used for human occupancy on the surface of active faults, in order to minimize the hazard of surface rupture of ‘
a fault to people and habitable buildings. An active fault is a fault that has had surface displacement within the |
last 11,000 years. The southwest corner of the Project site is within the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Rupture }

|

Zone, as delineated by the California Geological Survey, due to the presence of the Banning Fault. The Final EIR
determined impacts associated with geology and soils would be less than significant with the incorporation of
mitigation measures. The 2007 Addendum determined that regardiess of the foundation design, the number of
units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less than the number of units identified in the Final EIR, approval of
the Tentative Tract Map would not result in any new significant or substantially more sever impacts to geology
and soils. The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed sewer lift station site, revised route of the sewer main,
and extension of the water line to the CYWD well field would not be located within an earthquake fault zone. The
2015 Project would revert to the 2,250 units analyzed in the Final EIR, include the existing golf course, and adhere
to the same mitigation measures associated with geology and soils. Furthermore, the proposed resort uses and
any structures would be located outside of the identified earthquake fault zone. Therefore, no new or
substantially increased significant effects would occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: Compliance with previous certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measures.
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Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be followed.

12. Liquefaction Potential Zone

a) Be subject to seismic-related | O O O X

ground failure, including
liquefaction?

Sources: WCVAP, Figure 13, “Western Coachella Valley Area Plan Seismic Hazards”; Riverside County EIR 455.

Findings of Fact:

a) Liquefaction refers to loose, saturated sand or gravel deposits that lose their load-supporting capability when
subjected to intense shaking. According to the Western Coachella Valley Area Plan, the Project site is designated
in an area with high liquefaction susceptibility. The Riverside County Liquefaction Study Zone maps the Project
site as having “moderate” liquefaction susceptibility. The Final EIR determined that the portion of the subject
property located outside of the Alquist-Priolo Zone is not located in an area subject to liquefaction, nor is such a
hazard expected to be created by the proposed development and that impacts associated with quuefactior) would
be less than significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures. The 2007 Addendum determined that
because the number of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less than the number of units identified in the
Final EIR, approval of the Tentative Tract Map would not result in any new significant or substantially more severe
impacts in an area subject to liquefaction. The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed sewer lift station,
revised route of the sewer main and the extension of the proposed water line to the CVWD well field are located
within an area that has a moderate risk of liquefaction. However, all impacts related to liquefaction would adhere
to the same mitigation measures listed in the Final EIR to reduce impacts from liquefaction to less than significant.
The 2015 Project would revert to the approved density of 2,250 units within the same development footprint as
previously analyzed and adhere to the same mitigation measures listed in the Final EIR to reduce impacts subject
to liquefaction. The existing golf course would not include any new buildings; as such, it would not subject people
or structures to seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. Similar to the Final EIR, impacts would be
less than significant with incorporation of mitigation measures. No new or substantially increased significant
effects would occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: Compliance with previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measures.

Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be followed.
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13. Ground-Shaking Zone
a) Be subject to strong seismic W O O O X

ground shaking?

Sources: WCVAP, Figure 15, “Western Coachella Valley Area Plan Slope Instability”; Riverside County EIR 455..

Findings of Fact:

a) The Project site, as all of the Southern California area, is located in a seismically active region and will experience
slight to intense ground shaking as a resuit of movement along various active faults in the region. The Banning
Fault strand of the San Andreas Fault Zone is located in the southwest corner of the Planning Area, and is capable
of strong ground shaking. The Final EIR determined that impacts associated with ground shaking would be less
than significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures. The 2007 Addendum determined the number of
units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less than the number of units identified in the Final EIR, and approval
of the Tentative Tract Map would not result in any new significant or substantially more severe impacts in an area
subject to ground shaking. The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed sewer lift station site, revised route of
the proposed sewer main, and extension of the proposed water line to the CVWD well field would be subject to
ground shaking, but with adherence to the same mitigation measures listed in the Final EIR, impacts would be
reduced to less than significant. The 2015 Project would revert to the approved density of 2,250 dwelling units
previously analyzed for the Final EIR and reconfigure the Planning Areas to incorporate single-family homes on
the northern portion of the site and the existing golf course and proposed resort residential uses in the southern
portion of the site. The southwest corner of the Project site would be designated Open Space-Recreation and
would not include any structures. All structures on site would be designed according to the latest CBC and would
adhere to the same mitigation measures listed in the Final EIR. No new or substantially increased significant
effects would occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: Compliance with previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measures.

Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be followed.

14. Landslide Risk

a) Be located on a geologic unit D D D D X

or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a
result of the project, and
potentiaily result in on- or
off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, collapse, or
rockfall hazards?
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Sources: On-site inspection; WCVAP, Figure 14, “Western Coachella Valley Area Plan Steep Slope”; Riverside County EIR
455,

Findings of Fact:

a) The risks associated with landslides occur when buildings or structures are placed on slopes. The Project site is
topographically level with a flat terrain. The Final EIR determined that landslides were not a risk to the Project
site due to the area’s flat terrain. The 2007 Addendum determined that regardless of the foundation design,
geotechnical impacts would remain the same as the Final EIR. The 2012 Addendum determined the topography
of the proposed sewer lift station site, revised route of the sewer main, and extension of the water line to the
CVWD well field are flat and landslides would not be at risk. The development footprint of the 2015 Project would
be located within the same footprint analyzed in the Final EIR and the reconfigured Planning Areas would not be
at risk of landslides. The existing golf course is located within the middie of the Project site and is located on
relatively flat terrain. As such, the existing golf course would not be at risk of landslides. No new or substantially
increased significant effects would occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

15. Ground Subsidence

O
O
X

a) Be located on a geologic unit | O
or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a
result of the project, and
potentially result in ground
subsidence?

Sources: Riverside County General Plan, Figure S-7, “Documented Subsidence Areas”; Riverside County EIR 455.

Findings of Fact:

a) The Project area is in an area where it is exposed to considerable ground subsidence due to its proximity to the
San Andreas and San Jacinto Fault Zones. The Final EIR determined that although subsidence is not considered to
be a significant hazard to the proposed development, impacts associated with subsidence would be less than
significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures. The 2007 Addendum determined that because the
number of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less than the number of units identified in the Final EIR,
approval of the Tentative Tract Map would not result in any new significant or substantially more impacts related
to ground subsidence. The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed sewer lift station, revised route of the
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proposed sewer main and the extension of the proposed water lme to the CVWD well field would be subject to
subsidence, but with adherence to the same mitigation measures listed in the Final EIR, impacts would be reduced
to less than significant. The 2015 Project would revert to the approved density of 2,250 units analyzed in the Final
EIR, include the existing Desert Dunes Golf Course, locate the residential and resort and hotel uses within the
same development footprint analyzed in the Final EIR, and adhere to the same mitigation measures listed in the
Final EIR. No new or substantially increased significant effects would occur with implementation of the 2015
Project.

Mitigation: Compliance with previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measures.
Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be followed.

16. Other Geologic Hazards

a) Be subject to geologic N ] W ] X

hazards, such as seiche,
mudflow, or volcanic hazard?

Sources: County of Riverside General Plan, Safety Element, Figure S-10, “Dam Failure Inundation Zones”; Riverside County
EIR 455.

Findings of Fact:

a) The following describes potential impacts to people and structures from seiches, mudflows, and volcanic hazards.
As demonstrated in the following, the Project would not expose people or structures to inundation by seiche,
mudflow, or volcanic hazards.

Seiche

A seiche is a surface wave created when an inland water body is shaken, usually by an earthquake. Seiches are of
concern relative to water storage facilities because inundation from a seiche can occur if the wave overflows a
containment wall, such as the wall of a reservoir, water storage tank, dam, or other artificial body of water. Lake
Cahuilla is the closest body of water to the Project site, approximately 22 miles southwest. The Final EIR, 2007
Addendum, and 2012 Addendum determined these hazards are not known to be on or near the Project sites. As
analyzed in the Final EIR, the 2015 Project site is located 22 miles northeast of Lake Cahuilla. No new or
substantially increased significant effects would occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mudfiow

A mudflow is a landslide composed of saturated rock debris and soil with a consistency of wet cement. The Project
site and surrounding areas are generally flat with gradual changes in elevation, and there are no major slopes or
bluffs on or adjacent to the site. The Final EIR, 2007 Addendum, and 2012 Addendum determined these hazards
are not known to be on or near the Project sites. The land surrounding the 2015 Project site is developed and is
generally flat. No new or substantially increased significant effects would occur with implementation of the 2015
Project.
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Vacanié AHazard
The Final EIR, 2007 Addendum, and 2012 Addendum determined these hazards are not known to be on or near

the Project site. No known voicanoes are located in close proximity to the 2015 Project site. No new or
substantially increased significant effects would occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

17. Slopes

a) Change topography or O O O O] X
ground surface relief
features?

b) Create cut or fill slopes O ] ] U X

greater than 2:1 or higher
than 10 feet?

¢} Result in grading that affects O ] O || X

or negates  subsurface
sewage disposal systems?

Sources: WCVAP, Figure 14, “Western Coachella Valley Area Plan Steep Slope”; Project Application Materials; Riverside
County EIR 455.

Findings of Fact:

a) The Project site is located on flat terrain. Development of the Project site would include activities involving mass
and fine grading. The Final EIR determined that because the Project would not create slopes, it therefore would
not change the topography or ground-surface relief features. The 2007 Addendum did not assess impacts related
to slopes. The 2012 Addendum determined the development footprint of the residential and reservoir sites would
be largely similar when compared to the Final EIR. The sewer lift station site, revised route of the proposed sewer
main, and extension of the proposed water line to the CVWD well field would be flat and would not involve
construction of slopes. The 2015 Project woulid revert to the previously analyzed 2,250 units in the Final EIR and,
therefore, mass and fine grading would be largely similar when compared to the Final EIR. The existing golf course
would be included in the layout of the 2015 Project site and would not be substantially altered. Furthermore, the
Project would not significantly alter the existing topography of the ground surface. No new or substantially
increased significant effects would occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.

b) As mentioned above, the Project site is located on a flat terrain. The Final EIR determined the Project would not
create slopes due to the existing flat terrain. The 2007 Addendum did not assess impacts related to slopes. The
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2012 Addendum determmed constructnon of the sewer lift stataon s;te, revised route of the proposed sewer main,
and extension of the proposed water line to the CYWD well field would not involve steep slopes. The 2015 Project
would not be expected to implement cut or fill slopes greater than 2:1 or higher than 10 feet due to the existing
flat terrain. Changes to the topography of the existing golf course would occur to match the elevations of the
proposed residential and resort uses. Compliance with Riverside County Building and Safety Ordinance No. 457
is required and would ensure that cut or fill slopes are manufactured appropriately. Compliance with Ordinance
No. 457 and the CBC would reduce potential impacts due to changes in topography and cut and fill slopes as a
result of the 2015 Project to a less than significant level. Therefore, similar to the Final EIR, impacts would be less
than significant with incorporation of mitigation measures. No new or substantially increased significant effects
would occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.

¢) There are currently no subsurface sewage disposal systems on the Project site. The Final EIR determined the
project was not expected to affect subsurface sewage disposal. The 2007 Addendum did not assess impacts
related to slopes. The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed sewer lift station site, revised route of the
proposed sewer main, and extension of the proposed water line to the CYWD well field would not be located by
a subsurface sewage disposal system. The 2015 Project does not propose a subsurface sewage disposal system
nor would be located near the vicinity of such a system. No new or substantially increased significant effects
would occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

18. Soils

a) Result in substantial soil O OJ O O X

erosion or the loss of topsoil?

b) Be located on expansive soil, O ] O ' X
as defined in Section
1802.3.2 of the California
Building Code {2007),
creating substantial risks to
life or property?

¢) Have soils incapable of O O ] O X

adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water
disposal systems where
sewers are not available for
the disposal of waste water?
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Sources: USDA Soil Conservation Soil Surveys; Project Application Materials; Riverside County EIR 455.

Eindings of Fact:

a)

b)

The desert’s dry climate, extreme temperature fluctuations, and frequent high winds contribute to high rates of
soil erosion and transport. Project development of the site would result in the loss of topsoil from grading
activities, but not in a manner that would result in significant amounts of soil erosion. The Final EIR determined
with the implementation of best management practices (BMPs) and mitigation measures, impacts related to
wind- and water driver erosion would reduce to below a level of significance. The 2007 Addendum determined
that the number of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less than the number of units identified in the
Final EIR; therefore, approval of the Tentative Tract Map would not result in any new significant or substantially
more impacts related to soil erosion. The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed sewer lift station site,
revised route of the proposed sewer main, and extension of the proposed water line to the CVWD well field
would be susceptible to soil erosion and wouid adhere to the same mitigation measures listed in the Final EIR to
reduce impacts to less than significant. The 2015 Project would revert to the approved density of 2,250 units,
locate the residential and resort uses within the same footprint, include the existing golf course, and would
adhere to the same mitigation measures listed in the Final EIR. Furthermore, the 2015 Project would be required
to comply with SCAQMD Rule 402 and Rule 403, which would reduce the amount of dust erosion during
construction. Therefore, similar to the Final EIR, impacts would be less than significant with incorporation of
mitigation measures. No new or substantially increased significant effects would occur with implementation of
the 2015 Project.

Expansive soils become a safety hazard with earth materials that swell and contract depending on the amount of
water present. Soils were tested on site and were determined that the Myoma fine sand soils, which underlie the
majority of the Project site, contain little or no clay. The Final EIR determined the Myoma fine sand soils to have
low potential for shrinking and swelling. The 2007 Addendum determined that the number of units allowed by
the Tentative Tract Map is less than the number of units identified in the Final EIR; therefore, approval of the
Tentative Tract Map would not result in any new significant or substantially more impacts related to soil erosion.
The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed sewer lift station site, revised route of the proposed sewer main,
and extension of the proposed water line to the CYWD well field consist of Casitas fine sand, which contains little
or no clay, and would have low potential for shrinking and swelling. The 2015 Project would develop the single-
family and resort residential/hotel uses within the same development footprint analyze# in the Final EIR. No new
structures are proposed within the existing golf course. Similar to the Final EIR, the Project would have low
potential for shrinking and swelling of the Myoma fine sand soils. No new or substantially increased significant
effects would occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.

Impacts related to soil incapable of adequately support the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal
systems were not specifically addressed in the Final EIR and the 2007 Addendum. The 2012 Addendum would not
utilize septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal system. The 2012 project would utilize a sanitary sewage
system that would connect to the CYWD. Similar to the 2012 Addendum, the Project would include a sewer
system that would connect to the CVWD for treatment of wastewater. As described above, the 2015 Project site
contain sandy soils that contain little or no clay. The sandy nature of the soils permits good percolation of water.
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Accordmgly, if an alternatlve sewer system is utilized for the 2015 Pro;ect irrigation of the existing golf course
and other common, open space, and landscaped areas throughout the site with this effluent would be able to
support infiltration into the soils. No new or substantially increased significant effects would occur with
implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: Compliance with previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measures.

Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be followed.

19. Erosion

a) Change deposition, siltation, Il ] U] UJ X

or erosion that may modify
the channel of a river or
stream or the bed of a lake?

b) Result in any increase in O ] O U] X
water erosion either on or off
site?

Sources: USDA Soil Conservation Service Soil Surveys.

Findings of Fact:

a) As mentioned previously, the Project site is flat and implementation of the Project would involve grading and
various construction activities in areas of flat terrain. The Final EIR determined the flow rate at the residential site
would be at or below pre-project flow rate. With the implementation of mitigation measures, such as standard
construction procedures, and federal, state, and local regulations implemented in conjunction with the site’s
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and its BMPs required under the National Pollution Discharge
System (NPDES) general construction permit, would minimize the potential for erosion during construction and
impacts would be less than significant. The 2007 Addendum determined the number of units allowed by the
Tentative Tract Map is less than the number of units identified in the Final EIR and, therefore, approval of the
Tentative Tract Map would not result in any new or significant or substantially more impacts related to
deposition, siltation, or erosion. The 2012 Addendum determined the drainage on the reservoir site and the
proposed sewer lift station would be designed to maintain existing flows in compliance with existing Riverside
County and City of Cathedral City ordinances and regulations. In addition, all development would adhere to the
same mitigation measures listed in the Final EIR to reduce impacts related to water erosion. The 2015 Project
would adhere to the same mitigation measures as listed in the Final EIR. While there are no adjacent water bodies
to the Project site, these practices would keep substantial amounts of soil material from eroding from the Project
site and would prevent deposition within receiving waters located downstream. impacts would be less than
significant with incorporation of mitigation measures. No new or substantially increased significant effects would
occur with implementation of the 2015 Project.
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b) The potential for on-site erosion would increase due to grading and excavation activities during the construction
phase. The Final EIR determined with implementation of mitigation measures, such as using drought tolerant
desert landscaping would provide soil stability to resist increase in water erosion either on or off site. The 2007
Addendum determined the Project design would adhere to the updated Geotechnical Report from 2007, which
indicated a conventional reinforced concrete foundation to be used as an alternative to the post-tension slab-on-
ground system stated in the Final EIR. However, regardless of the foundation design, impact would remain the
same and would not result in any new significant or substantially more severe impacts to on- or off-site erosion.
The 2012 Addendum determined the drainage on the reservoir and proposed sewer lift station would be designed
to maintain existing flows in compliance with Riverside County and City of Cathedral City ordinances and
regulations. In addition, the revised route to the proposed sewer main and the extension of the proposed water
line to the CVWD well field would be located underground and would not alter drainage. The 2015 Project, similar
to the Final EIR, would implement measures for maintaining water quality and reducing erosion. The design of
the 2015 Project site would include flood control facilities and drainage features to reduce off-site flows onto the
site and through the golf course, as well as to maintain flows generated on site to match existing off-site flow
conditions. Off-site erosion would not be affected by Project development due to the paved streets that surround
the Project site. In addition, the Project would adhere to the same mitigation measures mentioned in the Final
EIR and would not create any new or substantially increased significant effect with respect to water erosion either
on or off site when compared to the Final EIR. No new or substantially increased significant effects would occur
with implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: Compliance with previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measures.

Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be followed.

20. Wind Erosion and Blowsand
From Project Either On or Off
Site

a) Beimpacted by or result inan O O | | X

increase in wind erosion and
blowsand, either on or off
site?

Sources: Riverside County General Plan, Figure S-8, “Wind Erosion Susceptibility Areas.”

Findings of Fact:

a) According to the Riverside County General Plan, the Project site is located in an area designated as having
extremely high wind erodibility. The Final EIR determined with the implementation of best management practices
(BMPs) and mitigation measures, impacts related to an increase in wind erosion and blowsand, either on or off
site, would be less than significant. The 2007 Addendum did not analyze impacts related to wind erosion and
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blow sand, elther on or off site. The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed sewer lift statlon sute revised
route of the proposed sewer main, and extension of the proposed water line to the CVWD well field would be
susceptible to high wind erosion and would adhere to the same mitigation measures listed in the Final EIR. The
development footprint of the 2015 Project site would remain largely similar to that analyzed in the Final EIR but
would incorporate the golf course into the 2015 Project site. Activities that currently reduce wind erosion on the
golf course would continue. No changes would be made on adjacent properties that would increase wind erosion
off site that would impact the Project site. Compliance with SCAQMD dust regulations would reduce the amount
of wind erosion off site during construction. In addition, the 2015 Project would adhere to the same mitigation
measures as listed in the Final EIR. No new or substantially increased significant effects would occur with
implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: Compliance with previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measures.

Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be followed.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Would the project:

21. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

a) Generate greenhouse gas D D D O &

emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the
environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable ] O O O X
plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

Source: Meridian Consuitants, Air Quality Modeling Results, Appendix A.

Findings of Fact:

a) Potential greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts were not required at the time the Final EIR and the 2007 Addendum
were prepared. The 2012 Addendum determined the project would result in short-term GHG emissions during
construction. GHG emissions during operations would result in 103,269 MTCO2e per year, or a 39 percent
reduction from business-as-usual (BAU) conditions, meeting the 30 percent reduction threshold utilized in the
2012 Addendum. Therefore, the project would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the environment, and impacts would be less than significant.
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The County of Rlvemde adopted a Cllmate Action Plan (CAP) for unmcorporated areas in the County in December
2015. The CAP includes goals and policies to meet the requirements of AB 32 for reducing GHG emissions by 20
percent from 1990 levels by 2020. The CAP contains guidelines to conduct GHG analysis for new projects. The
first step when determining significance is to compare the project’s GHG emissions to a screening threshold of
3,000 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents (MTCOze) for any project. If the project is below the
screening threshold, GHG impacts would be less than significant. If the project exceeds the screening threshold,

‘then two options are provided in the CAP to analyze potential cumulative GHG impacts from implementation of

a project. The methods include the use of the County GHG Screening Table document, which provides a point
based scoring system on project features to reduce GHG emissions, or to conduct two air quality emission model
analyses comparing 2011 project levels and project build out levels, to determine if a 25 percent reduction of
GHG emissions from the 2011 project levels would occur. For purposes of this analysis, an air quality emission
model comparing 2011 levels to Project build out levels was used to assess potential GHG impacts.
The annual net GHG emissions associated with the construction and operation of the 2015 Project are provided
in Table 4, Comparison of Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions. As identified in Table 4, the 2015 Project
would generate 27,239.19 MTCO2e/year. When compared to the 2012 Addendum, the Project would generate
approximately 76,009.81 MTCO2e/year fewer emissions. Under 2011 conditions, the Project would generate
approximately 37,049.05 MTCO2e/year. When compared to the 2011 Project emissions, the 2015 Project would
generate approximately 26 percent fewer emissions, exceeding the 25 percent CAP GHG emission threshold.
Accordingly, the 2015 Project would result in less than significant GHG impacts. No new information, changed
circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Table 4
Comparison of Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions
: i ; - > Emtsswns .
_GHG Emissions Source : (MTCO2e/year)
Construction (amortized) 169.24
Area 16.72
Energy 15,594.28
Mobile 9,295.95
Waste 169.35
Water 1,993.65
Total 2015 Project Emissions 27,239.19
CAP 2011 Emissions 37,039.05
2012 Addendum Emissions 103,249.00

MTCOze = metric tons of carbon dioxide emissions.

Source: CalEEMod.

Notes: Emissions calculations are provided in Appendix A, Air Quality Modeling Results. Totals in
table may not appear to add exactly due to rounding in the computer model colcuiations.

The emissions of the Project represent the net difference between the existing greenhouse
generated uses that would be removed and the Project greenhouse gas emissions.
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b) As mentloned prev:ously, analysis to greenhouse gas emissions assocnated global climate change were not
required at the time the Final EIR and 2007 Addendum were prepared. The 2012 Addendum determined the
project is consistent with the goals of AB 32 because the projects GHG emissions would be reduced more than
30 percent from BAU and would not conflict with the state’s ability to achieve the reduction targets under AB 32.
Impacts would be less than significant. The 2015 Project meets the County’s CAP GHG target reduction of 25
percent when compared to 2011 conditions. Furthermore, the 2015 Project would incorporate energy reduction
measures that exceed Title 24 requirements, incorporate water efficient landscaping and irrigation systems,
incorporate low flow water features in residential units, etc., as identified in the CAP. Project development would
not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant. No new information, changed
circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:

22. Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

a) Create a significant hazard to O ] O O X
the public or the
environment through the
routine transport, use, or
disposal of  hazardous

materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to il ] ] ] X
the public or the
environment through

reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions
involving the release of
hazardous materials into the
environment?

¢) Impair implementation of or A ] ] N X
physically interfere with an
adopted emergency
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response plan or an
emergency evacuation plan?
d) Emit hazardous emissions or D D D D E
handie hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school?
e) Be located on a site which is ] ] il H X

included on a list of
hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to
Government Code, Section
65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the
environment?

Sources: Project Application Materials; Riverside County EIR 455,

Findings of Fact:

a)

b)

The Final EIR determined that routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials would not create a
significant hazard to the public. The 2007 Addendum determined the residential land uses allowed by the
Tentative Tract Map would involve uses such as chemical cleaners, pesticides, herbicides, or other common
hazardous substances. However, the nature and volume of such substances associated with the residential use
would not present the potential to create a significant public or environmental hazard. The 2012 Addendum
determined the proposed sewer lift station site, revised route of the proposed sewer main, and extension of the
proposed water line to the CYWD well field would not create a significant hazard to the public because operation
would not generate hazardous materials nor involve the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials. The 2015 Project would include similar residential uses that would involve the use of chemical cleaners,
pesticides, herbicides, or other common hazardous substance to those previously analyzed. In addition, the
existing golf course would continue to adhere to existing regulations for pesticide and herbicide use within the
golf course. Resort residential uses would include incrementally more chemical cleaners and other common
hazardous substances related to these uses. Use of these substances would be required to comply with federal,
state, and local regulations. Similar to the Final EIR, these hazardous materials would not create a significant
hazard to the public. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the
implementation of the 2015 Project.

The Final EIR determined that the Project site and adjoining land showed no indication of unauthorized releases
of hazardous substances to the soils and/or groundwater on the site or on the adjacent properties. in addition,
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c)

d)

e)

"the 500-gallon above ground fuel storage tank for gasoline and dlésel fuels‘at the Desert Dunes Golf Course is

located within a bermed containment area, avoiding spillage to the work area. Also, there were no National
Priority Sites located within 1 mile of the Project site. Therefore, no impacts were expected to occur. The 2007
Addendum determined that due to the evidence found in the two Environmental Assessments prepared for the
Final EIR, no issues associated with hazardous materials would significantly affect the development or operation
of land uses allowed by the Tentative Tract Map. Impacts associated with the Tentative Tract Map approval would
be insignificant and no additional analysis was necessary. The 2012 Addendum determined impacts to hazardous
materials during construction or occupancy of the residential and reservoir site would result in similar impacts
identified in the Final EIR. Development of the 2015 Project site would occur within the same development
footprint analyzed in the Final EIR and, therefore, impacts to hazardous materials during construction or
occupancy of the project would remain the same as the Final EIR. Incorporation of the existing golf course into
the 2015 Project would also include the 500-galion above ground fuel storage tank. The tank would remain within
the bermed containment area to avoid spillage to the work area. No new information, changed circumstances,
or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

The Final EIR determined the Project would not hinder or conflict with any adopted emergency response or
evacuation plan. The 2007 Addendum determined construction of the land uses proposed in the Tentative Tract
Map would not obstruct adjacent roadways and, therefore, would not physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed sewer
lift station site would not hinder or conflict with any adopted emergency response or evacuation plan.
Construction of the proposed sewer main and the extension of the proposed water line to the CVWD well field
would result in temporary impacts to traffic; however, no permanent changes to the roadways would occur
because the improvements would be located underground. The 2015 Project includes adequate access for
emergency response vehicles and personnel during occupancy, as developed in consultation with County Fire
personnel. Therefore, the 2015 Project would not impair the implementation of or physically interfere with an
emergency response plan and/or emergency evacuation plan. No new information, changed circumstances, or
more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

The nearest schools to the Project site are the Bubbling Wells Elementary School, located at 67501 Camino
Campanero in Desert Hot Springs, approximately 1.47 miles to the north, and the Desert Springs Middle School,
located at 66-755 2 Bunch Palms Trail in Desert Hot Springs, approximately 1.92 miles north of the Project site.
The Final EIR determined the approved Project site would not be located within one-quarter miles of a school.
The 2007 Addendum determined impacts to land uses allowed by the Tentative Tract Map would not be located
within one-quarter mile of a school. The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed sewer lift station site,
proposed sewer main, and extension of the proposed water line to the CYWD well field would not be located
within one-quarter mile of a school. The 2015 Project site would be located in the same location as the site
analyzed in the Final EIR. Accordingly, similar to the Final EIR the 2015 Project would not emit hazardous
emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur
with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

The Final EIR and 2007 Addendum determined that there was no evidence found to suggest the site is located on
site that would emit hazardous materials. The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed sewer lift station site,
revised route of the proposed sewer main, and extension of the proposed water line to the CVWD well field
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would not be located on a list of hazardous sites pursuant to Government Code 65962.5. The 2015 Project would

reconfigure the Planning Areas within the footprint analyzed in the Final EIR and incorporate the existing golf
course into the site. As determined in the Final EIR, the 2015 Project would not be located on a site that is included
on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. No new

information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015
Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

23. Airports
a) Result in an inconsistency O Ul O ] X
with an Airport Master Plan?
b) Require review by the Airport ] O O O X

Land Use Commission?

¢) For a project located within O O J ] X

an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not
been adopted, within 2 miles
of a public airport or public
use airport, would the project
result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in
the project area?

d} For a project within the N O ] ] X
vicinity of a private airstrip, or
heliport, would the project
result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in
the project area?

Sources: WCVAP, Figure 4 “Western Coachella Valley Area Plan Overlays and Policy Areas”; Riverside County EIR 455,

Findings of Fact:

a) The Palm Springs International Airport is located approximately 4.5 miles southwest of the Project site. I.\Ithough
the Project site is within the flight path of the Palm Springs International Airport, it is not located w:thl‘n the
boundaries of the Airport Master Plan. The Final EIR determined the project would be consistent with an Airport
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Master Plan The 2007 Addendum determlned the number of umts allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less
than the number of units identified in the Final EIR; therefore, approval of the Tentative Tract Map would not
result in any new or significant or substantially more impacts. The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed
sewer lift station site, revised route of the proposed sewer main, and extension of the proposed water line to the
CVWD well field is not located within the boundaries of the Airport Master Plan. Similar to the Final EIR, the 2015
Project site is not located within the boundaries of the Airport Master Plan. No new information, changed
circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

b) As previously described, the Project site is not located within the vicinity of any public or private airport;
therefore, it would not require review by the Airport Land Use Commission {ALUC). No new information, changed
circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

c) See response to Section 23(a) and (b), above. The Project site is not located within 2 miles of a public airport or
public use airport that would result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the Project area. In
addition, the proposed 80-foot tower and architectural elements would be below the flight path elevation and
would include nighttime lighting along the roof to alert any air traffic in the area. No new information, changed
circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

d) See response to Section 23(a), (b), and (c), above. The Project site is not located within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, or heliport, and would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the Project area. No
new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the
2015 Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

24. Hazardous Fire Area

a) Expose people or structures O O OJ ] X

to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving
wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent
to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed
with wildlands?

Source: WCVAP, Figure 12, “Western Coachella Valley Area Plan Wildfire Susceptibility.”

Findings of Fact:

a) According to the Western Coachella Valley Area Plan, the Project site is located in area designated as low for
wildfire susceptibility. The Project site is surrounded by areas of low wildfire susceptibility to the north, south,
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and west and areas of very low wildfire susceptlbullty areas to the east The Final EIR determined the Pro;ect
would not expose people or structures to risks associated with wildland fire given the sparse vegetation and
sandy soils on each of the sites. The 2007 Addendum determined impacts associated with the Tentative Tract
Map approval would not cause any new or more significant impacts. The 2012 Addendum determined the
proposed sewer lift station site, revised route of the proposed sewer main, and extension of the proposed water
line to the CYWD well field would be located within a very low wildlife zone and would not be expected to expose
people or structure to risks associated with wildland fire. The 2015 Project would be located within the same site
analyzed in the Final EIR and would incorporate the existing golf course, designated for low wildfire susceptibility,
into the site. The 2015 Project would be required to adhere to Riverside County Ordinance No. 787 and CBC,
which contains provisions for prevention of fire hazards. Therefore, the 2015 Project would not expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, including where wildiands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands. No new information, changed
circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are necessary.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are necessary.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:

25. Water Quality Impacts

<

a) Substantially alter the O O J ]

existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including the
alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner
that would result in
substantial erosion or
siltation on or off site?

b) Violate any water quality ] ] O O X
standards or waste discharge
requirements?

¢} Substantially deplete ] ] O O X
groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net
deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local
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groundwater table Ieva'(:..g.,
the production rate of
preexisting nearby wells
would drop to a level which
would not support existing
land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been
granted)?

d)

Create or contribute runoff
water that would exceed the
capacity of existing or
planned storm water
drainage systems or provide
substantial additional
sources of poliuted runoff?

e)

Place housing within a 100-
year flood hazard area, as
mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation
map?

Place within a 100-year flood
hazard area structures which
would impede or redirect
flood flows?

g)

Otherwise substantially
degrade water quality?

0
O
O]

O
X

h)

Include new or retrofitted
storm  water Treatment
Control Best Management
Practices (BMPs) (e.g., water
quality treatment basins,
constructed treatment
wetlands), the operation of
which could result in
significant environmental
effects (e.g., increased
vectors and/or odors)?

O
X
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Source: e) Western Coachella Valley Area Plan, Figure 11, “Western Coachella Valley Area Plan Flood Hazards.”

Findings of Fact:

a) As mentioned previously, the Project site is flat and implementation of the Project would involve grading and
various construction activities in area of flat terrain (see Response 19a). The Final EIR determined the flow rate
of storm water through the residential site would be at or below pre-project flow rate. With incorporation of
mitigation measures, impacts would be reduced to less than significant. The 2007 Addendum determined to
adhere to all design recommendations contained in the updated Hydrology study prepared in 2007, resulting in
similar impacts. The 2012 Addendum determined the drainage at the reservoir and the proposed sewer lift
station site would be designed to maintain existing flows and in compliance with existing Riverside County and
City of Cathedral City ordinances and regulations. In addition, the revised route of the proposed sewer main and
extension of the proposed water line to the CVWD well field would be located underground and would not alter
drainage. The Project site Is subject to flooding from Long Canyon to the northeast, Morongo Wash to the
northwest and west and Desert Hot Springs Creek (Verbona Wash) from the north, which also flows north to
south through the existing golf course. All off-site tributary storm runoff from the north, northwest and northeast
would be conveyed through surface sheet flow drainage channel facilities within the Project site along the west
(Palm Drive Channel), north (18th Avenue Channel) and east (Bubbling Wells Channel) property lines and through
the existing golf course (Golf Course Channel), ultimately outletting beyond 20th Avenue. The 2015 Project’s
flood control facilities would be constructed in phases corresponding with the construction of the residential and
resort land use components, in order to provide necessary flood control protection for development phases as
implemented by tract maps and/or plot plans. Each development phase would provide flood control
infrastructure for flood conveyance and protection of the project’s structures. On-site drainage would also be
conveyed through portions of the existing golf course to the development’s flood controt facilities. The 2015
Project would be in compliance with State Water Board erosion control requirements and would result in less
than significant impacts during construction. In addition, the Project would adhere to same mitigation measures
listed in the Final EIR. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the
implementation of the 2015 Project.

b) The Final EIR determined with incorporation of mitigation measures, such as implementing BMP measures to
reduce water quality issues, would reduce impacts associated with water quality. The 2007 Addendum
determined to adhere to all design recommendations contained in the updated Hydrology study prepared in
2007, resulting in similar impacts. The 2012 Addendum determined all construction including the proposed sewer
lift station, revised route of the proposed sewer main and the extension of the proposed water line to the (VWD
well field would be required to adhere to the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
requirements. Similar to the Final EIR, the 2015 Project would implement BMP measures to reduce off-site water
quality issues during construction to less than significant levels. The 2015 Project would include on-site storm
water drainage system with drainage swales and retention basins. The existing golf course would include
modifications and improvements for the site’s drainage basins. The retention basins would conform to the MS4
Whitewater River Watershed Municipal Stormwater Program. No new information, changed circumstances, or
more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.
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c)

d)

The Mission Creek Subbasin i is a large but finite groundwater aqunfer which serves as the primary water resource
for the Desert Hot Springs area and the subject property. The Project site would utilize potable water from the
CVWD, which in turn uses a mixture of Colorado River water and groundwater to supplement demand within the
CVWD service boundaries. The CVWD has numerous groundwater recharge facilities within the Coachella Valley
to offset the lowering of the groundwater table. The Final EIR determined the Project would contribute an overall
increase in annual demand for groundwater, resulting in overdraft conditions for the Mission Creek Subbasin.
With incorporation of mitigation measures, the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to
groundwater levels. The 2007 Addendum determined to adhere to all design recommendation contained in the
updated Hydrology study prepared in 2007, resulting in similar impacts. The 2012 Addendum determined no
groundwater pumping would occur for the proposed sewer lift station, revised route of the proposed sewer main
and the extension of the proposed water line to the CYWD well field. In addition, fewer residential units would
be constructed, thus reducing the amount of groundwater pumped for domestic use. As discussed in Section 45
Water, the 2015 Project would demand less water than the approved project. No new information, changed
circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Drainage in the Project area is uniformly level from north to south, with elevations ranging from 810 feet at the
northeast corner to 690 feet at the southwest corner of the residential site, and from 960 feet at the northeast
corner to 920 feet at the southwest corner of the reservoir site. The Final EIR determined with incorporation of
mitigation measures, impacts would be reduced to less than significant. The 2007 Addendum determined to
adhere to all design recommendations contained in the updated Hydrology study prepared in 2007, resulting in
similar impacts. The 2012 Addendum determined drainage to the reservoir would be constructed to Riverside
County standards. All drainage improvements and measures would remain unchanged. The 2015 Project would
be designed to include a comprehensive drainage system that collects storm flows, retains the increase in post-
development flow, and discharges the surface water at predevelopment levels. The 2015 Project includes flood
control facilities, which would treat and retain incremental surface water runoff, within the open space areas
along the perimeter of the site and through the existing golf course. The retention basins would conform to the
Riverside County Flood Control District and Water Conservation District. Similar to the Final EIR, impacts would
be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation measures. No new information, changed circumstances,
or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

The Final EIR determined the residential site is subject to flooding from the Big Morongo Wash drainage located
west of Palm Drive. In addition, the storm drainage system on the residential site would be designed to
accommodate maximum 100-year floods from the Long Canyon and Morongo drainages. Also, building pads on
the residential site would be constructed out of the 100-year flood plain pursuant to FEMA-approved
CLOMR/LOMR applications. The 2007 Addendum would adhere to all design recommendations contained in the
updated Hydrology study prepared in 2007, resulting in similar impacts. The 2012 Addendum determined the
proposed sewer lift station site would not be located within a 100-year flood plain. The revised route of the
proposed sewer main and extension of the proposed water line to the CYWD well field would be located
underground and would not be affected by flooding. The 2015 Project would be graded to protect all building
pads from a 100-year flood event, in accordance with the CBC, and the on-site storm drain system would convey
these flows through the site. The existing golf course clubhouse is located outside of the floodplain, and the
proposed storm drainage system would direct flows away from the structure. No new information, changed
circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.
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f) See Responses 25(d) and (e) above. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would
occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

g) See Responses 25(a) through 25(e) above. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts
would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

h) Impacts related to new or retrofitted stormwater Treatment Control Best Management Practices were not
specifically addressed in the Final EIR and 2007 Addendum. The 2012 Addendum determined drainage on the
reservoir site and proposed sewer lift station site would be constructed according to Riverside County and City
of Cathedral City standards. In addition, the revised route of the proposed sewer main and extension of the
proposed water line to the CVWD well field would be located underground and not cause ponding, increased
vectors, or odors. The 2015 Project would be designed to treat storm water runoff via vegetated swales and water
quality basins in accordance with the Riverside County Flood Control District and Water Conservation District.
The on-site drainage facilities would be maintained by the Homeowners Association to minimize vector
population and/or odors. The existing golf course currently employs vector control to minimize environmental
effects. Existing operations would continue in order to reduce vector control. No new information, changed
circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: Compliance with previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measures.

Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be required.

26. Floodplains

Degree of Suitability in 100-Year Floodplains. As indicated in the following, the appropriate Degree of
Suitability has been checked.

NA - Not applicable [X] U - Generally Unsuitable [_] R ~ Restricted [ ]

a) Substantially alter the D D D D X

existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including
through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the
rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner that
would result in flooding on or
off site?

b} Changes in absorption rates O D D D &
or the rate and amount of
surface runoff?

¢} Expose people or structures O ] O O X

to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving
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flooding, including ﬁ;oding
as the result of the failure of
a levee or dam (Dam
Inundation Area)?

d)

Changes in the amount of O O | O X

surface water in any water
body?

Sources: Western Coachella Valley Area Plan, Figure 11, “Western Coachella Valley Area Plan Flood Hazards.” and Figure
5-10, “Dam Failure Inundation Zone"; Riverside County EIR 455; Flood Hazard Analysis and Flood Control Plan for Tract
31789, Solera at Desert Dunes, Riverside County, California (PACE July 2015).

Findings of Fact:

a)

b)

c)

d)

See discussion for items 25(e) & (f), above The Final EIR indicated that impacts associated with flooding would be
less than significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures. The 2007 Addendum determined
implementation of the Project would adhere to the design recommendations contained in the 2007 hydrology
report. The 2012 Addendum determined building pads for the residential site would be constructed pursuant to
FEMA-approved CLOMR/LOMR applications. In addition, the new sewer lift station and the proposed
infrastructure to be constructed along the revised route of the proposed sewer main and extension of the
proposed water line to the CVWD well field would not be located within a dam inundation zone and be affected
flooding. The 2015 Project would be required to construct storm drain and/or other flood control devices by the
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District for development of the site and are enforced
through the County’s standard conditions of approval. Similar to the Final EIR, the 2015 Project would include
building pads for residential and resort residential uses, including the hotel, would be constructed pursuant to
FEMA-approved CLOMR/LOMR applications. The existing golf course clubhouse would remain in its current
location, and the proposed facilities within the Project site would ensure that additional on- or off-site flooding
would not occur. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the
implementation of the 2015 Project.

See Response 26(a) above. Incorporation of the existing golf course would provide additional open space
opportunities to increase absorption rates and decrease surface runoff. No new information, changed
circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

See Response 26(a) above. The proposed drainage facilities within the Project site would ensure flooding from
dam or levee failure impacts would be less than significant. No new information, changed circumstances, or more
severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

The nearest major body of water, Lake Cahuilla, is located approximately 22 miles to the southeast. The Final EIR
and 2007 Addendum did not specifically address impacts related to changes in the amount of surface water in
any water body. The 2012 Addendum determined given the distance, surface water levels at Lake Cahuilia would
not be affected by stormwater generated by the Project. Therefore, no impacts would occur. Similar to the Final
EIR, the 2015 Project would not cause changes in the amount of surface water in any water body. No new
information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015
Project.
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Mmgatno Comphance with prevnously certlfled Rlvers:de County EIR 455 mmgatnon measures.

Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be followed.

LAND USE/PLANNING
Would the project:

27. Land Use

a) Result in a substantial ] ] O] L X

alteration of the present or
planned land use of an area?

b) Affect land use within a city R O ] ] X
sphere of influence and/or
_ within adjacent city or county
boundaries?

Sources: (a) Riverside County General Plan; (b) WCVAP; (c) Project Application Materials.

Findings of Fact:

a) The Project site is located in an unincorporated area of Riverside County. The Final EIR determined that the
residential and reservoir sites are within the Sphere of influence (SO!) of the City of Desert Hot Springs. The 2007
Addendum determined the approval of the Tentative Tract Map would not result in any new significant or
substantially severe impacts to land use compatibility. The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed sewer lift
station is located within the city limits of the City of Cathedral City and is zoned for open space use, which is a
permitted conditional use. In addition, the revised route of the proposed sewer main and the extension of the
proposed water line to the CVWD well field would not affect planned land uses on adjacent properties because
these proposed uses are located along existing roadways. Therefore, no impacts would occur. The 2015 Project
would include single-family residences at a density range of 5 to 8 dwelling units per acre, which is consistent
with the Medium High Density Residential (MHDR) land use designation. The existing Desert Dunes Golf Course
would be included within the Specific Plan Amendment and designated as Open Space—Recreation (OS-R). The
resort residential units and the 50-room boutique hotel would be designated as Commercial Tourist (CT). The
resort residential units are a specialized residential use. These units would be individually owned but available
for rental for periods of up to 30 consecutive days. Owners choosing to rent their units would be required by the
covenants of the purchase and sale agreement to use the centrally managed resort rental program. All short-
term rentals would pay TOT to the County of Riverside. The resort residential area would contain a variety of
amenities, including swimming pools, available for use by residents and guests in the resort residential units and
boutique hotel, as well as by the residents of Planning Area 2. In addition to the SP Amendment, a General Plan
Amendment is also proposed to change the General Plan Land Use designation for the southern portion of
Planning Area 1 to CT to reflect the planned resort development. Uses allowed by this designation include tourist-
oriented uses, such as hotels and golf courses. The proposed uses would be consistent with the proposed land
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use and zoning designat:ons and would provide a transition between the existing golf course and the Medlum-
Density Residential uses to the east. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would
occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

b) See Response 28(a) above. The 2015 Project site is located within the City of Desert Hot Springs SOI. The existing
golf course would remain designated OS-R, which is a similar designation of the Desert Hot Springs land use plan.
Proposed uses would be of similar density (5 to 8 dwelling units per acre) and slightly larger single-family lots
(4,000 to 7,000 square feet) than uses proposed within the Desert Hot Springs SOI {(up to 5 dwelling units per
acre). No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the
implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

28. Planning

a) Be consistent with the site’s O il O | X
existing or proposed zoning?

b) Be compatible with existing ] O O W X
and planned surrounding
zoning?

¢} Be compatible with existing O D D D X
and planned surrounding
land uses?

d) Be consistent with the land | O O O X

use designations and policies
of the Comprehensive
General Plan (including those
of any applicable Specific

Plan)?

e) Disrupt or divide the physical D D D O E
arrangement of an
established community

(including a low-income or
minority community)?

Source: (a) Riverside County Planning Department, Zone Descriptions & Requirements. Movida Desert Dunes Specific Plan,
Hunsaker & Associates, Inc.
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Findings of Fact:

a) The Project site is designated as Medium Density Residential (MDR) as reflected on the Specific Plan land use -
plan. The Final EIR determined the residential site and open space conservation parcel is designated as a Specific
Plan (SP) Zone, which would require a Change of Zone (CZ) to accommodate the Project Specific Plan. The 2007
Addendum determined approval of the Tentative Tract Map would not result in any new or significant or
substantially more severe impacts to land use compatibility, due to the decrease in the number of units allowed
by the Tentative Tract Map. The 2012 Addendum determined the revised route of the proposed sewer main and
the extension of the proposed water line to the CYWD well field would not conflict with local zoning or planned
land uses along these routes because these uses are located along existing roadways. Therefore, no impacts
would occur. The Riverside County General Plan designates a portion of the site surrounding the existing golf
course as MDR with a density range of 2 to 5 dwelling units per acre, and the balance of the site as Open Space—
Recreation (OS-R). As part of the Specific Plan’s entitiement, the site’s General Plan land use designations will be
reconfigured and changed to primarily MHDR in the north portion, and to CT and OS-R in the south and central
portions of the Project site, respectively. South of 20th Avenue, the 25-acre parcel will remain Rural Desert (RD)
as currently designated. For the project’s residential component, the proposed minimum lot sizes for the single-
family homes would range from 4,000 to 7,700 square feet. Along with traditional single-family homes, a variety
of residential product types may be constructed in the residential component subject to an approved plot plan
application including alley loaded, courtyard cluster, zero-lot line and paired homes. In addition to the residential
neighborhoods, other resort residential uses would cover the balance of the Project site, including 900 resort
residential units, 50-room boutique hotel. Resort residential units would be individually owned; however, the
property owner has the ability to rent out the unit through a centrally managed rental program for short-term
(less than 30 days). Short-term rentals would be subject to applicable Transient Occupancy Tax. The existing golf
course would be included in the Specific Plan amendment and designated OS-R. Combining the residential, resort
residential, and golf course components, the 2015 Project would development up to 2,250 units along with a 50-
room boutique hotel and golf-course over approximately 649.6 acres. Overall, the 2015 Project would have an
average residential density of less than 5.0 dwelling units per acre, which is consistent with the MDR and MHDR
land use designations, along with hotel and golf course uses that are consistent with the CT and OS-R land use
designations. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the
implementation of the 2015 Project.

b) Properties surrounding the residential site, open space conservation parcel, and reservoir site are zoned W-2,
Controlled Development, with the exception of properties to the east of the residential site which are zoned R-1,
One-Family Dwelling. The Final EIR determined the Project would be compatible with these uses. The 2007
Addendum determined approval of the Tentative Tract Map would not result in any new or significant or
substantially more severe impacts to land use compatibility, due to the decrease in the number of units allowed
by the Tentative Tract Map. The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed sewer main and the extension of the
proposed water line to the CVWD well field would not conflict with local zoning and planned land uses on adjacent
properties because these uses are located along existing roadways. In addition, future projects proposed around
the Project site would be revised by the County of Riverside, City of Desert Hot Springs, and/or City of Cathedral
City for compatibility with the residential use contained with the Specific Plan area. Therefore, no impacts would
occur. The yses surrounding the Project site include scattered single-family residential development. As discussed
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c)

d)

in Response 28(a), the 2015 Project would include single-family uses at an average of 5 dwelling units per acre
on 4,000 to 7,700 square foot lots, similar to nearby existing uses. The golf course would remain designated as
OS-R. The resort residential and hotel uses would be clustered around the existing golf course, with landscaping
along the edges of the site to provide distance and a buffer from the existing uses to the south and east, The
building heights for tower and architectural vertical treatments of the hotel would break up building massing and
provide for the concealment of cellular equipment/communications. The landscaping and location of the resort
uses around the golf course would provide a transition between the MDR uses and the proposed MHDR and CT
uses. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation
of the 2015 Project.

The Final EIR determined that with incorporation of one mitigation measure, which requires the County to ensure
all potential land use incompatibilities are reduced prior to approval of the Specific Plan, impacts associated with
land use compatibility would be less than significant. The 2007 Addendum determined approval of the Tentative
Tract Map would not result in any new or significant or substantially more severe impacts to land use
compatibility, due to the decrease in the number of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map. The 2012
Addendum determined the proposed sewer lift station would be located on a vacant desert land with no existing
development located in the vicinity of the Project site. In addition, infrastructure on the revised route of the
proposed sewer main and the extension of the proposed water line to the CYWD well field would be located
underground and compatible with land uses on adjacent properties. The 2015 Project would revert the approved
density of 2,250 units analyzed in the Final EIR and remove the active-adult age-restriction component from the
Project. These uses would be designed consistent with the Specific Plan Design Guidelines to ensure a compatible
transition to land uses on adjacent properties. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe
impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

See Response 27a. The Final EIR determined that impacts associated with consistency with general plan land use
designations would be less than significant. The 2007 Addendum determined the approval of the Tentative Tract
Map would not result in any new or significant or substantially more severe impacts to land use designations, due
to the decrease in the number of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map. The 2012 Addendum determined the
sewer lift station site has been designated by the City of Cathedral as Open Space-Public; however, the site’s
zoning designation does allow public utility structures as a conditional use. In addition, the revised route of the
proposed sewer main and the extension of the proposed water line to the CYWD well field would be located
along existing roadways and would be consistent with land use designations on adjacent properties. The 2015
Project would comply with policies of the General Plan. The existing golf course would be designated as OS-R in
the Specific Plan amendment, consistent with current zoning and land use designations. The resort residential
uses would be consistent with the County’s CT designation. The resort hotel would be designed consistent with
the Design Guidelines of the Movida Specific Plan. The clustered resort uses around the golf course would
minimize any adverse visual impacts across the site. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe
impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

The Final EIR determined the development would constitute as an extension of existing residential development
patterns in the immediate vicinity. The 2007 Addendum determined approval of the Tentative Tract Map would
not result in any new or significant or substantially more severe impacts. The 2012 Addendum determined the
sewer lift station would not disrupt or divide an existing community due to its location on vacant desert land. in
addition, the revised route of the proposed sewer main and the extension community because the routes are
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developed as roadways Therefore, no new or substantially increased sngmf‘ cant effects would resuit with respect
to the disruption or division of a community. In addition, the sewer lift station and reservoir site would remain
the same as the 2012 Addendum. The 2015 Project would revert to the approved density of 2,250 units analyzed
in the Final EIR. The proposed uses would be designed consistent with the MHDR and CT designations. The
existing golf course would be designated OS-R. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe
impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

MINERAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

29. Mineral Resources

a) Result in the loss of | il g O] X

availability of a known
mineral resource that would
be of value to the region or
the residents of the State?

b) Result in the loss of 0O - ] O ] X
availability of a locally
important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a
local general plan, specific
plan, or other land use plan?

c) Be an incompatible land use ] ] | O X

located adjacent to a State
classified or designated area
or existing surface mine?

d) Expose people or property to N [] D {] X
hazards from proposed,
existing, or abandoned
quarries or mines?

Source: (a) Riverside County General Plan, Multipurpose and Open Space Element, Figure 0S-6, “Mineral Resource Zones.”
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Findings of Fact:

a) The General Plan identifies policies that encourage protections for existing mining operations and for the
appropriate management of mineral extraction. A significant impact that would constitute a loss of availability of
a known mineral resource would include unmanaged extraction or encroachment on existing extraction.
According to the General Plan, the Project site is in an area designated as an area containing mineral deposits
(MRZ-3 zone); however, the significance of the deposit is undetermined. The Final EIR would not result in the loss
of availability of a known mineral resource in an area classified or designated by the State that wouid be of value
to the region or the residents of the State. The 2007 Addendum determined the proposed Tentative Tract Map
would not inhibit the extraction of mineral resources, given that the Planning Area is characterized by urban
development. The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed sewer lift station would be located in an MRZ-3
zone; however, there would not be a substantial amount of loss of minerals due to the size of the site (0.28 acres).
In addition, the revised route of the proposed sewer main and the extension of the proposed water line to the
CVWD well field would not affect mineral sources because these routes are developed as roadways. The 2015
Project would revert to the approved density of 2,250 units analyzed in the Final EIR, and would be located within
the area analyzed in the Final EIR, which was identified as an area potentially containing mineral resources (MRZ-
3 zone). Where no information is available, no impacts to known mineral resources would occur. No new
information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015
Project.

b) See Response 29(a). The 2015 Project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. No new
information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015
Project.

¢) The land adjacent to the Project site is located within an MRZ-3 zone, which contains undetermined mineral
resources. The Final EIR and 2007 Addendum did not address hazards associated with mineral extraction. The
2012 Addendum determined it would be unlikely for mining activities to occur next to the residential and
reservoir sites because the area is characterized as urban development. The site of the proposed sewer lift station
would be compatible with mining activities or surrounding uses, if they were to occur adjacent to the site. In
addition, the revised route of the proposed sewer main and the extension of the proposed water line to the
CVWD well field would not be affected by mining activities because the routes are developed along roadways. As
previously described, the 2015 Project site is located in an area characterized by urban development and mining
activities would be unlikely to occur adjacent to residential uses. The 2015 Project would be compatible with the
proposed zoning designations and with the adjacent uses to the north, east, and south. No new information,
changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

d) No existing or abandoned quarries or mines exist in the area su rrounding the Project site. The Final EIR and 2007
Addendum determined the Project would not propose any mineral extraction. The Final EIR determined the
proposed sewer lift station would be compatible with mining activities or surrounding uses, if they were to occur
near the site. In addition, the proposed sewer main and the extension of the proposed water line to the CVWD
well field would not be affected by mining activities because these routes would be developed along roadways.
As described previously, the site is not located near an abandoned quarry or would be located near a proposed
quarry or mine due to the residential and urbanized nature of the area. Similar to the Final EIR, the 2015 Project
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would not expose people orqpro‘b‘érty to hazards from proposed, ex|stmg, or abandoned quarries or mines. No
new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the
2015 Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

NOISE
Would the project:
Where indicated, the appropriate Noise Acceptability Rating(s) has been checked.

NA - Not Applicable A - Generally Acceptable B — Conditionally Acceptable
C - Generally Unacceptable D -tand Use Discouraged
30. Airport Noise
a) For a project located within O ] | O X

an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not
been adopted, within 2 miles
of a public airport or public
use airport would the project
expose people residing or
working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

NAD A0 B[OJ c[Jo[]

b) For a project within the O ] O OJ X
vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose
people residing or working in
the project area to excessive
noise levels?

NaX A 80 c[o[]

Source: (a) Riverside County General Plan, Figure $-20, “Airport Locations”; County of Riverside Airport Facilities Map;
Riverside County EIR 455,

Findings of Fact:

a) The closest airport to the Project site is the Palm Springs International Airport, approximately 5 miles to the south
of the site. The Final EIR determined the Project site is within the airport’s flight tracks or patterns; however,
outside of the airport’s land use plan. The Project site is far enough to avoid significant noise exposure to people
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residing or workmg in the project area. The 2007 Addendum determmed approval of the Tentatlve Tract Map
would not result in any new significant or substantially more severe impacts due to the decrease in the number
of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map. The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed sewer lift station is
not located within the airport’s land use plan, and uses for the site would not be sensitive to noise. In addition,
infrastructure proposed along the revised route of the sewer main and the extension of the proposed water line
to the CVWD well field would be located underground and would not be sensitive to noise. Implementation of
the 2015 Project would result in the development of 1,350 single-family dwelling units, 900 resort units and a
resort hotel, and reconfigure the Planning Areas to include the existing golf course. Similar to the Final EIR, the
site is located outside of the airport’s land use plan and is at a distance greater than 2 miles from the Palm Springs
International Airport. Similar to the Final EIR, the 2015 Project would not expose people residing or working the
Project area to excessive noise levels. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts
would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

b) See Response to 30(a). As indicated previously, the Project site is not located within the vicinity of any private
airport. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the
implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

31. Railroad Noise

nalX A0 80 c[Jo[] O 0 O O X

Source: WCVAP, Figure 7 “Circulation”; Riverside County EIR 455.

Findings of Fact:

a) The Project site is located 2 miles north to the Union Pacific Railroad. The Final EIR determined the nearest
railroad alignment would not cause any noise related impacts. The 2007 Addendum determined approval of the
Tentative Tract Map would not result in any new or significant or substantially more severe impacts to railroad
noise, due to the decrease in the number of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map. The 2012 Addendum
determined the proposed sewer lift station would be located over 1 mile northeast of the nearest railroad
alignment and would not contain noise sensitive uses. In addition, infrastructure proposed along the revised
route of the sewer main and the extension of the water line to the CVWD well field would not be noise sensitive
since it would be located underground. The 2015 Project would revert to the approved density of 2,250 units
analyzed in the Final EIR and reconfigure the residential and resort Planning Areas, as well as include the existing
golf course. Similar to the Final EIR, the 2015 Project site would be located 2 miles north of the Union Pacific
Railroad and, as such, would not be impacted by railroad noise. No new information, changed circumstances, or
more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.
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Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.
32. Highway Noise
NARJ A[] 8[] c[Jo[] O O O O X

Source: Riverside County General Plan, Circulation Element.

Findings of Fact:

a) The Project site is located in an unincorporated area of Riverside County in the Coachella Valley, south of the City
of Desert Hot Springs and approximately 1.5 miles north of Interstate 10 (I-10). The Final EIR determined that due
to the distance from the Project site, the I-10 would not contribute a significant amount of noise to the Project.
The 2007 Addendum determined approval of the Tentative Tract Map would not result in any new or significant
or substantially more severe impacts to highway noise, due to the decrease in the number of units allowed by
the Tentative Tract Map. The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed sewer lift station would be located
approximately 1 mile northeast of 1-10 and would not contain noise sensitive uses. The 2015 Project would be
located in the same site as the Final EIR and due to the distance from the I-10, would not be substantially impacted
by noise from the I-10. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with
the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

33. Other Noise

NAD A[d s[0 c[o[] O O L] 0 X

Source: Project Application Description.

Findings of Fact;

a) No other noise sources have been identified near the Project site that would contribute a significant amount of
noise to the Project site. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with
the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.
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34. Noise Effects on or by the
Project
a) A substantial permanent ] O O O] <
increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without
the project?
b) A substantial temporary or O d O O] X

periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

¢) Exposure of persons to or OJ ] O O X
generation of noise levels in

excess of standards
established in the local
general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

d) Exposure of persons to or O O O W X
generation of excessive
ground-borne vibration or
ground-borne noise levels?

Sources: Riverside County General Plan, Table N-1 (Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Exposure); US
Department of Transportation, Construction Noise Handbook, Chapter 9.0 (August 2006); Project Application Materials.

Findings of Fact:

a) The Final EIR indicated for conditions at project buildout, the roadway segment of 20th Avenue between Palm
Drive and Bubbling Wells Road and the roadway segment of Bubbling Wells Road between 20th Avenue and the
project access would experience an increase in noise ranging from 60.4 to 64.4 A-weighted decibels [dB(A)]
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), an increase of approximately 4.4 to 6.4 dB(A) CNEL; the Final EIR would
not produce significant noise levels to above 65 dB(A) CNEL on the noise sensitive land uses in the project vicinity.
Operational noise would be less than significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures. The 2007
Addendum determined that the number of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less than the number of
units identified in the Final EIR; therefore, approval of the Tentative Tract Map would not result in any new
significant or substantially more severe impacts. The 2012 Addendum determined the proposed sewer lift station
site would generate insignificant noise levels, although the closest sensitive receptors are located approximately
one mile to the north. In addition, the revised route of the proposed sewer main and extension of the proposed
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b)

water line to the CVWD well field wo‘GId b?iocated underground and would not generate noise. The 2015 Project
would generate approximately 14,350 weekday trips, approximately 6,000 more trips when compared to the
Final EIR as a result of the single-family uses. The increase in trips is mainly due to the removal of the active-adult
age-restricted units when compared to the Final EIR. !t should be noted that the 2015 Project would not increase
traffic beyond what was approved in the Riverside County General Plan (up to 18,240 trips) for the site.

To be considered a significant noise impact in the Final EIR, project traffic must cause a noise-level increase in the
area adjacent to the roadway segment greater than 3 dB(A), and the resulting noise level must exceed the County
of Riverside 65 dB(A) CNEL exterior noise standard. For conditions at 2015 Project plus existing conditions, the
roadway segment of 20th Avenue between Palm Drive and Bubbling Wells Road and the roadway segment of
Bubbling Wells Road between 20th Avenue and the project access would experience an increase in noise ranging
from 0.0 to 5.6 dB(A) CNEL (see Appendix B, Roadway Noise Calculations). The roadway impacts on all other
segments would increase from 0.5 to 1.2 dB(A) CNEL. For conditions at 2015 Project plus Year 2035 conditions,
the roadway segment of 20th Avenue between Palm Drive and Bubbling Wells Road and the roadway segment
of Bubbling Wells Road between 20th Avenue and the project access would experience an increase in noise
ranging from 1.4 t0 13.6 dB(A) CNEL (see Appendix B). The roadway impacts on all other segments would increase
from 0.3 to 0.5 dB(A) CNEL. Noise increases under these future conditions would result in an incremental increase
in noise levels along adjacent roadways when compared to the Final EIR. However, similar to the Final EIR, noise
levels would increase in the future but traffic conditions would not produce significant noise level increases to
above 65 dB{A) CNEL on the noise sensitive land uses in the project vicinity. No new information, changed
circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project or under future
traffic conditions,

The Final EIR determined construction related noise and vibration would cause short-term intrusive impacts.
However, impacts would be reduced to less than significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures. The
2007 Addendum determined the number of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less than the number of
units identified in the Final EIR; therefore, approval of the Tentative Tract Map would not result in any new
significant or substantially more severe impact of noise levels in the project vicinity. The 2012 Addendum
determined the proposed sewer lift station would be located approximately 1 mile to the south of the closest
sensitive receptor and may generate noise and vibration levels above existing standards for sensitive uses. In
addition, the proposed sewer main and the extension of the proposed water line to the CvWD well field would
not occur adjacent to sensitive uses. Therefore, no new or substantially increase significant effects would result
with respect to construction noise and vibration. The 2015 Project construction period is anticipated to consist
of two phases, with the initial phase involving construction of approximately 288 single-family detached dwelling
units in the northwest portion of the site and S00 resort units in the southwest corner of the site by the end of
year 2020. The second phase would involve buildout of the remaining dwelling and resort units with as assumed
completion by the year 2035. Construction and grading activities would be similar to the Final EIR and include the
excavation of earth materials and replacement with properly compacted fill materials. Grading activities would
involve the use of standard earth moving equipment, such as a drop hammer, dozers, loaders, excavators,
graders, back hoes, pile drivers, dump trucks, and other related heavy-duty equipment, which would be stored
on site during construction to minimize disruption of the surrounding land uses. Above-grade construction
activities would involve the use of standard construction equipment, such as hoists, cranes, mixer trucks,
concrete pumps, laser screeds, and other related equipment.
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d)

Equipment used du rmg the constructlon phases would generate both s steady state and episodic noise that would
be heard both on and off the Project site. Noise levels generated during construction would primarily affect the
residential land uses adjacent to the Project site to the north, east, and south. Noise levels generated during each
of the Project phases would range from 85 to 94 dB{A) at a distance of 50 feet. Noise produced by construction
equipment would be reduced over distance at a rate of 6 dB per doubling distance. It is anticipated that
construction noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors, approximately 100 feet from the nearest activities,
would range from 79 to 88 dB(A). However, pursuant to the County’s Noise Ordinance, private construction
projects located within 0.25 mile from an inhabited dwelling are exempt from the County’s noise standards,
provided that: construction does not occur between the hours of 6:00 PM and 6:00 AM during the months of
Jure through September; and construction does not occur between the hours of 6:00 PM and 7:00 AM during
the months of October through May. Similar to the analysis provided in the Final EIR, the 2015 Project would
adhere to this requirement and would also implement several mitigation measures to alleviate construction
noise. Potential construction impacts would be reduced to less than significant. No new information, changed
circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

In addition to equipment-generated noise associated with construction activities, construction traffic would
generate noise along access routes to the proposed development areas. The major pieces of heavy equipment
would be moved onto the development only one time for each construction activity (e.g., demolition, grading).
In addition, daily transportation of construction workers and the hauling of materials both on and off the 2015
Project site are expected to cause increases in noise levels along study area roadways, although noise levels from
such trips would be less than peak hour noise levels generated by Project trips during Project operation. Average
daily trips associated with construction activities would not result in a doubling of trip volumes along study area
roadways. Given that it takes a doubling of average daily trips on roadways to increase noise by 3 dB(A), the noise
level increases associated with construction vehicle trips would be less than 3 dB{A), and potential impacts would
be less than significant. Therefore, no new or substantially increased significant effects would result with respect
to ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity existing without the 2015 Project when compared to the Final EIR.

See Response 35(a). The 2015 Project would include similar on-site stationary noise sources for single-family and
resort residential uses (such as heating, ventilating, and air conditioning equipment) when compared to the Final
EIR and would not exceed the County’s compatibility threshold. No new information, changed circumstances, or
more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

See Response 35(b). The primary source of vibration during construction of the 2015 Project would be the use of
scrapers, bulldozers, a motor grader, and water and pickup trucks. The closest construction activity to a sensitive
receptor is estimated to be approximately 100 feet from the closest existing residences to the north, south, and
east. Generally, problems with ground-borne vibration from construction sources are localized to areas within
approximately 100 feet of the vibration source. Using data provided in the Federal Transit Administration’s
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (May 2006) and Caltrans Transportation and Construction-induced
Vibration Guidance Manual (June 2004), it was estimated that the vibration level at these nearest residences to
the south would be less than the 0.1 inch per second (in/sec) and would not exceed the 0.2 in/sec threshold for
residential structures, and thus below the level of potential risk for architectural damage to normal buildings.
Therefore, the 2015 Project would not result in significant vibration impacts. No new information, changed
circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.
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Mitigation: Compliance with previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measures.

Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be followed.

POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:
35. Housing
a) Displace substantial numbers D D [:] ] IZI
of existing housing,
necessitating the

construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

b) Create a demand for Il O O ] X

additional housing,
particularly housing
affordable to households
earning 80% or less of the
County’s median income?

c) Displace substantial numbers O N O J X

of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement

housing elsewhere?

d) Affect a County O W | O X
Redevelopment Project
Area? .

e) Cumulatively exceed official O U O O X
regional or local population
projections?

f) Induce substantial ] D D D X

population growth in an area, |
either directly (for example, ; |
by proposing new homes and ;
businesses) or indirectly (for ‘
example, through extension ‘
of roads or other
infrastructure)?
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Source:

Riverside County General Plan, Housing Element; Riverside County EIR 455.

Findings of Fact:

a)

b)

d)

e)

The Project site consists of vacant desert land and an existing golf course. The Final EIR determined the residential
and reservoir site are vacant and would not result in the displacement of any housing or residents. The 2007
Addendum determined the units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map would not result in any new significant or
substantially more severe impacts to population and housing because the number of units allowed by the
Tentative Tract Map is less than the number of units from the Final EIR. The 2012 Addendum determined the
proposed sewer lift station would be located on a vacant parcel located west of the intersection of Varner Road
and Bubbling Wells Road in Cathedral City. In addition, the revised route of the sewer main and the extension of
the proposed water line to the CVWD well field would be developed along roadways and would not impact
existing housing. The 2015 Project would be developed on a vacant site and would not result in the displacement
of any housing or residents. Minor modifications to the golf course would occur to ensure consistent
topographical transitions between the proposed uses. No new information, changed circumstances, or more
severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

The Final EIR determined the project would accommodate housing needs in the Coachella Valley. The 2007
Addendum determined while the Project would result in fewer residential units than the Final EIR, the Project
would accommodate housing needs in the Coachella Valley. The 2012 Addendum determined while the Project
would result in fewer residential units than the Final EIR, the Project would accommodate housing needs in the
Coachella Valley. The 2015 Project would revert to the approved density of 2,250 units, of which 1,350 units
would be designated as single-family dwelling units, similar to the amount of units analyzed in the Final EIR. No
new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the
2015 Project.

See Response 36(a) above. The 2015 Project would be located on a vacant desert land with an existing golif course.
No housing currently exists on the site. Similar to the Final EIR, the 2015 Project would not impact or displace a
substantial numbers of people. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur
with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Impacts related to County Redevelopment Project Areas were not specifically addressed in the Final EIR and 2007
Addendum. The 2012 Addendum determined none of the Project sites and routes of the off-site infrastructure
would be located within a County Redevelopment Project Area. Similar to the 2012 Addendum, the 2015 Project
site would not be located within a County Redevelopment Area. No new information, changed circumstances, or
more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Impacts related to population projections and population growth were not specifically addressed in the Final EIR
and 2007 Addendum. The 2012 Addendum determined based on average household size of 1.8 persons per
household, the development would generate approximately 2,635 residents. The increase accounted for persons
55 years of age and older and was within the CVAG and SCAG demographic projections for the year 2020. The
2015 Project would revert to the approved density of 2,250 units analyzed in the Final EIR and would permit land
uses that are consistent with the General Plan land use designations and the maximum permitted density of 5
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dwelling units per acre. The projected 4,050 persons generated by the 2015 Project would fall within the County
SCAG data for year 2020 anticipated a population of 471,500 within unincorporated areas of the County. The
resort residential dwelling units are distinguished from other residential uses in that the units are individually
owned but may be rented through a single, centrally managed rental program for short-term periods (less than
30 days). The existing golf course would not change its current operations. In addition, no new expansion of
existing utility or infrastructure improvements would be needed that differ from requirements analyzed in the
Final EIR. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the
implementation of the 2015 Project.

f) See Response 36(e) above. No new or substantially increased significant effects would result from the 2015
Project with respect to population growth.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

PUBLIC SERVICES

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered government facilities or the need for new or physically aitered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the
public services:

36. Fire Services O | O ] X

source: Riverside County General Plan, Safety Element, Figure S-13, “Inventory of Fire Facilities”.

Findings of Fact:

a) The Riverside County Fire Department provides fire protection services within unincorporated Riverside County.
The Riverside County Fire Department is administered under contract by Cal Fire, and participates in a Regional
Integrated and Cooperative Fire Protection System. This system provides the surrounding areas with additional
regional resources to respond to fire service calls when required. The nearest fire stations to the Project site are
Desert Hot Springs (Station 37), located at 65958 Pierson Bivd, Desert Hot Springs, approximately 3 miles
northwest of the Project site, and the North Palm Springs Skyborne at 11535 Karen Avenue, Desert Hot Springs
approximately 4.4 miles northwest of the Project site. The Final EIR determined the Project would generate a
limited cumulative increase in demand for fire services; however, impacts would be less than significant with the
incorporation of mitigation measures. The 2007 Addendum determined the units allowed by the Tentative Tract
Map would not result in any new significant or substantially more severe impacts to population and housing
because the number of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less than the number of units from the Final
EIR, thus reducing demand on fire services. The 2012 Addendum determined the reservoir site, relocated sewer
lift station, and the infrastructure proposed along the revised route of the proposed sewer main and the

extension of the proposed water line to the CVWD well field would not demand fire services. The 2015 Project
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would revert to the Fina’l?lﬁ—approved density of 2,250 units and include the existing golf course; therefore, it
would generate a limited cumulative increase in fire services. In addition, the 2015 Project would be required to
comply with County Ordinance No. 659 to provide for adequate fire protection resources. This is a standard
condition of approval and is not considered in need of mitigation under CEQA. Furthermore, all development
would implement the same mitigation measures as the approved project to reduce impacts to fire services.
Accordingly, the 2015 Project would not directly physically alter existing facilities or result in an increase in
demand for services that would require the construction of new facilities. No new information, changed
circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: Compliance with previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measures.
Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be followed.

37. Sheriff Services

O 0 | Ll

Source: Riverside County Sheriff's Department.

Findings of Fact:

a) Police protection services in the County of Riverside are provided by the Riverside County Sheriff's Department.
The Riverside County Sheriff's Department Palm Desert Station is responsible for the western half of the Coachella
Valley’s unincorporated areas. The Final EIR determined the Project would generate a limited cumulative increase
in demand for sheriff services; however, impacts would be less than significant with the incorporation of
mitigation measures. The 2007 Addendum determined the units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map would not
result in any new significant or substantially more severe impacts to sheriff services. The 2012 Addendum
determined the reservoir site, relocated sewer lift station, and the infrastructure proposed water line to the
CVWD well field would not demand sheriff services. The 2015 Project would revert to the approved density of
2,250 units in the Final EIR and include the existing golf course; therefore, it would generate a limited cumulative
increase in demand for sheriff services. The 2015 Project is planned as a private gated community that would
include a 24-hour private security service with staff at the main entry. The private security service would work in
conjunction with the County Sheriff Department to reduce the demand of the 2015 Project on sheriff services
similar to the Final EIR. In addition, the 2015 Project is required to comply with County Ordinance No. 659 to
provide for adequate sheriff services. This is a standard condition of approval and is not considered in need of
mitigation under CEQA. In addition, all development would implement the same mitigation measures as the
approved project to reduce impacts to sheriff services. No new or substantialily increased significant effects would
result with respect to sheriff services.

Mitigation: Compliance with previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measures.
Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be foliowed.
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38. Schools — [ 0 O 0O X

Source: Coachella Valley Unified School District, “Schools.”

Findings of Fact:

a) The Project site is iocated within the Palm Springs Unified School District (PSUSD). The nearest schools to the
Project site are Bubbling Wells Elementary School, located at 67501 Camino Campanero, Garnet approximately
1.5 miles to the north, Desert Springs Middle School, located at 66-755 2 Bunch Palms Trail, Desert Hot Springs,
approximately 2.0 miles to the north, and the Desert Hot Springs High School located at 65850 Pierson Boulevard,
Desert Hot Springs, approximately 3.0 miles to the north. The Final EIR, 2007 Addendum and 2012 Addendum
determined the revised project would not generate students, and would not generate demand for new or
expanded school facilities because the proposed development on the site would be an age restricted single-family
residential development. The 2015 Project would permit the development of 1,350 single-family dwelling units
and 900 resort units including a boutique hotel. The resort and hotel units would be available for short term
rentals and would not generate a permanent population, and thus would not generate students within the
PSUSD. The single-family dwelling units would generate additional students within the PSUSD. Senate Bill (58) 50
states that the exclusive method of mitigating the impact of school facilities according to CEQA is to pay the
maximum school fess and that such fees are “deemed to provide full and complete school facilities mitigation”
related to the adequacy of school facilities when considering the approval or the establishment of conditions for
the approval of the project (Government Code 65996(a) and (b)). The 2015 Project would not physically aiter
existing facilities or result in the construction of new or physically altered facilities. No new information, changed
circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

39, Libraries [] J ] ] X

Source: Riverside County General Plan.

Findings of Fact:

a) The closest library to the Project site is the Desert Hot Springs Library, located at 11691 West Drive, Desert Hot
Springs, approximately 3.1 miles to the north of the site. The Final EIR, 2007 Addendum, .and 2012 Addendum
determined that due to the age restriction and the on-site amenities available to the residents, impacts on library
services is anticipated to be less than significant. The 2015 Project would remove the active-aduit age-restriction
component of the Project, thus potentially generating demand on local library facilities. In addition, the 2015
Project would be required to comply with County Ordinance No. 659, which establishes a development impact
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fee program to address the increased need for additional faciliti-es, services, and open space. Payment of
development impact fees as part of project conditions of approval would ensure adequate library services and
would not create a significant incremental demand for library services. The 2015 Project would not require the
provision of new or altered library facilitates at this time. No new information, changed circumstances, or more
severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

40. Health Services O O O | X

Source: Riverside County General Plan.

Findings of Fact:

a) The closest hospital to the Project site is Desert Regional Medical Center, located at 1150 N. Indian Canyon Drive,
in the City of Palm Springs, approximately 7 miles to the south of the site. The Final EIR and the 2007 Addendum
did not determine impacts related to health services. The 2012 Addendum determined the project would not
generate a demand for new or expanded facilities for heaith services. The 2015 Project would revert to the
approved density of 2,250 units analyzed in the Final EIR that would generate an incremental demand on nearby
medical facilities. Similar to the Final EIR, the Project would not physically alter existing facilities or result in an
increase in demand for services that would require the construction of new or physically altered medical facilities.
No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of
the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

RECREATION
Would the project:

41. Parks and Recreation

a) Would the project include O O O U X

recreational facilities or
require the construction or
expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an
adverse physical effect on the
environment?
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b) Would the project include the ] ] H ] X

use of existing neighborhood
or regional parks or other
recreational facilities such
that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility
would occur  or  be
accelerated?

c)

Is the project located within a ] O ] ] X
Community Service Area

(CSA) or recreation and park

district with a Community

Parks and Recreation Plan

{Quimby fees)?

Sources: GIS database; Ord. No. 460, Section 10.35 (Regulating the Division of Land—Park and Recreation Fees and

Dedications); Ord. No. 659 {Establishing Development Impact Fees); Parks & Open Space Department Review; Riverside
County EIR 455, '

Findings of Fact:

a)

b)

The nearest public park to the Project site is the Mission Springs Park, located in Desert Hot Springs,
approximately 1.5 miles to the north. The Final EIR determined that construction of project-specific recreational
amenities is not expected to have an adverse physical effect on the environment. The 2007 Addendum
determined the development of the community center would contribute to overall construction impacts, but
impacts related to the construction of the recreational facility would be less than significant. The 2012 Addendum
determined the same number of recreational facilities would be included as the Final EIR. The 2015 Project would
include the existing golf course, two main amenity/recreation areas, three secondary amenity/recreation areas,
an internal trail system connecting residents throughout the site, and open space around the perimeter of the
site. The existing golf course would include minor improvements to ensure consistent transition between the
proposed uses. Operation of the golf course would not be significantly impacted by the 2015 Project. Project
implementation would not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities, which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts
would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

The Final EIR determined development of project amenities would minimize impacts to existing local and regional
parks. The 2007 Addendum determined as the number of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less than
the number of units identified in the Final EIR, approval of the Tentative Tract Map would not result in more
severe impacts related to the physical deterioration of the facility. The 2012 Addendum determined
implementation of the Project would include the same number of recreational facilities as the Final EIR and would
have a less residential population that may use the local and regional parks. The 2015 Project would include the

72 EA No. 42744




R R R R

No New"
Significant
Less than or
Significant Substantially
Potentially ‘with Less than More
Significant Mitigation Significant No Severe
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact _Impacts |
existing golf course, two main amenity/recreation areas, three secondary amenity/recreation areas, an internal

trail system connecting residents throughout the site, and open space around the perimeter of the site. No new

information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015
Project.

¢) The Project site is subject to Quimby Act requirements. The 2007 Addendum determined that because the
number of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less than the number of units identified in the Final EIR,
approval of the Tentative Tract Map would not result in more severe impacts related to park fees. The 2012
Addendum determined implementation of the project and its uses would satisfy the requirements of the Quimby
Act. The 2015 Project would be required to dedicate a minimum of 12 acres of parkland or pay parks and
recreation fees to meet the requirements of Ordinance No. 460. The 2015 Project would provide a combination
of parkland in the form of the recreational areas and would pay the required park fees to satisfy the Quimby Act
requirements. Similar to the Final EIR, the 2015 Project would result in less than significant impacts. No new

information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015
Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

42. Recreational Trails : [] ] C] D X

Sources: Western Coachella Valley Area Plan, Figure 8, “Trails and Bikeway System.”

Findings of Fact:

a) According to the Western Coachella Valley Area Plan, a Class Il Bike Path/Regional Trail is proposed along Palm
Drive. Impacts related to recreational trails were not specifically addressed in the Final EIR and 2007 Addendum.
The 2012 Addendum determined implementation of the Project would not inhibit the construction of the
proposed bike path along Palm Drive. The 2015 Project would not substantially increase significant effects with
respect to recreational trails. internal trail systems are included for residents and connect each Planning Area.
No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of
the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

73 EA No. 42744




. NoNew |
Significant
Less than or
Significant Substantially
Potentially with Less than More
Significant Mitigation Significant No Severe
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact lmjgacts
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
Would the project:
43, Circulation
a) Conflict with an applicable ] ] n O X

plan, ordinance, or policy
establishing a measure of
effectiveness for the
performance of the
circulation system, taking
into account all modes of
transportation, including
mass transit and
nonmotorized travel and
relevant components of the
circulation system, including
but not limited to
intersections, streets,
highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths,
and mass transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable ] D U] ] X

congestion management
program, including, but not
limited to level of service
standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards
established by the county
congestion management
agency for designated roads
or highways?

¢) Resultinachange in air traffic ] O O | X
patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that
results in substantial safety
risks?
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d) Alter waterborne, rail, or air ] O O ] X
traffic?
e) Substantially increase 0 O J O X

hazards due to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

f) Cause an effect upon, or a L__] O U D E

need for new or aitered
maintenance of roads?

g) Cause an effect upon O O O | X
" circulation during the

project’s construction?

h) Result in  inadequate ] ] ] ] X

emergency access or access
to nearby uses?

i) Conflict with adopted O] l ] 0] X

policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit,
bikeways, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise
substantially decrease the
performance or safety of
such facilities?

Sourge: (a) Endo Engineering, Desert Dunes Traffic Assessment (September 2015).

Findings of Fact:

a) The Final EIR determined that implementation of the Specific Plan would result in significant and unavoidable
traffic/circulation roadway and intersection impacts under year 2009 and RCIP buildout conditions, including, but
not limited to, temporary impacts prior to the buildout of new lanes, signals, ramps, etc. The 2007 Addendum
determined the number of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less than the number of units identified
in the Final EIR and, therefore, would not result in more severe impacts related to traffic and transportation. The
2012 Addendum wouid result in the construction of fewer residential units than the Final EIR, thus reducing the
amount of vehicle traffic on the local roadway system. In addition, the reservoir site, relocated sewer lift station,
revised route of the proposed sewer main, and extension of the proposed water line to the CVWD well field
would not generate any traffic. The 2015 Project would generate up to 14,350 weekday trips when fully occupied.
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The trips to the golf course would remain similar to the existing trips currently generated to and from the golf
course. The 2015 Project would potentially impact Palm Drive at North Site Access; Palm Drive at Golf Course
Access; Palm Drive at 20th Avenue; Mountain View Road at Varner Road; Date Palm Drive at Varner Road; and
Mountain View Road at 20th Avenue. Under the 2020 Opening Year scenario, widening Palm Drive between I-10
and 18th Avenue from four to six lanes would accommodate 2015 Project traffic volumes (see Appendix C, Traffic
Impact Study). Payment of traffic impact fees for traffic signals at these intersections would ensure acceptable
levels of service in the study area and reduce impacts to less than significant in accordance with the scenarios
analyzed in the traffic study. Future traffic volumes forecast along the I-10 west of Date Palm Drive would
approach acceptable levels of service; however, due to the margin of error inherent in the traffic model, a 10 lane
freeway would be able to accommodate all future traffic volumes. To comply with General Plan circulation
policies and standards, the applicant would dedicate appropriate right-of-way to accommodate master planned
circulation half-section improvements adjacent to the Project site along Palm Drive, 18th Avenue, Bubbling Wells
Road, and 20th Avenue. The traffic analysis indicated that roadways in the study area would maintain the
applicable minimum level of service performance standards at the key intersections during peak hours. No new
information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015
Project.

See Response 44(a). The 2015 Project determined the roadways located within the Project area within the CMP
include Palm Drive, Gene Autry Trail, Mountain View Road, Date Palm Drive, Pierson Boulevard, Hacienda
Avenue, Two-Bunch Palms Trail, Dillon Road, and Varner Road. To ensure that traffic delays are kept to a
minimum, roadways in the study area would maintain the applicable minimum level of service performance
standards at key intersections during peak hours with implementation of similar mitigation measure set forth in
the Final EIR, including the payment of Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) program fees. No new
information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015
Project.

The closest airport to the Project site is Palm Springs International Airport, approximately 4.9 miles to the south
of the Project site. The Final EIR determined implementation of the Project is not expected to adversely affect air
traffic patterns because the Project site is not located within the boundaries of an airport land use or ALUC hazard
zone. The 2007 Addendum determined as the number of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less than
the number of units identified in the Final EIR, implementation of the Project would not result in more severe
impacts related to air traffic. The 2012 Addendum determined the height of the proposed structures would not
affect air traffic patterns. The 2015 Project could permit tower features that would be 80 feet in height. However,
airplane takeoffs and landings are at a sufficient distance from the Project site and would not pose a safety risk;
airline traffic would be similar and no airline safety risks would occur. No new information, changed
circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

The Final EIR determined implementation of the project is not expected to adversely affect air, rail, or waterborne
patterns or safety of travel. The 2007 Addendum determined that because the number of units allowed by the
Tentative Tract Map is less than number of units identified in the Final EIR, implementation of the Project would
not result in more severe impacts related to waterborne, rail or air traffic. The 2012 Addendum determined the
nearest rail line is located approximately 2 miles south of the proposed sewer lift station site; however, no rivers,
lakes, or other conveyance of water related traffic exists in the project vicinity or region. The 2015 Project would
reconfigure the Planning Areas to allow development of single-family homes and resort residential and hotel
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lake, or other conveyance

of water related traffic. No new information, changed circumstances,

or more severe impacts would occur with

the implementation of the 2015 Project.

The Final EIR determined that clear, unobstructed sight distances be included at site access points, as well as all
internal intersection to ensure motorists can enter and exit the site with minimum hazard and disruption of
through traffic. The 2007 Addendum determined that because the number of units allowed by the Tentative Tract
Map is less than number of units identified in the Final EIR, implementation of the Project would not resuit in
more severe impacts related to hazards due to design features. The 2012 Addendum determined the roadway
network would remain the same as the Final EIR, resulting in similar impacts related to design hazards. The 2015
Project would provide primary access via a security entry located on Palm Drive. Secondary access gate would be
provided at the golf course entry on Palm Drive, as well as along, Bubbling Wells Road, and 20th Avenue.
Internally, a Collector Loop Road would provide access with the Project area. The internal circulation system
would be designed in accordance with County of Riverside guidelines and would provide adequate fire
department access and widths. Line of sight for turning movements would be provided according to Caltrans and
County of Riverside guidelines. Similar to the Final EIR, the 2015 Project would implement mitigation measures
to ensure sufficient sight distances are provided at all entrances. No new information, changed circumstances, or
more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Impacts related to the need for new or altered County roads were not specifically addressed in the Final EIR and
2007 Addendum. The 2012 Addendum determined implementation of the Project would result in the
construction of an internal roadway network that would require maintenance in the long-term. Maintenance of
on-site roads would be funded through association dues, and maintenance of perimeter roads would be funded
by property taxes. The 2015 Project would ensure traffic delays are kept to minimum by implementing similar
mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR. Similarly, the 2015 Project would implement the Transportation
Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF), which requires the applicant to contribute a fair-share basis to the cost of
required roadway improvements within the study area. No new information, changed circumstances, or more
severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Impacts related to construction traffic were not specifically addressed in the Final EIR and 2007 Addendum. The
2012 Addendum determined that implementation of the Project is not anticipated to affect any other roadways
within the vicinity of the Project site or along roadway where off-site infrastructure would be constructed because
these roadways have sufficient capacity to accommodate construction vehicle traffic traveling to and from the
site; thus no long-term road closures would be required. The 2015 Project would incorporate traffic control
measures as a design feature, which would minimize construction conflicts on adjacent roadways. No new
information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015
Project.

The Final EIR determined the proposed internal street network and land use plan would be designed to provide
adequate emergency access to all portion of the site. The 2007 Addendum determined that because the number
of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less than the number of units identified in the Final EIR, approval
of the Tentative Tract Map would not result in more severe impacts related to inadequate emergency access. The
2012 Addendum determined the roadway network would be similar as the road network analyzed in the Final
EIR. The 2015 Project would reconfigure the Planning Areas to allow development of single-family homes, the
existing golf course, and resort residential and hotel uses. Access would be designed according to County of
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Riverside standards. Impacts related to providing adequate emergency access to all portions of the site would
remain the same as those under the Final EIR. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe
impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

i) The Final EIR determined implementation of the Project would comply with the County’s adopted plans and
policies that are supportive of alternative modes of transportation. The 2007 Addendum determined that
because the number of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less than the number of units identified in the
Final EIR, approval of the Tentative Tract Map would not result in more severe impacts related to conflicting with
adopted policies, plan, or programs. The 2012 Addendum determined the land uses proposed would be similar
to the Final EIR and, therefore, would not interfere with the County’s adopted plans policies. The 2015 Project
would not conflict with adopted policies regarding alternative transportation. The 2015 Project would provide
adequate internal pathways and connections to regional bike paths and trails. No new information, changed
circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: Compliance with previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measures.

Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be followed.

44, Bike Trails O ] ] ] X

Source: Western Coachella Valley Area Plan, Figure 8, “Trails and Bikeway System.”

Findings of Fact:

a) See response 42(a). According to the Western Coachella Valley Area Plan, a Class !l Bike Path is proposed along
Palm Drive (from Varner Road to Camino Adventura). The Final EIR and 2007 Addendum did not address impacts
related to recreational trails. The 2012 Addendum would not inhibit the construction of the planned bike path
and no impacts would occur. The 2015 Project would not interfere with the development of a future Class Il bike

lane. No new information, changed circu mstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation
of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring measures are required.

UTILITY AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the project:
45. Water
a) Require or result in the N ] B O X

construction of new water
treatment facilities or the
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expansion of existing

facilities, the construction of
which would cause significant
environmental effects?

b)

Have  sufficient  water ] Il | U] X

supplies available to serve
the project from existing
entitlements and resources,
or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?

Sources: (a) Riverside County Land Information System; (b) Coachella Valley Water District, 2010 Urban Water

Management Plan, Table 3-10 and Table 3-19.

Findings of Fact:

a)

b)

The Project site is currently vacant and would be served by the CVWD. The Final EIR determined that sufficient
water supplies are available to meet the demand of the Project. A Water Supply Assessment and Water Supply
Verification were approved by CVWD prior to the certification of the Final EIR. The water demand approved for
the Final EIR was 1,786.5 acre-feet per year. In addition, impacts associated with infrastructure would be less
than significant with incorporation of mitigation measures. The 2007 Addendum determined approval of the
Tentative Tract Map would not result in any new significant or substantially more severe impacts due to decrease
in the number of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map. The 2012 Addendum determined the reduced number
of residential units from the Final EIR would reduce the amount of water needed. In addition, the reservoir site,
relocated sewer lift station, infrastructure proposed along the revised route of the sewer main, and extension of
the proposed water line to the CYWD well field would not demand water. The 2015 Project would revert to the
approved density units of 2,250 units analyzed in the Final EIR and remove the active-adult age restriction
component from the Project. The 2015 Project would generate a water demand of 1,672.5 feet per year,
approximately 114 fewer acre-feet of water demand per year than approved in the Final EIR. The existing golf
course would continue to efficiently utilize water supplies to the course. Please note that the current drought
condition does not affect long-term water supply planning by CVWD because the Coachella Valley Water
Management Plan (CYWMP) addresses management of water use during drought periods, consistent with state
law. In addition, CYWD water supplies have been reallocated resulting in fewer water supplies and water
demand. Therefore, similar to the Final EIR, the CVWD would have adequate resources to provide water to future
users in the valley through 2045. The Project would not physically alter existing facilities or result in the
construction of new or physically altered facilities. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe
impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

See Response 45(a). The golf course currently receives water from CVWD, which would continue with

implementation of the 2015 Project. The 2015 Project would have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
Project from existing entitlements and resources, and would not require new or expanded entitlements.
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Mitigation: Compliance with previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measures.

Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be followed.

46. Sewer

a) Require or result in the O ] ] O X

construction of new
wastewater treatment
facilities, including septic
systems, or the expansion of
existing facilities, the
construction of which would

cause significant
environmental effects?
b) Result in a determination by ] il O ] X

the wastewater treatment
provider that serves or may
service the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve
the project's projected
demand in addition to the
provider’s existing
commitments?

Source: (a) Coachella Valiey Water District, Coachella Valley Water Management Plan 2010 Update Final Report {January
2012).

Findings of Fact:

a) The Project is located within the CVWD sewer services area. CVWD collection and treatment services do not
currently exist in the project vicinity. CVWD’s nearest connection point is approximately 7.6 miles southeast of
the Project site. This line is connected to Waste Water Treatment Plant No. 7 on 38th Avenue, east of Jefferson
Street. The project would generate approximately 337,500 gallons per day of wastewater. The Final EIR
determined sewer collection lines would need to be extended from the existing facilities to service the proposed
development, thus not requiring the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities. The 2007 Addendum
determined the number of units allowed by the Tentative Tract Map is less than the number of units identified
in the Final EIR and therefore would reduce the amount of wastewater generated. The 2012 Addendum
determined implementation of the Project would result in fewer residential units than the Final EIR, thus reducing
the amount of wastewater that would be generated. The 2015 Project would generate approximately 405,000
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gallons‘ of wasteWater per day, an incr

emental increase of 67,500 gallons per day. The current treatment capacity

of Waste Water Treatment Plan No. 7 is 5.0 million gallons per day (mgd) of secondary treatment and 2.5 mgd of
tertiary treatment with an additional planned capacity of 5.0 mgd for tertiary treated water, or a total capacity
of 7.5 mgd. The treatment plant currently treats an average of 3.0 mgd and with the 2015 Project would be 3.4
mgd, which would be within the existing and planned treatment capacity. In addition, the on-site wastewater
systems would comply with the requirements of the California Plumbing Code. All potential impacts from the
construction of the sewer lines would be consistent with the determinations identified in the Final EIR. Therefore,
the 2015 Project would not require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities. No new
information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015
Project.

b) Asdescribed above, the collection line from the Project site would be connected to Waste Water Treatment Plant
No. 7. The Final EIR determined the plant would be operating at 93 percent capacity at project buildout, thus,
impacts associated with sewer capacity would be less than significant. The 2007 Addendum determined that due
to the reduced number of residential units from the Final EiR, the amount of wastewater produced would also
be reduced. The 2012 Addendum determined the reservoir site, relocated sewer lift station, and the
infrastructure proposed along the revised route of the sewer main and the extension of the water line to the
CVWD well field would not generate wastewater, thus, not adding new or substantially increasing significant
effects with respect to sewer capacity. As discussed above, the 2015 Project would not exceed the existing or
planned treatment capacity of the Wastewater Treatment Plant No. 7, similar to the Final EIR. No new
information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015
Project.

Mitigation: Compliance with previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measure.

Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be followed.

47. Solid Waste

a) Is the project served by a D D D D IZI
landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s

solid waste disposal needs?

b) Does the project comply with O O Ol ] R
federal, state, and . local .
statutes and regulations
related to solid wastes
including the CIWMP (County
Integrated Waste
Management Plan)?
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Sources: (a) CalRecycle, “Solid Waste Information System”; CalRecycle, “Justification Diversion/Disposal Rate Summary.”
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/swfacilities/directory/Search.aspx.

Findings of Fact:

a) The Project would result in potential impacts to landfill capacity from the generation of solid waste during
construction and operation. Desert Valley Disposal, also known as Palm Springs Disposal, provides solid waste
collection and disposal services to Riverside County. Solid waste collected in the County is transported to the
Edom Hill Transfer Station. Wastes are sorted and sent to either the Lambs Canyon Landfill in Beaumont, the
Badlands Landfill in Moreno, or the El Sobrante Landfill in Corona. The Final EIR determined the landfill would
accommodate the project’s anticipated volume of solid waste of 3,332 tons per year. The 2007 Addendum
determined that due to the reduced number of residential units from the Final EIR, the amount of solid waste
produced would also be reduced. The 2012 Addendum determined the reservoir site, relocated sewer lift station,
and the infrastructure proposed along the revised route of the sewer main and the extension of the water line to
the CVWD well field would not generate solid waste, thus, not adding new or substantially increasing significant
effects with respect to solid waste. The annual disposal rate at the Lamb Canyon facility is 0.46 million tons per
year. The landfill is permitted to receive a maximum of 5,000 tons per day and it is projected that current landfill
capacity will extend to 2021, but the Lamb Canyon landfill has potential for expansion. The 2015 Project would
revert to the approved density of 2,250 units analyzed in the Final EIR, remove the active-adult age-restriction
component of the Project, add a resort residential component, and include the existing golf course. The 2015
Project is estimated to generate approximately 3,121 tons per year of solid waste, or approximately 211 tons less
per year than the Final EiR. Accordingly, all landfills would have the capacity to accept the solid waste generated
by the 2015 Project. No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would occur with the
implementation of the 2015 Project.

b) The following federal and state laws and regulations govern solid waste disposal. The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) administers the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 and the Solid Waste
Disposal Act of 1965, which govern solid waste disposal. In the State of California, AB 939 (Integrated Solid Waste
Management Act of 1989; Public Resources Code, 40050 et seq.) requires every California city and county to
divert 50 percent of its waste from landfills by the year 2000 by such means as recycling, source reduction, and
composting. In addition, AB 939 requires each county to prepare a countywide siting element specifying area for
transformation or disposal sites to provide capacity for solid waste generate in the county that cannot be reduced
or recycled for a 15-year period. AB 1327, the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991,
requires local agencies ordinances mandating the use of recycle materials in development projects. The Final EIR
determined the Project should comply with the County’s Solid Waste Source Reduction Recycling Element and all
regulatory requirements regarding solid waste, such as State Model Ordinance {(AB 1327, Chapter 18, California
Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991). The 2007 Addendum determine due to the reduced number
of residential units from the Final EIR, the amount of solid waste produced would also be reduced. The 2012
Addendum determined Riverside County has enough landfill capacity to meet future growth in the valley for 15
years. The Project would also require a Waste Recycling Plan to identify the estimated quantity and location of
recycling for construction and demolition debris generated by the Project. Compliance with the Riverside County
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Waste Management Department Design Guidelines for Refuse and Recyclables Collection and Loading Areas is
required prior to the issuance of a building permit. The 2015 Project would be required to comply with all
applicable laws and regulations governing solid waste, including those listed previously. These applicable laws
and regulations include federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste {AB 341:
California’s 75 Percent Recycling Goal, SB 1016: Diversion Compliance, Per Capita Disposal Rate, and AB 939:;

Integrated Waste Management Act). No new information, changed circumstances, or more severe impacts would
occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: Compliance with previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measures.

Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be followed.

48, Utilities

Would the project impact the following facilities requiring or resulting in the construction of new

facilities or the expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

a) Electricity?

b) Natural gas?

¢} Communications systems?

d) Storm water drainage?

e) Street lighting?

f) Maintenance of  public
facilities, including roads?

O O0O0O0oaia
O O0O0OOood
O O0O00OO;a
O O0OO0OO;cd
X XX|X|X(XIX

g) Other governmental
services?

Source: None

Findings of Fact:

a—g) The Final EIR determined construction of the utility facilities (i.e., air quality) or the expansion of the existing
facilities would result in significant impacts even with the incorporation of mitigation measures. The 2007
Addendum determined that due to the reduced number of residential units from the Final EIR, impacts related
to air quality would be reduced. The 2012 Addendum also determined that due to the reduced number of
residential units from the Final EIR, impacts associated with constructing utility facilities would also be reduced
when compared to the Final EIR. In addition, the relocated sewer lift station would result in the same type of
development as mentioned in the Final EIR. The 2015 Project would include the development of 2,250 dwelling y
units within the same development footprint, similar to the number analyzed in the Final EIR, as well as the g
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E';(isting golf course. ﬁ;e—refore, the 2015 Prbject would.implemént the same mitigation measures as the Final
EIR to reduce impacts related to constructing utility facilities. No new information, changed circumstances, or
more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: Compliance with previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 mitigation measures.

Monitoring: The previously certified Riverside County EIR 455 monitoring requirements will be followed.

49, Energy Conservation

a) Would the project conflict O J ] O X

with any adopted energy
conservation plans?

Source: None

Findings of Fact:

a) The Final EIR and 2007 Addendum did not specifically address impacts related to energy conservation. The 2012
Addendum determined that the development permitted under the Specific Plan would be required to comply
with Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. The 2015 Project would also be required to comply with Title
24 of the California Code of Regulations. In addition, there are no adopted energy conservation plans that are
applicable to the 2015 Project. Therefore, no impacts would occur. No new information, changed circumstances,
or more severe impacts would occur with the implementation of the 2015 Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

OTHER

50. Other: 7 H O O ] X

Source: N/A.

Findings of Fact:

a) No other issues of potential concern have been identified.
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Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required,
Monitoring: No monitoring is required.
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
51. Does the project have the O O O J X
potential to substantially
degrade the quality of the

environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number
or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal, or
eliminate important examples of
the major periods of California
history or prehistory?

urce: All applicable sources provided ve,

Findings of Fact:

a) Implementation of the Final EIR may degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self- sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant
or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. The 2007
Addendum determined land uses allowed by the Tentative Tract Ma p would not resultin any new or substantially
more severe impacts. The 2012 Addendum may also cause environmental degradation; however, the project
would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts. The 2015 Project would revert to the approved
density of 2,250 units, remove the active-adult age-restriction component from the Project, and remain within
the development footprint analyzed in the Final EIR. The existing golf course would be included in the 2015
Project and include improvements to ensure consistent transitions between the proposed uses. Accordingly,
development of land uses allowed by the 2015 Project would not result in any new or substantially more severe
impacts than those identified in the Final EIR. Therefore, no new or substantially more sever impacts would result
with respect to environmental degradation, reduced habitat of sensitive fish, wildlife, or plant species, or
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California histpry or prehistory.
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52. Does the project have impacts D D D O 3

which are individually limited,
but cumulatively considerable?
{“Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental
effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of
past projects, other current
projects and probable future
projects)

Sources: Riverside County Environmental Impact Report 455; Endo Engineering, Desert Dunes (SP336A1); Traffic Impact
Analysis (September 2015).

Findings of Fact:

The Final EIR determined significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts would result with respect to traffic,
groundwater resources, biological resources, air quality, and water supply. These significant and unavoidable
cumulative impacts were deemed by the County to be acceptable by adopting a Statement of Overriding
Considerations after certification of the Final EIR. The 2007 Addendum determined implementation of the Project
would have temporary effects associated with dust and noise. The 2012 Addendum determined implementation
of the Project would be substantially consistent with the Final EIR. Development of land uses allowed by the 2015
Project would not result in any new or substantially more severe cumulative impacts than those identified in the
Final EIR. Therefore, no new or substantially more severe cumulative impacts would result with respect to
cumulative impacts.

53. Does the project have D J D 1 |Z|

environmental effects that will
cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly
or indirectly?

Sources: Riverside County Environmental Impact Report 455 Hunsaker & Associates, Movida Desert Dunes Specific Plan
(September 2015).
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Findings of Fact:

The Final EIR, 2007 Addendum and 2012 Addendum determined implementation of the Project would not have
a substantial adverse effect on human beings. The 2015 Project would not result in environmental effects that
would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. Therefore, no new or
substantially more severe impacts would result with respect to substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly.

VI. EARLIER ANALYSES

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EiR, or other CEQA process, an effect
has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration as per California Code of
Regulations, Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

Earlier Analyses Used, if any:
A. County of Riverside General Plan
B. RCLIS—Riverside County Land Information System
C. Environmental Impact Report No. 455
D. Desert Dunes Traffic Assessment, prepared by Endo Engineering, dated September 2015.

Location Where Earlier Analyses, if used, are available for review:
Location:  County of Riverside Planning Department

4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor
Riverside, CA 92502
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COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM: INITIAL STUDY

Environmental Assessment No.: 42886
Project Case: General Plan Amendment No. 1168 & Change of Zone No. 7904
Lead Agency Name: County of Riverside Planning Department

- Lead Agency Address: P. O. Box 1409, Riverside, CA 92502

Lead Agency Contact Person: John Earle Hildebrand lil
Lead Agency Telephone Number: (951) 955-1888

Applicant’s Name: County of Riverside

Applicant’s Address: 4080 Lemon Street, Riverside CA 92501
Applicant’s Telephone Number: (951) 955-1888

PROJECT INFORMATION

A. Project Description:

A General Plan Amendment to change the project site’s General Plan Foundation Component
from Rural (RUR) to Community Development (CD), changé its General Plan Land Use
Designation from Rural Residential (RR) to Light Industrial (L) (0.25 — 0.60 FAR), and to change
the southern parcel of the project site’s Zoning Classification from R-R (Rural Residential) to M-SC
(Manufacturing — Service Commercial), totaling 4.81 acres, located North of Ethanac Road and
west of Highway 74, within the Mead Valley Area Plan.

B. Type of Project: Site Specific [X|; Countywide []; Community []; Policy [_].
C. Total Project Area: 4.81

D. Assessor’s Parcel Nos.: 345-070-037 and 345-070-038

E

. Street References: The project site is located northerly of Ethanac Road and westerly of
Highway 74.

F. Section, Township, and Range Description: Section 10, Township 5 South, Range 4 East

G. Brief description of the existing environmental setting of the project site and its
surroundings: The project site contains a 10,500 square-foot industrial building, a single-
family home, and a mobile home. The project site is surrounded by a combination of scattered
single-family residences to the west, vacant land to the east, a convenience store to the
southeast, and an a light industrial use to the north.

APPLICABLE GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING REGULATIONS
A. General Plan Elements/Policies:

1. Land Use: This project includes a General Plan Amendment and Change of Zone'_only.
There is no development plan associated with this project. This project will resqlt in an
amendment to the site’s General Plan Foundation Component, Land Use Designatlop, aqd
a Change of Zone in order to support future development. As a result, this project is
consistent with the provisions of the Land Use Element.

2. Circulation: The project is consistent with the provisions of the Circulation Element.
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3. Multipurpose Open Space: The project is consistent with the policies of the Open Space
Element.

4. Safety: The project is consistent with the policies of the Safety Element.

5. Noise: The project is consistent with the policies of the Noise Element.

6. Housing: The project is consistent with the policies of the Housing Element.

7. Air Quality: The project is consistent with the policies of the Air Quality Element.

8. Healthy Communities: The project is consistent with the policies of the Healthy
Communities Element.

General Plan Area Plan: Mead Valley

General Plan Foundation Component (Existing): Rural (RUR)

General Plan Land Use Designation (Existing): Rural Residential (R-R)

General Plan Foundation Component (Proposed): Community Development (CD)
General Plan Land Use Designation (Proposed): Light Industrial (LI) (0.25 — 0.60 FAR)
Overlays: None

Policy Areas: Highway 74 Good Hope

Adjacent and Surrounding:

1. Area Plan: Mead Valley to the north, south, east, and west.

2. Foundation Component(s): Rural (RUR) on north, west, south, and east.

3. Land Use Designation(s): Rural Residential (RR) to the north, west, south, and east.
4. Overlay(s), if any: None

5. Policy Area(s), if any: Highway 74 Good Hope

Adopted Specific Plan Information

1. Name and Number of Specific Plan, if any: None

2. Specific Plan Planning Area, and Policies, if any: None

Zoning (Existing): M-SC (Manufacturing — Service Commercial) & R-R (Rural Residential)

Zoning (Proposed): M-SC (Manufacturing ~ Service Commercial)

. Adjacent and Surrounding Zoning: R-R (Rura! Residential) to the north, west, south, and

east
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lll.  ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below ( x ) would be potentially affected by this projc_ect, ipyolving
at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

[] Aesthetics [] Hazards & Hazardous Materials [ ] Recreation

(] Agriculture & Forest Resources  [] Hydrology / Water Quality [] Transportation / Traffic
] Air Quality [] Land Use / Planning [] Utilities / Service Systems
[_] Biological Resources (] Mineral Resources [] Other:

[] Cultural Resources [] Noise [] Other:

[C] Geology / Soils [C] Population / Housing [] Mandatory Findings of

(] Greenhouse Gas Emissions [] Public Services Significance

IV. DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

A PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION WAS NOT
PREPARED

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

L] I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project, described in this document,
have been made or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
will be prepared.

] 1 find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

A PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION WAS PREPARED

[] I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, NO
NEW ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION IS REQUIRED because (a) all potentially significant
effects of the proposed project have been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative
Declaration pursuant to applicable legal standards, (b) all potentially significant effects of the proposed
project have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or Negative Declaration, (c) the
proposed project will not result in any new significant environmental effects not identified in the earlier
EIR or Negative Declaration, (d) the proposed project will not substantially increase the severity of the
environmental effects identified in the earlier EIR or Negative Declaration, (€) no considerably different
mitigation measures have been identified and (f) no mitigation measures found infeasible have
become feasible.

] I find that although all potentially significant effects have been adequately analyzed in an earlier
EIR or Negative Declaration pursuant to applicable legal standards, some changes or additions are
necessary but none of the conditions described in California Code of Regulations, Section 15162
exist. An ADDENDUM to a previously-certified EIR or Negative Declaration has been prepared and
will be considered by the approving body or bodies.

[] 1 find that at least one of the conditions described in California Code of Regulations, Section
15162 exist, but | further find that only minor additions or changes are necessary to make the previous
EIR adequately apply to the project in the changed situation; therefore a SUPPLEMENT TO THE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required that need only contain the information necessary to
make the previous EIR adequate for the project as revised.

[] 1find that at least one of the following conditions described in California Code of Regt_.llations,
Section 15162, exist and a SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required: (1)
Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the previous EIR
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or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial
increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; (2) Substantial changes have
occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken which will require
maijor revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant
effects; or (3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as
complete or the negative declaration was adopted, shows any the following:(A) The project will have
one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or negative declaration;(B)
Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous
EIR or negative declaration;(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible
would in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project,
but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives; or,(D) Mitigation
measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous EIR or
negative declaration would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project on the
environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives.

OA‘/ QMM’HA? 04/27/2016

ature Date

John Earle Hildebrand lll, Principal Planner For: Steve Weiss, AICP — Planning Director

Printed Name
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES ASSESSMENT

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section
21000-21178.1), this Initial Study has been prepared to analyze the proposed project to determine
any potential significant impacts upon the environment that would result from construction and
implementation of the project. In accordance with California Code of Regulations, Section 15063, this
Initial Study is a preliminary analysis prepared by the Lead Agency, the County of Riverside, in
consultation with other jurisdictional agencies, to determine whether a Negative Declaration, Mitigated
Negative Declaration, or an Environmental Impact Report is required for the proposed project. The
purpose of this Initial Study is to inform the decision-makers, affected agencies, and the public of
potential environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project.

Potentially Less than Less No
Significant  Significant Than Impact
Impact with Significant
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

AESTHETICS Would the project

1. Scenic Resources ] n s3] O

a) Have a substantial effect upon a scenic highway
corridor within which it is located?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, n N ) M
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings and unique or
landmark features; obstruct any prominent scenic vista or
view open to the public; or result in the creation of an
aesthetically offensive site open to public view?

Source: Riverside County General Plan Figure 9 in Mead Valley Area Plan — “Scenic Highways”

Findings of Fact:

a-b) Pursuant to the Riverside County General Plan Figure 9 in Mead Valley Area Plan — “Scenic

Highways” exhibit, the project site is located immediately adjacent to a State Eligible scenic highway
corridor.

However, this is a programmatic level CEQA analysis. At this stage, the project does not provide the
opportunity for physical disturbance of the site, as there is no associated development project. This
project will result in amending the site’s General Plan Foundation Component, General Plan Land Use
Designation, and also a Change of Zone, which could eventually lead to development on the property.
Should a development proposal or land use application for subdividing, grading, or construction of the
site be submitted, a subsequent Environmental Analysis shall be prepared, to assess the potential
impacts. As a result, impacts associated with this project are considered less than significant.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

2. Mt Palomar Observatory
a) Interfere with the nighttime use of the Mt. Palomar . . X O

Observatory, as protected through Riverside County
Ordinance No. 6557
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Potentially Less than Less No
Significant  Significant Than Impact

Impact with Significant
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

Source: GIS database, Ord. No. 655 (Regulating Light Pollution), Riverside County General Plan
Figure 6 in Mead Valley Area Plan — “Mt. Palomar Nighttime Lighting Policy”

Findings of Fact:

a) Pursuant to the Riverside County General Plan Figure 6 in Mead Valley Area Plan — “Mt. Palomar
Nighttime Lighting Policy” exhibit, the project site is located within Zone B. Any implementing project
will be required to comply with Riverside County Ordinance No. 655, which is intended to restrict the
.use of certain light sources from emitting light spread into the night sky, resulting in undesirable light
glow, which can negatively affect astronomical observations and research.

This is a programmatic level CEQA analysis. At this stage, the project does not provide the
opportunity for physical disturbance of the site, as there is no associated development project. This

project will result in amending the site’s General Plan Foundation Component, General Plan Land Use

Designation, and also a Change of Zone, which could eventually lead to development on the property.

Should a development proposal or land use application for subdividing, grading, or construction of the

site be submitted, a subsequent Environmental Analysis shall be prepared, to assess the potential

impacts. As a result, impacts associated with this project are considered less than significant.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

3.  Other Lighting Issues N n ]
a) Create a new source of substantial light or glare

which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the

area?

b) Expose residential property to unacceptable light m o [ X
levels?

Source: On-site Inspection, Project Application Description

Findings of Fact:

a-b) A land use change from Rural — Rural Residential (R-R) to Light Industrial (LI) (0.25 — 0.60 FAR)
will result in the implementation of more lighting at build-out. Lighting requiremepts an.d any
subsequent restrictions will be reviewed in conjunction with a future implementing project's lighting
plan.

This is a programmatic level CEQA analysis. At this stage, the project does not provide the
opportunity for physical disturbance of the site, as there is no associated development project. This
project will result in amending the site’s General Plan Foundation Component, General Plan Land Use
Designation, and also a Change of Zone, which could eventually lead to development on the property.
Should a development proposal or land use application for subdividing, grading, or construction of the
site be submitted, a subsequent Environmental Analysis shall be prepared, to assess the potential
impacts. As a result, there will be no impacts.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.
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Potentially Less than Less No

Significant  Significant Than Impact
Impact with Significant
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

AGRICULTURE & FOREST RESOURCES Would the project

4. Agriculture X
a) Convert Prime Farmiand, Uniqgue Farmiand, or u . . =

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland) as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to
non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing agricultural zoning, agricultural ] [ B X
use or with land subject to a Williamson Act contract or land
within a Riverside County Agricultural Preserve?

c) Cause development of non-agricultural uses within ] [ n
300 feet of agriculturally zoned property (Ordinance No.
625 “Right-to-Farm”)?

d) Involve other changes in the existing environment 0 ] O X
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

Source: Riverside County General Plan Figure 0S-2 “Agricultural Resources,” GIS database, and
Project Application Materials.

Findings of Fact:

a) Pursuant to the Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-2 “Agricultural Resources” exhibit, the
project site is located within an area designated as “other lands”. The California State Department of
Conservation determines these designations based on soil types and land use. Agricultural and
farming related activities have historically not been conducted at the project site, nor is the location
viable for future agriculture activities, due to the soil type and proximity to Highway 74. Therefore,
there is no impact.

b) There are no Williamson Act contracts on the site, and neither the zoning nor the land use
designations are Agriculture. There are no impacts.

c-d) The properties surrounding the project site include a mixture of vacant Iand and rural resident§a|
uses. There are no properties zoned for commercial agricultural uses and there are no commercial
farms in the area. As a result, there are no impacts.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

5. Forest ] ] L] X

a) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code sec-
tion 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources
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Potentially ~ Less than Less No
Significant  Significant Than Impact

impact with Significant
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Govt. Code section 51 104(g))?
b) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of ] L] N X
forest land to non-forest use?
c) Involve other changes in the existing environment [] L] L X

which, due to their location or nature, could result in con-
version of forest land to non-forest use?

Source: Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-3 “Parks, Forests, and Recreation Areas,” and
Project Application Materials.

Findings of Fact:

a-c) Pursuant to the Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-3 “Parks, Forests, and Recreation

Areas” exhibit, the project site is not located within any designated forest lands. As a result, there will
be no impacts.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

AIR QUALITY Would the project

6.  Air Quality Impacts
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the u U b U
applicable air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation?

O
[
X
[

¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

[l
[
<
[

d) Expose sensitive receptors which are located within ] ] n X
1 mile of the project site to project substantial point source
emissions?

e) Involve the construction of a sensitive receptor n ] O
located within one mile of an existing substantial point
source emitter?

X

f) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial n ] n
number of people?

<]

Source: SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook

Findings of Fact:

a-f) The proposed land use change could resuit in a net increase in population and/or vehicle tlfips at
build out, based upon the proposed land use change. However, the amount of increase is too
speculative to provide a detailed analysis at this time.
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Potentially Less than Less No
Significant  Significant Than Impact

Impact with Significant
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

This is a programmatic level CEQA analysis. At this stage, the project does not provide the
opportunity for physical disturbance of the site, as there is no associated development project. This
project will result in amending the site’s General Plan Foundation Component, General Plan Land Use
Designation, and also a Change of Zone, which could eventually lead to development on the property.
Should a development proposal or land use application for subdividing, grading, or construction of the
site be submitted, a subsequent Environmental Analysis shall be prepared, to assess the potential
impacts. As a result, impacts associated with this project are considered less than significant.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Would the project

7.  Wildlife & Vegetation
a) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat O O . By
Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan,

or other approved local, regional, or state conservation
plan?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or ] n ]
through habitat modifications, on any endangered, or
threatened species, as listed in Title 14 of the California
Code of Regulations (Sections 670.2 or 670.5) or in Title
50, Code of Federal Regulations (Sections 17.11 or 17.12)?

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or H n ] X
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U. S. Wildlife Service?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any N ] R X
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian ] ] [] X
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in
local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

f) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally M n ] X
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean '

Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,

coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological

interruption, or other means?

g) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 0 ] [ X
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?

Source: GIS database, WRCMSHCP and/or CVMSHCP, On-site Inspection
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Potentially Less than Less No
Significant  Significant Than Impact

Impact with Significant
‘ Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

Findings of Fact:

a-g) County mapping shows that no parcels associated with this project site are I’oca@ed within a
habitat area designated under the WRMSHCP. Furthermore the site is nearly built-out with a 10,500
square-foot industrial building, a single-family home, and a mobile home, all constructed under
previously approved building permits. This proposed land use change will have no impacts.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

CULTURAL RESOURCES Would the project

8. Historic Resources

a) Alter or destroy a historic site? n n B X
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the H 0 n <

significance of a historical resource as defined in California
Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5?

Source: On-site Inspection, Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

a-b) There are no known historic features located on the project site. Additionally, the project site has
been previously disturbed through the issuance of several building permits to construct a 10,500

square-foot industrial building, a single-family home, and a mobile home. The necessity for a historic

resource study will be determined at the time of any future implementing project. As a resuit, there will
be no impacts.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

9. Archaeological Resources
a) Alter or destroy an archaeological site.

[
O
X
il

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to California Code of Regulations,
Section 15064.5?

0
L
X
O

c) Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

il
[
X
L]

d) Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the
potential impact area?

[
O
X
[

e) Cause a substantial adverse change in the H n ] O
significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined
in Public Resources Code 210747
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