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ES. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION - In 1998, the County of Riverside approved a Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) for the proposed Garden of Champions Tennis Center (SCH# 1998041039) on 
unincorporated land on the westside of Washington Street both north and south of Miles Avenue next to 
the City of Indian Wells. This area was subsequently annexed into the City and this Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Repert (SEfR) is a project-specific document ·intended to evaluate the 
environmental Impacts of the proposed Indian Wells Town Center Project and an additional 1,632 space 
City owned parking lot (SCH# 2006111097) under the Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The 
City of Indian Wells is the Lead Agency for this project 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION • The Indian Wells Town Center project proposes to develop the 
approximately remainrng 79 acres of vacant land into a mixed use project of retail, office, theater, shops, 
restaurants, 300 room resort hotel, and 65 single-family homes. (A maximum of 400.000 SF of 
commercial allowed under Town Center Specific Plan including theater). In addition, the project 
considered in the SEIR includes 13 acres used to provide 1.632 space parking lot for the adjacent Indian 
Wells Tennis Garden. 

POTENTIAL AREAS OF CONTROVERSY - During the NOP period and discussions with City staff. the 
following environmental issues have been raised regarding the proposed project: 

Aesthetics 

Concerns have been raised regarding whether or not the proposed project will have a Significant impact 
on aesthetics in regard to architecture, lighting, and views. This issue is addressed in Section 3.1, 
Aesthetics. 

Air Quality 

Construction and occupancy of the project will result in substantial amounts of air pollutants both during 
construction and also during operation or occupancy of the project These increases may further degrade 
the air quality in the area. This issue is addressed in Section 3.3, Air Quality. 

Biological Resources 

Since the Original biological surveys were done on the project site, the Coachella Valley Association of 
Governments (CVAG) is in the process of finalizing a Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
(MSHCP) for the Coachella Valley. The plan is currently being recirculated for review. A new Biological 
Constraints Analysis and surveys for Rare Plants and the Burrowing Owl was conducted to update the 
reports prepared in 1998. The potential impacts of the project on Biological Resources and the MSHCP 
are addressed in Section 3.4, Biological Resources. 

Cultural Resources 

Concerns have been raised by the Native American Heritage Commission about the potential for impacts 
to cultural resources pertaining to Native Americans and appropriate mitigation measures in the event 
they are found on the site. Consultation pursuant to Senate Bill 18 with affected Native American Tribes 
was conducted. This issue is addressed in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources. 

EPC, ·/nc. ES 1-1 
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Transportation and Traffic 

The project will generate traffic that will cause congestion at locsl intersections and along local roadways, 
especially along Washington Street and Miles Avenue. Willdan and Associates has prepared a 
"Supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis for Draft Supplemental EIR for Indian Wells Town Center', dated 
June 18, 2007. These issues are addressed in Section 3.16, Transportation and Traffic. 

SIGNlFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS - The project will produce the following significant 
impacts, even after implementation of all feasible mitigation measures: 1) short-term air quality impacts 
from cOnstruction activUies; 2) long-term air quality impacts from project occupancy; 2) impacts to views of 
the mountains for some residences located immediately east of the site,. and 3) traffic impacts. 

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT - The following alternatives were evaluated for 
potential impacts compared to the proposed project: 1) No Project - No Development; 2) No Project -
Existing General Plan; 3) Reduced Scale Alternative. After detailed environmental review, Alternative 3 
was determined tabe environmentally superior to the proposed project, but it would not meet the project's 
objectives to nearly the same degree as the proposed project 

ENVIRONMENl'AL ANALYSIS - Table ES ... 1 provides a summary, of the significant impacts of the project, 
measures identified in the 1998 EIR and Supplemental EIR to mitigate the significant impacts, and the 
level of significance after implementation of the mitigation measures. Sections 3.1 through 3.14 provide a 
comprehensive analysis of all impacts related to the project. The 1998 EIR and the Supplemental EIR 
analysis determined that there were no impacts to Agricultural Resources, Mineral Resources and 
Population and Housing so those issues are not included in Table ES-1. Impacts to Recreation are 
addressed under Public Services (Parks). 

MITIGATION MEASURES - The Mitigation measures referenced in Table ES-1 are based on the 1998 
EIR which is still applicable to the project Some of the 1998 EIR mitigCiltion measures have been modified 
or replaced with new equivalent measures to reflect changes in circumstances. AIly mitigation measures 
that reference the County of Riverside and its agencies or departments will be implemented by the City of 
Indian Wells as appropriate. 

EPC, Inc. 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation (SEIR Sections 3.1 - 3.14) 

IssuE/ExISTING CONDITiONS 

AESTHETICS: 

The project will impact: 

Views of the Santa Rosa 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

Mountains to some homes on I Significant 
Via Pavion; 

Significant 
Visual character of the site 
during construction; and I Significant 

Light and glare. 

'< 

, 

EPC, Inc. 

'MiTiGATION PROPOSED 

Project Buildout Aesthetics 

PRqJECT IMPACTS AFTER 

MITIGATION 

AES-1 Prior to the issuance of building permits. the 
project shall demonstrate that the hotel has been 
deSigned to incorporate a "terraced" design to minimize I Views:. Significant and 
building bulk and massing and that building placement Unavoidable. 
provides a ·view corridor: through the site. 

Short-term Construction Aesthetics 

AES-2 Equipment storage and soil stockpiling shall be 
at least 100 feet from adjacent property lines. (Ref. 
19985.9-1a). 

AES-3 Construction related rubbish and debris shall be 
removed as required by the City of Indian Wells 
Building and Safety Department Inspectors. (Ref. 1998 
5.9-1b). 

Short-term Construction Light and Glare 

AES-4 Construction and security lighting shall adhere 
to the City of Indian Wells Lighting Standards, which 
specifies the usage of low pressure sodium lighting for 
security purposes. (ref. 1998 5.10-1). 

Project Buildout Light and Glare 

Visual Character: Less Than 
Significant. 

Light and Glare: Less Than 
Significant 

ES 1-3 
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IssuE/ExISTING CONDITIONS 

AESTHETICS CONT. 

AIR QUALITY: 

The project will result in the 
following impacts: 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

Exceed SCAQMD thresholds I Significant 
for CO, NOx, and VOC during 
construction and operation. 

EPC, Inc. 

MITIGATION PROPOSED 

j: 

AES-5 Prior to the issuance of building permits an 
outdoor lighting plan for the Indian Wells lown Center 
project shall be approved by the Community 
Development Department which contains the following 
provisions: 

• Use of low pressure sodium lights; 

• Exterior lighting shall be fully shielded and 
directed away from adjoining properties; 

• Architectural and accent lighting shall be turned 
off by 11 :00 PM and sunrise; 

• Glare free type opaque fixtures shall be 
provided for general lighting; 

• Path lighting shall have concealed source post 
top fixtures, ballard fixtures, and surface 
mounted building fixtures; and 

• Parking lot lighting shall not exceed 25 feet in 
height. 

AQ-1 The proposed project shall comply with City of 
Indian Wells conditions to prevent dust and blowsand 
as follows: 

• Graded but undeveloped land shall be 
maintained in a condition so as to prevent a 
dust and/or blowsand nUisance, and shall be 
planted either with interim landscaping or 
provided with other wind and water erosion 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 

MITIGATION 

CO, NOx,VOC, and PM10: 
Significant and Unavoidable 

ES 1-4 
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IssuE/ExISTING CONomONS ENVIRONM~NTAL 
IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

__ J ._ 

. MmGATION PROPOSED 

control measures as approved by the Director 
AIR QUALITY CONTINUED. I of Building and Safety and the state air quality 

management standards. 

• Notwithstanding any section of the ordinance to 
the contrary, the permit holder(s) shall comply 
with the requirements of City of Indian Wells 
Municipal Code Section 8.20 (Fugitive Dust). 
(Ref. 1998 5.7-1a). 

AQ-2 In accordance with City of Indian Wells 
conditions, all necessary measures to control 
dust shall be implemented during grading. Such 
measures shall include the following: 

• The project shall comply with State, County and 
UBC dust control regulations, so as to prevent 
the soil from being eroded by wind, creating 
dust, or blowing onto a public road or roads or 
other public or private property. 

• SCAQMD Rule 403.1 as amended, shall be 
adhered to, ensuring the clean up on the 
construction-related dirt on approach routes to 
the site, and the application of water and/or 
chemical dust retardants that solidify loose SOils 
shall be implemented for construction vehicle 
access, as directed by the Community 
Development Department. This shall include 
covering, watering or otherwise stabilizing all 
inactive soil piles (left more than 10 days) and 
inactive graded areas (left more tha'n 10 days), 

• Any vegetative ground cover to be utilized 
onsite will be planted as soon as possible to 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 

MITIGATION 

EPC, Inc. ES 1-5 
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IssuE/ExISTING CONDITIONS ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

MITIGATION PROPOSED 

reduce the amount of open space subject to 
AIR QUALITY CONTINUED. I wind erosion; Irrigation will be installed as soon 

as possible to maintain the ground cover and 
minimize blowsand. 

• Grading activity will be suspended when local 
winds exceed 30 miles per hour and during first 
and second state smog alerts. 

• All trucks hauling dirt, soil or other loose dirt 
material will be covered. 

• Pursuant to City of Indian Wells Municipal Code 
Section 8.24 (Blowing Sand and Dirt) blowsand 
shall be controlled by the measures contained 
in Section 8.24. Furthermore, pursuant to the 
Coachella Valley Fugitive Dust Control 
Handbook, measures to control PM10 shall be 
approved by the Community Development 
Department. (Ref. 1998 5.7-1 b). 

AQ-3 To limit emissions from project-related vehicle 
trips, the project shall, at a minimum, incorporate the 
following: 

• Provide marked pedestrian lanes and driver 
warning signs. 

• Provide bicycle racks for employees and 
customers of commercial areas. 

• Site access shall be prepared so as to avoid 
queuing in driveways. 

• Prepare mulch. jlround cover and native 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 
MITIGATION 

EPC, Inc. ES 1-6 
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IssuE/ExISTING CONDITIONS 

AIR QUALITY CONTINUED. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

MITIGATIONPROPOS"ED 

vegetation to reduce energy for pumping water. 

• Provide preferential parking for High 
Occupancy Vehicles and shuttle services. (Ref. 
19985.7-2a). 

AQ-4 In order to reduce emissions from the power plant 
providing electricity to the site and from natural gas 
consumed by the project's users, on-site buildings shall, 
at a minimum, be constructed to comply with State 
Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24). (Ref. 1998 5.7-
2b). 

AQ-5 Reduce the maximum acreage graded on any 
one day to 20 acres. 

AQ-6 During project construction, onsite electrical 
hook Lips shall be provided for electric 
construction tools including saws, drills and 
compressors, to eliminate the need for diesel 
powered electric generators. 

AQ-7 During project construction, the developer shall 
require all contractors not to idle construction 
equipment onsite for more than 5 minutes. 

AQ-8 A minimum of three Transportation Demand 
Management (TOM) measures shall be 
implemented. TOMs may include having 
showers and locker facilities for employees, 
providing at least one secure bike parking spot 
for every 20 vehicle parking spaces, providing 
preferential parking for carpoollvanpool 
vehicles, and installing kiosks with alternative 
transit information. 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 
MITIGATION 

EPC, Inc. ES 1-7 
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IssuE/ExISTING CONDITIONS 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: 

The project will impact the 
following: 

Although no Burrowing Owls 
were found on the site, a pre
grading survey is required to 
ensure that Burrowing Owls 
have not occupied the site. 

Construction of the concrete 
lining and access road on the 
northern bank of the 
Coachella Yalley Storm 
Channel (CYSC) may impact 
wetlands. 

Potential to disrupt nesting 
birds during removal of trees 
and shrubs 

EPC, Inc. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

Less Than 
Significant 

Significant 

MITIGATION PROPOSED 

B10-1 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the 
developer shall pay the CYMSHCP mitigation fee to the 
Coachella Yalley Association of Governments (CYAG). 

B10-2 A pre-grading survey shall be conducted on the 
project site and the area for the concrete lining and 
access road within the CVSC right-of-way within 30 
days prior to any ground disturbance to avoid a direct 
take of Burrowing Owls (BUOW). The biologist 
conducting the 30-day pre grading BUOW survey must 
submit a letter report to the City of Indian Wells 
documenting the results of the survey. 

BIO-3 Prior to the disturbance of any land within the 
Coachella Yalley Storm Drain Channel, the project shall 
secure any necessary permits from the Army Corps of 
Engineers and the California Department of Fish and 
Game. The project will be required to mitigate any 
impacts to jurisdictional waters at a ratio of 1: 1. This can 
be accomplished 'by purchasing local mitigation credits 
or funding creation of a comparable amount of habitat. 
This amount of mitigation is the City's baseline 
requirement, but the City will accept a greater mitigation 
ratio if required by the responsible regulatory agency. 

BI04 If tree or shrub removal will occur during the bird 
nesting season (March 1 to September 15) a nesting 
bird survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 
prior to cutting trees or shrubs down. 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 
MITIGATION 

Burrowing Owl: Less Than 
Significant 

Wetlands: Less Than 
Significant 

Nesting Birds: Less Than 
Significant 

ES 1-8 
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IssuE/ExISTING CONDITIONS 

CUL rURAL RESOURCES: 

The project may impact the 
following during site grading: 

CUL rURAL RESOURCES 
CONT. 

Paleontological Resources 

Archaeological Resources . 

EPC, Inc. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPAcTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

Significant 

Significant 

MITIGATION PROPOSED 

CUL-1 Prior to issuance of grading permits, a ql.,lalified 
paleontologist shall be retained by the developer to 
monitor onsite grading, especially in the vicinity of CA
RIV-5876. Any fossiliferous materials found during 
excavation shall be retained and curated in an 
appropriate manner at an appropriate facility. The 
recovery of any fossils shall be coordinated with the 
County Archaeological Information Center. This 
measure shall be irllplemented to the satisfa~tion of the 
Community Development Department. 

CUL-2 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, a 
qualified archaeologist shall be retained by the 
developer to monitor earth grading or any ground 
disturbance activities to ensure protection of significant 
cultural resources. A report of findings shall be prepared 
and the City shall require that the report have a peer 
review by an archaeologist qualified to meet the 
requirements established by the California Secretary of 
the Interior' Standards and Guidelines. The report and 
the peer review of the report shall be submitted to the 
Eastern Information Center, University of California 
Riverside and the Aqua Caliente Band of Cahuilla 
Indians or any other Native' American Tribe identified 
during the SB 18 consultation if requested by said 
tribe(s}. 

J 
CUL-3 During grading, a qualified archaeologist shall be 
retained by the developer to monitor onsite · grading. 
The monitor(~) shall have the authority to temporarily 
halt work until the artifacts can be surveyed, recovered, 
and/or handled in an appropriate manner. If 
archaeological resources are discovered, all work in that 
area shall be halted and qualified personnel shall be 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 
MiTIGATION 

Paleontological Resources: Less 
Than Significant 

Archaeological Resources: Less 
Than Significant 
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IssuE/ExISTING CONDITIONS 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
CONT. 

EPC, Inc. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

MITIGATION PRQPOSED 

retained to examine, evaluate, and det~rmine the most 
appropriate disposition of the resource(s}. This 
measure shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the 
City's Community Development Director in consultation 
with the Archaeological Information Center (AIC) at 
UCR. 

If artifacts of Native American (NA) ongln are 
discovered, official representatives of the NA group shall 
be consulted to determine the most appropriate 
disposition of the artifacts, to the satisfaction of the AIC 
and the NA group. If fossils are found onsite, the AIC 
shall be contacted to determine disposition, to be funded 
by the developer. 

CUL-4 The project developer shall enter into a Pre
Excavation Agr~ement with the most appropriate local 
Native American (NA) group to fund up to 2 NA 
representatives to have access to the site during 
grading activities. The designation of monitors shall be 
coordinated with the following Tribes: 

Augustine Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians, Aqua 
Caliente Band of Cahuilra Indians, "Morongo Band of 
Mission Indians, Soboba Band of Luiseno. It .is the intent 
of this Mitigation Measure to avoid duplication of 
monitoring efforts and to designate the most appropriate 
Tribe to conduct the monitoring. 

CUL-5 If human remains are found during excavation, 
work shall be halted and the appropriate local Native 
American (NA) group shall be contacted. If the County 
Coroner's office determines the remains to be Native 
American, and it is determined by the Native American 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 
MITIGATION 
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IssuE/ExISTING CONDITIONS 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
CONT. 

GEOLOGY AND SOilS: 

The following impacts' have 
been identified: 

EPC, Inc. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

MITIGATION PROPO.SED 

Heritage Commission that member(s) of the local NA 
group is (are) the most likely descendants, the 
developer shall allow reburial of the remains and 
associated goods at an appropriate offsite location 
which shall be ·capped" to prevent further disturbances 
in the future. The site of such burial shall not be 
disclosed to the public, pursuant to Government Code 
§6254. Details of the reburial shall be negotiated 
between the developer and the appropriate 
representatives of the local NA group. -

If human remains are found, and not determined by the 
County Coroner's office to be Native American, but 
believed by the local NA group to be so, the developer 
shall be required to pay reasonable costs to determine 
whether the remains are. Native American. 

All NA cultural items and associated grave goods found 
on site, other than human remains, are to be avoided, 
relocated, salvaged,. returned to the NA group, or any 
other option decided by the NA group to be appropriate, 
before development of the area in which the item was 
found is resumed. 

The developer shall provide for NA tribal archaeological 
monitors to be present during any Phase" and potential 
Phase III ~rveys of all sites within the project. 

GEO-1 Geotechnical/soils reports shall be submitted to 
the . Engineering Department for approval prior to 
issuance of a grading permit. All grading shall be in 
conformance with the ·reconimendations of the 
geotechnical/soils reports as approved by the 
Engineering Department. Recommendations to be 

PROJEct IMPACTS AFTER 
MITIGATION 
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Supplemental Draft EIR, August 15, 2007 

IssuE/ExISTING CONDITIONS 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
CONT. 

• Potential for soil erosion. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATlml 

Significant 

• Potential seismic related I Significant 
impacts. 

MITIGATiON PROPOSED 

addressed within the geotechnical/soils report shall 
address, at minimum the following issue areas. The 
geotechnical study shall be approved by the 
Engineering Department, and applicable 
recommendations shall be incorporated into the final. 
grading plan, including: 

• Site Clearing and Preparation; 
• Seismic Design Criteria; 
• Over-excavation, Re-compaction and Fill 

Placement; 
• Foundation Design; and 
• Retaining Walls, Utility Trench Backfill ad 

Drainage (Ref. 1998 5.5-28). 

GEO-2 An Erosion Control' Plan shall be submitted for 
approval to the City Engineer, prior to issuance of a 
grading permit. The Erosion Control Plan shall outline 
methods that shall be implemented to control erosion 
from graded or cleared portions of the site. The erosion 
control measures may include one or more of the 
following: 

• Placing sandbags along the perimeter of the project 
site prior to initial grading if grading is to be 
undertaken during the rainy season (October to 
March). 

• Minimizing the length of time that soils lie exposed 
after grading. 

• Landscaping, hydro seeding or any othermethod of 
providing soil stabilization to graded areas, in a 
manner approved by the City Engineer if 
determined to be rE~guired for erosion control in 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 

MITIGATION 

Soil Erosion: Less Than 
Significant 

Seismic: Less Than 
Significant 
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Indian wells Town Center 
Supplemental Draft EIR, August 15, 2007 

IssuE/ExISTING CONDITIONS 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
CONT. 

EPC, Inc. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

MITIGATION PROPOSED 

areas not planned for development until 
subsequent phases. Landscaping and hydro 
seeding should be under the direction of a licensed 
landscape architect arid approved by the 
Community Development Department. (Ref. 1998 
5.5-2b). 

GEO-3 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project 
applicant shall comply with the City of Indian Wells 
MuniCipal Codeto control erosion. (Ref. 1998 5.5-2c). 

GEO-4 Due to the potential for ground shaking in a 
seismic event, the applicant shall comply with the 
standards set forth in the Uniform Buildil1g Code to 
assure seismic safety to the satisfaction of the 
Community Development Department, (Ref. 1998 5.5-
3a). 

GEO-5 A structural engineer, civil engineer or architect 
experienced with earthquake-resistant design shall 
approve all building plans to determine the adequacy of 
seismic criteria for project structures, and to 
recommend appropriate design changes, if needed 
prior to issuance of building permits. The building plans 
shall incorporate design measures outlined within the 
Geotechnical/Soils Report prepared for the project site. 
(Ref. 1998 5.5-3b). 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 

MITIGATION 

ES 1-13 
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Indian Wells Town Center 
Supplemental Draft EIR, August 15, 2007 

IssuE/ExISTING CONDITIONS 

HAZARDS AND 
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

The following impact has 
been identified: 

Potential for accidental 
release of hazardous 
substances during 
construction. 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER 
QUALITY: 

The following impacts have 
been identified: 

• I ncreased storm water 
runoff due to converting 
vacant land to devel~ed 

EPC, Inc. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

Significant 

MITIGATION PROPOSED 

HAZ-1 If waste materials are spilled during c;:bnstruction 
by the contractor and are believed to involve hazardous 
waste materials, the contractor shall: 

• 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 

MITIGATION 

• 

Immediately stop work in the vicinity of the 
suspected contaminant, remove workers and 
the public from the area; 

Accidental Spills: Less Than 

Notify the City of Indian Wells Building and I Significant 
Safety Official. 

• Secure the area as directed by the City of Indian 
Wells Building and Safety Official; and 

• Notify the Director, Riverside County 
Environmental Health. Division (or designee) or 
appropriate approval authority. The Director 
shall follow procedures for site assessment, 
initiate coordination with local, State and 
regulatory agencies as required, and take 
remedial action as appropriate. (Ref. 1998 5.1-
11) . 

HWQ-1 Refer to mitigation measures GEO-2 and GEO-
3 identified in Section 3.6 Geology and Soils. (Ref.1998 
5.3-1a) 

HWQ-2 Prior to grading within the CVWD Whitewater 
River easement area, the applicant shall obtain an 
encroachment permit from CVWD. (Ref. 5.3-1 b). 

Increased Storm Water 
Runoff: Less Than Significant 

ES 1-14 
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Supplemental Draft EIR, August 15, 2007 

• 

IssuE/EXISTING CONDITIONS 

HYDROLOGY AND 
WATER QUALITY 
CONT. 

land. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

Significant 

Potential for increased I Significant 
pollutants due to storm 
water runoff. 

EPC, Inc. 

MITIGATION PROPOSED 

HWQ-3 Drainage improvements shall be required 
pursuant to Coachella Valley Water' District's 
requirements. All required drainage improvements, 
including the retention basins, shall be designed by a 
California Registered Engineer and shall be submitted 
for approval to Coachella Valley Water District · prior to 
issuance of grading permits. (Ref. 1998 5.3-2a). 

HWQ4 Prior to grading permit issuance, drainage 
hydrology and hydraulic calculations shall be prepared 
in accordance with City of Indian Wells conditions, in 
order to ensure that post-project runoff does not exceed 
existing site runoff velocities. (Ref. 1998 5.3-2p). 

HWQ-5 In order to prevent exposed soil from erosion 
during periods of heavy rainfall, the project applicant 
shall be required to meet all erosion control measures 
to the satisfaction of the City of Indian Wells Building 
and Safety Department. (Ref. 1998 5.3-2c). 

HWQ-6 The project is required. to meet Storm Water 
Management regl!lations. In accordance with City of 
Indian Wells · conditions, prior to grading permit 
issuance, the project applicant/owner shall file for a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit with the California State Water 
Resources Control Board and abide by the conditions 
of the permit as issued. A copy of the NOI, Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan, and Monitoring Plan shall be 
submitted to the' Engineering Department a minimum of 
thirty (30) days prior to commencing grading 
operations. (Ref. 1998 5.3-3a). 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 

MITIGATION 

Storm Water Pollutants: Less 
Than Significant 
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Indian Wells Town Center 
Supplemental Draft EIR, August 15, 2007 

Issue/EXISTING CONDITIONS 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER 
QUALITY CONT. 

LAND USE AND 
PLANNING: 

The following impacts have 
been identified: 

• Compatibility with 
surrounding uses 

EPC, Inc. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

Significant 

MltlGA 'nON PROPOSED 

HWQ-7 The project applicant shall be required to 
comply with the City of Indian Wells Engineering 
Department requirements contained in the conditions of 
approval on file in the Community Development 
Department with respect to urban and general 
construction stormwater managertJent. (Ref. 1998 5.3-
3b). 

Note: Development of Parcel 1 (hotel site) will require 
concrete reinforcement of the Whitewater Channel (aka 
Coachella Valley Storm Channel) slope adjacent to the 
site, which will require relatively nominal grading. Refer 
to mitigation measures 810-3, HWQ-1, HWQ-2. 

LUP-1 Refer to mitigation measures TT-1 through TT-3 
identified in ,Sections 3.15 Transportation and Traffic; 
HWQ-5, 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality; GEO-2, 3.6 
Geology and Soils; NOI-1 through NOI-4, 3.11 Noise; 
AQ-1 and AQ-2, 3.3 Air Q~ality,AES-1, AES-2 and AES-
3, 3.1 Aesthetics, for additional mitigation related to the 
land use impacts. (Ref. 1998 S.1. -1 ) 

LUP-2 Refer to mitigation measures NOI-S identified in ' 
Sections 3.11 Noise; AQ-8, 3.3 Air Quality, and AES-3 
and AES-S, 3.1, Aesthetics. (Ref. 1998 S.1-2). 

LUP-3 The residential area and the hotellcommercial 
site shall incorporate all feasible design measures to 
minimize the potential land use compatibility impacts to 
the satisfaction of the Community Development 
Department. The following components and design 
considerations shall be implemented. 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 
MitiGATION 

Land Use Compatibility: Less 
Than Significant 
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IssuE/ExISTING CONDITIONS 

LAND USE AND PLANNING 
CONT. 

NOISE: 

The following impacts have 
been identified: 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

• Short-term construction 'I Significant 
noise may impact 
adjacent properties.' 

EPC, Inc. 

MITIGATION PROPOSED 

• Orient truck delivery/loading areas away from 
existing residential areas and the Southwest 
Community Church (church). Require equipment 
storage areas and waste receptacles to be 
screened and/or designed away from existing 
residential uses. 

• Limit hours of operation on deliveries of goods, 
where applicable. 

• Precise Plans for the proposed project shall 
demonstrate that the ,site plan has incorporated 
appropriate design standards such as architectural 
treatments, buffers (Le., landscaping and 
walkways), setbacks between proposed commercial 
hotel uses an orientation/design of condominiums 
and commercial hotel facilities. ( Ref. 19985.1-4) 

NOI-1 Construction activities shall comply with City of 
Indian Wells Noise Chapter 9.06 relating to construction 
noise. If problems arise from construction ' noise, 
enforcement of the City's Municipal Code relating to 
construction-related noise discernible at residential 
boundaries will help minimize any potential noise 
impacts. Such noise is prohibited between the hours 
of Monday through Friday 7:00 am to 5:00 pm Saturday 
8:00 am to 5:00 p.m. No Sundays or national holidays. 
(Ref. 19985.6-1 a). 

NOI-2 All construction equipment, fixed or mobile, shall 
be equipped with properly operating and maintained 
mufflers, to the satisfaction of the Community 
Development Department (Ref. 1998 5.6-lb). 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 

MITIGATION 

Construction Noise: Less 
Than Significant 
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Indian Wells Town Center 
Supplemental Draft EIR, August 15, 2007 

IssuE/ExISTING CONDITIONS 

NOISE CONT. 

• Operation of Tennis 
Garden may impact 
surrounding properties. 

PUBLIC SERVICES: 

The project will result in 
increased demand for the 
following services: 

• Police 
• Fire 
• Schools 

EPC, Inc. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

Significant 

Significant 

MITIGATION PROPOSED 

NOI-3 Stationary construction . equipment shall be 
placed such that emitted noise is directed away from 
sensitive noise receivers, to the Satisfaction of the 
Community Development Department. (Ref. 1998 5.6-
lb). 

NOl4 Stockpiling and vehicle staging areas shall be 
located aS,far as practical from noise sensitive 
receptors during construction activities, to the 
satisfaction of the Community Development 
Department. (Ref. 1998 5.6-1d). 

NOI-5 Noise related to the Tennis Garden shall be 
regulated by Indian Wells City Council Resolution No. 
2001-38 which provides for noise monitoring through 
the temporary use permit process to ensure that noise 
from events does not exceed City Noise Standards. 

PS-1 Prior to issuance of building permits" the 
developer, and . City of Indian Wells Police Department 
shall agree upon the procedures req'uired to provide 
adequate police service to the project. (Ref. 1998 5.4-
1 ). 

PS-2 The applicant shall comply with the existing City 
of Indian Wells Development Impact Fees for fire 
protection prior to the issuance of building permits for 
each development phase. These funds are to be used 
for the purchase of land and to build, equip, or remodel 
fire stations when necessary as development occurs. 
(Ref. 1998 5.4-3a). 

PS-3 The project applicant shall comply with all 
applicable sections of the City of Indian Wells Municipal 
Code for construction, access, water mains, fire flows, 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 
MITIGATION 

Operational Noise: Less Than 
Significant 

Police, Fire, School Services: 
Less Than Signifcant 
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IssuE/EXISTING CONDITIONS -

PUBLIC SERVICES CONT. 

EPC, Inc. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

!\IilTiGATION ~ROPOSED 

and fire hydrants, as required, subject to approval by 
the Fire Department. (Ref. 1998 S.4-3b). 

PS-4 Prior to the recordation of a final tract/parcel map 
(except for a conveyance map), water improvement 
plans shall be submitted to and approved by the Fire 
Department for adequate fire protection and financial 
security posted for the installation. The adequacy arid 
reliability of water system design, location of valves, 
and the distribution of fire hydrants is to be evaluated 
and approved by the Fire Department. (Ref. 1998 5.4-
3c). 

PS-5 Prior to the issuance of building permits, a 
construction phasing plan shall be submitted to and 
approved by the Fire Department. The purpose of this 
review is to evaluate the adequacy of emergency 
vehicle access for the type of land use served. (Ref. 
1998 S.4-3d). 

PS-6 Prior to the issuance of any certificates of use and 
occupancy, all fire hydrants shall have a "Blue 
Reflective Pavement Marker" indicating its locatioll on 
the street or drive per Fire Department Standards. (Ref. 
19985.4-3e). 

PS-7 Prior to final building inspection, the applicant 
shall satisfy all Fire Department requirements regarding 
sprinkler systems, fire lanes and extinguishers. (Ref. 
5.4-3f). 

PS-8 The proposed project shall be in compliance with 
the City requirements and Fire Department 
requirements regarding hazardous materials as 
contained in the conditions of approval on file in the 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 
MITIGATION 
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Indian Wells Town Center 
Supplemental Draft EIR, August 15, 2007 

IssuE/ExISTING CONDITIONS ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATiON PROPOSED PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 
IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION 

MITIGATION 
Community Development Department. (Ref. 5.4-3g). 

PUBLIC SERVICES CO NT. 
PS-9 The applicant shall pay the prevailing school 
assessment mitigation fees pursuant to California 
State law, prior to issuance of building permits. 
(Ref. 19985.4-21). 

REC-1 The project shall pay in-lieu fees for park 
services as required by the Coachella Valley Parks and 
Recreation District or dedicate a portion of the site to 
the District for public uses. (Ref. 1998 5.4-18a). 

RECREATION: 
REC-2 Prior to issuance of occupancy permits, the I 

project applicant shall construct a Class I bike trail on 

I The following impact has 
the south side of 'Miles Avenue along the project 

been identified: 
frontage (Parcels 1 and 2). (Ref. 1998 5.4-18b). 

REC-3 Prior to issuance of occupancy permits, the Increased Demand for I 

Increased demand for 

I 
recreational services. 

Significant project applicant shall construct a Class. I bike trail Recreational Services: Less 
along the Washington Street project frontage (Parcels 3 Than Significant. 
and 4). (Ref. 19985.4-19). 

, 

! 

TRAFFIC AND 
TI-1 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the 

TRANSPORTATION: 
developer shall pay the TUMF to fund its fair share 
contributions for the following improvements. 

The project will result in the • Washington St. at Fred Waring: Add a 
following impact: 

westbound right turn lane on Fred Waring 

Increased traffic will have a 
Dr., an additional southbound through lane 

short-term impact on the Significant on WaShington Street, and an additional Short-term Traffic Impacts: 
existing deficient Level of 

eastbound through lane of Fred Waring Dr. Significant and Unavoidable 
Service at area 

(With regard to the eastbound through lane, 
the City of Indian Wells is currently 

EPC, Inc. ES 1-20 
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IssUE/exiSTING CONDITIONS 

TRAFFIC AND 
TRANSPORTATION CO NT. 

intersections until such 
time that the CVAG 
Regional Arterial System 
improvements are fully 
constructed. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

MITiGATION PROPOSED 

completing a street improvement project for 
Fred Waring Dr. that will be adding an 
eastbound through lane). 

• Washington St. at Miles Avenue: Add an 
additional southbound left turn lane on 
Washington Street and a westbound right 
turn lane on Miles Avenue. 

• Washington st. at Hwy. 111: Add a 
southbound right turn lane on Washington. 

• Washington St. at Avenue 48: Add a 
northbound right turn lane on Washington 
Street. 

• Adams St. at Hwy. 111: Add an additional 
westbound left turn lane and an additional 
eastbound left turn lane on Highway 111. 

TT -2 A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) shall be 
prepared and implemented to the satisfaction of the 
City of Indian Wells. The TMP shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following measures: 

• Provision of continued access to residential 
properties adjacent to the construction site. 

• Provide alternate bicycle routes where existing 
bicycle routes are disrupted by construction 
activities. 

• Submit a truck routing plan, for approval. by the 
City of Indian Wells and other responsible 
public agencies in order to minimize im~acts 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 
MITIGAnON 
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IssuE/EXISTING CONDITIONS 

TRAFFIC AND 
TRANSPORTATION CONT. 

EPC,inc. 

ENviRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

·MITIGATI~N P~OPOSED 

from truck traffic during material delivery and 
disposal. 

• The TMP will demonstrate that all inbound 
vehicle stacking is accommodated on-site with 
no spill-over onto miles Avenue, and that 
outbound traffic peaks can be moderated to 
such an extent that the Level of Service LOS) 
does not deteriorate below LOS "E" for more 
than 30 consecutive minutes per day. (Ref. 
19985.2-1a). 

TT -3 Construction related activities will be subject to, 
and comply with, standard street use requirements 
imposed by the City of Indian Wells and other public 
agencies, including the use of flag men to assist with 
haul truck ingress and egress of construction areas and 
limiting of large size vehicles to off-peak commute 
traffic periods. (Ref. 1998 5.2-1b). 

TT.... During periods of heavy equipment access or 
truck hauling, the project contractor will provide 
construction traffic signage and a construction traffic 
flag man to control construction and general project 
traffic at points of ingress and egress. (Ref. 1998 5.2-
1c). 

TT -5 Existing Plus Phase 1 Project Conditions assume 
improvement of the currently deficient Fred Waring 
DrivelWashington Street intersection to LOS D 
operation through the addition of two southbound 
through lanes on Washington Street and one 
northbound through lane on Washington Street. As ' • 
such, the project applicant shall pay a fair share of the 
costs of the Fred Waring DrivelWashington Street 
intersection improvement through payment of TUMF 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 
MITI~ATlON 
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IssuE/ExISTING CONDITIONS 

TRANSPORTATION AND 
TRAFFIC CONT. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

MITIGATION PROPOSED 

traffic impact mitigation fees for Existing Plus Phase 1 
Project Conditions: 

• Fred Waring DrivelWashington Street - fair share 
payment of TUMF traffic mitigation fees for the 
addition of two southbound through lanes on 
Washington Street and one northbound through 
lane on Washington Street due to existing deficient 
condition. (Ref. 1998 5.2-2a). 

IT -6 Existing Plus Phase 1 Project Plus Cumulative 
Conditions assume improvement of the currently 
deficient Fred Waring DrivelWashington Street 
intersection to LOS D operation. Despite the 
implementation of the improvements required for the 
existing deficiency at the Fred Waring DrivelWashington 
Street intersection, additional mitigation is required for 
Existing Plus Phase 1 Project Plus Cumulative 
Conditions. As such, the project applicant shall pay a 
fair share of the costs of the following improvements at 
the Fred Waring DrivelWashington Street intersection 
through payment of TUMF traffic impact mitigation fees 
for Existing Plus Project Plus Phase 1 Project Plus 
Cum~lative Conditions: 

• Fred Waring DrivelWashington Street - fair share 
payment of TUMF traffic mitigation fees for an 
addition northbound left turn lane on Washington 
Street, an addition southbound left turn lane on 
Washington Street, and an additional northbound 
through lane on Washington Street for Existing 
Plus Phase 1 Project Plus Cumulative Conditions. 
(Ref. 1998 5.2-2b). 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 

MITiGATION 
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IssuE/EXISTING CONDITIONS 

TRAFFIC AND 
TRANSPORTATION CONT. 

EPC, Inc. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGAnON 

MITIGATION PROPOSED 

TT-7 The Highway 111/Cook Street intersection is 
forecast to operate deficiently with the addition of project 
and cumulative traffic growth for Existing Plus Phase 1 
Project Plus Cumulative Conditions. As such, the 'project 
applicant shall pay a fair share of the costs of the 
Highway 111/Cook Street intersection improvement 
through payment of TUMF traffic impact mitigation fees 
for Existing Plus Phase 1 Project Plus Cumulative 
Conditions. 

• Highway 111/Cook Street- fair share payment of 
TUMF traffic mitigation . fees for the addition of an 
eastbound right turn lane oli Highway 111 at Cook 
Street due Existing Plus Phase 1 Project Plus 
Cumulative Conditions. (Ref. 1998 5-2.2c). 

TT-8 Existing Plus Phase 1 Project Annual Tennis Event 
Conditions; "Special Event" coordination between the 
project applicant and the affected agencies is 
recommended, including the use of temporary signage, 
flagmen and shuttle systems. (Ref. 1998 5.2-2d). 

TT -9 Existing Plus Project Buildout Conditions assume 
improvement of the Fred Waring DrivelWashington 
Street intersection and Highway 111/Cooke Street 
intersection for Existing Conditions and Existing Plus 
Phase 1 Plus Cumulative Conditions as discussed 
above. The Miles Avenu~/Highway 111 intersection is 
forecast to operate deficiently for Existing Plus Project 
Buildout Conditions. As such, the project applicant shall 
pay a fair share of the costs of the Miles 
AvenuelWashington Street intersection improvement 
through payment of TUMF traffic impact mitigation fees 
for Existing Plus Project Buildout Conditions: 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 

MITIGATION 
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IssuE/ExISTING CONDITIONS 

TRAFFIC AND 
TRANSPORTATION CONT. 

EPC, Inc. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACTS BEFORE 
MmGATION 

MITiGATION PROPOSED 

• Miles AvenuelWashington Street - fair share 
payment of TUMF traffic mitigation fees for the 
addition of an southbound through lane and 
southbound right turn lane on Washington Street 
at Miles Avenue, and an eastbound right turn lane 
on Miles Avenue at Washington Street, for 
existing plus project build out conditions. (Ref. 
1998 5.2-3a). 

TT-10 Existing Plus Project Buildout Plus Cumulative 
Conditions assume improvement of the Fred Waring 
DrivelWashington Street intersection recommended for 
Existing Conditions and for Existing Plus Phase 1 Plus 
Cumulative Conditions as discussed in IT -9 above. 

Existing Plus Project Buildout Plus Cumulative 
Conditions result in a forecast deficiency at the 
Highway 111/Cook Street intersection. As such, the 
project applicant shall pay a fair share of the costs of 
the Highway 11/Cook Street intersection improvement 
through payment of TUMF traffic impact mitigation fees 
for Existing Plus Project Plus Buildout Plus Cumulative 
Conditions: 

• Highway 111/CookStreet- fair share payment of 
TUMF traffic mitigation fees for conversion of the 
eastbound right turn lane added on Highway 111 
at Cook Street for existing plus phase 1 project 
plus cumulative conditions to an eastbound 
through lane. Additionally, fair share payment of 
TUMF traffic mitigation fees for an additional 
northbound left turn lane on Cook Street, an 
additional southbound left turn lane on Cook 
Street, an additional eastbound left turn lane on 
Highway 111, an additional westbound left tum 

PROJEC.T IMPACTS AFTER 
MITiGATION 
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IssuE/ExISTING CONDITlqNS 

TRAFFIC AND 
TRANSPORTATION CONT. 

EPC, Inc. 

ENViRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS BEFORE 

MmGATION 

MITIGATION PROPO,SED 
:,,' 

lane on Highway 111, an additional eastbound 
through lane on Highway 111, and an additional 
westbound through lane on Highway 111. (Ref. 
19985.2-3b). 

IT -11 The 42nd Avenue/Highway 111 intersection is 
forecast to operate deficiently for Existing Plus Project 
Buildout Plus Cumulative Conditions. The project 
applicant shall pay ·a fair share of the costs of an 
additional southbound left run lane on Washington 
Street at 42nd Avenue, and restriping of northbound 
Washington Street at 42nd Avenue to one northbound 
left tum lane and two northbound through lanes, through 
payment of TUMF traffic impact mitigation fees for 
Existing Plus Project Buildout Plus Cumulative 
Conditions: 

• 42nd AvenuelWashington Street - fair share 
payment of TUMF traffic mitigation fees for the 
additional southbound left tum lane on 
Washington Street at 42nd Avenue, and re
striping of northbound Washington Street at 
42nd Avenue, and restriping of northbound 

Washington Street at 42nd Avenue to one left 
turn lane and two through lanes, for existing 
pillS project buildout plus cumUlative 
conditions. (Ref. 1998 5.2-3c). 

TT ... 12 The Miles Avenue/Jefferson Street intersection is 
forecast to operate defiCiently for Existing Plus Project 
Buildout Plus Cumulative Conditions. The project 
applicant shall pay a fair share of the costs of an 
additional northbound left turn lane on Jefferson Street 
at Miles Avenue, and re-striping of southbound 

~ROJECT iMPACTS AFTER 
MITIGATiON 
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ISSUE/exiSTING CONDITIONS 

TRAFFIC AND 
TRANSPORTATION, CONT. 

UTILITIES: 

The project (Town Center) 
will result in an increased 
demand for the following 
utilities and services: 

EPC,inc. 

ENviRONMENTAL 

IMPACTS BEFORE 

M ITIGATION 

, 
,;. 

" . 
:~~ 
:;K 
~, 

5Jt 
,It 

t 

MITIGATION PROPOSED 

Jefferson Street at Miles Avenue to one southbound left 
run lane and one southbound ' through/right turn lane, 
through payment of TUMF traffic impact mitigation fees 
for Existing Plus Project Buildout Plus Cumulative 
Conditions: 

• Miles Avenue/Jefferson Street - fair ' share 
payment of TUMF traffic mitigation fees for the 
additional northbound left turn lane on 
Jefferson Street at Miles Avenue, and restriping 
of southbound Jefferson Street at Miles Avenue 
to one left turn lane and one through/right turn 
lane, for existing plus project build out plus 
cumulative conditions. (Ref. 1998 5,2-3d). 

TI-13 Existing Plus Project Buildout Annual Tennis 
Event Conditions; Refer to Mitigation Measure No. TT-B. 
(Ref. 1998 1998 5.2-4a). 

TI-14 EXisting Plus Project Buildout Annual Tennis 
Event Plus Cumulative Conditions; Refer to Mitigation 
Measure No. IT-7 (Ref. 1998 5.2-2d). 

UTL-1 All final development plans shall be conditioned 
to require that all services and facilities shall be built in 
accordance with Imperial Irrigation District (110) and 
Southern California Edison (SCE) poliCies and 
extension rules on file with the California Public Utilities 
Commission. (Ref. 1998 5.4-6a). 

UTL-2 All building plans shall comply with the Energy 
Conservation Standards set forth in Title 24 of the' 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 

MITIGATION 
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IssuE/ExISTING CONDITIONS 

UTILITIES CONT. 

• Electricity 
• Natural Gas 
• Water 
• Wastewater treatment 
• Solid Waste disposal 

UTILITIES CONT. 

EPC, Inc. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

Significant for all 
utilities except 
Natural Gas 

MITIGATION PROPOSED 

California Administrative Code and local building and 
safety codes. (Ref. 1998 5.4-6b). 

UTL-3 The developer shall consult with 110 and SCE 
regarding participation in programs designed to 
increase the efficiency of operation and decrease 
energy costs. These p'rograms may 'include new 
construction programs and off-peak cooling/thermal 
storage. Design criteria shall include the utilization of 
energy-efficient architectural and landscaping design 
concepts that would contribute to a reduction in the 
demand for energy. These concepts may include 
natural heating and/or cooling through sun and wind 
exposure and solar energy collection systems. (Ref. 
1998 5.4-6c). 

UTL-4 Water system design and all public water mains, 
meters, and appurtenances shall be installed and 
constructed in compliance with the applicable 
standards, specifications, policies, and regulations of 
the CVWD and a construction phasing plan shall be 
approved, prior to project final or occupancy 'permits. 
(Ref. 1998 5.4-12a). 

UTL-5 All water mains shall be sized to convey peak 
hour demands or maximum day demands with fire 
flows, prior to occupancy permits. All public streets and 
easements must be capable of containing and 
conveying t~e design fire flow capacity, as determined 
by the Fire Department. (Ref. 19985.4-12b). 

UTL-6 Prior to building permit issuance a clearance 
letter from the Coachella Valley Water District shall be 
provided to the Community Development Department 
verifying compliance with the conditions as follows: 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 
MITiGATION 

Increased demand for 
electricity, water, wastewater 
treatment, solid waste 
disposal: Less Than 
Significant 
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ISSUEIEXISTING CONDITIONS 

UTILITIES CONT. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

MITIGATION PROPOSED 

Stormwater and drainage, protection and control, water 
and sewer utility clearance, and low water efficient 
landscaping and irrigation. (Ref. 1998 5.4-12c). 

UTL-7 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the 
developer shall demonstrate use of low water use 
fixtures, plumbing fixtures and appliances, to the 
satisfaction of the Community Development 
Department and CVWD, which may include the 
following: 

Interior: 

• Supply line pressure: Reduce water pressure 
greater than 60 psi to 60 psi or less by means of a 
pressure-reducing valve. 

• Drinking fountains: Equip drinking fountains with 
self-closing valves. 

• Ultra-low flush toilets: Install 1.6 gallon per flush 
toilets in all new construction. 

Exterior: 

• Landscape with low water-consuming plants 
wherever feasible. 

• Minimize use of lawn by limiting it to lawn
dependent uses. 

• Group plants of similar water use to reduce over 
irrigation of low-water-using plants. 

• Use mulch extensively in all landscaped areas. 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 
MITIGATION 
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ISSuE/ExISTING CONDITIONS ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACTS BEFORE 
MITIGATION 

MITIGATION'PROPOSEO 

Mulch applied on top of soil would improve the 
UTILITIES CO NT. water-holding capacity of the soil by reducing 

evaporation and soil compaction. 

EPC, Inc. 

• Install efficient irrigation systems which minimiZe 
runoff and evaporation, and maximize the water 
which would reach the plant roots. Drip irrigation, 
soil moisture sensors, and automatic irrigation 
systems are a few methods to consider in 
increasing irrigation efficiency and may be feasible 
for the project. 

• Use pervious paving material whenever feasible to 
reduce surface water runoff. 

• Investigate the feasibility of utilizing reclaimed 
wastewater, stored rain water, or gray water for 
irrigation. {Ref. 1998 5.4-12d}. 

UTL-8 The project, applicant shall comply with the 
CVWD requirements for water service. {Ref. 1998 5.4-
12e}. 

UTL-9 The applicant shall submit 'a construction 
phasing plan for review and approval by the Community 
Development Department prior to final design plan 
approval. {Ref. 1998 5.4-14a}. 

UTL-10 Prior to map recordation the applicant shall 
comply with City of Indian Wells Municipal Code 
Chapter 14.04 (Sewage System) and CVWD 
requirements as contained within the conditions of 
approval on file in the Community Development 
Department for sewer service. {Ref. 1998 5.4-14b}. 

PROJECT IIIiIPACTS AFTER 
. MITIGATION 
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IssuE/ExISTING CONDITIONS 

UTILITIES CONT. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

MITIGATiON PA.OPOSED 

UTL-11 Prior to issuance of occupancy permits, the 
project applicant shall provide the Community 
Development Department with evidence of compliance 
with guidelines set forth by the State of California 
accordance with the California Integrated Waste 
Management Act of 1989 (AS 939), which requires 
jurisdictions to divert 50 percent of solid waste from 
landfills. This shall include consideration for offering 
marketable materials, such as concrete, asphalt and 
steel, to recyclables. (Ref. 1998 5.4-16a). 

UTL-12 Prior to issuance of building permits, the 
applicant shall submit 3 copies of a site plan, which 
includes the final design for the recyclable collection 
and storage area to Community Development 
Department review and approval. The storage area for 
recyclable materials shall comply with the following 
standards: 

• The design, construction and location of recycling 
areas shall not conflict with any applicable federal, 
state or local laws relating to fire, building access, 
transportation, circulation or safety and shall be 
designed to be architecturally compatible with 
affected structures and existing topography; 

• The recycling storage areas shall be 
conveniently located at or near solid waste 
collection areas, where feasible, but maintain 
adequate separation, fencing and landscaping 
to ensure that adjacent areas are not impacted 
by any associated noise, odor, vectors or glare 
for the storage areas; 

• The recycling storage areas, bins and containers 

PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER 
MITIGATION 
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IssuE/ExiSTING CONDITIONS ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACt S BEFORE 

MITIGATION 

MITIGATION PROPOSED . - ~~ 

shall be adequate in capacity number. and 
UTILITIES CONT. distribution to achieve fifty-percent recycling of the 

total waste generated by the. project; 

EPC, Inc. 

• The recycling storage areas shall be sufficiently 
protected from rain which might render the 
collected materials unmarketable and shall be 
secure from theft; 

• Collection vehicles and personnel shall have 
unobstructed access to the storage area; and 

• All recycling bins shall be labeled with the universal 
recycling symbol and with signage indicating to the 
users the type of material to be deposited in each 
bin. (Ref. 1998 5.4-16b). 

UTL-13 Items ' to be collected for recycling from a 
residential or commercial establishment depend 9n the 
types of materials available for recycling and the 
hauler'S collection system. The project proponent 
should work with his permitted refuse hauler to identify 
which materials may be collected for recycling and on 
what schedule. (Ref. 1'9985.4-16c). 

PRojECT IMPACT~ AFtER 
MITIGATION 
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INTRODUCTION 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
1.1 PURPOSE 

The purpose of this Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) is to evaluate the 
potential environmen.tal effects of ari additional parking lot for the Indian Wells Tennis Garden 
(formerly known as the Garden of Champions Tournament Center) and the development of the 
"Indian Wells Town Center" project herein collectively described a,s the "Proposed Project", I. according to the requirements of the California ~nvironmental Qyality Act (CECA). 

This document is supplemental to the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Indian Wells 
Garden of Champions Tournament Center (GOCTC) originally certified in 1998 (State 
Clearinghouse No. 1988041039). This SEIR will be used by the City of Indian Wells as the Lead 
Agency to assess the potential environmental impacts associated with the construction and 
long-term occupancy of the proposed project. 

This SE1R does not set forth City policy about the desirability of the potential project, ,but is an 
informational document to be used by decision-makers, public agencies, and the general public. 
During the development review process, the City must consider feasible mitigation measures 
and alternatives developed in the SEIR to ,substantially lessen anticipated environmental 
impacts of the project. 

In 1998, a Program Envirpnmentallmpact Report (hereinafter 1998 EIR) was prepared for the 
GOCTC (State Clearinghouse No.1998041039). At that time, the property was unincorporated 
in the CQunty of Riverside. Su~equently, the property was annexed into the City of Indian 
Wells. When the property annexed, the City determined that the findings of the 1998 EIR for the 
GOCTC project were appropriate and adopted them into the City's p'lanning approvals. The 
1998 EIR identified that buildout of the project, including a tennis tournament facility and other 
uses, would have significant short-term air quality impacts from construction and long-term air 
quality impacts from project occupancy even with implementation of all feasible mitigation. This 
document is designed to tier off the 1998 EIR and compare the impacts of the current proposed 
project to those identified in the 1998 EIR. . . 

1.2 PROJECT HISTORY 

The proposed GOCTC (hereinafter referred to as the Tennis Garden) complex included a 
variety of ~mmercial and residential L!ses organized around a national tennis tournament tennis 
cOmplex with 3 stadiums, as shown in Table ' 1. In 1988, there was detaifed information about 
the tennis complex but less detailed information about future support commercial arid residential 
uses. Therefore, the 1998 EIR examined project-level impacts. of the Tennis Garden and 
program-level impacts of the support uses. It was intended that additional .. environmental 
analysis of the commercial and residential uses would be conducted when more detaired project 
information was available. Since 1:998, the landowner for the remaining vacant acreage and 
City representatives have discussed the overall goals ;:tnd character of the complex, and have 
developed the proposed land plan based on current ecOnomic ' and tourist conditions. 
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INTRODUCTION 

1.3 APPROVED PROJECT 

The approved Tennis Garden project as described in the 1998 EIR proposed development on 
approximately 180 acres and consisted of a 50-acre tennis complex with 3 stadiums, 30 practice 
courts, offices related to tennis, two hotels on 28 acres with a total of 700 rooms, 9 acres of 
commercial uses including a gas station/mini-mart and several quality restaurants, 140 attached 
casitas units (8-14 units per acre) on 13 acres, and 6,350 permanent parking stalls. 
Entitlements that were obtained in 1998 relative to this project included a General Plan 
amendment, change of zone, conditional use permit, two commercial parcel maps, and 
abandonment of Bay Club Drive. Tennis Stadium Two was planned to be used as an 
amphitheater during the tennis off-season. 

1.4 PROPOSED PROJECT 

The project as analyzed in this SEtR includes the following components: 

• Additional permanent parking lot for the Indian Wells Tennis Garden totaling 1,632 spaces 
on----appfoximately 13 acres; 

• Development of 79 acres of land with a maximum of 400,000 sq. ft of mixed uses (retail, 
office. restaurants, and theater), a 300-room condominium or hotel, and 65 single-family 
detached residences. 

• Construction of concrete lining and a maintenance access road along the northern bank of 
the Coachella Valley Storm Channel. (The 33 acres within the Coachella Valley Storm 
Channel are included in the overall project acreage because it is owned by the project 
proponent at this time). 

1.5 CEQA REQUIREMENTS 

After extensive consideration of the proposed project, the City has determined that a 
Supplemental EIR based on the previously approved 1998 EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 
1998121069) is the most appropriate CEQA document given the characteristics of the proposed 
project and its potential environmental impacts. 

Section 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines states as follows: 

(a) The Lead or Responsible Agency may choose to prepare a supplement to an EIR rather 
than a subsequent EIR if: 

(1) Any of the conditions described in Section 15162 would require the preparation of a 
subsequent EIR, and 

(2) Only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR adequately 
apply to the project in the changed situation. 

(b) The supplement to the EIR need only contain the information necessary to make the 
previous EIR adequate for the project as revised. 

(c) A supplement to an EIR shall be given the same kind of notice and public review as is given 
to a draft EIR under Section 15087. 
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(d) A supplement to an EIR may be circulated by itself without recirculating the previous draft or 
final EIR. 

In summary, a supplemental EIR augments a previously certified EIR to the extent necessary to 
address 'conditions described in Section 15162 and to examine mitigation and project 
alternatives accordingly. It is intended to revise the previous 1998 EIR through -.supplementation. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15163 (e) requires the City consider the 1998 EIR as revised by the 
Supplemental EIR (SEIR). To assist the decision making body and the public in this regard, the 
fonnat of the SEIR has included a review of the impact conclusions from the 1998 EIR as well 
as the mitigation measure so that impact analysis can be evaluated more easily. (See Section 
3.0 Environmental Analysis for additional details). 

1.6 SEIR REVIEW PROCESS 

Approval of a private development project requires discretionary action by the ·City. According 
to CEQA Guidelines, a discretionary action or project must be reviewed, by the. Lead Agency, in 
this case, the City of Indian Wells, to determine its potential effects on the environment. 

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was issued by the State of California Governor's Office of 
Planning and Research State Clearinghouse (State Clearinghouse No. 2006111097), on 
November 8,2006, according to the CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15082 (a), 15103, and 15375 
indicating that an SEIR was being prepared. The City circulated the NOP to responsible and 
trustee state agencies, local organizations, and interested individuals to identify issues to be 
addressed in the SEIR. Comments that were received on the NOP have been addressed 
during the preparation of the SEIR, and copies of the comment letters are included in Appendix 
B attached to this SEIR. 

In addition to letters received during the NOP period, the SEIR consultant met or contacted City 
staff to identify potential issues to be addressed in the SEIR. After circulating tne NOP, the 
developer and the City discussed a number of project-related issues at length, including 
aesthetics, traffic impacts, biological resources, and cultural resources. 

Responsible or other public agencies should make SUbstantive comments on this SEIR that are 
within the agency's area of expertise that is, supported by specific documentation. Following a 
30-day period (shortened review period was approved by , the State Clearinghouse) for 
circulation and public review, the City wiJI incorporate all comments and responses into the 
SEIR prior to any certification of the document. 

This SEIR has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 
1970 (Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.)~ the Guidelines for Implementation Qfthe 
Califomia Environmental Quality Act published by the Resources Agency of the State of 
California (California Administrative Regulations Section 15000 et seq.). This SEIR was 
prepared by EPC Inc .• a private consulting finn under direction of the City of Indian Wells. As 
mandated by the CEQA Guidelines, this SEIR represents the independent judgment of the City 
of Indian Wells regarding the proposed project (CEOA Guidelines Section 15084{e). 
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1.7 LEAD AGENCY AND CONTACT PERSONS 

The City of Indian Wells is the fead agency directing the environmental review of the proposed 
project. I::PC Inc.;: a private consulting firm, has compiled this SEIR. Pre parers and contributors 
to this Oocumentare listed in Section 8.0, Organizatiqns and persons Consulted. 

" ", '! . ' • I • \ , " . 

Key contact persons are as follows: 

Lead Agency· 
City of Indian Wells 
Community Development Department 
44-950 EI Dorado Drive 
Indian Wells, CA 92210-7497 

Environmental Consultants 
EPC, Inc. 
5225 Canyon Crest Drive, # 71 .... 325 
Riverside, CA· 92507 

1.8 NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

Contact 
Corrie Kates, Director 
(760) 776-0229 

Contact 
Ernest Perea, AICP 
(951) 653-2891 

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was issued on November 8, 2006 for the project and indicated 
that the foUowing environmental issues would be analyzed in this SEIR: 

Aesthetics 
Air Quality 
Biological Resources 
Cultural Resources 
Earth Resources 
Energy and Minerat Resources 
Hazards 

1.9 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

" 

Land use and Planning 
Noise 
Population and Housing 
Public Services 
Transportation ICirculation 
Utilities 
Water Resources 

During the NOP period ,and discussions with City staff, the following environmental issues have 
been raised regarding the proposed project: 

1.9.1 Aesthetics 

Concerns have been raised regarding whether or not the proposed project wilt have a significant 
impact on aesthetics in regard to architecture, lighting, and views. This issue is addressed in 
Section 3. 1, Aesthetics. 

1.9.2 Air Quality 

Construction and occupancy of the project may result in substantial amounts of air pollutants 
both during construction and also during operation or occupancy of the project. These 
increases may further degrade the air quality in the area. This issue is addressed in Section 3.3, 
Air Quality. 
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1.9.3 Biological Resources 

Since the original biological surveys were done on the project site, the Coachella Valley 
Association of Governments (CVAG) is in the process of finalizing a Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) for the Coachella Valley. The plan is currently being recirculated 
for review. Thomas Leslie Corporation has conducted a Biological Constraints Analysis and 
surveys for Rare Plants and the Burrowing Owl to update the reports prepared in 1998. The 
potential impacts of the project on Biological Resources and the MSHCP are addressed in 
Section 3.4, Biological Resources. 

1.9.4. Cultural Resources 

Concerns have been raised by the Native American Heritage Commission about the potential 
for impacts to cultural resources pertaining to Native Americans and appropriate mitigation 
measures in the event they are found on the site. Consultation pursuant to Senate Bill 18 with 
affected Native American Tribes was conducted. This issue is addressed in Section 3.5, Cultural 
Resources. 

1.9.5 Transportation and Traffic 

The project will generate traffic that may cause congestion at local intersections and along local 
roadways, especially along Washington Street and Miles Avenue. Willdan and Associates has 
prepared a a Supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis for Draft Supplemental EIR for Indian Wells 
Town Center', dated June 18, 2007. These issues are addressed in Section 3.16, 
Transportation and Traffic. 

1.10 TECHNICAL STUDIES 

Much of the current SE/R is based on the 1998 EIR and the various technical studies used to 
prepare the 1998 EIR as allowed by Section 15163 of the CECA Guidelines. Data from these 
stUdies was updated as necessary to include the most current information on that particular 
topic. The additional technical studies, reports, and data that were used in support of this SE/R 
are listed as follows: 

• Results of Biological Constraints Analysis (BCA) for the 98.4 acre City of Indian Wells Town 
Center Project Site. Thomas Leslie Corporation, February 13, 2007. 

• Results of Four 2007 Peak of Breeding Season Burrowing Owl (BUOW) Field Surveys 
Performed Within Two Naturally Vegetated Areas (SurVey Area # 1 and #2) of the Indian 
Wells Tennis. Garden Project Site. Thomas Leslie Corporation, April 24, 2007. 

• Results of Spring 2007 Focused Rare Plant Surveys Performed Within Two Naturally 
Vegetated Areas (Survey Area # 1 and #2) of the Indian Wells Tennis Garden Project Site. 
Thomas Leslie Corporation, Apri/24, 2007. 

• Supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis for Draft Supplemental EIR for Indian Wells Town 
Center. Wil/dan and Associates, June 18, 2007. 
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• Cultural Resources Record Search for City of Indian Wells Town Center Specific Plan. 
Eastern Information <;;enter, March 27,2007. 

• Brief NOise Analysis for Indian Wells Town Center, Michael Brandman Associates, August 
14,2007. . 

• Brief Air Quality Analysis for Indian Wefls Town Center, Michael Brandman Associates, 
August 14, 2007. 

• Tentative Parcel Map 35568, RBF Consulting, May 31,2007.· 

• Tentative Trspt Map 35569, RBF Consulting, May 31,2007. 

• Tentative Parcel Map :35114, RBF Consulting, May 31,2007. 

• Preliminary Hydrology Study, Indian Wells Town Center, RBF ConSUlting, July 2007. 

• Report of Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment APN 63~41-O28 South of Miles Avenue 
and West of Racquet Club Drive (Extended), Earth Systems Consultants, February 11, 
1999. . 

• phase I Site Assessment Parcels 1, 2, 3, 4 and 6 at Miles Avenue and Washington Street, 
Indian Wells, CA, Environmental Data Solutions Group, LLC, July 15, 2004. 

In addition to the studies listed above, the SEIR also used the following documents and studies 
from the 1998 EIR (See Section 9, References). 

• Program Environmental Impact Report, Garden of Champions. RBF/County of Riverside. 
October 21, 1998. 

• Garden of Champions Traffic Analysis, RBFlCounty of Riverside. June 29, 1998 (1998 
EIR Appendix 11.2). 

• Tentative Parcel Map No. 28833, Garden of Champions, Preliminary Hydrology Report, 
April 28, 1998 (1998 EIR Awendix 11.3). 

• Geotechnical F,easibility .Report, Garden of Champions Project, Indian Wells, Riverside 
CountyI' California, Sladden.Engineering. April 15. 1998 (1998 EIRAppendix 11.4). 

• Findings of Supplemental Biological Resources Survey for the Garden of Champions 
. Tennis Facility in/ndian Wells, Riverside County, BonTerra Consulting. June 11, 1998 
(1998 EIRAppendix 11.7). 

• Garden of Champions Tennis Complex Ughting Study, Musco Lighting. June 3, 1998 
(1998 EIRAppendix 11.8). 

• An Exploratory Investigation of CA-RIV-3005 and CA-RIV-5876, Located Near Indian 
Wells, Riverside County, California, RMW Paleo Associates, Inc. July 1998 (1998 EIR 
Appendix 11.9). 
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t In addition to the technical studies of the 1998 EIR and the new studies noted above, a number 
of other environmental documents and technical studies were consulted to aid in the preparation 
of this SEIR, including: the City of Indian Wells General Plan (1996), the General Plan EIR 
(1996), the update to Land Use Element of the General Plan (adopted May 17, 2007), and the 
City's Development Code. These documents are referenced in Section 9.0, References, and 
are on file and available for review at the City Planning Department at the Indian Wells City Hall. 

1.11 INTENDED USE OF THE SEIR 

This document may be used to support a variety of actions by the Lead Agency or other 
agencies related to this project, including but not limited to the following: 

• Approval of the additional parking lot for the Indian Wells Tennis Garden; 

• Approval of proposed general plan amendment, zone change, specific plan, site plan, 
development agreement, conditional use permit, tentative tract/parcel maps and other 
similar land use entitlements necessary to implement the Indian Wells Town Center 
Project; 

• Supporting documentation for recordation of final maps and subsequent submittal of 
individual building sites; 

• Permits for the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) process, 
including a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) from the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board; and 

• Supporting documentation for the various permits and approvals from the Army Corps of 
Engineers, California Department of Fish and Game, County of Riverside Flood Control 
and Water Conservation District, and Coachella Valley Water District for encroachment 
along the Coachella Valley Storm Channel. 

1.12 REPORT PREPARATION 

Supplemental EIR 

EPC Land Planning Inc. 
5225 Canyon Crest Dr. Ste. 71-325 
Riverside, CA 92507 

Air Quality and Noise 

Michael Brandman Associates 

621 E. Carnegie Drive, Ste. 100 

San Bernardino, CA 92408 

EPC,/ric. 

Biological Resources 

Thomas Leslie Corporation 
42210 Roiek Dr.Ste.11 
Temecula, CA 92590 

TRAFFIC 

Willdan Associates 

13191 Crossroads Pky. Ste. 405 

Industry, CA 91746 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1 LOCATION 

The total project area consists of approximately 179 acres of land located on the west side of 
Washington Street both north and south of Miles Avenue in the northeast portion of the City of 
Indian Wells. The site is located in Section 19, Range 7 East, Township 5 South in Riverside 
County. It can be found on pages 819 and 849 of the Thomas Brothers Map for Riverside 
County. The regional location of the project site is shown in Exhibit 1. The project site 
boundary is shown in Exhibit 2, while an aerial photograph of the project area is shown in 
Exhibit 3. 

2.2 PROJECT SETTING 

The Indian Wells Tennis Garden was constructed in 2000 on approximately 54 acres of the 
overall 179-acre site. The remainder of the site has remained vacant. There is a small pump 
house at the southwest corner of Washington Street and Miles Avenue and an area on the 
south side of Miles Avenue being used as a sod farm. In addition, approximately 39 acres south 
of Miles Avenue is used for interim overflow parking for the Tennis Garden. Otherwise, there are 
no improved uses on the remainder of the proposed project site. The acreage summary for the 
lndian Wells Town Center project and additional parking lot is described as follows: 

LAND USE 

Indian Wells Tennis Garden (existing) 

Proposed 1,632 space parking lot (City Owned) 

Planning Area One (Retail/Entertainment/Commercial) 

Planning Area Two (Resort or Condominium Hotel) 

Planning Area Three (Resort Residential) 

Planning Area Four (RetaiVRestaurant) 

Coachella Valley Storm Channel 

TOTAL 
Note: AU acreage figures have been rounded. 

ACRES 

54 

13 

29 

22 

25 

3 

33 

179 

The site is currently designated as "Resort Commercial" and "Sports Complex" by the Indian 
Wells Land Use/Zoning Map. Surrounding land uses are as follows: . 

Site: Existing Indian Wells Tennis Gardens and vacant land. 
North: Southwest Community Church. 
West: Vacant land. 
East: Single-family residences (City of La Quinta) 
South: Coachella Valley Storm Channel. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.3 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

2.3.1 Proposed Uses 

The land that is currently vacant, (92 acres developable), was addressed under the 1998 EIR. It 
is located immediately east of the Indian Wells Tennis Garden and on the north and south side 
of Mile~ Avenue, and is being proposed for development as the "Indian Wells Town Center". 

North of Miles Avenue, the project proposes to construct the following uses: 32 acres of mixed 
use consisting of retail, restaurants, offices and a 2,400 seat theater for a total of 362,510. 
(Note: 400,000 square feet is allowed provided all development code requirements are met). 
(See Exhibit 5). There is also proposed a 13-acre City owned parcel that will be developed into 
1,632 permanent parking spaces for use by the Tennis Garden. (See Exhibits 3). 

The portion of the project south of Miles Avenue includes a 300-room condominium or resort 
hotel on 22 acres and 65 single-family detached homes on 25 acres. The Coachella Valley 
Storm Channel encompasses approximately 33 acres. Table 1 provides a detailed breakdown 
of the proposed land uses compared to the project evaluated in the 1998 EIR and the specific 
uses of the proposed project. Table 2 summarizes the differences between what was approved 
in the 1998 EIR and the uses being evaluated in the SEIR. 

Overall, the proposed plan is similar in nature and character of the approved project because it 
contains similar types of uses. The main differences from the approved to the proposed plan 
are: more restaurants; less hotels; no service station/mini-mart; more mixed use retail 
commercial; and less residential units. The SEIR also evaluates 13 acres of land for additional 
permanent parking for the Tennis Garden. The land use plan of the previously approved project 
analyzed in the 1998 EJR is shown in Exhibit 4, Composite Site Plan (Original Approved 
Project). The new plan for the proposed "Indian Wells Town Center" is shown in Exhibit 5. 
Photographs of the project site are shown in Exhibit 6. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Table 1. Approved and Proposed Land Uses 

Land Use Per 1998 EIR SIZE Per SUPiJlemental Size Notes 
EIR 

Tennis Complex Sta~ium #1 - 16,000 seats 61 acs N/A 54 Tennis 
Garden is 

Stadium #2 - B,050 seats existing and 
no changes 

Stadium #3 - 3,000 seats are proposed 
to the facility 

(Includes practice courts, 
Clubhouses, commissary, 
support facilities, parKing) 

Commercial Gas Station, Mini-MarKet, 9 acs. Major Retail. General Retail, 32 acs. Max. of 
Restaurants Offices; Restaurants/Food, 400,000 s.f. 

95,000 SF Theater 296,860 SF allowed 

Movie Theater None N/A Movie Theater 2,400 seats Acreage 
65,650 SF included 

within 32 
acre 
Commercial 
area above 

Hotel Hotel (Two) -350 rooms 2B acs. Condominium or Resort 22 acs. 
each) Hotel (One) 

700 300 Rooms 
Rooms 

Residential Attached "Casitas· 13 acs. Single-family detached 65 units 

140 units 25 acs. 

Temporary .Unimproved area s/o Miles 39 N/A NIA 

Parking Avenue 

Additional Parking 
N/A N/A Additional ParKing Area 1,632 sps. for Tennis Garden 

13 acs. 

Easements Whitewater River Channel 33 acs. Whitewater River Channel 33 acs. 

TOTAL Acreage 183 179 

Square Feet (SF) 95,000 362,510 Max. 
400,000 SF 

Additional Parking N/A 1,632 
Spaces 

Stadium Seats 16,000 N/A 

Hotel Rooms 700 300 

Theater Seats N/A 2,400 

Housing Units 140 65 
Source: 1998 EIR Table 1 and site plan for IndIan Wells Town Center, Kelsker & WIggle Architects 5/281107 

Notes: -Acres rounded 
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Supplemental Draft EIR, August 15, 2007 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Table 2. Land Use Changes 1998 EIR vs. Supplemental EIR 

Land Use Previous EIR Supplemental Change 
EIR 

Tennis Stadium #1 - Stadium #1- None. Tennis 
Complex 16,000 seats 16,000 seats Garden is an 

existing facility. 
Stadium #2 - Stadium #2-
8,050 seats 8,050 seats 

, 

Stadium #3 - Stadium #3~ 
3,000 seats 3,000 seats 

(Includes (Includes 
practice courts, practice courts, 
clubhouses, clubhouses, 
commissary, commissary, 
support facilities, support facilities, 
parking) parking) 

Commercial- 95,000 sq. ft. 362,510 + 267,500 sq. ft. 
Mixed Use & 
Theater (Max. of 400,000 (+305,000 if 

sq. ft. allowed if max. SF of 
Zoning Code 400,000 is 
requirements are allowed) 
met) 

Residential 140 units 65 units - 75 units 

Hotel Two- 700 rooms One- 300 rooms - 400 rooms 

Source: 1998 EIR and site plan for Indian Wells Town Center, Kelsker & Wiggle Architects 5/28/07 
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Exhibit 4 

1998 Project Site Plan 
Indian Wells Town Center SEIR 

EPC Land Planning 

EPC, Inc. 
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Source: K.lsker & IMggle Arohkects 2007 

Exhibit 5 

IWTC Site Plan 

INDIAN 
WELLS 

TENNIS 
GARDEN 

Indian Wells Town Center SEIR 

EPC Land Planning 
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Exhibit 6. Site Photographs 

a. Looking west, south of Miles Avenue from 
Washington Street 

b. Looking northwest, south of Miles Avenue from Washington Street 

EPC, Inc. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Exhibit 6. Site Photographs (cont'd) 

c. Looking north from south of Miles Avenue and west of Washington 
Street (intersection in upper right, Indian Wells Tennis Garden in upper left) 

d. Looking north from southwest corner of Miles Avenue 
and Washington Street 
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Exhibit 6. Site Photographs (cont'd) 

e. Looking northwest from southwest corner of 
Miles Avenue and Washington Street 

f. Looking northwest toward Indian Wells Tennis Garden from the 
southwest corner of Miles Avenue and Washington Street 

EPC, Inc. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.3.2 Improvements 

The developer will construct water and sewer connections and a network of pipelines to 
adequately serve the proposed uses of the project. The developer will install electrical and 
natural gas connections and infrastructure to provide energy to the proposed uses. All utility 
improvements will be underground as required by the City Public Works Department and the 
General Plan. The developer will install storm drains to connect to the ~xisting system of down 
drains and storm drain lines in major streets, including Miles Avenue and Washington Street. At 
this time, no <>ffsite improvements are planned other than connections to adjacent lines. 

2.3.3 Maintenance 

The various improvements, infrastructure, parking lots, etc. will be installed by the developer 
and maintained until a Property Owners Association (POA) can be established to take over 
maintenance of the development. 

2.3.4 Phasing 

The project does not have any specific phases or construction timeframe at this time except for 
the hotel. The Commercial and residential uses are expected to built out based on market 
conditions. 

Hotel Phase One: 150 condo units or rooms are in this phase, plus the freestanding 
restaurant/banquet space and the spa. The hotel is multi story - three, four, fIVe, six and seven 
stories. It is layered and stepped. 

Hotel Phase Two: This phase will also have 150 condo units or rooms. This Phase Two has the 
same number of floors as Phase One. The hotel is multi story - three, four, five, six and seven 
stories. It is layered and stepped. 

2.3.5 Grading 

Exact grading quantities are nat known at this time but the site is relatively flat with· only a slight 
slope toward the Whitewater River Channel to the south. Grading is expected to be balanced 
onsile to eliminate offsite soil import or export. Approximately 10 acres is anticipated to be 
graded per day. . 

2.4 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

A clear statement of project objectiVes will assist the City in evaluating environmental impacts 
and developing a reasonable range. of :illtematives. The follOwing objectives have been 
identified for the Project: 

• Provide a blend of resort, retail, and · residential uses that will provide a single 
destination for tourist and resident enjoyment developed in a premier setting 
emphaSizing quality architectural design, extensive landscaping, and pedestrian 
access within the project site. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

• Provide a luxurious condominium or resort hotel that emphasizes the "resort 
experience" through the use numerous ~azas and courtyards that provide both large 
and small gathering spaces that are 'pedestrian oriented. The gathering spaces 
feature water amenities such as two large pool areas, courtyards for outdoor dining, 
passive open space areas, and chipping and putting greens. 

• Provide complimentary retail and entertainment uses for the hotel. 

• Provide Class U A" office space in the retail and entertainment portion of the project to 
reduce the use of vehicles trips and to create additional jobs to offset the City's jobs
housing imbalance. 

• Provide additional singte-family housing in close proximity to the site so that 
residents can easily access these facilities. 

• Provide additional permanent on-site parking for the Indian Wefls Tennis Garden. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

3.0 .ENVIRONMENTA.L A.NALYSIS 

The purpose of this Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) is to evaluate the 
potential environmental effects of the proposed Indian Wells Town Center Project including the 
additional parking lot for the Tennis Garden. Sections 3.1 through 3.14 of the SEIR examine the 
potentIal environmental impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project. This 
analysIs focuses on the following 14 specific issues: 

• Aesthetics • Land Use and Planning 

• Agricultural Resources • Mineral Resources 

• Air Quality • Noise . 
• Biological Resources • Population and Housing 

• Cultural Resources • Public Services 

• Hazards and Hazardous Materials • Recreation 

• Hydrology and Water Quality • Transportation and Traffic 

• Geology and Soils • Utilities and" Service Systems 

Under each area of analysis, the following subjects will be addressed: 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING - Contains a discussion of the existing conditions, services, and 
physical environment of the project site and vicinity. Specific references to literature or persons 
consulted in the course of SEIR preparation are indicated by their last name or firm acronym 
with specific pages referenced to either Section 9.0, Organizations and Persons Consulted 
and/or Section 10.0, References. . 

PROJECT IMPACTS - A discussion of the impacts of the proposed project in qualitative and 
quantitative terms. Impacts will be evaluated using the criteria contained in CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix "Gil. The environmental analysis contained in this SEIR uses the words "adverse" and 
"significant" in the discussion of potential environmental impacts. The following adjectives are 
used specifically to define the degree of impact. 

An "adverse- impact is any negative result of the project, however small. As a disclosure 
document, the finding of an impact as "adverse" merely indicates that the project will cause 
an impact to increase by some less than significant level compared to existing conditions. 
For example, removal of healthy, non-native trees from a vacant site might be considered 
adverse (I.e., "negative") but it may not exceed a local threshold such as loss of native trees. 
Therefore, an impact may be adverse but it may not necessarily be Significant (see below). 

A "significant" impact is considered a substantial negative effect, one that exceeds some 
critical and accepted threshold for negative environmental effects. CEQA defines a 
significant effect on the environment as " ... a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse 
(I.e., negative) change in any of the physical conditions within the area by the project, 
inciuding land, air, water, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic 
"significance" (CEQA Guidelines, §15382). As recommended in the CEQA Guidelines, 
impacts are also identified as "potentially significant" prior to mitigation. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

In each impact analysis, there will be a summary of any significant impacts before 
implementation of any mitigation measures. This section will contain a discussion of the 
aspects of the proposed project or measures incorporated into the proposed project that 
minimize adverse impacts. In addition, any comments received during the NOP period will be 
identifjed. 

MITIGATION MEASURES - These are measures to mitigate, avoid, or substantially lessen 
impacts identified as significant or potentially significant. For some impacts that have been 
identified as less than significant, . mitigation measures may' be recommended to further lessen 
potential project impacts. As required by CEQA, this section will address all reasonably feasible 
mitigation measures that can reduce aqverse impacts to below a level of significance. 
According to CEQAt the term Ymitigation measures" refers to those items that are in addition to 
standard conditions, uniform codes, or project features that may also reduce potential impacts. 
However, the 1998 EIR included standard conditions and uniform codes as Mitigation Measures 
so this format is repeated in the SEIR for consistency purposes. 

Mitigation Measures from the 1998 ErR serve as the "base" mitigation measures and are to 
remain in effect and applicable to the project. The City of Indian Wells will be responsible for 
implementing these mitigation measures. Where appropriate, supplemental mitigation 
measures will be recor:nmended to·address any changes in circumstances. 

SUMMARY OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION - An indication of whether or not any significant 
impacts remain following implementation of all reasonable and feasible mitigation measures. 
The summary for both the 1998 EIR and the SEIR wiJI ~ provided. 
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AESTHETICS 

3.1 AESTHETICS 
3.1.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Visual Character and Scenic Resources 

The site is vacant, except for the Indian Wells Tennis Garden which is located on the north side 
of Miles Avenue and west of Washington Street. The vacant areas of the project site (92 +/
acres), both north and south of Miles Avenue contain sparse vegetation and the terrain is 
relatively flat. South of Miles Avenue, a 39 acre portion of this vacant land is being used for 
interim overflow parking for the Indian Wells Tennis Garden and a portion of the site south of 
Miles Avenue is being used for a sod farm . Section 2.0, Project Description, of this document 
provides various views of the site and · surrounding area as illustrated in Exhibit 6, Site 
Photographs, while Exhibit 3 provides an aerial photo of the site. The Santa Rosa Mountains 
are located nearby to the southwest of the site and the San Jacinto Mountains are located 
further to the southwest near Highway 74. 

Existing land uses surrounding the site include the following: 

North: Southwest Community Church. 
South: Coachella Valley Storm Channel (residential south of the channel). 
East: Residential north of Miles Avenue and Commercial south of Miles Avenue in the City of 

La Quinta. 
West: Vacant Land (residential further to the west) 

b. Light and Glare 

The general area is not nearly as dark as outlying desert land as a result of nearby uses such 
as the Southwest Community Church to the north, housing to the east, commercial to the 
southeast in the City of La Quinta, and operations at the Indian Wells Tennis Garden. 

3.1.2 PROJECT IMPACTS 

a. Summary of Conclusions in the 1998 EIR: 

The 1998 ElR found that: 

• Project construction Would create temporary aesthetic nuisances associated with site 
. grading and construction activities but would be less t,han significant with mitigation. 

• Operation of the commercial and residential uses in addition to the Tennis Garden would 
alter views on-site and across, and the viewshed from neighboring properties but would be 
less than Significant with mitigation. 

b. SEIR Analysis: 

1. CEQA Significance Criteria la: Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on 
a scenic vista? 

The proposed project has changed as follows: 
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AESTHETICS 

• The original project proposed two (2) multi-story hotels, one on the north side of Miles 
Avenue and one on the south side of Miles Avenue. Both hotels were to be located adjacent 

. to the west side of Washington Street. The proposed project has eliminated the hotel on the 
north side of Miles Avenue and is proposing mixed-use retail instead. . 

• There will be more mixed-use retail on the north side of Miles Avenue with the elimination of 
the hotel. The project will be a retail/entertainment center with a movie theater, open-air 
restaurants, and office and shops surrounding two large plazas. . 

• The 1998 EIR did not have specific information in regard to the bunding heights for the 
future uses so the analysis primarily focused on the Tennis Garden facility. Now that more 
detailed information is available, the height of the hotel will impact some views of the 
mountains to the southwest of the site. 

Currently the site is vacant and surrounding properties to the east and north have a partially' 
obstructed view of the Santa Rosa Mountains to the southwest (primarily the lower elevations of 
the mountain areas southwest of the Coachella Valley Storm Channel). The foreground views 
from the homes on Via Pavion within the Palm Royale Country Club are obstructed to some 
degree at ground level because of the existing block wall adjacent to Washington Street. (See 
Exhibit 7). However, development of the site would introduce structures on vacant land and the 
existing view will be further obstructed. 

The proposed hotel on the south side of Miles Avenue is proposed to be a 300-unit 
condominium or resort hotel in a multi-level "terrace"design. The overall building from the street 
grade at the Washington Miles intersection is lower than 7 stories in vertical, measured height. 
Only a small portion of the hotel has. a seventh floor, sixth floor, and fifth floor. 

Building heights range from forty-six (46) feet to ninety (90) feet inclu!=Hng some of the accent 
elements. The City of Indian Wells allows structures to exceed the height limit of fifty-two (52) 
feet for the Resort Commercial zone in which the hotel is located with the approval of a 
Conditional Use Permit or Specific Plan. See Exhibits 7 and 8 for a photo representation of 
"before" and "after" views. 

Indian Wells General Plan Policy IIIA1.6 states: "Locate and site development to preserve public 
and private views of hillside areas, the Santa Rosa Mountains, and other scenic vistas". As 
stated above, the 1998 EIR analyzed the impact of two (2) multi-:story hotels, one on ,the north 
side of Miles Avenue and one on the south side of Miles Avenue. Both hotels were to be located 
adjacent to the westside of Washington Avenue. The proposed project has eliminated the hotel 
on the north side of Miles Avenue and is proposing a retail and entertainment center instead. 

. . 
Some views of the mountains from the homes within the Palm Royale Country Club will be 
partially blocked by the taller portions ' of the hotel building (particularly those immediately 
adjacent to Washington Street on Via Pavion). This is an expected occurrence when vacant 
land in close proximity to existing homes is developed. The impacts to views can be partially 
lessened by the following design features that are included in the project: 

• The architectural design of the hotel (building is terraced) to reduce mass and bulk; 
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AESTHETICS 

• Building setbacks range from 400 to 600 feet plus from the homes on Via Pavion; 

• A 300- foot wide "view corridor" is provided between Building A5 and Building C. . 

Indian Wells General Plan Policy IIIA1.6 has been complied with to the maximum extent 
feasible, absent leaving the site vacant or constructing single-story buildings, by incorporating 
the design features as described above. However, impacts in regard to CECA Significance 
Criteria la will be significant for those homes in the immediate foreground of the project site on 
Via Pavion. . 

Single-Family Residential 

The area immediately west of the hotel is proposed for single-family detached residential 
development and will not have any significant impact on views. No mitigation is required in 
regard to CECA Significance Criteria la. 

Retail and Entertainment Center 

The area north of Miles Avenue is proposed for the retail/entertainment portion of the project 
and includes retail, office, restaurants and a theater. The retail buildings will be one (1) and two 
(2) story buildings arranged around ·courts" and "plazas". Office buildings may be up to four 
stories in height. The building heights are consistent with the City of Indian Wells Municipal 
Code requirements (52 feet). The retail/entertainment area will be comparable to other 
commercial developments in the area. 

Development of the retail/entertainment area will also serve as a buffer between the Indian 
Wells Tennis Garden and the residential uses to the east. Although development of the mixed
use area north of Miles Avenue will have some impact to views of the mountains to the west, 
those views are already impacted by the existing tennis facility which reaches heights of 
apprOximately sixty-five (65) for the stadiums and 100 +/- feet for the light standards. The 
impact on views to existing homes in close proximity to vacant land is typical when the land is 
ultimately developed into its planned use (Le. commercial). Based on the above analysis, no 
mitigation measures are proposed for CECA Significance Criteria la in regard to the commercial 
area north of Miles Avenue. 

2. CEQA Significance Criteria Ib: Would the project. substantially damage scenic 
resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? . 

The 1998 EIR stated that "the Western Coachella Valley Plan designates Washington Street as 
a scenic highway between Interstate 10 and Indian Wells" (1998 EIR Page 5.9-7). However, 
according to the updated Western Coachella Valley Area Plan adopted October 7, 2003, 
Washington Street is not listed as a County Eligible, State Designated, nor State Eligible 
highway. (Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP), Figure 9 of Western Coachella Valley 
Area Plan). 
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AESTHETICS 

Highway 111 is considered to be "State Eligible" for a Scenic Highway. However, according to 
the RCIP, the "State Eligible" designation applies to Highway 111 basically between Interstate 
10 and Highway 74. Thus, the closest pOint of Highway 111 to the project site is Highway 74 in 
the City of Palm Desert. Given the distance from the project site to this intersection, the project 
will not have an impact on Highway 111. Therefore, there will not be a significant impact to a 
scenic corridor or scenic highway by development of the project site. There are no significant 
trees or rock outcroppings c;m the site that will be impacted. Based on the above analysis, no 
mitigation is proposed for CEQA Significance Criteria lb. 

3. CEQA Significance Criteria Ic: Would the project substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings? 

Currently the site is vacant except for the Indian Wells Tennis Garden to the west. The following 
analysis addresses the project's visual impact on the surrounding area and the project's 
compatibility with other structures in the vicinity. In this regard, landscaping and architecture 
play an important role in determining a structure's visual impact. In addition, visual impact is 
based::o"On:tbe:impact of the development to the site itself. A site with unique visual features or 
topography would be more impacted than a site that does not have unique features. 

The hotel, retail/entertainment center, and the single family-residences are proposed on a site 
that is relatively flat and has. no unique features. Some portions of the site south of Miles 
Avenue are used for interim parking. for the Tennis Garden and a sod farm. Both portions of the 
site (north and south of Miles, Avenue) have been disturbed by human activity (walking, off-road 
vehicles etc.). 

In regard to the proposed structures, Architectural Guide,lines are contained in t~e Town Center 
SpeCific Plan document to ensure that the aesthetic c~,aracter of the hotel, retail/entertainment 
center, and residential uses embodies the "Desert Lifestyle Architecture" theme. Because of 
this, the site is proposed to be developed comprehensively under one set of guidelines into a 
high quality center with landscaping, building design elements, and signage that are compatible 
with the surrounding area. 
With the Mitigation Measures in Section 3.1.3, the impacts for CEQA Significance Criteria Ic will 
be less than significant. 

4. CEQA Significance Criteria Id: Would the project create a new source of substantial 
light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

The requirements for lamp source and shielding of light emissions for outdoor light fixtures is 
regulated by City of Indian Wells Municipal Code Section 22.12.050 which requires adherence 
to the following objectiVes in regard to outdoor lighting: 

• Avoid interference wittt reasonable use of adjoining properties. 

• Minimize on-site and off-site glare. 

• Limit luminaries height to avoid excessive illumination. 
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AESTHETICS 

In addition, the California Energy Commission · adopted changes to Title 24, Parts 1 and 6, 
Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Standards), on November 5,2003. These new Standards 
became effective on October 1, 2005. Included in the changes to the Standards are new 
requirements for outdoor lighting. The requirements vary according to which "Lighting Zone" the 
equipment is in. The Standards contain lighting power allowances for newly installed equipment 
and specific alterations that are dependent on which Lighting Zone the project is located in. 
Existing outdoor lighting systems (Tennis Garden) are not required to meet these lighting power 
allowances; however, the Indian Wells Town Center portion of the project is as well as the 
additional parking lot for the Tennis Garden. 

An important part of the Standards is to base the lighting power that is allowed on how bright the 
surrounding conditions are. The eyes adapt to darker surrounding conditions, and less light is 
needed to properly see. When the surrounding conditions get brighter, more light is needed to 
see. The least power is allowed in Lighting Zone 1 and increasingly more power is allowed in 
Lighting Zones 2, 3, and 4. The project site is located in Lighting Zone 3. Providing greater 
power than is needed potentially leads to debilitating glare, to an increasing spiral of brightness 
as over-bright projects become the surrounding conditions for future projects causing future 
projects to unnecessarily require greater PQwer, ~nd to wasting of energy. Compliance with the 
mandatory requirements of Title 24 will reduce the impacts of adding new sources of lights to 
the surrounding area. 

Title 24 Standards also address reducing glare from windows and to provide for energy 
efficiency. This can be accomplished by glazing of exterior windows and using architectural 
elements (Le. overhangs, eaves, etc.) to shield exterior windows from direct sunlight. The 
proposed project is similar or equivalent· to the approved' project in that it contains various uses 
that will create additional sources of light and sorile glare, but to a lesser extent than the Tennis 
Garden. The 1998 EIR contained several mitigation measures to address light and glare; 
Mitigation Measure 5.9-1 (construction and security lighting shall use low pressure sodium 
lighting); Mitigation Measure 5.9-2a (lighting shall be hooded 'and directed so as not to shine on 
adjoining properties); Mitigation Measure 5.9-2b Oighting plans to inClude low pressure sodium 
lights, lighting be shielded and fiJtered). Based on the above analYSiS, no additional mitigation 
other than the 1998 EIR mitigation measures is proposed for CEQA Significance Criteria Id. 

c. Impact Conclusions 1998 EIR v. SEIR 

The 1998 EIR primarily addressed Aesthetics as they pertained to the Tennis Garden because 
more detailed plans were known at that time for that faCility . . The remaining vacant portion of 
the site slated for Mure development was intended to undergo further environmental review and 
analysis. The 1998 EIR did address the height of the Tennis Garden stadium exceeding the 
County's 50 foot height limit with approval of a Conditional Use Permit. The 1998 EIR concluded 
that the height of the Tennis Garden stadium "would result in a loss of the existing open views 
and desert habitat, such impacts are considered less than significant due to the site's lack of 
unique visual features and beca~e it is not a prOminent landmark" (Ref. 1998 EIR, Page 5.9-5) 

Now that the site has been annexed into the City of Indian Wells, the City's Development Code 
requirements apply. The Resort Commercial Zone allows buildings to be a maximum of 52 feet 
high. That height limit may be exceeded upon approval of a SpeCific Plan (Le. Indian Wells 
Town Center Specific Plan). As stated above, the hotel height is proposed to be up to ninety 
(90) feet high is some places. 
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AESTHETICS 

Although the hotel portion of the project has been designed to reduce the impact on the views of 
·the foothills of the Santa Rosa Mountains to the residences most impacted (lgcated immediately 
east of the site in the Palm Royale Country Club on Via Pavion), some views will be blocked. 
This impact is considered to be Significant. 

Based on the above analysis, the impacts related to Aesthetics as analyzed in the 1998 EIR and 
the SEIR remain the same (except for the hotel's impact on the views of the foothills of the 
Santa Rosa Mountains for some residences). 

d. NOP Comments 

.During the NOP period, the City of La Quinta requested that the SEIR examine impacts of 
building heights and the potential to obstruct views of the mountains for residents living east of 
the project (primarily in the Palm Royale Country Club). In addition, issues were raised about 
future signage. 

3.1.3-MtTtGAl"IDN MEASURES 

a. 1998 EIR: The following mitigation measures were adopted for Aesthetic related impacts: 

• Short-Term Impacts: Mitigation Measures 5.9-1a (equipment storage to be 100 feet away 
from property lines), 5.9-1~ (remove construction debri) 

• Long-Term Impacts: Mitigation Measures .. 5.9-2a (compliance with Design Guidelines for 
Western Coachella Valley Plan),. 5.9-2b (landscaping, architecture, and signage to comply 
with Riverside County Qrdi!1ances), 5.9-2c (maintain landscaping), 5:9-2d (landscaping to 
comply with Riverside" County Agricultural CommisSioner). " 

• Ligt1t and Glare: Mitigation Measures 5.10-1 (construction lighting to comply with 
Riverside County standards), 5.9-2a (lighting hooded and directed away from adjoining 
properties), 5.10-2b (Lighting Plans in compliance with Riverside County Standards). 

(See Section 8.0 for a complete list of 1998 EJR Mitigation Measures and Revisions) 

b. Supplemental EIR Mitigation Measures: 

Note: Mitigation Measure 5.9-2a is deleted because Washington Street is no longer a scenic 
highway. . 

Mitigation Measure AES-3 replaces Mitigation Measure 5.10-1 with City of Indian Wells 
equivale~t lighting requirements: 

AES-3 Prior to the issuance ()f building permits an outdoor lighting plan for the Indian Wells 
Town Center project shall be approved by the Community Development Department which 
contains the following provisions: 

• Use of low pressure sodium lights; 

• Exterior lighting shall be fully shielded and directed away from adjoining properties; 

• Architectural and accent lighting shall be turned off by 1·1 :00 PM and sunrise; 
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• Glare free type opaque fixtures shall be provided for general lighting; 

• Path lighting shall have concealed source post top fixtures, bollard fixtures, and surface 
mounted building fixtures; and 

• Parking lot lighting shall not exceed 25 feet in height. 

Mitigation Measure AES-5 is added to address the view impacts of the hotel: 

AES-5 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the project shall demonstrate that the hotel has 
been designed to incorporate a "terraced " design to minimize building bulk and massing and 
that building placement provides a "view corridor" through the site. 

3.1.4 SUMMARY OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION 

a. 1998 EIR: 

• Short-Term Impacts (Construction): Less than significant. 

• Long-Term Impacts (Operations): Less than Significant. 

• Light and Glare: Less than significant. 

b. SEIR: 

• Short-Term Impacts (ConstruCtion): Less than significant. 

• Long-Term Impacts (Operations): Significant for views to single-family homes west of 
project site homes on Via Pavion St. .. 

! . • Light and Glare: Less than significant. 
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View from Via Pavion Before Hotel 
Indian Wells Town Center SEIR 

EPC Land Planning 

EPC, Inc. 

AESTHETICS 
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View from Via Pavion After Hotel 
Indian Wells Town Center SEIR 
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AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

3.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
3.2.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Soils and Existing Uses 

The site is underlain by alluviaVaeolian deposits consisting primarily of fine grained windblown 
sands. The predominant soil is Myoma fine sand. Myoma fine sand, a nearly level to gently 
sloping soil, is found on alluvial fans where they merge wit the finer textured flood plains and 
basin soils. The site is vacant except for the Indian Wells Tennis Garden north of Miles Avenue. 
South of Miles Avenue the site is used for temporary parking for the Tennis Garden and a sod 
farm. 

3.2.2 PROJECT IMPACTS 

a. Summary of Conclusions in the 1998 EIR: 

The 1998 EIR found that: 

• The site was not used for mineral resource recovery. No impacts. 

b. SEIR Analysis: 

1. CEQA Significance Threshold lIa: Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Fannland, or Fannland 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? 

According to the latest version of the California Deparbnent of Conservation Important 
Farmlands in California Map (2004), the site is not designated as Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. Based on the above analysis, no mitigation is 
required for CECA Significance Criteria Jla. 

2. CEQA Significance Threshold lib: Would the project conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract? 

The site is deSignated as Resort Commercial and Sports Complex by the...Iodian Wells General 
Plan. The proposed General Plan Amendment would add a Low Density Residential deSignation 
to the site. There would be no conflict with the existing General Plan or zoning in regard to 
agricultural uses. The site is not under an existing Williamson Act contract. Based on the above 
analYSis, no mitigation is required for CECA Significance Criteria lib. 

3. CEQA Significance Threshold IIc: Would the project involve other changes in the 
existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

The site consists of the existing Indian Wells Tennis Garden and vacant tand. A portion of the 
site south of Miles Avenue is being used temporarily as a sad farm to provide sod for golf 
courses. The sod farm is not considered an important agricultural use (See Section 3.2.2b 
above). Based on the above analysis, no mitigation is required for CEQA Significance Criteria 
IIc. 
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c. Impact Conclusions 1998 EIR v. SEIR 

The 1998 EIR indicated that the site was not on the Riverside County Comprehensive Open 
Space and Conservation Map, which showed important resources (i.e. agricultural) or natural 
hazards areas. The SEI R analysis shows that based on infonnation from the California 
department of Conservation Farm Maps, circumstances have not changed in regard to 
agricultural resources since certification of the 1998 EIR. 

d. NOP Comments 

No comments were received during the NOP period for Agricultural Resources. 

3.2.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

1998 EIR: None proposed. 

SEIR: None proposed 

3.2.4 IMPACT OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

No mitigation measures are proposed, therefore, there are no impacts to other resources. 

3.2.5 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

1998 EIR: No Impacts 

SEIR: No Impacts 
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3.3 Air Quality 

3.3.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETIING 

a. Climate 
The project area is located in the Salton Sea Air Basin, a part of the Coachella Valley. The 
basin receives approximately 3 inches of rainfall annually, although it can range from 1 to 5 
inches depending on seasonal precipitation. Most of the precipitation comes in the winter 
months and during occasional summer thunderstorms. The mean daily minimum temperature 
in the winter is 28 degrees Fahrenheit (OF) with the mean daily maximum temperature during 
summer can range to over 110°F. Temperatures can vary widely, both during the day and 
seasonally, and daily temperatures can vary up to 10 degrees from mean values. The west 
Coachella Valley area experiences hot, dry summers and cool winters, and is influenced by a 
Pacific Subtropical High cell off the coast during the summer. 

Prevailing winds in the Indian Wells area average 10 to 20 miles per hour from the west most of 
the year. However, wind speed and directionality can change throughout the day. The San 
Bernardino and San Jacinto Mountains to the west and northwest effectively block cool, 
moisture laden air from the Pacific Ocean. The mountains also force onshore air moving toward 
the desert upward, causing moisture to fall on the south-facing slopes. This "rain shadow" effect 
causes arid conditions throughout the study area. 

Regional pollutants are often transported into the desert areas from Los Angeles and the Inland 
Empire through the Banning Pass. Regional air quality can also be affected by inversion 
conditions that inhibit the normal vertical mixing of air. As the desert is heated by the sun, a low 
pressure area is created, drawing cooler ocean air through mountain passes into the desert, 
sometimes carrying pollutants with it. 

b. Background Air Quality Information 

Air pollutants are regulated at the national, state, and air basin level; each agency has a 
different degree of control. The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) 
reguJates at the national level. The California Air Resources Board (CAR B) regulates at the 
state level. The SCAQMD regulates at the air basin level. 

The U.S. EPA handles global, international, national, and interstate air pollution issues and 
policieS. The U.S. EPA sets national vehicle and stationary source emission standards, 
oversees approval of all State Implementation Plans (SIP), provides research and guidance in 
air pollution programs, and sets National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NMQS), also known 
as federal standards. There are NAAQS for six common' air pollutants, called criteria air 
pollutants, which were identified resulting from provisions of the Clean Air Act of 1970. The six 
criteria pollutants are ozone, particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.S), nitrogen dioxide, carbon 
monoxide (CO), lead, and sulfur dioxide. The NAAQS were set to protect the health of sensitive 
individuals; thus, the standards continue to change as more medical research is available 
regarding the health effects of the criteria pollutants. 

CARB /":las overall responsibility for statewide air quality maintenance and air pollution 
prevention. The SIP for the State of California is administered by CARB. A SIP is a document 
prepared by each state describing existing air quality conditions and measures that will be 
followed to attain and maintain NAAQS. CARB also administers California ambient air quality 
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standards, or state standards, for the ten air pollutants designated in the California Clean Air 
Act. The ten state air pollutants are visibility reducing particulates, hydrogen sulfide, sulfates, 
vinyl chloride, and the six criteria pollutants. 

The criteria pollutants and applicable CAAQS and NAAQS are displayed in Table 3. These 
standards establish the context for local air quality management plans. They are set to protect 
the health of sensitive individuals. 

Table 3. Ambient Air' Quality Standards 

~ktr;~,Jti~~ .;' Av.ei~~ing .~ . Callfo"rhii .. ,~1 .~ Natro,,~1 ..• ~ :. '~~ .. ttI1.f{,,1-:' . I . 'r; ' ~~. :~: ~~~. ~~{tf.<,:'oJ: \~: .: ,"':v~~.~~ ; .. ~~ . . '~ .. '.' ~:I~~ ~~ .. ~{; 
" ~n . ,', , ... :,.;stlin(j~KJ!i' j .·:':l; Stand·~id.~,,,. ., .1 \. ~"'!~'i~;i':" .• ,Most Belevallt' EffectS ";~~¢"-:'"1 .,.:.~:~" 

.}:~~I~W,~_: ·:1''''::I)..£~-' ;' '),'!2~, ,,,,e .,; ( . ',,: ".1' ., ," •. ..:.;. '1'"' •• - '''j. :.'~'~.\~4:~~f!"~~:; _~ ~.,:: .' r~"'l~~~:~~~ ,,:£\ .. r; <~~:. · .f:1·~y,~!k '~?-~]~~i{::~ ~I~~l~~ 

pzone 1 Hour p.09 ppm - (a) Decrease of pulmonary function and localized 

~ Hour 0.070 ppm 0.08 ppm 
~ lung edema in humans and animals; (b) Risk to 

public health implied by alterations in pulmonary 
morphology and host defense in animals; (c) 
Increased mortality risk; (d) Risk to public health 
implied by altered connective tissue metabolism 
and altered pulmonary morphology in animals after 
ong-term exposures and pulmonary function 
decrements in chronically exposed humans; (e) 
Vegetation damage; (f) Property damage. 

f--- -
Carbon 1 Hour ~O ppm 35 ppm (a) Aggravation of angina pectoris (chest pain or 
Monoxide 

_. 
aiscomfort) and other aspects of coronary heart 

(CO) 8 Hour 9.0 ppm 9 ppm disease; (b) Decreased exercise tolerance in 
persons with peripheral vascular disease and lung 
disease; (c) Impairment of central nervous system 
functions; (d) Possible increased risk to fetuses. 

Nitrogen 1 Hour 0.18 ppm· - (a) Potential to aggravate chronic respiratory 
Dioxide --_. aisease and respiratory symptoms in sensitive 
(N02) 

Mean 0.030 ppm· 0.053 ppm groups; (b) Risk to public health implied by 
pulmonary and extra-pulmonary biochemical and 

"---___ J cellular changes and pulmonary structural 
,-,hanges; (c) Contribution to atmospheric 
tilsmloration 
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Table 3. Ambient Air Quality Standards (Cont.) 
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!sulfur 1 Hour p.25 ppm - Bronchoconstriction accompanied by symptoms 
Dioxide 

124 Hour 0.04 ppm 0.14 ppm 
i#hich may include whe~zing, shortness of breath 

(502) land chest tightness, during exercise or physical 
Mean - 0.030 ppm ,lactivity in persons with asthma. 

Particulate 124 hour ~O ~g/m3 150 ~g/m3 (a) Exacerbation of symptoms in sensitive patients 
Matter 

Mean 120 ~g/m3 - ~ith respiratory or cardiovascular disease; (b) 
(PM1o) Declines in pulmonary function growth in children; 

(c) Increased risk of premature death from heart or 
Particulate 24 Hour - ~5 ~g/m3 lung diseases in the elderly. 
Matter 

Mean 12 ~g/m3 151-/g/m3 

(PM2.S) 

Sulfates ~4 Hour ~5 ~g/m3 - (a) Decrease in ventilatory function; 
(b) Aggravation of asthmatic symptoms; 
c) Aggravation of cardio-pulmonary disease; 

(d) Vegetation damage; (e) Degradation of 
~isibility; (f) Property damage. 

-
Lead pO-day 1.5 ~g/m3 - (a) Learning disabilities; (b) Impairment of blood 

Quarter 1.5 ~g/m3 
ormation and nerve conduction. -

V'-bbreviations: 
~g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter ppm = parts per million (concentration) 

Mean = Annual Arithmetic Mean 3D-day = 30-day average Quarter = Calendar quarter 

• The nitrogen dioxide ambient air quality standard was amended on February 22,2007. These changes become 
effective after regulatory changes are submilled and approved by lIle O/Ik:e of Admin~lrative Law, expected ;J 
2007. 

Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2007c. California Air Resources Board, Ambient Air Quality 
,Standards, 2007b. . 

A brief description of the criteria pollutants and additienal pollutants of concern are contained 
below. 

• Carbon monoxide (CO): A colorless, odorless toxic gas produced by incomplete 
combustion of carbon-containing fuels (e.g., gasoline or diesel fuel). CO levels tend to be 
highest during the winter menths, when the meteorological conditions favor the 
accumulation of the pollutants. 

• Ozone: A photochemical oxidant that is formed when reactive organic gases and oxides 
of nitrogen (beth byproducts .of internal combustion engines) react in the presence of 
ultravielet sunlight. Ozone is an energetic combination of three oxygen atoms that, when 
it comes into contact with a surface, releases its force as chemical energy. When this 
happens to biqlogical systems (Le., the respiratory tract and plants), this energy can 
cause damage to sensitive tissues . 

• Oxides of nitrogen (NOx): NOx is a mixture of nitric oxide and nitrogen dioxide in the 
atmosphere. Nitric oxide is formed as a byproduct of fuel combustion and quickly reacts 
with oxygen to form nitrogen dioxide. NOx emissions contribute to the formation of ozone 
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and particulate matter. Nitrogen dioxide is the only form of NOx that exists at a level 
sufficient to cause public health concerns. 

• Sulfur dioxide and sulfates: In California, sulfur is emitted during the combustion of 
petroleum-clerived fuels (Le., gasoline and diesel fuel) that contain sulfur. During 
combustion, sulfur is oxidized to sulfur dioxide (a colorless pungent gas). The sulfur 
dioxide is then converted to sulfate compounds in the atmosphere. 

• Lead: Lead is a heavy metal that can accumulate in bone, soft tissue, and blood; can 
damage the kidneys, liver, and nervous system; and can result in learning disabilities, 
seizures, and death. Lead concentrations once exceeded the state and national air 
quality standards by a wide margin, but have not exceeded state or national air quality 
standards in the area for at least 10 years. Lead is no longer an additive in gasoline, 
which is the main reason the concentration of lead in the air is low. 

• Suspended particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.S): Particulate matter is a mixture of small 
particles that consists of dry solid fragments, droplets of water, or solid cores with liquid 
coatings. The particles vary in shape, size, and composition. PM10 refers to particulate 
matter that is 10 microns or less in diameter (1 micron is one-millionth of a meter). PM2.S 

refers to particulate matter that is 2.5 microns or less in diameter. Sources include road 
dust, diesel soot, erosion of soil, combustion particles (ashes and soot), and tire and 
brake abrasion. 

• Volatile organic compounds (VOCs): VOCs are organic compounds that readily 
evaporate. Reactive organic gases (ROGs) consist of non-methane and oxygenated 
hydrocarbons. Although all VOCs are not necessarily ROGs, the terms are often 
interchanged. There are no state or national ambient air quality standards for VOCs; 
however, they are regulated because they are involved in chemical reactions that 
contribute to the formation of ozone. In addition, some hydrocarbon components 
classified as VOCs (i.e., benzene) are thought or known to be hazardous. Sources of 
VOCs include adhesives, solvents, paints, cooking, fuel, and combustion. VOCs can 
interfere with oxygen uptake and can cause coughing, sneezing, headaches, weakness, 
laryngitis, and bronchitis. 

• Diesel particulate matter (DPM)~ Diesel exhaust is a mixture of many particles and gases 
that is produced when an engine bums diesel fuel. Many compounds found in diesel 
exhaust' are carcinogenic. DPM includes the particles in diesel exhaust. Some of the 
health effects of DPM include eye, nose, and throat irritation as well as cough, nausea, 
and phlegJll. 

• Visibility reducing particles are suspended particulate matter. Visibility is the distance 
through the air that can be seen without the use of instrumental assistance. The a-hour 
state standard is the extinction coefficient of 0.23 kilometers - visibility of ten miles or 
more due to particles when relative humidity is less than 70 percent. Visibility reducing 
particles are not a~sessed in this report; however, particulate matter is assessed. 

• Vinyl chloride is a chlorinated hydrocarbon and a colorless gas with a mild, sweet odor. 
Most vinyl chloride is used to make polyvinyl chloride (PVC) plastic and vinyl products. 
Vinyl chloride is a known cardnogen. The 24-hour state standard for vinyl chloride is 0.01 
ppm. The proposed project is not expected to generate or be exposed to vinyl chloride 
because proposed project uses do not utilize the chemical processes that create this 
pollutant. Therefore, it is not assessed in this report. 
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• Hydrogen sulfide is a flammable, colorless, poisonous gas that smells like rotten eggs. It 
can irritate the eyes and respiratory tract and cause symptoms like headache, nausea, 
vomiting, and cough. The 1-hour state standard for hydrogen sulfide is 0.03 ppm. 
Sources include the combustion of sulfur containing fuels (oil and coal) and organic matter 
that undergoes putrefaction. It is used in the production of heavy water for nuclear 
reactors, the manufacture of chemicals, in metallurgy, and as an analytical reagent. The 
proposed project is not expected to cause exposure to hydrogen sulfide because it will not 
generate hydrogen sulfide in any substantial quantity. Therefore, hydrogen sulfide is not 
assessed in this report. 

The air pollution control agency for the Riverside County portion of the Salton Sea Air Basin 
(basin) is the SCAQMD. SCAQMD is responsible for controlling emissions primarily from 
stationary sources. SCAQMD maintains air quality monitoring stations throughout the basin. 
SCAQMD, in coordination with the Southern California Association of Governments, is also 
responsible for developing, updating, and implementing the Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP) for the basin. An AQMP is a plan prepared by an air pollution control district for a 
county or region designated as a non attainment area for bringing the area into compliance with 
the requirements of the national and/or California ambient air quality standards. The term non
attainment area is used to refer to an air basin where one or more ambient air quality standards 
are exceeded. 

The current AQMP for SCAQMD is the 2003 AQMP. The ,purpose of the 2003 AQMP is to set 
forth a comprehensive program that will lead the basin and those portions of the Salton Sea Air 
Basin under SCAQMD jurisdiction into compliance with all federal and state air quality planning 
requirements (SCAQMD 2003b). 

The Final 2007 AQMP was adopted by the SCAQMD Governing Board on June 1, 2007. The 
new 2007 AQMP incorporates significant new emissions inventories, ambient measurements, 
scientific data, control strategies, and air quality modeling. The 2007 AQMP is designed to 
meet the state and federal Clean Air Act planning requirements and focuses on ozpne and 
PM2,5' The new 2007 AQMP for the basin has been adopted by SCAQMD, however it is 
pending EPA approval. Until the 2007 AQMP is formally adopted through the EPA, the older 
2003 AQMP is still valid. 

3.3.2 AIR QUALITY SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS 

Regional significance thresholds have been established by SCAQMD specific to the Coachella 
Valley. Note that the regional construction and operational emissions thresholds are the same. 
Projects with construction or operation related emissions in excess of any of the thresholds 
presented in Table 4 are considered significant. " 
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Table 4. SCAQMD Thresholds 
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Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 100 100 

rv'olatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 75 75 

Particulate Matter (PM10) 150 150 

Particulate Matter (PM2.s) 55 55 

Oxides of Sulfur (SOx) 150 150 

!carbon Monoxide (CO) 550 550 
Regional thresholds from: South Coast Air Quali~ Management District, 2007 

3.3.3 PROJECT IMPACTS 

a. Summary of Conclusions in the 1998 EIR: 

The 1998 EIR found that: 

• Significant short-term air quality impacts would occur during site preparation and project 
construction and would be significant. 

• The project would result in an overall increase in the local and regional pollutant load due to 
direct impacts from vehicle emissions and indirect impacts from electricity and natural gas 
consumption and was considered significant. . 

• The project was consistent with applicable regional air quality and growth management 
plans in 1998. No impact 

b. SEIR Analysis: 

1. CEQA Significance Criteria ilia: Would the project conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

As discussed above, the current AQMP for the area is the 2007 AQMP; however, the 2007 
AQMP has only been approved by the SCAQMD. This assessment determines consistency 
with both the 2003 and the 2007 AQMP. ,The AQMP sets forth a comprehensive program that 
will lead the basin into compliance with ' all federal ambient air quality standards. This 
assessment will use the following two criteria for determining project consistency with the 
current AQMP: 

1. Whether the project will contribute to air quality violations. 

2. Compliance with AQMP Control Measures. 
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According to the SCAQMD (1993), the project is consistent with the AQMP if the project will not 
result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or cause or 
contribute to new violations, or delay timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim 
emission reductions specified in the AQMP (SCAQMD 1993, Page 12-3). The project has the 
potential to cumulatively contribute to a violation of the air quality standards for ozone because it 
exceeds the VOC and NOx thresholds during construction and operation of the project. 
Therefore, the project does not meet the first indicator. (See Table 5). 

The second criterion is compliance with the control measures in the AQMP. The AQMP contains 
a number of land use and transportation control measures including the following: the District's 
Stationary and Mobile Source Control Mea~ures; S~te Control Measures proposed by CARB; 
and Transportation Control Measures provided by Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) (SCAQMD 200,3b, Page 4-3). CARB's strategy for reducing mobile 
source emissions include the following approaches: new engine standards; reduce emissions 
from in-use fleet, require clean fuels, support alternative fuels and reduce petroleum 
dependency, work with EPA to reduce emissions from national and state sources, and pursue 
long-term advanced technology measures (SCAQMD 2003b, Page 4-25). Transportation 
control measures provided by SCAG include those contained in the Regional Transportation 
Plans (RTP). The RTP has control measures to reduce emissions from on-road sources by 
incorporating strategies such as high occupancy vehicle interventions, transit, and information
based technology interventions (SCAQMD 2003b, Page 4-19). The measures implemented by 
CARB and SCAG effect the project indirectly by regulating the vehicles that the residents may 
use and regulating public transportation. The project indirectly will comply with the control 
measures set by CARB and SCAG. The project will comply with all of the SCAQMD applicable 
rules and regulations. Therefore, the project complies with this criterion. 

Based on the above analysis, the project is not in compliance with the Air Quality Management 
Plan for emissions. Therefore, impacts are significant for CEQA Significance Criteria ilia. 

2. CEQA Significance Criteria IIIb: Would the project violate any air quality standards or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation? 

a. Short-TeRn Emissions 

Short-tenn impacts will include fugitive dust and other particulate matter, as well as exhaust 
emissions generated by earth moving activities and operation of grading equipment during site 
preparation. Construction emissions are caused by onsite or offsite activities. Onsite emissions 
principally consist of exhaust emissions (NOx, SOx, CO, VOC, PM1O. and PM2.5) from heavy-duty 
construction equipment, motor vehicle operation, and fugitive dust (mainly PM10) from distUrbed 
soil. Offsite emissions are caused by motor veh,icle exhaust from delivery vehicles, as well as 
worker traffic, but also include road dust (PMfo). Major construction-related activities include the 
following: 

• Mass grading and fine grading; 

• Trenching and excavation and earth moving for construction of utilities, both on and 
offsite; 
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• Building construction; 

• Asphalt paving of access roads throughout the development; and 

• Application of architectural coatings on exterior and interior surfaces. 

Construction activities will be phased by grading, utility installation, paving and then building 
construction. Grading is anticipated to start in '2008 and be completed by 2009. Based on the 
quantities of cut and fill, it is estimated that approximately 485,000 cubic yards (cy) of material 
may be exported. The "low" level of detail to estimate fugitive dust was used, which assumed 
that the total onsite cut would be divided by the approximate number of work days (674000 cy J 
124 days = 5435 cyJday). The URBEMIS defaults were used for the types and number of 
construction equipment. Unmitigated emissions during construction are displayed in Table 5. 

Table 5. Short-Term Emissions (Unmitigated) 

I' ""-;;;~\" ", ,- :.:·'l,'" ~r -, <JA ;"-~~"<-¥~'ilir-: :';: ~;:. }"~f::J"'tt.::!- ·;::.-'!r,~:~;~:~-:~ j.--;~;1i~J:(---;:'~'~~;"l,;-".'~g_~;:-- -/-:"_;;·1!'. ".~'~_:-~:-:, :1ri .r1;':!t~:17)~~l1':~/.~~~'~:.~·;~do; tj:;'~:'~~~: .~,( ~ . :J --~ '''.;: <f"" r~.!'_.IJ;;\'{~.""~1 Emissio~s, (Pc0Ulids per'dayr. ~_~-;~?l;:'[";'(l J~'~~:i'1 t- ... I, l~f;: 
,~·~4.~ ,.; ~f.1 .;":ift'T; 9~:;~"~-"1'~~·1:~t.i~~;~,. ;, _~J'.- - .:' .-.'~.;.-r<t:",,\~.- '. -.~ ._'j~ ___ (\_ ,~. ~ .-"'\'1-1.' ........ , . . _".,,',, ,y;" '." I _~''."J':.,=- : ,-' 
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Regional Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 None 

2008 Construction Activit} 

Mass Grading 21.09 230.20 101.65 0.16 965.06 209.20 24,072.41 

Fine Grading 10.42 87.78 45.99 0 629.48 134.64 7,496.63 

rrrenching 2.37 20.19 9.68 0 1.01 0.92 1,839.12 

~sphalt 13.47 . 67.82 30.21 0.05 3.96 3.52 7,112.06 

Building 7.09 35.65 76.81 0.08 2.43 2.03 9,396.42 

Max Daily Emissions 21.09 230.20 101.65 0.16 965.06 209.20 24,072.41 

Significant Impact? No Yes No No Yes Yes --- -
2009 Construction Activi~ -

Building 6.65 33.62 71.98 0.08 2.33 1.94 9,394.07 
-

~rchitectural Coatings 157.64 0.15 2.48 0.00 0.02 0.01 274.05 

~ax Daily Emissions 157.64 33.62 71.98 0.08 2.33 1.94 9,394.07 
1---
~ignificant Impact? Yes No No No No No -
Source: URBEMIS2007 model output, see attachments 

None = There is no threshold for CO2• 

Note: Each of the above activities does not occur at the same time; therefore, the maximum daily 
emissions represent the maximum emissions that would occur in one day. 

-
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AIR QUALITY 

b. Long-Term Emission Analysis 

Operational, or long-term, emissions occur over the life of the project. Operational emissions 
include mobile and area source emissions. Area source emissions are from consumer 
products, heaters that consume natural gas, gasoline-powered landscape equipment, and 
architectural coatings (painting). Mobile emissions from 'motor vehicles are the largest single 
long-term source of air pollutants from the project. 

The emissions analysis included the trip generation rates from Table 7 of the Traffic Study 
prepared by Willdan, dated June 18,.2007. In addition, the Traffic Study's pass-by rate of 34% 
was applied to the Shopping Center portion of the project. The URBEMIS2007 v9.2 default 
pass-by rates were applied to the remaining land uses. MBA analyzed both winter and summer 
emissions for the project. It is estimated that the project will be operational by 2009. 

As shown in Table 6, the project's operational emissions would exceed the SCAQMD's regional 
thresholds. All emission rates are from winter except 502 and CO2, which had higher rates in 
the summer. 

Table 6. Operational Emissions (Unmitigated) 

Ii? ~:!"j;{~*7~f; ',' ' ,7'i'~~I':;';'·~i1i.~~~~ fr'''Xi''i.i11~'Pd\ .~(' .... I~' r,~' it: J~~,~jj. : .... (~ ~~~ .... ! -: ... ~ :; ~",\:.~:-.:~,~ ,J )~~~ _ .. ' :. '.-" , ' ; ~ . ,.:~~. ;.·.r~~~ . j. 

''''1~' ~ #l:~ .. ~, ... 4' .: .' :"~'.' - .... : n" ",'. ;$>;.~'f·~·l:~w~t:',!::~,k~'.(,r.;·.;i~t.mlsslons:;(RQUn(Js' peF rday~ :~' ..• , .. \'. ,"'I' '. • ·t '''''t ' ' _ .. ',' ~'~:<I\W!f .,.:i!~~~;;;. ~·!J"f~f.:" .. ~ (..i'l~~5rr:iili.'::"!~ " .. " ,~~.~ .. a: i.j't'!I'1'{i:\. ;~";;~ ' ... ?~iit·l'4 ~.. ::;. '-:·r'1l~.~T I~U' ~." ~ t,~,;·. :1' ... \~.~"" ~ 
'~l t f ~~'J ~;~ •. ":! d ~:<- tfj~ ~ }"'--i"~ ~ ~tl \lOC ··"NO,-i/ ·i·" CQ'·· · 'v' SP . PM ·.,~t . 'PM .... eo ,"\: ".. _·;, · " Sburc~""~;J,;!),; <\"I: .1 . . ......... . x J:n:~' .' .-: ',-: J(:'{if. ' x -~- " . 10 ' .. ,;.-. . :r .2,5' -",' ,; . 2 " " ,. 

MOBILE (VEHICLE) 165.19 211.13 1,475.16 1.22 198.37 39.35 119,690.47 

1---

AREA 17.52 7.86 33.65 - 4.39 4.23 8,407.97 

~.-. 

TOTAL 182.71 218.99 1,508.81 1.22 202.76 43.58 128,098.44 

REGIONAL 75 100 550 150 150 55 None THRESHOLD 

SIGNIFICANT 
YES YES YES NO NO NO IMPACT? -

~ource: URBEMIS2007 model output, see attachments; winter emissions are shown for all pollutants except for 
SOx and C02. where summer emissions are shown. 

Based on the above analysis, impacts are Significant in regard to CEQA Significance Criteria 
Ilia. 
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AIR QUALITY 

3. CEQA Significance Criteria IIIc: Would the project 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 would exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

The project has the potential to cumulatively contribute to a violation of the air quality standards 
for ozone because it exceeds the VOC and NOx thresholds during construction and operation of 
the project based on the analysis contained in this Section of the SEIR. Impacts in regard to 
CECA Significance Criteria IIlc are significant. 

4. CEQA Significance Criteria IUd: Would the project expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial polll;ltant concentrations? 

A CO hot spot is a localized concentration of CO that is above the state or national 1-hour or 8-
hour CO ambient ak standards. Localized high levels of CO are associated with traffic 
congestion and idling or slow-moving vehicles. To provide a worst-case scenario, CO 
concentrations are estimated at project-impacted intersections, where the concentrations would 
be the greatest. Intersections with the highest potential for CO hotspots were selected based 
on their average delay, traffic volumes (obtained from the Traffic Report prepared for this 
project), and proximity to sensitive receptors. This analysis follows guidelines recommended by 
the CO Protocol (CAL T 1997) and the SCAQMD. According to the CO Protocol, intersections 
with Level of Service (LOS) E or F require detailed analysis. In addition, intersections that 
operate under LOS D conditions in areas that experience meteorological conditions favorab1e to 
CO accumulation require a detailed analysis. The SCAQMD recommends that a local CO 
hotspot analysis be conducted if the intersection meets one of the following criteria: 1) the 
intersection is at LOS D or worse and where the project increases the volume to capacity ratio 
by 2 percent, or 2) the project decreases LOS at an intersection from C to D. 

Using the CALlNE4 model, potential CO hotspots were analyzed at the intersections listed in 
Table 8. These intersections were chosen because they operate at LOS D or worse. There 
were several inputs to the CALlNE4 model. One input is the traffic volumes, which is from the 
project-specific Traffic Report (Willdan 2007). The traffic volumes with the project were used for 
the build out scenario as well as emission factors generated using the EMFAC2007 model for 
the year 2009. 

Project emissions may also be considered Significant if a CO hotspot intersection analysis 
detennines that project generated emissions cause a localized violation of the state CO 1-hour 
standard of 20 ppm, state CO 8-hour standard of 9 ppm, federal CO 1-hour standard of 35 ppm, 
or federal CO 8-hour standard of 9 ppm. 

Table 7 displays the background levels of CO. As shown in Table 8, the estimated 1-hour and 
8-hour average CO concentrations at build..out in combination with background concentrations 
are below the state and national ambient air quality standards. No CO hotspots are anticipated 
as a result of traffic-generated emissions by the proposed project in combination with other 
anticipated development in the area. Therefore, the mobile emissions of CO from the project 
are not anticipated to contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation of 
CO. 
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AIR QUALITY 

Table 7. Background Levels of Carbon Monoxide 

-, ','- '-'.; , ' .. '~ ", .... 
, .2005 .. _ . ': :'.... 2006' '. _.r 
-~ .... ~ ~) .... ,\ -~:.-~~-'" : .!'" . .'"! ./' $;~-~\.-OIi"!;' ",' 1 "'.11 

1-hour, ppm 2.0 2.0 2.0 
---------r----------~ 

~-hou r, ppm 1.0 0.8 1.0 
Source: SCAQMD 2007b, Data is from Station Number 4137 (Source Receptor 30) . 

Table 8. Carbon Monoxide'Localized Concentrations 
" . 

4.5 2.8 No 

ashington Street at Miles Avenue 4.1 2.5 No 

ashington Street at Highway 111 4.5 2.8 No 

ashington Street at Avenue 48 5.1 3.2 No 

dams Street at Highway 111 I 
~~--~~~~~--~'~'~~~~~~~--~~~--I 

* Callne4 output (see enclosures for model output) plus the 1 hour background 

4.0 2.4 No 

concentration 9f 2 ppm ( 

able ). 
The 8-hour project increment was calculated by multiplying the 1-hour Caline4 output 

by 0.7 (persistence factor), then adding the 8 hour background concentration of 1 ppm (from 

abie). 
Comparison of the 1-hour concentration to the state standard of 20 ppm and the 8-hour concentration to 
the state/national standard of 9 ppm. 

Based on the above analysis, no mitigation is required for CEQA Significance Criteria Illd. 
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AIR QUALITY 

5. CEQA Significance Criteria lIIe: Would the project create objectionable odors affecting 
a substantial number of people? 

During construction, the proposed project will contain operations that will have odors associated 
with equipment and materials. None of these odors are permanent, nor are they normally 
considered so offensive as to cause sensitive receptors to complain. Diesel fuel odors from 
construction equipment and new asphalt paving fall into this category. Both based on the short
term of the emissions and that characteristics of these emissions, no significant odor impacts 
are forecast to result from implementing the proposed project. The project itself will not cause 
the emission of toxic pollutants. Mobile source el"(li~sions have been identified as containing 
some toxic components (volatile organic compounds and carbon monoxide), however, traffic 
congestion along Miles Avenue and Washington Street is not expected to reach levels that 
would cause harmful buildup of these pollutants. The proposed project consists of commercial 
and residential land ulSes which do not typically generate significant odors except for 
occasionally the exhaust from restaurants. The primary causes of objectionable odors in 
residential areas is from those activities typically associated within developments such as 
household and automobile cleaning and maintenance, lawn care, etc. Project uses are not 
expected to generate odors that will be objectionable at a Significant level. Based on the above 
analysis, no mitigation is proposed for CEQA Significance Criteria lIIe. 

5. Added CEQA Criteria: (Global Warming) 

The proposed project is limited in scale and has minimal potential to influence area 
temperatures or the regional climate. The City has recently amended its General Plan to 
include the following policies pertaining to global warming: 

Policy IIA 1.18 

(1). The City will encourage green building design which could include conserving non
renewable energy and materials, promoting water efficient landscaping and other methods 
to support environmental conservatIon and to assist in the concems of global warming. 

(2) The City will provide public information on Sustainable Development Practices which will 
assist in acceptable levels of global resource depletion and environmental pollution. 

The project will be required to comply with this policy. 

Based on the above analysis, no mitigation is proposed for project impacts to Global Warming . 

c.lmpact Conclusions 1998 EIR Y. SEIR 

Based on the above analysis, the impacts to Air Quality as analyzed in the 1998 EIR and the 
SEIR remain significant. 

d. NOP Comments 

No letters were received regarding the NOP in regard to Air Quality. 
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AIR QUALITY 

3.3.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

a. 1998 EIR: The following mitigation measures were adopted for Air Quality related impacts: 

• Short-Term Construction: Mitigation Measures 5.7-1a (compliance with Riverside County 
requirements to control dust and blowsand), 5.7-1b (compliance with Riverside County, 
State, Uniform Building Codes, and South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403.1 
to control dust). 

• Operations: Mitigation Measures 5.7-2a (on-site vehicle control measures and adequate 
landscaping), 5.7-2b (compliance with State Energy Standards). 

• Sensitive Receptors: No Mitigation Measures required. 

(See Section 8.0 for a complete list of 1998 EIR Mitigation Measures and Revisions) 

b. Supplemental EIR Mitigation Measures: 

The following mitigation measure are in addition to the 1998 EIR Mitigation Measures..e1.ft>, -I 
~' i.7 28 ana i,7 ~b above). 

To re~~ce ~~:Ucti~i~ons, the following mitigation measures should be implemented: 

AQ-5 Reduce the maximum acreage graded on anyone day to 20 acres. 

AQ-6 During project construction, onsite electrical hook ups shall be provided for electric 
construction tools including saws, drills and compressors, to eliminate the need for 
diesel powered electric generators. 

AQ-7 During project construction, the developer shaH require all contractors not to idle 
construction eqUipment onsite for more than 5 minutes. . 

As shown in the Tables 9 and 10, emissions are below the significance thresholds for all 
pollutants except VOC, NOx, CO, and PM10. Even with the implementation of all feasible 
mitigation measures, these emissions cannot be reduced to less than Significant impacts. 
Therefore, air quality impacts from the project in regard to Air Quality remain Significant, as was 
the case in the 1998 EIR. 
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AIR QUALITY 

Table 9. Short-Term Emissions (Mitigated) 

. -, , . . :;'$ ,: j'/': " 
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Regional Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 None 

2008 Construction Activi~ 

Mass Grading 21 .09 230.20 101.65 0.16 139.38 36.76 24,072.41 

Fine Grading 10.42 87.78 45.99 0.00 48.03 13.21 7,496.63 

Trenching 2.37 20.19 9.68 0.00 1.01 0.92 1,839.12 
-

Asphalt 13.47 67.82 30.21 0.05 3.96 3.52 7,112.06 

Building 7.09 35.65 76.81 0.08 2.43 2.03 9,396.42 

~ax Daily Emissions 21.09 230.20 101.65 0.16 139.38 36.76 24,072.41 
--

~ignificant Impact? No Yes No No No No -

Building 6.65 

2009 Construction Activi0 33.62 71.98 0.08 2.33 1.94 9,394.07 

Architectural Coatings 157.64 0.15 2.48 0.00 0.02 0.01 274.05 
-

Max Daily Emissions 157.64 33.62 71.98 0.08 2.33 1.94 9,394.07 

pignificant Impact? Yes No No No Yes No -
None = There is no threshold for CO2. 
Note: Each of the above activities does not occur at the same time; therefore, the maximum daily emissions 
epresent the maximum emissions that would occur in one day. 
~ource: URBEMIS2007 model outeut, see attachments 

To reduce operational emissions, the following mitigation measures shall be implemented: 

AQ-8 A minimum of three Transportation Demand Management (TOM) measures shall be 
implemented. TOMs may include having showers and locker facilities for employees, 
providing at least one secure bike parking spot for every 20 vehicle parking spaces, 
providing preferential parking for carpoollvanpool vehicles, and installing kiosks with 
alternative transit information. 

As shown in the Table 10, emissions are below the significance thresholds for 502, and PM2.5• 

However, the project impacts remain significant for voe, NOx, and CO. 
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Table 10. Operational Emissions (Mitigated) 

I. ••.• • , •.• , ••• •••• ,.,~ .•• ,~~.,;', ••• : •••.• '-,::~.'.'.:..: •• !., .. , .... :' ... ~.. ,'.' \. " :,,:' Emi~.sion.S(Pour1~.~::pe.rd~y.) , " .': '" • 
1'-- ~' .. ' r • r;-' I. ~ . .. I ~.J~' "', - ". ~ ....... " , t·. . ... . ': • . ~ -. ~ J \. . .. ,', . ~ " I ~ I 

MOBilE (VEHICLE) 160.44 204.94 1.431.84 1.19 192.55 38.19 116.173.01 

I AREA 17.52 7.86 33.65 - 4.39 4.23 8.407.97 

f-
TOTAL 177.96 212.80 1,465.49 1.19 196.94 42.42 124,580.98 

REGIONAL THRESHOLD 75 100 550 150 150 55 None 

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT? YES YES YES NO NO NO -
..J_ _ __ . :~ 

Source: URBEMIS2007 model output. see attachments; winter emissions are shown for all pollutants except for SO 
and C02 where summer emissions are shown. 

3.3.7 IMPACT OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

Implementation of the above Mitigation Measures will not impact environmental resources. 

3.3.8 SUMMARY OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION 

1998 EIR: 

• Short-Term Emissions: Signfficant. 

., • Long Term Emissions: Signfficant. 

·1 

• Sensitive Receptors: Less than significant. 

• Odors: Less than significant. 

SEIR: 

• ~hort-term Emissions: Signfficant 

• Long-Term Emissions: Significant 

• Sensitive Receptors: Less than signfficant. 

• Odors: Less than signfficant. 

I . 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
The following biological analysis was based on the following: 

• Findings of Supplemental Biological Resources Survey for the Garden of Champions Tennis 
Facility in Indian Wells, Riverside County, BonTerra Consulting, June 11, 1998. 

• Results of Biological Constraints Analysis (BCA) for the 98.4 acre City of Indian Wells Town 
Center Project Site, Thomas Leslie Corporation, February 13, 2007. 

• Results of Four 2007 Peak of Breeding Season Burrowing Owl (BUOw,) Field Surveys 
Performed Within Two Naturally Vegetated Areas (Survey Area # 1 and #2) of the Indian 
Wells Tennis Garden Project Site, Thomas Leslie Corporation, April 24, 2007. 

• Results of Spring 2007 Focused Rare Plant Surveys Performed Wrthin Two Naturally 
Vegetated Areas (Survey Area # 1 and #2) of the Indian Wells Tennis Garden Project Site, 
Thomas Leslie Corporation, April 24, 2007. (TLC) 

• Program EIR for the Coachella Valley Water Management Plan and State Water Project 
Entitlement Transfer Plan, Coachella Valley Water District, 2002. (CVWD). 

• Initial Environmental Study (/ES) for the Coachella Val/ey Water District Mid-Val/ey Pipeline, 
Coachella Valley Water District, 2006. 

• Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Coachella Valley Water District Mid -
Valley Pipeline, MWH. December, 2006. 

• Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Repod for the Coachella Valley Water District Mid -
Valley Pipeline, MWH. February 2007. 

3.4.1 Environmental Setting 

a. Habitat and Sensitive Species 

A Biological Constraints AnalysiS Results of Biological Constraints Analysis (BCA) for the 98.4 
acre City of Indian Wells Town Center Project Site, The Thqmas Leslie Corporation, February 
13, 2007, was prepared for the project site to evaluate the potential impacts to biological 
resources. The BCA consisted of a Pre-Field Investigation which involved researching" the 

' Coachel/a Val/ey Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP), federal critical 
habitat maps, state records search, aerial photograph 'analysis, and a review of the biological 
report prepared for the 1998 EIR, Findings of Supplemental Biological Resources Survey for the 
Garden of Champions Tennis Facility in Indian Wells, Riverside County. BonTerra COrisutting. 
June 11, 1998. A Field Survey was conducted on February 6, 2007. 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

At the time the Biological Constraints Analysis (BCA) was prepared by the Thomas Leslie 
Corporation in February, 2007, the project did not propose any disturbance to the Whitewater 
River Channel aka Coachella Valley Storm Channel (CVSC). Therefore, the Thomas Leslie 
BCA did not assess impacts to the CVSC. Since that time, the project is proposing to construct 
concrete lining and a maintenance access road per the requirements of the Coachella Valley 
Water District because of the proximity of structures (within 300 feet) of the CVSC. ' 

Impacts to the CVSC are analyzed using the data contained in the environmental documents 
prepared for the Mid-Valley Pipeline Project. The Mid-Valley Pipeline Project will convey water 
from the Coachella Canal located in Indio to a new pumping station via 54-inch diameter 
pipeline constructed in the cha~nel bottom and bank of the CVSC to the Coachella Valley Water 
District's Water Reclamation Plant No. 10 in Palm Desert. Air release valves for the pipeline will 
be installed approximately every 2,500 feet along the alignment extending as 12 -inch diameter 
pipelines from the buried pipeline up and inside the banks of the CVSC. The Mid-Valley Pipeline 
will pass through the project area adjacent to the southern boundary of the project site and 
impact the same area where the concrete lining and access road are proposed. The following 
analysis--~ references of the environmental documents for the Mid-Valley Pipeline 
project identffied above as appropriate for impacts to the CVSC (CVWD Mid-Valley Pipeline 
Phase 1, Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report, Page 14). To distinguish the 
analYSis, discussion of impacts is addressed under ~Project Site" (Le. the project site not 
including the CVSV) and the Coachella Valley Storm Channel Area". 

1. Project Site: 

The results of the Thomas Leslie BCA for the project site determined the following: 

• The following two natural native plant habitat types (communities) were identified on-site: 
Cresote Bush/Desert Sand Verbena Series and Fourwing Saltbrush Series. While the 
Desert Sand Verbena Series is identified as a California Natural Diversity Data Base 
(CNDDB) Community of Highest Inventory Priority (C.H.I.P.), the Fourwing Saltbrush Series 
is not. Both habitat types represent suitable habitat for the following listed, and unlisted 
special-status annual plant species, known to occur in the region surrounding the project 
site: Two federally listed endangered, February-May flowering species, the Coachella Valley 
Milkvetch and Triple-ribbed Milkvetch, and six unlisted, special-status plants: Flat-seeded 
Spurg, Glandular Ditaxis, California Ditaxis, Slender Wooly-heads, Desert Spike-Moss, and 
Purple Stemodia. The term "unlisted" means these plants are not listed by any state or 
federal agency as threatened or endangered. 

• Portions of the project site, once naturally vegetated, have been previously highly disturbed 
and the disturbed areas were either comprised of unvegetated sandy soils or supported only 
a sparse scatter of non-native weedy plant species or native plant species growing as 
weeds. 

• The sparse vegetation of the Coachella Valley Storm Channel lJ,anks and bottom adjacent to 
the southern boundary of the project site consisted of the common plant species found in 
Cresote Bush/Desert Sand Verbena Series and Fourwing Saltbrush Series. 

• Portions of the project site are occupied by a sod farm and the Indian Wells Tennis Garden. 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

• No records for listed threatened or endangered, or unlisted special-status plant species 
proposed for listing are documented onsite. None were field identified on site in either 
February 6, 2007 or on previous surveys conducted by aon Terra Consulting for the 1998 
EIR. 

• The following sensitive wildlife species are recorded on site by the California Natural 
Diversity Data Base: Coachella Valley Fringed-toes Lizard, a federally listed Threatened and 
State listed Endangered Species, and the Coachella Giant Sand-treader Cricket, an unlisted 
target species of the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Conservation Area located off
site south of the project site. 

• The following unlisted, special-status California species of concern (CSC) wildlife 
species have been identified on-site: A solitary Burrowing Owl individual; (2007), Coastal 
Western Whiptail; (2007), San Diego Black-tailed Jackrabbit individual; (2007) and an 
Osprey (1998). 

2. Coachella Valley Storm Channel Area: 

The "Coachella Valley Water District (CVWO) Mid-Valley Pipeline Initial Environmental Study, 
CVWD Mid:" Valley Pipeline Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report, and the CVWD Mid 
-Valley Pipeline Phase 1 Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report", determined the 
following in regard to the CVSC: (These reports are available for review at the Coachella Valley 
Water District Office at 75-525 Hovley Lane East, Palm Desert, CA or online at www.cvwd.org. 
under Public Information Documents) 

• The CVSC is an existing mad-made channel that is an extension of the Whitewater River. 
The substrate is unconsolidated alluvium, carried and deposited by stonns. The channel 
berms adjacent to the project site are earthen. The surrounding area is largely developed. 
(CWJD Mid-Valley Piperine Phase 1, Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report Page 
1-3). 

• The plant community present over most of the site is sparse Sonoran Cresote Bush scrub. 
(CVWD Mid-Valley Pipeline Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report Page 4.2-4). 

• Coachella Valley mil kvetch , a federally endangered species. were not present on-site. 
(CVWD Mid-Valley Pipeline Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report Page 4.2-4). 

• Triple-ribbed milkvetch, a federally endangered species, were not present on-site .. (CVWD 
Mid-Valley Pipeline Draft Subsequent Environm~ntal Impact Report Page 4.2-3). 

• Rodent burrows and other openings in the banks and benns of the CVSC were inspected for 
signs of Burrowing Owls but none were found. (CVWD Mid-Valley Pipeline Draft Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report Page 4.2-3). 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

• The following species were identified as "present" or "potentially present" within the channel 
right-of,-way: Coachella giant sand treader cricket; Burrowing Owl; Palm Springs (Coachella 
Valley) round tailed ground squirrel; Palm Springs pocket mouse. (CVWD Mid-Valley 
Pipeline Draft Initial Environmental Study Table 4.2-1). 

b. Wildlife Corridors 

1. Project Site: 

No wildlife corridors were identified on-site by the Thomas Leslie BCA except for the CVSC. The 
CVSC potentially represents a Wildlife Movement Corridor (WMC) along which wildlife would 
move across the southern portion of the project site. 

2. Coachella Valley Storm Channel Area: 

• The proposed pipeline could potentially impact wildlife movement during construction 
activities. (CVWD Mid-Valley Pipeline Draft Initial Environmental Study Page 2-9). 

c. Jurisdictional Wetland and Drainages 

1. Project Site: 
In spite of the region's arid conditions, periods of heavy rainfall occur resulting in numerous 
washes and other drainages within the general project area, however, according to the Thomas 
Leslie SCA, there are no identifiable drainages across the project site at this time. 

2. Coachella Valley Storm Channel Area: 
According to the Draft EIR for the Mid-Valley Pipeline project, a streambed and wetland 
delineation was study was performed for the CVSC by Gonzalez Environmental Consulting in 
2006 and identified patches of state and federal jurisdictional wetlands that could be affected by 
the Mid-Valley Pipeline Project if constructed completely within the channel invert. «CVWD Mid
Valley Pipeline Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report, Page 2-7). Construction of the 
concrete lining and access road along the northern bank of the channel would potentially have 
the sane impacts. 

d. Habitat Conservation Plans 
1. Project Site: 

According to the Thomas Leslie BCA, the entire project site is located outside a Conservation 
Area identified by the CVMSHCP. The closest proposed Conservation Area is located 
approximately 1,400 feet south of the southem boundary of the project site (Santa Rosa 
Mountains): The CVMSHCP was finalized by the Coachella Valley Association of Governments 
(CVAG) in February 2006 and was subsequently amended to reflect the absence of Desert Hot 
Springs as a "permittee" under the plan. The Plan is currently being recirculated for review and 
CVAG expects the Plan to obtain "take" permits in late 2007. The City of Indian Wells approved 
the plan on May 18, 2006 and is a "permittee" under the plan. The CVMSHCP is applicable to 
the Project Site. 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

2. Coachella Valley Storm Channel Area: 

According to the Draft EIR for the Mid-Valley Pipeline Project, the project is not within a 
designated CVMSHCP Conservation Area. The CVMSHCP defines the Coachella Valley 
Stormwater Channel as the CVSC from Monroe Street to the Salton Sea, a reach downstream 
of the proposed Project area. Moreover, the proposed project would be considered a Covered 
Activity, as it would be a "development permitted or approved by a Local Permittee" (CWVD 
Mid-Valley Pipeline Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report, Page 4.2-9). 

3.4.2 PROJECT IMPACTS 

a. Summary of Conclusions in the 1998 EIR: 

The 1998 EIR found that: 

• Implementation of the project will result in the elimination of existing vegetation and natural 
communities, but was a less than significant impact with mitigation. 

• The project may impact existing wildlife on and adjacent to the site but was a less than 
significant impact with mitigation. 

b. SEIR Analysis: 

1. CEQA Significance Criteria IVa: Would the project have a substantial adverse 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, or 
by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

a. Project Site: In response to comments received during the Notice of Preparation period from 
the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), a Biological Constraints Analysis (BCA) 
for the project site was conducted by The Thomas Leslie Corporation (TLC) on February 6, 
2007. 
Due to the presence of suitable habitat on the project site, and because the December 18, 2006 
letter from the CDFG ~pecifically requests them, performance of the following focused species
specific surveys were conducted in the naturally vegetated areas: 

• Spring 2007 Rare Plant Surveys. 

• 2007 Wildlife Surveys. 

• Focused Breeding Season (February 1-August 31) Burrowing OwI.<BUOW) Surveys. 

• Nesting Bird Survey. 

The results of BCA and the surveys are as follows: 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Plant Species: 

• Two (2) natural native plant habitat types (communities) were identified onsite: Creesote 
BushlDesert Sand Verbena Series and Fourwing Saltbrush Series. While the Desert Sand 
Verbena Series is identified as a California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) 
Community of Highest Inventory Priority (C.H.I.P.), the Fourwing Saltbrush Series is not. No 
listed endangered, or unlisted special-status annual plant species, having potential to occur 
within focused Rare Plant Survey Area # 1 and Survey Area # 2 (the naturally vegetated 
areas of the project site) due to the presence of suitable habitat were observed on March 10 
or April 16 or 22, 2007. Impacts are not significant. 

• A review of federal designated and proposed criti~1 habitat maps showed that the project 
site is located outside any area identified as critical habitat for any plant or animal species 
listed as threatened or endangered, by the US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). Therefore, 
development of the project site will not interfere with the recovery of any federally listed 
threatened or endangered species. Impacts are not significant. 

Wildlife Species: 

• The following were species were recorded on-site by the California Natural Diversity Data 
Base: Coachella Valley Fringed-toes lizard, a Federally listed Threatened and State listed 
Endangered Species; Coachella Giant Sand-treader Cricket, an unlisted target species of 
the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Conservation Area located off-site south of the 
project site. 

• The following unlisted special-status wildUfe species have also been field identified onsite: 
Burrowing Owl (TlC, 2007), Coastal Western Whiptail (TlC, 2007; BonTerra Consulting 
(BTC) , 1998a), San Diego Black-tailed Jackrabbit (TlC, 2007; BTC, 1998a) and Osprey 
(flying over; BTC, 1998a). : 

Coachella Valley Fringed-toe Uzard 

Since the project site is located within the Coachella Valley Fringed-toed lizard (CVFTl) habitat 
conservation fee area, all potential impacts to the Desert Sand Verbena Series plant community 
would be mitigated to "'ess than Significant" by the payment of the CVFTl fee. The City of Indian 
Wells has indicated that the project has paid the CVFTl fee. The fee, established in 1986 after 
negotiations between the development industry and environmental regulatory agencies, 
qualifies developers to "take" designated habitat of the lizard under a permit issued by the U.S. 
Fish & Wildlife Service. While Calrfornia's Deparbnent of Fish & Game never signed the original 
Fringe-Toed lizard Permit, all valley jurisdictions have been operating under a "consistency 
determination" by Fish & Game that the federal permit is consistent with California Endangered 
Species Act requirements. 

Coastal Western Whiptail, San Diego Black-tailed Jackrabbit. and the San Diego Black-tailed 
Jacki"abbit. 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Development of the project site will result in the loss of habitat occupied by the following three 
. unlisted wildHfe species: Coastal Western Whiptail, San Diego Black-tailed Jackrabbit, and 
Coachella Giant Sand-treader Cricket. These species are not proposed for listing as federal or 
state threatened or endangered. Based on the Biological Constraints Analysis prepared by the 
Thomas Leslie Corporation for the project, the development of the property will not result in a 
significant loss or harm of a magnitude that, based on current scientific data and knowledge: (1) 
would cause a species or a native plant or animal community to drop below self-perpetuating 
levels on a Statewide or regional basis; or (2) would cause a species to become threatened or 
endangered. Therefore, impacts are not considered to be significant. 

Desert Tortoise 

Although, marginally suitable Category 11/ Desert Tortoise habitat. was present within the 
portions of the project site, no further Desert Tortoise surveys are recommended for the 
following reasons: 

• The project site is not within the Desert Tortoise critical habitat. 

• No 'Desert Tortoise occurrences are recorded by CNDDB on the project site, in the 
vicinity or within entire La Quinta, Calif., USGS quadrangle. 

• The project site is surrounded by residential and commercial development on the north, 
east and south and a golf course is present less than a mile to the west of the project 
site. 

• No Desert Tortoise individuals or signs were observed onsite in 2007 (TLC) or 1998 
(BTC, 1998a, b). 

• No potential Desert Tortoise burrows were field observed onsite on February 6, 2007. 
Similarly, none were observed onsite in 1998 (BTC, 1998a, b). 

Burrowing Owl 

A solitary unpaired Burrowing Owl (BUOW) individual was observed onsite during performance 
of the BCA field survey. Therefore, focused Burrowing Owl surveys were conducted in 
accordance with the BUOW survey protocols identified in the 1993 California Burrowing Owl 
Consortium guidelines and the 1995 California Department of Fish and Game staff memo 
regarding BUOW mitigation. 

The resufts of the BUOW surveys determined that: 

• No BUOW individuals were observed at, in, or near any ground burrow within the 
boundaries of the project site on April 15, 16, 22, or 23, 2007. . 

• No BUOW individual was observed foraging over, or perching within the boundaries of the 
project site during the focused BUOW surveys on April 15, 16,22, or 23,2007. 

• Although three burrows with signs of past BUOW occupancy were observed onsite, no 
currently occupied BUOW ground burrow was observed within the boundaries of the project 
site during the focused BUOW surveys on April 15, 16,22, or 23,2007. 

In accordance with CDFG recommendations and in order to mitigate impacts to the BUOW to 
the maximum extent feasible, a mitigation measure is proposed under Section 3.4.3 below. 

b. Coachella Valley Storm Water Channel Area: 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Plant Species 

According to Table 4.2-1 of the Draft Subsequent EIR for the Mid-Valley Pipeline Project, 
several agency listed plant species and sensitive vegetation fonnation potentially occur within 
the CVSC and the impacts to these resources are identified as follows: 

• Coachella Valley mUkvetch (not present based on field swveys). 

• Triple-ribbed milkvetch (not present based on field surveys). 

• Arrowhead Scrub '(not a state listed species but scattered in the CVSC pilot channel or 
around inflow areas). 

• Desert Sink Scrub (not present wfthin the CVSC). 

• Ephemeral Desert Sand Fields (small amounts at the toes of the berm adjacent to 
Washington Street. None of this area supported any sensitive plants and is considered too 
small and.too temporary to form specialized habitat values). 

• Desert Saltbrush Scrub (CVSC is within the CVMSHCP modeled distribution for this 
community, which is not identified as "sensitive" by the CVMSHCp). 

• Valley Freshwater Marsh (present at crossings, drop structures and mouths of stromdrains). 

Wildlife Species: 

According to Table 4.2-1 of the Draft Subsequent EtR for the Mid-Valley Pipeline Project, 
several agency listed wildlife species potentiatly occur within the CVSC and the impacts to these 
resources are identified as follows: . 

• Coachella giant sand treader aicket (not present, no suitable habitat). 

• Burrowing Owl (not present) 

• Palm Springs (Coachella Valley) round-tailed ground squirrel (not seen and not anticipated) 

• Palm Springs pocket mouse (not seen and not anticipated. 

BasEtd on the biolc;>gical reports prepared by Thomas Leslie Corporation and information 
contained in the environmental documents for the Mid-Valley Pipeline, development of the 
project site including construction of the concrete lining and access road along the northem 
bank of the CVSC would not have potentially Significant impacts in regard to CEQA Significance 
Criteria I\la. However, in order to mitigate impaCts to the Burrowing Owl to the maximum extent 
feasible, mitigation measures are proposed in Section 3A.3 below. 

2. CECA Significance Criteria IYb: Would the project 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 US 
Fish and Wildlife Service? . .. 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

a. Project Site: 

Based on the information contained in this analysis, the project will not have a substantial 
adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, and regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or 
US Fish and Wildlife Service. There is no mitigation required for CEQA Significance Criteria IVb. 
(Also see discussion under Section 3.4.2b above). 

b. Coachella Valley Stonn Water Channel Area: 

Based on the information contained in this analysis, the project will not have a substantial 
adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, and regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game, or 
US Fish and Wildlife Service. There is no mitigation required for CEQA Significance Criteria IVb. 
(Also see discussion under Section 3.4.2b above). . 

3. CEQA Significance Criteria IVc: ·Would the project 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; 

a. Project Site: Based on results of the February 6, 2007 BCA field survey, the review of 
pervious project specific biological documents (BTC, 1998a) no jurisdictional elements (waters,. 
wetlands or riparian habitat) are present on-site. Based on the above analysis, no mitigation is 
required for CEQA Significance Criteria rvc. 

b. Coachella Valley Stonn Water Channel Area: 

The project has the potential to impact wetlands by constructing concrete lining and an access 
road along the northern bank of the CVSC. Additionally, the project is proposing to construct a 
stormdrain outlet in the CVSC. These activities will require the approval of the Army Corps of 
Engineers (Section 404 Permit) and the California Department of Fish and Game (Streambed 
Alteration Agreement). This impact is significant and Mitigation Measure 810-3 is recommended 
in Section 3.4.3 below. 

4. CEQA Significance Criteria 'Vd. Would the project 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? 

a. Project Site: Based on field surveys conducted during the Biological Constrains Analysis and 
Focused Surveys, no raptor nesting habitat was found on the project site so development would 
not eiiminate raptor nesting habitat. In addition, the site is located adjacent to existing 
commercial and residential development on 3 sides; therefore, development is unlikely to cause 
impacts to migratory birds. Based on the above analysis, no mitigation is proposed for CEQA 
Significance Criteria IVd. 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

b. Coachella Valley Storm Water Channel Area: The results of Biological Constraints 
Analysis (BCA) investigations referenced above indicated that the CVSC potentially represents 
a Wildlife Movement Corridor (WMC) along which wildlife would move across the southern 
portion of the project site. Based on visual observations made during the February 6, 2007 field 
survey, it was determined that the CVSC does serve as a WMC. The northwest~southeast 
wildlife movement of wildlife is somewhat constrained by the presence of extensive 
existing/under construction urban development north and south of the CVSC corridor, north
south bridge crossings, etc. Construction of concrete lining and an access road will not have a 
sjgnificant impact on wildlife movement as the bed of the channel will not be impacted by the 
project. Based on the above analysis, no mitigation is proposed for CECA Significance Criteria 
IVd. 

5. CEQA Significance Criteria IVe. Would the project conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

a. Project Site: 

Based on the analysis contained in this section, the site does not contain trees that would be 
subject to a tree preservation ordinance or policy. Impacts to other biological resources have 
been analyzed elsewhere in this section of the SEIR. No mitigation is required CEQA 
Significance Criteria IVe. 

b. Coachella Valley Stonn Water Channel Area: 

Based on the analysis contained in this section, the area where the concrete lining and access 
road along the northern bank of the CVSC does not contain trees that would be subject to a tree 
preservation ordinance or policy. Impacts to other biological resources have been analyzed 
elsewhere in this section of the SEIR. No mitigation is required CEQA Significance Criteria IVe. 

6. CEQA Significance Criteria M: Would the project conflict with the provisions of an 
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservatiOn plan? 

a. Project Site: 

Figure 4-1 of the CVMSHCP shows that the entire project site is located outside any 
CVMSHCP conservation area. As Figure 4-1 illustrates, the nearest CVMSHCP conservation 
area is off~site Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Conservation Area, 1,400± feet south of 
the project site. 

Based on, the information contained in this analysis, the proposed project consistent with the 
CVMSHCP being recirculated for review. The City of Indian Wells adopted the CVMSHCP May 
18, 2006 and is a permittee under the plan. Based on the above analySis, no mitigation is 
required for CEQA Signfficance Criteria IVf. 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

b. Coachella Valley Storm Water Channel Area: 

Based on the Subsequent EIR for the Mid-Valley Pipeline, the CVSC is not within a designated 
CVMSHCP Conservation Area. The CVSC is considered a "Covered Activity". Compliance with 
the CVMSHCP is still required. Figure 4-1 of the CV-MSHCP shows that the CVSC is located 
outside any CV-MSHCP conservation area and the nearest CV-MSHCP conservation area is 
off-site in the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Conservation Area, 1,400± feet south of 
the project site. 

Based on the information contained in this analysis, the construction of the concrete lining and 
access road along the northern bank of the CVSC is consistent with the CVMSHCP being 
recirculated for review. The City of Indian Wells adopted the CVMSHCP May 18, 2006 and is a 
permittee under the plan and is operating under the Interim Management Agreement MOU until 
such time the plan is finalized and take permits issued. Based on the above analysis, no 
mitigation is required for CEQA Significance Criteria IVf. 

c.lmpact Conclusions 1998 EIR Y. SEIR 

Since the certification of the 1998 EIR, site specific conditions have not changed significantly; 
however, there have been new regulatory requirements in regard to endangered species and 
species of concern. In addition, the CVMSHCP is applicable to the site. The SEIR has updated 
the biplogical analysis from the 1998 EIR to reflect current regulatory requirements. Based on 
the analysis contained in this section of the SEIR, the impacts to Biological Resources as 
analyzed in the 1998 EIR and the SEIR remain the same even after the changes in biological 
circumstances. 

d. NOP Comments 

During the NOP period, the California Department of Fish and Game recommended that the 
following information be included in the SEIR: 

• A complete assessment of the flora and fauna within and adjacent to the project area, with 
particular emphasiS upon identifying endangered, threatened, and locally unique species 
and sensitive species. 

• A thorough discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts expected to adversely 
affect biological impacts. 

" 

• A range of alternatives in the event biological resources are impacted. 

• The requirement for a California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Permit (if necessary). 

• The retention of all wetlands, whether intermittent or perennial. 

The analysis contained in this section of the SEIR has addressed these concerns. 

3.4.3 MITIGA nON MEASURES 

a. 1998 EIR: The following mitigation measures were adopted for Biological Resource related 
impacts: 
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Mitigation Measures 5.8-1a (payment of fee for Coachella Valley Fringed Toed Lizard), 5.8-1b 
(Minimize impacts to Dune Habitat by staking), 5.8-1c (erosion control measures to protect 
Whitewater River Channel during grading). 

(See Section 8.0 for a complete list of 1998 EIR Mitigation Measures and Revisions) 

b. Supplemental EIR Mitigation Measures: 

The 1998 EIR identified three measures to mitigate impacts to biological resources, Mitigation 
Measures 5.8-1a, 5.8-1b, and 5.8-1c.These mitigation measures preceded the City adopting the 
CVMSHSP and the preparation of updated biological studies in 2006 and 2007 and from 
information derived from the environmental documents for the Mid-Valley Pipeline Project. 

The following mitigation measures are proposed to address changes in circumstances affecting 
biological resources (I.e. Updated requirements from the USFW, CDFG, and CVMSHCP). 
(These Mitigation Measures therefore supersede 1998 EIR Mitigation Measures 5.8-1a, 5.8-1b, 
and 5.8-1 c). 

810-1 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the developer shall pay the· CVMSHCP mitigation 
fee to the Coachella Valley Association of Governments (CVAG). 

810-2 A pre-grading survey shall be conducted on the project site and the area for the concrete 
lining and access road within the CVSC right-of-way within 30 days prior to any ground 
disturbance to avoid a direct take of Burrowing Owls (8UOW). The biologist conducting 
the 30-day pre grading BUOW survey must submit a letter report to the City of Indian 
Wells documenting the results of the survey. 

810-3 Prior to the disturbance of any land within the Coachella Valley Storm Drain Channel, the 
project shall secure any necessary permits from the Army Corps of Engineers and the 
California Department of Fish and Game. The project will be required to mitigate any 
impacts to jurisdictional waters at a ratio of 1 :1. This can be accomplished by purchasing 
local mitigation credits or funding creation of a comparable amount of habitat. This 
amount of mitigation is the City's baseline requirement, but the City will accept a greater 
mitigation ratio if required by the responsible regulatory agency. 

810-4 If tree or shrub removal will occur during the bird nesting season (March 1 to September 
15) a nesting bird survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist prior to cutting trees 
or shrubs down. 

3.4.4 IMPACT OF MITIGATION MEASURES . 

Implementation of the mitigation measures does not cause negative impacts to other resources . . 

3.4.5 SUMMARY OF IMPACT'AFTER MITIGATION 

1998 EIR: 

• Vegetation: Less than significant. 
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• Wildlife: Less than significant. 

SEIR: 

• Rare Plants (vegetation): No Impact 

• Wildlife: No Impact, but requirement for pre-grading Burrowing Owl Survey to ensure 
species has not occupied the site since 2007 surveys. 

• Coachella Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan: No Impact. 

• Jurisdictional Waters: Less than significant impact with mitigation. 

• Wildlife Movement Corridors: Less than Significant impact. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 

3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
3.5.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETIING 

a. Paleontological Resources 

The West Coachella Valley has yielded a variety of fossils in the past, but are mainly found in 
the sedimentary formations typical of lower upland areas. The valley floors in the project area 
are underlain by 'deep alluvial, fluvian, and aeolian deposits, mainly sand, silt, and gravel, Which 
in some areas are hundreds of feet thick. These deposits have a low potential for yielding 
fossils. However, a recorded paleontological site (CA-RIV-5876) was found on an adjacent site 
and extends into the project site. 

b. Archeological Resources 

A Cultural Resources Record Search was conducted by Department of Anthropology, University 
of California Riverside Eastern Infonnation Center on March 27, 2007. The report determined 
the following: 

• Four cultural resources stUdies .have been conducted within the boundaries of the project 
area (EIC Report Numbers RI-1930, RI-1933, RI-1934, and ·RI-6722). 

• Three cultural resources properties are recorded within the boundaries of the project area. 
(CA-RIV-3005, CA-RIV-3008, arid CA-RIV:.5876) 

~. Historical Resources 

Based on the cultural reports and fifed surveys identified above, there are no historical 
resources on the site. 

3.5.2 PROJECT IMPACTS 

a. Summary of Conclusions in the 1998 EIR: 

The 1998 EIR found that: 

Archaeological Resources: 

• Cultural reports prepared by R~ Paleo Associates Inc. (RMW), indicted the site was a 
highly sensitive area for prehistOriC cultural resources but was a less than significant impact 
with mftigation. . 

• Two prehistoric archaeological sites, CA-RIV-3005 and CA-RIV-3008 were recorded within 
the current project boundaries. During reconnaissance by RMW, ceramic fragments, lithic 
debitage, and milling stone fragments were observed with CA-RIV-3005 and ceramic 
fragments were found in CA-RIV-3008. 

• CA-RIV-5876, a prehistoriC archaeological site recorded on an adjacent parcel extended into 
the project site boundaries. The material found in this area consisted primarily of ceramic 
shreds and quartzite debitage; 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 

• The area south of Miles Avenue was observed to contain numerous artifactual remains. 
Subsequent test excavations and laboratory analysis conducted in' June 1998, in 
consultation with Riverside County Planning Department and Native American 
representatives, found the resources to be "isolates" but nonetheless considered "important" 
under CEQA Appendix K criteria. 

Paleontological Resources 

• There is a low to moderate potential for the discovery of fossils on the project site but was a 
less than significant impact with mitigation. 

Historic Resources 

• No historic resources were identified on the project site. 

b. SEIR Analysis: 

1. CEQA Significance Criteria Va: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of a historical resource as defined in Section 15064.51 

The portion of the'sitefor the Indian Wells Town Center project and additional City parking lot 
site is vacant with few improvements. The project area does not contain any potential historical 
structures resources. Based on the above analysis no significant adverse impacts to historical 
or cultural resources are anticipated for CEQA Significance Criteria Va, therefore no mitigation 
is required. 

2. CEQA Significance Criteria Vb: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.51 

The 1998 EIR identified two archaeological resources on the project site, identified as CA-RIV-
3005 and CA-RIV-3008, and a portion of a third site, CA-RIV-5876 extended into the project site 
(1998 EIR Section 5.11). The 1998 EIR recommended monitoring Phase 2 testing and Phase 3 
recovery of artifacts where necessary prior to grading. 

As noted above, a Cultural Resources Record Search was conducted by Department of 
Anthropology, University of California Riverside Eastern information Center on March 27,2007. 
The report noted that two of the cultural resources studies conducted within the project area (RI-
1934 and RI-8772) involved field and laboratory investigations to evaluate the Significance of 
archaeological resources sites CA-.RIV 3005, CA-RlV 3008 and CA-RIV 5876. These efforts 
reSlilted in the recommendation that although the three sites rt'!ferenced above did contain and 
yield' important archaeological and cultural heritage infonnation further study was not necessary. 
It was however, recommended in report RI-6722 that construction activities in the portion of the 
project area north of Miles Avenue, including the area around site CA-RIV-3008 be monitored to 
ensure protection of any significant subsurface cultural resources. ., 
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In addition to the Cultural Records Research Report conducted by the Eastern InfortTlation 
Center referenced above, per the requirements of Senate Bill 18 (S~ 18), the City of ,Indian 
Wells notified Native American Tribes identified by the Native American Heritage Cpmmission 
(NAHC) of the opportunity for '·Consultation" on the project., Tribes have a 90, day period from 
the date of notification by the City (February 8, 2007) in which to indicate whether or not they 
want Consultation. ' 

Table 18 below summarized the results of the SB 18 Consultation Request: 

Table 11. S8 18 CONSULTATION SUMMARY 

Native American Contact 
. ' 

ResultS' of'Consultation 
Augustine Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians Requested Native American Monitors during site grading. 

Aqua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians Requested copies of all cu!tural resources documentation; 
Native American MonitorS during site grading; additional 
testing and peer review of test results by State approved 
Archaeologist. Consultation on-going. 

Cabazon Band of Mission Indians No ConSUltation reQuested .. 
Morongo Band of Mission Indians Requested Native American Monitors during site grading. 
Ramona Band of Mission Indians No Consultation reQuested. 

, 

Soboba Band of luiseno Indians Requested Native American Monitors during site grading 
Torres-Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians No Consultation requested. 

SB 18 allows for Consultation to continue through City Council deliberation of the project. In 
addition, at least 45 days before the City Council public hearing on the project, the SEIR will be 
submitted to the Tribes identified above for review and comment whether or not Consultation 
was requested. 

Qurlng the SB 18 Consultation, the Aqua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians expressec:j concem~ 
about the potential for additional cultural resources to be encountered during grading arid 
requested additional studies. A mitigation measure is recommended in Section.3.5.6 below to 
address this concern. 

Based on the analysis above, the project site may have signifi.cant impacts on archaeological 
resources .for CEOA Significance Criteria Vb. Mitigation is recommended in Section 3.5.6 below. 

3. CEQA Sig~ificance Criteria Vc: Would the project directly or indirectly destroys a 
unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologiC f8ature? 

Data indicates that the project site is underlain by deep alluvial deposits,· which have little or n6 
potential to yield fossilerous materials. However, the 1 Q98 EIR identified Jow to moderate 
potential for paleontological resou~ on the project site (t998EIR Se~on 5.11), including the 
new parking lot, and recommended mqnitoring during grading. Based on the above analysis, the 
project has the potentiaJ to significantly impact paleontological resources. 

The proposed project would have similar impacts compared to the approved project, and the 
project would implement the Mitigation Measures identified in section 3.5.6 below. Wrth 
impJementation of this Mitigation Measure, the project will have less than Significant impacts on 
paleontolog.ical resources for CECA Significance Criteria Vc. 
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4. CEQA Significance Criteria Vd: Would the project disturb any human remains, 
including those interreci'outside of formal cemeteries? 

The site is partially developed with the Indian Wells Tennis Garden. The remaining vacant land 
has no known fonnal Cemeteries nor have burial locations have been identified by the cultural 
reports referenced above. In the event that suspected human remains are uncovered, California 
Health and Safety Code 7050.5 and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 require that all 
earthwork in the area · be stopped and the County Comer and the Native American Heritage 
Commission be notified. This is a mandatory requirement. No mitigation is required in regard to 
CEQA Significance Criteria Vd; 

c. Impact Con.clusions 1998 EIR v. SEIR 

Based on the above analysis, the impacts related to Cultural Resources as analyzed in the 1998 
EIR and the SEIR r~main the same except for the SB 18 Consultation and the need for 
additional mitigation measures. 

d. NOP Comments 

Ouring the NOP period, a letter was received from the California Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento. The letter requested the project contact local Native 
American groups to review the proposed development. 

3.5.6 MITIGATION MEASURES 

a. 1998 EIR: The following mitigation measures were adopted for Cultural Resource related 
impacts: 

• PaleontolOgical Resources: Mitigation Measures 5.11-1a (paleontological monitoring), 
5.10-1b (paleontological resource recovery) . . 

• Archaeological Resources: Mitigation Measures 5.11-2a (Phase 2 Archaeological Study), 
5.11-2b (procedures for handling human remains), 5.11-2c-e (archaeological monitoring), 
5.11-2f (archaeoiogical resource recovery), 5.11-2g (retention of archaeological resources). 

. . . 

• Historic Resources: No mitigation measures required. 

(See Section B.O for a cOmplete list of 199B EIR Mitigation Measures and Revisions) 

b. Supplemental EIR Mitigation Measures: 

The following mitigation measures supersede 1998 EIR Mitigation Measures 5.11-1a, 5.11-1b, 
5.11-:-2a, 5.11-2b, 5.11~2c~, 5.11-2f, and 5.11-2g because they are based on more recent 
information and retied the results of the SB 18 Consultations with Native American Tribes. 
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CUL-1 Prior to issuance of grading permits, a qualified paleontologist shall be retained by the 
developer to monitor onsite grading, especially in the vicinity of CA-RIV-5876. Any 
fossiliferous materials found during excavation shall be retained and currated in an 
appropriate manner at an appropriate facility. The recovery of any fossils shall be 
coordinated with the County Archaeological Information Center. This measure shall be 
implemented to the satisfaction of the Community Development of Indian Wells Director. 

CUL-2 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, a qualified archaeologist shall be retained by 
the developer to monitor earth grading or any ground disturbance activities to ensure 
protection of Significant cuttural resources. A report of findings shall be prepared and the 
City shall· require that the report have a peer review by an archaeologist qualffied to meet 
the requirements established by the California Secretary of the Interior' Standards and 
Guidelines. The report and the peer review of the report shall be submitted to the 
Eastern Information Center, University of California Riverside and the Aqua Caliente 
Band of Cahuilla Indians or any other Native American Tribe identified during the S8 18 
consultation if requested by said tribe(s). 

CUL-3 During grading, a qualffied archaeologist shall be retained by the developer to monitor 
onsite grading. The monitor(s) shall have the authority to temporarily halt work until the 
artifacts can be surveyed, recovered, and/or handled in an appropriate manner. If 
archaeological resources are discovered, all work in that area shall be halted and 
qualified personnel shall be retained to examine, evaluate, and determine the most 
appropriate disposition of the resource(s). This measure shall be iniplemented to the 
satisfaction of the City's Community Development Director in consultation with the 
Archaeological Information Center (AI C) at UCR. 

If artifacts of Native American (NA) origin are discovered, official representatives of the 
NA group shall be consulted to determine the most appropriate disposition of the 
artifacts, to the satisfaction of the Ale and the NA group. If fossils are found ens ite , the 
AIC shall be contacted to determine disposition, to be funded by the developer. 

CUL-4 The project developer shall enter into a Pre-Excavation Agreement with the most 
appropriate local Natiye American (NA) group to fund up to 2 NA representatives to have 
access to the site during grading activities. The designation of monitors shall be 
coordinated with the following Tribes: Augustine Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians, Aqua 
Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians. Morongo Band of Mission Indians, Soboba Band of 
Luiseno. It is the intent of this Mitigation Measure to avoid dupliCCition of monitoring 
efforts and to designate the most appropriate Tribe to conduct the monitoring: . 

CUL-S If human remains are found during excavation, work shall· be halted and the appropriate 
local Native American (NA) group shall be contacted. If the County Coroner's office 
determines the remains to be Native American, and it is determined· by the Native 
American Heritage Commission that member(s) of the local NA group is (are) the most 
likely descendants, the developer shall allow reburial of the remains and associated 
goods at an appropriate offsite location which shall be -capped" to prevent further 
disturbances in the future. The site of such burial shall not be disclosed to the public, 
pursuant to Government Code §6254. Details of the reburial shall be negotiated 
between the developer and the appropriate representatives of the local NA group. 
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If human remains are found, and not detennined by the County Coroner's office to be 
Native American, but believed by the local NA group to be so, the developer shall be 
required to pay reasonable costs to detennine whether the remains are Native 
American. 

All NA cultural items and associated grave goods found on site, other than human 
remains, are to be avoided, relocated, salvaged, returned to the NA group, or any other 
option decided by the NA group ·to be appropriate, before development of the area in 
which the item was found is resumed. 

The developer shall. provide. for NA tribal archaeological monitors to be present during 
.any Phase II and potential Phase III suryeys of all sites within the project. 

\ 

3.5.7 SUMMARY Of IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

a.1998 EIR: 

• Paleontological Resources: Less than significant. 

• Archaeological Resources: Less than significant. 

• Historical Resources: No impact. 

b. SEIR: 

• Paleontological Resources: Less than significant. 

• Archaeological Resources: Less than Significant. 

• Historical Resources: No· impact. 
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3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
3.6.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETIING 

a. Geology 

The project area is located at the eastern end of the Transverse Ranges Geomorphic Province 
of California, in an area known as the Salton Trough. The Salton Trougb is bounded on three 
sides by mountain ranges, including the San Bernardino and Little San Bernardino Mountains to 
the . north and east and the San Jacinto and Santa · Rosa Mountains to the west. The San 
Bernardino .and Little San Bernardino Mountains are a complex unit of Paleozoic and Mesozoic 
metasediments and igneous intrusions that were raised along the San Andreas Fault Zone 
during the Pleistocene Period. The San Jacinto and Santa Rosa Mountains are part of the 
Northern Peninsular Ranges and represent an exposed portion of the Southern California 
Batholith, a massive intrusion· formed during the late Cretaceous Period and uplifted during the 
earfy Teriary Period (1998 EIR; pages 5.5-1 to 5.5-2). 

The project site ,is located ·in the western portion of the Coachella Valley, which is underlain by 
deep alluVial soils derived. from the ·surrounding granitic mountains and deposited by both the 
Whitewater River and wind (e.g., sand dunes) over thousands of years. 

b. SeismiCity 

Southern California is a seismically active region. The Coachella Valley is dominated by the 
presence of the San Andreas Fault Zone, apprOximately 6 miles north of the project site, which 
generally defines the northern margin of the · valley.· The valley also contains smaller parallel 
faults including the San Jacinto, Elsinore, Banning, Mission Creek, and Gamet Faults. The 
valley has experienced several major earthquakes over the last 50 years, and the largest 
credible event calculated for the valley is an 8.0 magnitude event on the San Andreas Fault, 
which could produce a maximum credible ground acceleration of 0.60 g (a horizontal force 
equal to 60 percent of the vertical pull of gravity). 

The California Geologicat Survey maintains maps showing significant earthquake fault zones 
throughout the state according to the 1972 Alquist-Priolo Earthquak~ Fault Zoning Act (formerly 
"special study zones"). The State does not identify any Alquist-Priolo (A-P) zones on the project 
site. This, conclusion is based on the , state's A·P mapping as well as trenching performed in 
1998 for the site. 

The primary effects of an earthquake include surface rupture, ground..,shakingi liquefactiqn, 
subsidence, differential settling, or seiches, The occurrence of anyone of'. these effects 
depends. on many factors including 'earthquake intensity, distance from epicenter, soils type, 
and moisture content of the soil. The following are considered primary and secondary seismic 
effects: 

Surface Rupture - An actual displacement or fracturing of the ground in either a lateral or 
vertical direction, which typicaUy occurs directly over a fault. The Siadden -report found no 
evidence of active fault structures onsite ,so the potential for surface rupture is relatively low. 
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Ground-shaking - The wave energy released during an earthquake will result in ground 
shaking with the intensity largely dependent on soil type,surfa99 geQlogy, and earthquake 
intensity. According to historical data and seismic modeling (rom the 'Sladden geotechnical 
report, the maximum credible horizontal ground acceleration estimated for the proj~ct site is 
0.60g from the San Andreas Fault. Similarly, the entire project area is subject -to moderate 
to strong ground-shaking. 

Liquefaction - This occurs when seismically induced ground-shaking causes water-laden 
soils without cohesion to form a quicksand-like soil condition below the ground surface. 
Structural damage then occurs as building foundations lose ground suppOrt. Liquefaction 
most often occurs in areas of shallow groundwater underlying areas with loose, 
unconsolidated soils. The preliminary geotechnical. report estimated groundwater to· be at 
least 100 feet beneath the groLind surface, so the potential for liquefaction on the project site 
is considered low. 

Subsidence and Differemtial.Settiing - Settling occurs as groundwater is withdrawn, areas of 
loose and soft, soil materials could' experience mass settlement from surface loading. 
Where there is a mixture of soil types with drfferent compressibility, drfferential settling can 
occur. Shaking for any length of time could cause additional densification of the underlying 
soils, thus lowering the ground ' surface leveL The 1998 EfR (Section 5.5), indicates the 
project site is not located>within a subsidence hazard zone. 

Seiches - Ground-shaking can cause standing waves or oscillations, called seiches, of 
water contained in ponds and reservoirs. With severe shaking, onsite or off-site reservoirs 
might experience seiching; which could cause tank rupture during severe events . . In a 
major event, structures immediately downstream of a reservoir might experience localized 
flooding, There are no reservoir structures on or immediately upstream from the project 
site. 

c. Local Seismic Risk 

The project site, as well as the rest of Southern California, has a moderate to high seismic risk 
due to numerous faults and extensive historical and ongoing seismic activity. The actual 
potential for seismic damage depends on a number of factors, such as the proximity to active or 
potentially. ,sctive fault zones and on the type of geologic structures. Seismic damage is 
generally less intense in consolidated matEuials, 'such as bedrock, than in unconsolidated 
materials, such as alluvium. Based on, studies conducted by the California Division of Mines 
and Geology (CDMG), the Western United States has been divided into four seismic risk zones. 
The Uniform Building Code (UBC) also assigns a code, which corresponds with those identified 
by the CDMG. The USC codes are used to determine appropriate seismic design for structures 
engIneered and constructed within those zones. Due to the location of regional faults and the 
underlying sandy. soils, the project site is in .Seismic.Response Zone IV which is considered 
moderate to high for this area (City of Indian Wells General Plan, Safety Element, 1996). 

d. Local Soils 

Accolding to the U.S. Department of Agriculture's, Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS; formerly the Soil Conservation Service or SCS), soils underlying, the proj~ct~ite and 
surrounding area consist mainly of "Myoma fine sand" and is derived from alluvial deposits from 
the nearby Coachella Valley Storm Channel. 
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I e. Erosion 

Onsite soils are classified as "Myoma fine sand" and are subject to strong erosion by wind or 
water. Erosion is the process by which the land surface is ' carried away through either wind or 
moving water. Soils with a low permeability and/or ,a high amount of runoff are particularly 
susceptible to water erosion, and soUs consisting of fine soil particles, as well as drained soils in 
alluvium surfaces, are susceptible to wind erosion. Erosion removes the smaller ~nd/or lighter 
soil particles first, which are typically humus and clay particles, leaving the coarse, sandy soils; 
a soil subject to erosion processes becomes progressively more sandy and stony. 

Similar to water erosjon, the local cJimat~, topography, and soils create condi~ions conducive tQ 
wind erosion. Blowing dust and sand (blowsand) are a common occurrence in the Coachella 
Valley, including Indian Wells. The onsite soils are readily subject to wind erosion, especially 
considering the characteristic sparsity of the associated creosote scrub vegetation. This can 
result in a dust hazard during periods of high winds, especially in the fall. .. 
The climate, soils, and topography in the , project area create conditions conducive for water 
erosion. Local precipitation limits vegetation gro~ that would otherwise anchor soils to their 
root structures. Infrequent hard storms can erode soils and cause flooding. On the project site, 
surface runoff and erosion can pe a significant hazard, especially during rain events associated 
with the winter. Resultantly, onsite soils are considered to have a high potential for water 
erosion, and runoff during these heavy periods of precipitation. ' 

3.6.2 PROJECT IMPACTS 

a. Summary of Conclusions in the 1998 EIR: 

The 1998 EI R found that: 

.. .. 

• The project would result in modifications to the existing topography which would occur 
during grading activities but would be less than significant with mitigation. 

• Due to the proximity of the San Andreas fault zone (6 miles north), strong to very strong 
ground motion on site during moderate to strong earthquakes IS expected but would be less 
than significant with mitigation. 

b. SEIR Analysis: 

1. CEQA Significance Criteria Via: Would the' project expose people or structures to 
potential substantial ~verse effects, including the ri.sk of · loss, injury, or death 
involving: . 

i) 

ii) 

iii) 

EPC, Inc. 

Rupture of a 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 substan.tial evidence of a known fault? (refer to Division of 
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42); 

Strong seismic ground-shaking?; or 

Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?; or 
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Iv) Landslides? 

The 1998 EIR determined that the region contains a number of major faults, including the San 
Andreas Fault Zone, but that no faults cross the project site, so the risk of ground rupture is 
negligible. With standard conditions and mitigation, the project would have less than significant 
impacts in this regard. The site is relatively flat with onsite elevations gently rising away from the 
Coachella Valley Storm Channel to the south. The site is not located within any landslide or 
mudslide hazard zones. Grading and construction of the project Will not create any substantial 
new man-made slopes, thus the project will not be subject to a significant -threat from landslides. 

Based on the above analysis, no additional mitigation is required for Significance Criteria "VIa". . 

2. CEQA Significance Criteria Vlb: Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or 
the loss of topsoil? 

City grading standards, best management practices and a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPP.P) -Sri! all required to be implemented and combined they reduce the potential for 
significant erosion hazards to a less than significant level. There is no evidence of significant 
erosion within the project site other than general or' area-Wide erosion from wind and water. 
The potentiai for increased erosion will be minimized through the implementation of standard 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) that are part of the City's MS4 stormwater management 
permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (see also Section 3.8, "Hydrology 'and 
Water QualitY'). The project area will have appropriate erosion control devices installed during 
construction, such as erosion blankets and temporary sand bagging which will prevent 
Significant concentration of surface flow on such slopes anq thereby prevent erosion damage. In 
addition, erosion will be minimized with development of the project's landscaping. 

Based on the above analysis, no additional mitigation is required for Significance Criteria Vlb. 

3. CEQA Significance Criteria Vic: Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil 
that is unstable, or that would become un~ble as a result of the project, and potentially 
result in on-site or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, · liquefaction or 
collapse? ' 

The project would also not affect or be affected by any UIlstable geologic or soils conditions. 
The geotechnical study prepared for the approved project, and as discussed in the 1'998 EIR 
(Section 5.5), indicat~ the proj~ct site is not located within a subsidence hazard zone. The 
pr.oposed project will not contribute to any subsidence in the focal area du,s to groundwater 
extraction and that the groundwater was at a depth of greater than 100 feet, therefore, there 
was a low probability of liquefaction occurring. 

Based on the abqve analysis, no additional mmgation is required for CECA Significance Criteria 
Vile. ', . ' 

4. CEQA Significance Criteria Vld: Would the project be located on expansive soils as 
defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to 
life or property? 
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The geotechnical study prepared for the approved project, and as discussed in the 1998 EIR 
(Section 5.5), indicates presence of "very low" expansion category soils throughout the site, 
Expansion potential was not considered a controlling factor in foundation or slab design. 
Impacts are considered less than significant for CEQA Significance Criteria VI/d. 

5. CEQA Significance Criteria Vie: Would the project have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste disposal systems where sewers 
are not available for the disposal of waste water? 

The site will have piped sewer system so it will not affect local soils relative to septic systems. 
No mitigation is required for CEQA Significance Criteria Vile. 

c. Impact Conclusions 1998 EIR v. SEIR 

The proposed project is equivalent to ,the approved project in tenns of seismic and geotechnical 
constraints. The proposed project will implement the mitigation measures of the 1998 EIR, and 
more detailed geotechnical work will be done to determine the most appropriate ' foundation 
designs, as required by the City development review process. With implementation of these 
measures, potential impacts of the proposed project relative to geotechnical constraints are less 
than significant. Based on the above analysis, the impacts to Geology and Soils as analyzed in 
the 1998 EtR and the SEIR remain the same. 

d. NOP Comments 

No responses were submitted regarding geologic, seismic, or soils constraints related to the 
proposed development. 

Table 12. Seismic Hazards and Code Requirements 

,Impact/Hazard Code 

Ground-shaking and related seismic U.B.C. and applicable seismic standards 
effects 

Liquefaction and seismically-related U.S.C. and geotechnical report 
soil conditions requirements 

Unstable cut and fill slopes U.B.C. or City grading and Building Codes 

Trench wall stability Cal OSHA Construction Safety Orders, City 
grading and Building Codes 

Erosion of graded areas City grading and landscape (Development) 
Codes 

Alteration of runoff City grading and Building Codes 

Unprotected drainage ways City grading and Building Codes 

Increased impervious surfaces City grading, Building Codes, and City 
landscaping requirements 

Source: City of Indian Wells 
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3.6.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

a. 1998 EIR: The following mitigation measures were adopted for Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 
related impacts: 

• Topogfaphy: None. 

• Soils: Mitigation Measures 5.5-2a (geotechnical technical report' required),5.5~2Q (E;lrosion 
control plan required), 5.5-2c (compliance with County Building Department grading 
requiremE:lnts). 

• Seismicity: Mitigation Measures 5.5-3a (compliance with Uniform Building Code), 5.5-3b 
(compliance with geotechnical/soils report). 

(See Section 8.0 for a complete list of 1998,EIR Mitigation Measures and Revisions) 

b. Supplemental EIR Mitigation Measures: 

No additional mitigation measures are proposed. 1998 EIR mitigation measures will be 
implemented by the City of Indian Wells. 

a. 1998 EIR: Less than significant 

b. SEIR: less than significant. 
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3.7 HAZARDS AND HAZA~DOUS MATERIALS 
3.7.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SEnlNG 

The site is primarily vacant desert terrain except for the Indian Wells Tennis Garden, a water 
pumping station located at the western boundary of the site south of Miles Avenue, and a sad 
farm located south of Miles Avenue in the middle of the southern portion of the site. At the 
southern boundary of the sad farm there is an above ground water tank and small maintenance 
yard for the sod farm. ' 

a. Hazardous Materials 

The information and analysis presented in this section are based upon a Phase I Environmental 
Site Assessment, Environmental Data Solutions Group (EDSG), July 15, 2004, site 
reconnaissance, location of the site, and the research of agency records and other databases. 
The project site does not appear to contain surface or subsurface contamination of the site in 
regards to hazardous materials. The majority of the site is undeveloped (except for the Indian 
Wells Tennis Garden) and is utilized for mainly for recreational activities including walking with 
or without pets. 

The project site is not listed as an .-dentified Hazardous Waste or Storage Site. In accordance 
with Government Code Section 65962.5, a computerized search of state and federal agency 
databases was perfollTled. This search performed a HazMat information query of all site within 
a two-mile radius of the center of the project. The report conclud~ that there were no 
identffied hazmat waste release sites within the project boundary. 

At the present time, the County maintains a HazMat Response Team, which provides support 
for local jurisdictions in handling HazMat situations. There are no industrial uses within the 
project site that generate, store, handle, or dispose of hazardous materials. 

b. Wildland Fires 

The proposed project site is located on vacant land (except for the Indian Wells Tennis Garden) 
within a predominately developed area of the City of Indian Wells. Within the site, an 
assortment 'of dry, desert vegetation is present, but it is generally 10w;..lying and sparsely 
dispersed. The project site is not fisted in County Hazard maps as an area with SignifiCant 
wildfire potential. ' 

.. 

Community-wide fire protection ratings are provided by the Insurance Service Organization 
(ISO) based on ,the location of fire station,' response time, 'and availability of water. ISO 
rankings are on a scale of Ho X (1-10) with I (or one) being the best protection and X (or ten) 
being the worst or no protection. The current ISO rating for the project area is IV (Le., 4). 

c. Emergency EvacuationIDisaster Response . , 
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The undeveloped portion of the project site occupies approximately 92 acres and is located 
between .two major arterial routes, Highway 111 to the south and Interstate 10 to the north. In 
addition, Miles Avenue serves as a major east-west route through this area, including across the 
Coachella Valley Storm Channel River. Therefore, the proposed development will not impair 
the implementation or interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or an emergency 
evacuation plan. 

d. Airport Safety 

The site is not located within 2 miles of a public or private airport. Palm Springs International 
Airport is located approximately 6 miles to the west and Bermuda Dunes Airport is located 
approximately 3 miles to the north. 

e. Other Hazards 

The proposed developm~nt is in an area frequented by high winds. This wind hazard causes 
erosion of soils and the generation of wind borne debris. 

3.7.2 PROJECT IMPACTS 

a. Summary of Conclusions in the 1998 EIR: 

The 1998 EJR found that: 

• Project grading activities may encounter previously unidentified hazardous materials or 
waste on the project site but was a less than Significant impact with mitigation. No other 
impacts associated with hazardous materials or uses were identified. 

b. SEIR Analysis 

1. CEQA Significance Criteria Vila: Would the project create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

The project is a mixed-use project containing retail, entertainment, office, hotel and single-family 
residential uses. There is no significant transport of hazardous materials associated with the 
project. The primary use of hazardous materials that would be used on the site is associated 
with maintenance activities, and fertilizers/pesticides used for landscaping maintenance. 
Hazardous materials would also be used on site, that are typical of single-family residential uses 
(Le. cleaning solvents, paints, motor oil, gasoline etc.). The amount of the above hazardous 
materials on-site would be in small quantities in relation to the proposed uses. Discharge of 
hazardous materials from site activities would be regulated by the City's NPDES requirements. 
Based on the above analysis, no mitigation is required for CEQA Significance Criteria Vila. 

2. CEQA Significance Criteria Vllb: Would the project create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? 
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As described in Section 3.7.1 a above, the nature of the project does not involve the storage or 
use of significant amounts of hazardous materials. The most probable potential for new 
contamination would be if an accidental release of vehicle fluids or related materials occurred 
during construction within the project area. If a spill were to occur during construction, workers 
would follow existing cleanup procedures established by the state. With implementation of 
standard operating and safety procedures, the potential for impacts from hazardous materials is 
considered less than significant. Based on the above analysis, no mitigation is proposed for 
CEQA Significance Criteria Vllb. 

3. CEQA Significance Criteria Vllc: Would the project emit hazardous emissions or 
handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one
. quarter mile of a proposed school? 

As described in Section 3.7.1 a above, the nature of the project does not involve the storage or 
use of significant amounts of hazardous materials. Gerald Ford Elementary School is located 
approximately one-half mile from the northernmost portion of the site which is the closest point 
to the vacant portions of the site slated for new development. Based on the above analysis, no 
mitigation is required for CECA Significance Criteria Vllc. 

4. CEQA Significance Criteria Vlld: Would the project be located 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? 

According to the EDSG report, the site is not listed as a hazardous materials site. Based on the 
above analysis, no mitigation is required for CECA Significance Criteria Vlld. 

5. CEQA Significance Criteria Vllfe-f Would the project be located within an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport, 
a public use airport, or a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing working in the project area? 

According to the Riverside County Airport land Use Commission, the nearest airports are 
located in Bermuda Dunes and Palm Springs and are located in excess of two miles from the 
project site. There are no private airstrips in the area Based on the above analysis, no mitigation 
is required for CECA Significance Criteria Vile-f. 

6. CEQA Significance Criteria Vllg: Would the project impair implementation or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Figure IVA-4 of the City of Indian Wells General Plan identifies the evacuation routes as follows: 

• Highway 111 
• Washington Street 
• Fred Waring Drive 
• Cook Street 

The project has frontage on Washington Street, however, development of the project only 
involves limned construction activrties in Washington Street for driveway construction. This 
activity will not impact Washington Street's function as an emergency evacuation route. Based 
on the above analysis, no mitigation is required for CECA Significance Criteria VlIg. 
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7. CEQA Significance Criteria Vllh: Would the project expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands 
are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residents are intermixed with wildlands? 

According to City's General Plan, the project site is not located within a wildland fire hazard 
area. Additionally, ' the EDSG Report indicates that no "Sanbom Mapsft (fire insurance maps 
used to depict locations of properties' that are in areas considered potentially high risk for fire 
insurance) were identified for the project site. Based on the above analysis, no mitigation is 
proposed for CECA Significance Criteria Vllh. 

c. Impact Conclusions 1998 EIR v. SEIR 

Based on the above analysis, the impacts related to Hazards as analyzed in the 1998 EIR and 
the SEJR remain the same. 

d. NOP Comments 

No comments were received during the NOP period regarding Hazards. 

3.7.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

a. 1998 EIR: The following mitigation measure was a'dopted for Hazard related impacts: 

• Hazardous Materials: Mitigation Measure 5.1-11 (Contractor to notify Riverside County 
Health Division in the event of spill of hazardous materials). Note: Mitigation Measure 5.1-11 
has been modified to reflect that subsequent Phase I Environmental Site Assessments were 
conducted for the project and there was no evidence of underground tanks or hazardous 
materials on the.;site. 

(See Section B.O for a complete list of 1998 EIR Mitigation Measures and Revisions) 

b. Supplemental,EIR Mitigation Measures: 

No additi9Rat mitigation measures required. 

3.7.4 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

1998 EIR: 

• Hazardous Materials: Less than Significant with mitigation 

SEIR: 

• Hazardous Materials (Construction and Occupancy): Less than significant with 
mitigation. 

• Emergency EvacuationlDisaster Response: Less than significant. 

• Airport Safety: No Impact 
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3.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

3.8.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETIING 

a. Regional Drainage 

The Coachella Valley Stormwater District was assimilated by the Coachella Valley Water District 
(CVWD) in 1935. The district protects 590 square miles from flooding. Backbone of the system 
is 25 miles of naturally-occurring Whitewater River riverbed. Because the river spreads across 
the lower valley during flooding, it was channelized. It is the Coachella Valley Stormwater 
Channel, downstream from Point Happy in La Quinta near Highway 111 and Washington 
Avenue. The riverbed and 25 mile channel are fed by several smaller channels, dikes and 
levees designed and built to collect rapidly moving floodwater as it pours from the adjacent 
mountains onto the valley floor. 

Within CVWD's boundaries there are 16 stormwater protection channels. These and other 
facilities have a length of 133 miles. Many of these were built or improved in the 1970s in 
cooperation with cities and other agencies following severe floods. 

In the vicinity of the proposed project, the Coachella Valley Storm Channel is a wide dry sandy 
channel approximately a half-mile wide in the vicinity of Washington Street. Immediately south 
of the site the Deep Canyon Wash enters the Coachella Valley Storm Channel from the 
southwest, which drains from the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains to the south and west. 
There are no other improved drainage channels in the immediate area. 

b. Area Drainage 

The project site has no identifiable drainages onsite but rather experiences sheet flow during 
storms with relatively gentle runoff toward the southwest. This portion of the Coachella Valley is 
characterized by relatively intense periods of precipitation followed by extended dry periods. 
According to the National Weather Service, the project area receives approximately 3 inches of 
rain annually, although the amounts received vary widely from year to year. The project site 
contains no drainage channels identified on U.S. Geological Survey maps as -blue line" streams 
nor were any jurisdictional waters found on the site by the biological studies conducted by The 
Thomas Leslie Corporation in 2007. The Coachella Valley Storm Channel located adjacent to 
the southern boundary of the site is considered a "blue line" stream. 

c. Flooding/Flood Control 

The National Flood Insurance Program, operated by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA), prepares Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) to identify potential flooding 
problems, referred to as 100-year and 500-year floods. The project site is designated as Zone 
C according to FEMA, which means the site is not subject to flooding and is outside a 100-year 
or 500-year flood zone. The area within the Coachella Valley Storm Channel is designated as 
Zone A and within the 100-year flood zone. 
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d. Water Quality 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (P6rter-Cologne) is ' the principal law governing 
water quality regulation in California. This statute established the State Water Regional Control 
Board (SWRCB) and nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB), which are charged 
with implementing its provisions. Porter-Cologne establishes a . comprehensive program for the 
protection of water quality and the beneficial uses of water. It applies to surface waters, 
wetlands, and ground water and to both point and nonpoint sources. Porter-Cologne is found in 
the California Water Code beginning with Section 1300. In addition, Title 23 of the California 
Code of Regulations -(CCR) contains administrative and regulatory elements of water quality 
and q~antity management in California. The SWRCB was formed in 1967 when the State,.Water 
Rights Board and the State Water Quality Controt Board were merged by' the State Legislature, 
based on the realization that decisions affecting water quality and water rights are inseparable. 
Und~r its dual legal authOrity, the SWRCB allocates rights;to the use 'of surface water and, 
together with the nine Regional Water Quality Control BOards (RWQCBs), protects water quality 
in all waters of the State. The City of Indian . Wells is located within the Colorado: River Basin 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

Operators of "municipal separate st()rm water, sewer systems" (called MS4s) arl!! required to 
obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Syst~m Permit (NPDES) for municipal 
stonnwater discharges involving medium (serving between 100,000 and 250,000 people) and 
large (serving 250,000 people) municipalities. Most of these permits are issued to a group of co
permittees encompassing an entire metropolitan area. These permits are reissued as the 
permits expire. The City of Indian Wells is a member agency of .the Riv,erside C()unty Flood 
Cantrol ~nd Water Conservation District's NPDES/Municipal Stormwater Management Program. 

AMS4 is defined as a publicly owned conveyance or system of conveyances, including 
roadways, catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, man-made channels and storm drains which 
are designed or used for collecting and conveying stormwater. NPDES municipal stormwater 
permits require MS4 operators (i, e, Indian We/Is) to 1) effectively prohibit non-stormwater 
discharges to the MS4 and 2) implement controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the 
maximum extent practicable. . 

3.8.2 PROJE!;T IMPACTS 

a. Summary of Conclusions in the 1998 EIR: 

The 1998 EIR found that: 

• During construction activities, some soil loss would occur due tCJ sheet erosion pf exposed 
soils but would be less than significant with mitigation. 

• The project would result in the permanent conversion of vacant land to developed land, 
thereby resulting in _,higher peak flows due to the creation of tmpervious surfaces but would 
be less than signifICant With mitigation. 

• Urban water pollUtion would increase due to development surfaces but would be less than 
significantWfth mitigation. 

b. SEIR Analysis: 

1. CEQA SignificallQt Criteria Villa: Would the project violate any water quality standards 
or waste discharge requirements? 
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Drainage and surface water discharge from the project would be typical of commercial and 
residential uses. There is the potential for the discharge of urban pollutants, such as automotive 
residues like motor oils and antifreeze from the projects parking areas, streets, residential 
driveways etc. Landscaping irrigation runoff could contain fertilizers and pesticides as well. 
Additionally, site preparation could temporarily increase the amount of soil erosion and siltation 
entering the CVSC. 

The project will be required to obtain coverage under the General Permit for Discharges of 
Stonn Water Associated with Construction Activity. The Construction General Permit requires 
the development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)., The 
SWPPP should contain a site map{s) which shows the construction site perimeter, existing and 
proposed buildings, lots, roadways, storm water collection and discharge points, general 
topography both before and after construction, and drainage patterns across the project. The 
SWPPP must list Best Management Practices (BMPs) the discharger will use to protect storm 
water runoff and the placement of those BMPs. 

Additionally, the SWPPP must contain a visual monitoring program; a chemical monitoring 
program for "non-visible" pollutants to be implemented if there is a failure of BMPs; and a 
sediment monitoring plan for discharges directly into the Coachella Valley Storm Channel which 
is listed on the State Water Quality Control Board's 303(d) list for sediment 

Measures 'that may be included in the SWPPP to control construction activities affecting water 
quality may include the following: 

• Erosion control plans 
• Compliance with City grading requirements 
• Silt fencing 
• Sediment traps 
• Sand bagging 
• Stonn drain inlet protection 
• Temporary silt basins 
• Spill prevention and recovery plan 

Measures included in the Water Quality Management Plan for the project to minimize impacts to 
water quality after construction may include the following: 

• Roof runoff controls 
• Efficient irrigation 
• Limit the use of fertilizers and pesticides for landscaping 

The 1998 EIR identified several mitigation measures to address water quality standards from 
urban runoff. These mitigation measures are discussed in Section 3.8.3 below. With 
implementation of the mitigation measures, the impacts in regard to CEQA Significance Criteria 
Villa for both construction and operation of the project are less than significant. 

EPC, Inc. 3.8 - 3 



Indian Vv'ells Town Center 
Supplemental Draft EIR, August 15, 2007 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

2. CEQA Significance Criteria VlUb: Would the project substantially deplete 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 groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate ;of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which .would, not 
support existing land uses or planned uses for Which pe-rmits have been granted)? 

CVWD provides domestic water for over 240,000 Coachella Valley residents. The distribution 
system iliGludes 69 ' reservoirs, over 1 ;872 miles of pipelines, and 117 domestic wells. 
Development of the · project will increase the demand for groundwater for domestic use. The 
project is estimated to consume .approxirnately 88,200 galloris per ,day. See Section 3.17 
Utilities and Service Systems for a di~tussion on water demand and supply, . . , 

The project will not interfere with, groundwater recharge as the :aquifer is 300 to 600 feet below 
the 'ground surface in 'the project area according the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan for 
the Coachella Valley Water District. Additionally, -the project does not impact any of the 
groundwater recharge facilities in the Whitewater River Subbasin in which the project is located. 
Based..an.tRe:abo¥e;:anatysis, no mitigation is proposed for CEQA SignifiCance Criteria VlUb. ' 

3. CEQA Significance Criteria Vlllc: Would the project substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteratioQ of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on or 
offo.site? 

According to the "Preliminary Hydrology Study, Indian Wells Town Center, Indian Wells, 
California, July 2007' prepared by RBF Consulting, runoff from the existing Tennis Garden 
facility is conveyed via storm drains to the CVSC south of Miles Avenue. Runoff from 
undeveloped portions of the site north of Miles Avenue flows into storm drains in Washington 
Street and Miles Avenue. Runoff form the undeveloped portion of the site south of Miles Avenue 
flows in a southeasterly direction towards the bridge over the CVSC at Washington Street and 
ultimately into the CVSC. 

Development of the vacant portions of the site will increase impenneable surfaces and increase 
the amount of runoff. The project is designed to collect runoff in catch basins and convey the 
runoff through a network of on-site storm drains that ultimately con,veys the runoff into the CVSC 
near the bridge over the CVSC at Washington Street. Storm drainpipe sizes· are 27 inches 
north of Miles Avenue, 36 inches at Miles Avenue, and 42 inches south of Miles Avenue. 

The CVSC borders the southern boundary of the project site south of Miles Aver-me. To prevent 
erosion of the northern bank of the CVSC adjacent to the project., concrete lining will be 
constructed. Concrete lining along the northern banK of the CV8C exists both 'upstream (Miles 
Avenue Crossing) and d~stre~m (east of Washingt,on ~n from the project site. The 
course of the' CVSC will not be changed as a resu-It of the proj~ Devefopment of the site with 
stru~ures. pavement pnd landscaping c;ilong With NPDES erosion control measures and the 
construction of concrete lining along' the northern ban~, impapts form siltation anc;i erosion to th~ 
CVSC will be controlled. No additional mitigation is required other: than identified in the 1998 
EIR is required for CEQA Significance Criteria Villc. (For discussion of the impacts of the 
concrete lining to the CVSC, see Section 3.4 Biological Resources). 
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4. CEQA Significance Criteria Vllld: Would the project substantially alter the 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 
which would result in flooding on or off-site? 

The proposed project will incrementally decrease local absorption rates and incrementally 
increase the rate and amount of surface runoff from the project site by replacing vacant desert 
land with improved (mainly impervious) surfaces. W.ith the introduction of asphalt and concrete, 
there will be an increase in offsite runoff. However, no overall changes in drainage patterns will 
occur due to implementation of the proposed project because the runoff will be directed into 
existing and proposed drainage facilities and ultimately into the CVSC. The additional runoff but 
will not exceed the capacity of existing or planned sto(lT1water drainage systems and will not 
result in flooding. (See # 5 below). Based on the above analysis, no additional mitigation other 
than that identified in the 1998 EIR is required for Significance Criteria Vlfld. 

5. CEQA Significance Criteria Ville: Would the project create or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

As discussed in Sections 3.8.2b1 and 3.8.2b4, Project runoff is expected to enter the CVSC 
which has adequate capacity to accommodate project runoff. Additionally, the project will be 
subject to runoff control measures during construction and operation, to prevent flows into the 
channel (e.g., sandbagging, silt fences, temporary down drain connections, etc.). These are 
standard construction runoff control measures are part of the City's MS4 Permit for construction 
storm water issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Based on the above analysis, 
no additional mitigation is required other than the mitigation measures in the 1998 are required 
for CEQA Significance Criteria VUle. 

6. CEQA Significance Criteria Vlllf: Would the project otherwise substantially degrade 
water quality? 

Implementation of the proposed project will incrementally alter the composition of surface runoff 
presently entering local drainages, including the Coachella Valley Storm Channel. Runoff is 
presently limited to natural sediments from onsite desert land. Conversion of 92 +/- acres of 
vacant land to commercial and residential uses and access roadways will increase the amount 
of sediment, suspended debris, landscape maintenance or associated chemicals (e.g., 
fertilizers, herbicides, etc.), and materials related to automotive wear (e.g., tire rubber, oil, 
antifreeze, etc.) in local drainages. These materials to some degree will eventually reach the 
CVSC or local groundwater. 

The 1998 EIR examined potential impacts of the project relative to water quality (1998 EIR 
Section 5.2). The City has adopted a set of best management practices (BMPs) designed to 
control discharges that surface runoff with road urban pollution could cause which may cause a 
significant adverse impact to surface water quality. The NPDES SWPPP measures must be 
incorporated into the site construction activities to control pollution from construction and 
operational activities. The measures are mandatory, as are the measures for ongoing non-point 
source pollution controls implemented by the City once the project is completed. These general 
measures will be implemented and assure there will be no significant water quality impacts on 
the nearby Coachella Valley Storm Channel during construction or ongoing use of the project. 
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Based on the above analysis, no additional mitigation other than the mitigation measures in the 
1998 are required for CEQA Significance Criteria Vlllf 

7. CEQA Significance Criteria Vlllg: Would the project 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? 

According to Federal Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Community Panel No. 060245 2260 0 
effective April 15, 1980, the project site is located within Flood Zone C (not within a 100 year 
flood hazard and has low to moderate risk for flooding). Housing will not be placed within a 100-
year flood hazard zone. Based on this information, no mitigation is required for CEQA 
Significance Criteria VlUg. 

8. CEQA Significance Criteria Vlllh: Would the project place within a 100-year flood 
hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows? 

The project will construct concrete lining and a maintenance access road along the northern 
bank of the CVSC. These facilities will not impede or redirect flows within the CVSC. In order to 
reduce potential impacts, a mitigation measure has been added to the 1998 EIR mitigation 
measures to address this impact in regard to CEQA Significance Criteria Vllih. 

9. CEQA Significance Criteria Villi: Would the project expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result 
of the failure of a levee or dam? 

According to the City of Indian Wells General Plan, the site is not located within an area subject 
to dam inundation. According to the 1998 EIR, the CVSC has a Standard Project Flood (SPF) 
discharge in the project area of 82,000 cubic feet per second .. (SPF is defined as the largest 
flood which can occur in a given area). The project site approximately 30 feet higher than the 
south side of the channel, thus increasing the factor-of-safety (FOS) against flooding from the 
CVSC. Additionally, the concrete lining along the northern bank of the CVSC will ass.ist is 
preventing erosion and containing water within the channel. Based on this analysis, no 
mitigation is required for CEQA Significance Criteria Villi. 

10. CEQA Significance Criteria Vlllj: Would the project cause inundation by seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow? 

The project site is not located in close proximity to a water body that has the potential to cause a 
mudflows, seische, or tsunami. Based on the above analysis, no mitigation is proposed for 
CEOA Significance Criteria Vilij. 

c. Impact Conclusions 1998 EIR v. SEIR 

Based on the above analysiS, the impacts 'to Hydrology and Water Quality as analyzed in the 
1998 EIR and the SEIR are substantially the same except for lining the northern bank of the 
Coachella Valley Storm Channel. . 

d. NOP Comments 

No comments were received during the Nap period relative to Hydrology and Water Quality. 
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3.8.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

a. 1998 EIR: The following mitigation measures were adopted for Hydrology, Drainage, and 
Water Quality related impacts: 

• Short-Term Construction: Mitigation Measure 5.3-1a which refers to Geology, Soils, and 
Sesimicity Mitigation Measures 5.5-2b (erosion control plan required), 5.5-2c (compliance 
with County Building Department grading requirements). Mitigation Measure 5.3-1a 
(encroachment permit from CVWD for grading within Whitewater River aka CVSC». 

• Drainage: Mitigation Measures 5.3-2a (Drainage Improvements Required per Coachella 
Valley Water District), 5.3-2b (hydraulic calculations required prior to grading), 5.3-2c 
(erosion control plan). . 

• Water Quality: Mitigation Measures 5.3-3a (Compliance with Storm Water Management 
Plan), S.3-3b (compliance with County Building and Safety grading requirements) 

(See Section B.O for a complete list of 199B EIR Mitigation Measures and Revisions) 

b. Supplemental EIR Mitigation Measures: 

See Mitigation Measure B10-3 in Section 3.4 Biological Resources for mitigation in regard to the 
CVSC. 

3.8.4 SUMMARY OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION 

a. 1998 EIR: Less than Significant. 

b. SEIR: Less than significant. 
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3.9 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
3.9.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SEITING 

The project site is in the northeastern portion of the City of Indian Wells. North of Fred Warring 
Drive is the City of Palm Desert; while east of Washington Street is the City of La Quinta. The 
site is generally separated from the rest of Indian Wells by the Whitewater River Channel, 
although Miles Avenue does provide access to the rest of the City across the river via a new 
bridge. Highway 111 is located approximately a half mile south of the site and intersects 
Washington Street. 

The Indian Wells Tennis Garden was constructed in 2000 on an approximately 54-acre portion 
of the site while the remainder of the site has remained vacant. The portion of the project site 
that is vacant does experience infrequent or irregular use by hikers, off-road vehicles, and illegal 
trash dumping. A 39-acre portion of the site located south of Miles Avenue is used for temporary 
overflow parking for the Tennis Garden. In addition, the area south of Miles Avenue is being 
used as a sod farm. There is a small pump house at the southwest comer of Washington Street 
and Miles Avenue. Otherwise, there are no improved uses on the vacant portion of the project 
site. The City of Indian Wells General Plan/Zoning Map currently designates the site as "Resort 
Commercial" and "Sports Complex". 

Surrounding land uses include vacant land to the west; single-family residences to the east 
across Washington Street; the Southwest Community Church to the north; and the Coachella 
Vatley Storm Channel to the south. 

3.9.2 PROJECT IMPACTS 

a. Summary of Conclusions in the 1998 EIR: 

The 1998 EIR found that: 

• Short-term construction impacts would affect surrounding land uses but would be less than 
significant with mitigation. 

• Development of the project could result in potential land use compatibility impacts to 
surrounding uses (Southwest Community Church, Gerald R. Ford Elementary School, 
residential uses to the east) but would be less than significant with mitigation. 

• The approved project is consistent with policies of the City of Indian Wells General Plan and 
the SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan at the time of preparation of the 1998 EIR. No 
Impact . 

b. SEIR Analysis: 
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1. CEQA Significance Criteria IXa. Would the project physically divide an established 
community? 

The Indian Wells Tennis Garden portion of the approved project has already been constructed 
on approximately 54 acres of the approximately 179-acre site. Development of the remaining 
vacant portion of the site will have a movie theater, more square footage of mixed uses (retail, 
entertainment, and office), an additional parking lot for the Tennis Garden, and a resort or 
condominium hotel. 

Circumstances have not changed significantly since the 1998 EIR analysis as shown in the 
following table: . 

Table 13. 1998 vs. 2007 Land Use Conditions 

Location 1998 Conditions 2007 Conditions 
Site Vacant land 54 acres developed as Indian 

Wells Tennis Garden. 98 acres 
vacant land. 

North Proposed Church Existing Church 
West Vacant land Vacant land 
East Palm Royale Country Club. Palm Royale Country Club. 

Vacant land zoned for Medium Developed land for Medium 
Density Residential Density Residential 

South Coachella Valley Storm Channel Coachella Valley Storm Channel 
Source: 1998 EIR and 2007 site reconnaissance. 

The project site is at the northwest and southwest comers of a major intersection (Washington 
Street and Miles Avenue) and residents can utilize sidewalks and roadways to access the 
residential neighborhoods to the north, east, and southeast of the site. The closest residential 
uses to the project site that are in the City of Indian Wells are further to the west along Miles 
Avenue, west of the Tennis Garden, and south across the Coachella Valley Storm Channel. The 
configuration of the site boundaries have basically not changed (there have been minor lot 
adjustments that have not affected the site boundaries significantly). For these reasons, existing 
and· ptarmed uses will not divide any established communities as roadway access and 
pedestrian access remain the same as previously analyzed in the 1998 EIR. Based on the 
above analysis, no additional mitigation is proposed for Significance Criteria IXa. 

Other potential impacts of the project on the surrounding neighborhood are addressed in 
Section 3.1 Aesthetics, Section 3.12, Noise, and Section 3.16, Transportation and Traffic. 

2. CEQA Significance Criteria IXb: Would the project conflict with any applicable land use 
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including but 
not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 
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The Land Use Element of the City of Indian Wells General Plan designates the site as "Resort 
Commercial" and "Sports Complex". The proposed uses (parking lot, hotel, mixed-use retail, 
theater and office) are consistent with the Resort Commercial designation of the General Plan. 
The additional parking lot for the Indian Wells Tennis Garden is consistent with the Sports 
Complex designation of the General Plan. 

A General Plan Amendment (GPA) and Zone Change (ZC) is required to implement the 
residential component of the project. The GPA and ZC will replace the "Sports Complex" 
designation south of Miles Avenue with a designation of "Low Density Residential" (3.1 to 4.5 
dus/ac). The boundaries of these designations 'will match the land uses shown on Exhibit 5. The 
GPA from "Sports Complex" to "Low Density Residential" south of Miles Avenue is a more 
environmentally compatible use adjacent to the Whitewater River Channel than the more 
intense uses that would be allowed under the "Sports Complex" designation. 

The project is consistent with the following Indian Wells General Plan Policies: 

IIA 1.6 Encourage new commercial development that relates to the City's resort industry. 

Facts; The resort or condominium hotel will provide additional hotel rooms for the Indian Wells 
Tennis Garden and other tourist attractions in the area. The commercial area, being developed 
into an entertainmenVretaii complex with restaurants and shopping will further the support the 
resort industry. . 

.. 
IIA2.6 All development in the City will comply with approved design standards, including 
but not limited to, architecture, landscaping, site design, and other development related 
regulations intended to enhance and promote the image of Indian Wells. 

Facts: The project is required to comply with all applicable sections of the City of Indian Wells 
MuniCipal Code in regard to architecture, landscaping, and site design. In addition, the Town 
Center Specific Plan is proposed to establish unique design standards and guidelines for the 
project to promote high quality development 

IIA3.2 Locate new development where infrastructure and community services are available 
or can be expanded without adverse effects on existing uses. 

Facts: The site is located adjacent to the existing Indian Wells Tennis Garden facility and is at the 
intersection of two major roadways. All infrastructure facilities are adjacent to the site and do not 
need to be extended to serve the site. 

IIA4.1 Maintain significant revenue-generating land uses in the City, particularly Resort 
Commercial uses, to assure a balance of costs and revenues over time. 

Facts: Development of the site will provide sales tax: revenue to the City. Sales tax: revenue will 
assist in offsetting the costs to provide services citywide. 

The project is not consistent with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for emissions but 
will implement its regulatory controls (see Section 3.3, Air Quality for details. The project's 
relationship to the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP) is 
evaluated in Section 3.7, Biological Resources. Based on the above analysis, no additional 
mitigation is proposed for Significance Criteria IXb. 
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3. CEQA Significance Criteria IXc. Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community conservation plan? 

The 1998 EIR determined that the project was consistent with the various regional 
environmental plans in place at that time, although the 1998 EIR recommended a variety of 
mitigation measures to prevent significant impacts in this regard that were addressed in other 
section of the 1998 EIR (e.g., Traffic, -Noise, Biological Resources, etc.). 

Since the certification of the 1998 EIR, the CVMSHCP is in the process of being finalized and 
the City of Indian Wells approved the plan on May 18, 2006 and is designated as a upennitee" 
under the plan. The project will comply with the provisions of the CVMSHCP. This issue is 
addressed in more detail in Section 3.4, Biological Resources. 

c. Impact Conclusions 1998 EIR v. SEIR 

Based on the above analysis, the impacts to Land Use and Planning as analyzed in the 1998 
EIR and the SEIR remain the same. 

d. NOP Comments 

No comments were received during the NOP period regarding Land Use and Planning. 

3.9.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

a. 1998 EIR: The following mitigation measures were adopted for Land Use related impacts: 

• Short-Term Construction: Mitigation Measure 5.1-1 which refers to Transportation and 
Circulation Mitigation Measures 5.2-1a (traffic management plan), 5.2-1b (construction 
management plan), and 5.2-1c (construction traffic control). 

• Soils: Mitigation Measure 5.1-1 which refers to Geology, Soils, and Seismicity Mitigation 
Measures 5.5-2a (geotechnical reports), 5.5-2b (erosion control plan), 5.5-2c (compliance 
with County Building Department Grading requirements) 5.5-3a (compliance with Uniform 
Building Code), 5.5-3b (compliance with geotechnicaVsoils report). 

• Noise: Mitigation Measure 5.1-1 which refers to Noise Mitigation Measures 5.6-1a 
(compliance with County Noise Ordinance), 5.6-1b (equipment mufflers), 5.6-1c (location of 
construction equipment), 5.6-1d (location of construction vehicle storage areas), 5.6-2a 
(acoustical studies). 5.6-2b (periodic noise monitoring). 5.6-2c (tennis event notification). 
5.6-2d (monitor loudspeakers at Amphitheater), 5.6-2e (noise inspectors access to Tennis 
Gardens). 5.6-21 (noise monitoring reimbursement costs). 5.6-2g (special permit required for 
use of Amphitheater after 10:00Pm). 

(See Section 8.0 for a complete list of 1998 EIR Mitigation Measures and Revisions) 

b. Supplemental EIR Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation required. Above described 
Mitigation Measures will be implemented by the City of Indian Wells instead of the County of 
Riverside. 
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f 3.9.4 IMPACT OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

There is no impact for the above listed Mitigation Measures. 

3.9.5 SUMMARY OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION 

a. 1998 EIR: Less than significant. 

b. SEIR: Less than significant. 
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3.10 Mineral Resources 

3.10.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Mineral Resources 

The valley floor within the project site is largely covered by deep alluvial deposits (Le., sand and 
gravel) of varying ages eroded from the nearby granitic uplands. No mines or quarries were 
observed on the project site, based on site reconnaissance and available mapping. The 
recognition and regulation of mineral resources within the state are governed by the Surface 
Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA). Under SMARA, the project area is classified as 
a Mineral Resource Zone 3a (MRZ-3a) which means that the area contains known mineral 
occurrences of undetermined mineral resource Significance. Further work within these areas 
could result in the reclassification of specific localities to higher potential categories. This 
classification means that the project area represents a potential alternative source of 
construction aggregate (sand and gravel) or possibly crushed stone which can be utilized as 
base, sutrbase, and/or fill material. 

3.10.2 PROJECT IMPACTS 

a. Summary of Conclusions in the 1998 EIR: 

The 1998 EIR found that: 

• The site was not used for mineral resource recovery. No impacts. 

b. SEIR Analysis: 

1. CEQA Significance Threshold Xa: Would the project result in the loss of availability of 
a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
state? 

The California Geological Survey (CGS) provides objective economic-iJeologic expertise to 
.assist in the protection and development of mineral resources through the land-use planning 
process. The project is mandated by the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 
(SMARA). The primary products are mineral land classification maps and reports. Local 
agencies are required to use the classification information when deve.!9Ping. lanc;l.-use plans and 
when making land-use decisions. The project is managed by CGS. ' . . ' :-<~':~>~~,,~ 

The primary mineral resources of value to the region are aggregate used for construction 
purposes. Given the location of the site in relation to nearby homes, a school, a church and 
retail uses, the site is not suitable for aggregate mining activities. There are six (6) nearby sites 
in the region that are currently providing aggregate according to CGS maps for the Palm 
Springs Region. These sites are located along Interstate 10 between Mecca and Palm Springs. 
Depending on the site, each one is currently producing from half a million to 10 million tons of 
aggregate per year. Based on the above analysis, the project will not result in the loss of a 
known mineral resource for aggregate. No mitigation is required for CEQA Significance Criteria 
Xa. . 
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2. CEQA Significance Threshold Xb: Would the project result in the loss of availabmty, of 
a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, 
specific plan or other land use plan? 

The site is not designated as a mineral resource recovery'site by the California Geologic 
Survey, the City of Indian Wells General Plan, or any other land use plan. Based on the above 
al'!alysis, no mitig~tion is' required for CEQA Signifi'cance Criteria Xb. 

c. Impact Conclusions 1998 ErR v. SEIR 

Because the site has not been ' used for mineral resource extraction now or in the . past, the 
impacts to Minerc;il Resources'as analYzed in the 1998 EIR and the' SEIR remain the same: 

'1 ' 

d. NOP Comments 

No comments were received during the NOP period for Mineral Resources. 

3.10.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

1998 EIR: None proposed. 

SEIR: None proposed 

3.10.4 IMPACT OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

No mitigation measures are proposed, therefore, there are no impacts to other resources. 

3.10.5 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AFTER MmGATION 

1998 EIR: No ,Impacts 

SEIR: No Impacts 
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3.11 NOISE 
3.11.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Detailed noise calculations for the project were prepared using the accepted Federal Highway 
Administration methodology. Special attention was paid to local sensitive receptors. including 
the nearby church and single-family residences. A detailed noise assessment of the Garden of 
Champions project was prepared in 1998 by RBF. This assessment was updated by Michael 
Brandman Associates on August 14. 2007. (Appendix F). 

a. Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

The primary noise source in the project area is vehicular traffic on nearby roadways, dominated 
by Washington Street. Occasional aircraft noise is observed in the project area, although the 
project is not within the noise influence area of any active airport or airstrip, is not within the land 
use planning zone of an airport, and is not near any private airstrip. The project area falls within 
the 60 to 65 dB noise contour based on the Existing Noise Contours (Figure IVS-3 of the City of 
Indian Wells General Plan). These contours are for the major roadways within Indian Wells. 

b. City Noise Standards 

The City has adopted' noise standards in its General Plan and Municipal Code (Section 9.06). 
Table 14 summarizes the interior and exterior noise standards. 

Table 14. City of Indian Wells Noise Standards 

Categories Interior Exterior Notes 

Residential 45dBA 
55dBA (7:01 am-1 0:00pm) 55dBA for Residential 

Interior may not be 
50dBA (10:01 pm-7:00am) exceeded at any time 

Schools, Hospitals, 
Noise may not 

45dBA 
55dBA (7:01am-10:00pm) unreasonably interfere 

Churches with these uses if signs 
50dBA (10:01pm-7:00am) are posted. 

Source: City of Indian Wells Municipal Code Section 9.06 

Section 9.06.041 of the Municipal Code exempts construction activities from the noise 
standards above provided construction activity takes place during the hours specified by Section 
9.06.047(b) which are 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
on Saturday, and no Sundays or national holidays. Additionally, all internal combustion engines 
must be equipped with suitable exhaust and intake silencers in good working order. 

3. Significance Thresholds for Noise 

The CEQA Guidelines and the Indian Wells General Plan provide no definition of what 
constitutes a substantial noise increase; however, the California Department of Transportation 
provides guidance that can be used to define substantial changes in noise levels that may be 
caused by a project. The thresholds below generally apply to transportation noise that is usually 
expressed in terms of average noise exposure during a 24-hour period, such as the Day/Night 
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Average Level (Ldn) or CNEL. Project-generated increases in noise levels that exceed those 
outlined in the thresholds below and that affect existing noise sensitive land uses (receptors) are 
considered substantial and, therefore, would constitute a significant noise impact. The project 
will create a significant noise-related impact if it would: 

• Increase noise levels by 5 dB or more where the existing noise level is less than 60 dB 
• Increase noise levels by 3 dB or more where the existing noise level is 60 to 65 dB 
• Increase noise levels by 1.5 dB or more where the existing noise level is greater than 65 

dB 

Additionally, the project would create a significant vibration impact if it generates groundbome 
vibration levels on sensitive receptors in excess of 0.3 peak particle velocity (PPV in inches per 
second) during construction and 0.5 PPV during operations. 

3.11.2 PROJECT IMPACTS 

a. Summary of Conclusions in the 1998 EIR: 

The 1998 EIR found that: 

• Construction related activities associated with the transport of workers and equipment, as 
well as site preparation and construction would result in short-term impacts, but would be a 
less than significant impact with mitigation. ' . 

• The Tennis Garden would increase stationary noise sources (mechanical equipment, 
loudspeakers, parking areas, stadia, and amphitheater uses), but would be a less than 
significant impact with mitigation. 

• Increased traffic generated by the project would increase noise levels along adjacent 
roadways, but would be a less than significant impact with mitigation. 

b. SEIR Analysis: 

1. CEQA Significance Criteria Xla: Would the project result in exposure to a generation 
of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standard of other agencies? 

Long-term impacts to noise from the operation of the project are associated with increased 
traffic and stationary sources such as HV AC systems and truck deliveries. Based on the 
significance threshold above, an increase of 3 dB or more would be considered significant. 

Noise estimates for the project are based on the supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis prepared 
by Willdan on June 18, 2007. Estimates were determined based on Noise levels from motor 
vehicles on surrounding roadways and were analyzed using the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) Traffic Noise Prediction Model - FHWA-RD-77-108 (FHWA Model). Six roadway 
segments were evaluated and are listed in Table 15 below. The model calculated noise levels 
for varying traffic volumes, mix, and speeds. The model used the posted speed limits for each 
roadway segment as the speed in the model. The traffic mix was determined based on traffic 
patterns established by Caltrans for this portion of Riverside County. All modeled roadway 
segments assumed that ground cover was "hard" between the sensitive receptor and the 
roadway to determine worst-case impacts. The distance used in determining impacts in the 
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model is based upon the distance between the closest residential property and the centerline of 
the roadway segment. 

Table 15: Offsite Traffic Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment No Pr~j~~t (dB) Wl~ Proje~t .(dB) Change Significant 
" Imil,act? 

Washington Street at Fred Waring 64 65 1 No 

Washington Street at Via Sevilla 63 64 1 No 

Washington Street at Miles Avenue 63.4 64.5 1.1 No 

Washington Street at Highway 111 64.5 65.6 1.1 No 

Washington Street at Avenue 48 65.3 66.4 1.1 No 

Adams Street at Highway 111 60.8 61.5 0.7 No 

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 

Based on predicted noise levels and changes in noise levels, as illustrated in Table 15, the 
noise increases predicted for the future-with-project scenario would not result in significant 
impacts based on noise increases of 1.1 dB or less. 

2. CEQA Significance Criteria Xlb. Would the project result in exposure of persons to or 
a generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels? 

The amount of trucks and time required to grade and construct the project will temporarily 
generate vibration and noise levels around the site and along the construction truck access 
route. However, there are no existing residential uses immediately adjacent (within 50 feet) to 
the site which could be subject to substantial vibration or noise impacts from grading, so these 
impacts are not considered significant. 

The 1998 EIR required Mitigation Measures 5.6-1a through 5.6-1d (See 1998 EIR Section 5.6), 
primarily limiting the hours of construction and regulating construction equipment. These . 
mitigation measures are modified to be consistent with current City requirements in Section 
3.11.3 below. Based on the above analysis, short-term noise impacts will be reduced to less 
than signfficant levels consistent with the 1998 EIR mitigation measures for CEQA Significance 
Criteria Xlb. 

3. CEQA Significance Criteria Xlc: Would the project result in a substantial pennanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above noise levels existing 
without the project? 

The nearest sensitive receptors, and of most concern for potential noise impacts, are the 
residences along Via Pavion east of Washington Street, and attendees of the Southwest 
Community Church along the northern boundary of the project site. 

Predicted noise levels at these nearby receptors are summarized below in Table 16. 
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Table 16: Predicted Noise Levels for Sensitive Receptors 

',-): ~~~l~~ .. ;J' '," ~;. :~~J-.. ~ . ~ ~~ :.1~~~~':' . ;', .. . " . 
'Maximum Noise l evelS-.t1t·;>ii-' ";l ... to~atlon · ... ' . . " ,," ;: ID,lstance fro01 :,Rr:QjeGtSite.(~~~t) , ,. ~ (dB) , fr9~ ~roje~t;: . .. ~~_."'. :~~f.\~:'~ j:.~~'~ • ,'.~M"~·:!~ ~:-; "':'" ,~~, .. ' ~ ;/t l • • • ,' ,I" d •• \ 11 • :1\'. . . ., 

Residences along Via Pavion east 200 feet (with sound wall) 52 
of Washington Street 

Southwest Community Church 75 feet to church parking 58 @ 75 feet 
(north of project site) facility, 350 feet to church 43@ 350 feet 

building (with sound wall) 

Noise levels for Via Pavion based on future with project noise of 64 dBA measured on Via Sevilla at 65 
feet from the centerline of Washington Street. Noise levels for Southwest Community Church based on 
future with project noise of 65 dBA measured on Fred Waring at 65 feet from the centertineof. 
Washington Street. Both calculations assumed a 6-dBA reduction for each doubling of distance. 

Noise levels in this table depict worst-case scenario peak levels and do not predict at 24-hour weighted 
average CNEL. 

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 

Table 16 indicates that there would not be significant impacts from the operation of the project 
at the nearby sensitive receptors, including Southwest Community Church and residences along 
Via Pavion. Based ort the above analysis, no additional mitigation beyond that included in the 
1998 EIR is required for CEOA Significance Criteria Xlc. 

4. CEQA Significance Criteria Xld: Would the project result in a substantial temporary or 
periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity- above noise levels 
existing without the project? 

Construction of the proposed project may produce ground-borne noise or vibrations during 
grading operations, however, they will cease as soon as construction is compteted. The 
proposed project will also cause a short-term increase in ambient noise levels due to 
construction activities other than grading. reri1por~ry noise impactS will occur adjacent" to site 
access routes and onsite;n areas under cpnstruction: The proposed project may result in 
temponiry exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the General Plan Noise Element during construction. In addition, residential uses 
proximat~ to the project ar~ may experience elevated noise levels during construction: The 
'19~8 EIR ~ntained mitigatjon measures to reduce temporary ambient noise levels to less than 
significant. Based on the abOVe analysis, no additional mitigation is required in regard to CECA 
Significance Criteria Xld. . 

5. CEQA Significance Criteria Xle: For a projecUocated within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, Within two 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? 
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The project is not within the noise influence area of any airport land use plan as the nearest 
airport is Palm Springs International located approximately 6 miles northwest of the site and 
Bermuda Dunes Airport located approximately 3 miles northeast of the site. Based on the above 
analysis, no mitigation is required for CEQA Significance Criteria Xle. 

6. CEQA Significance Criteria Xlf: For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

The project is not within the noise influence area of any private airstrip. Based on the above 
analysis, no mitigation is required for CEQA Significance Criteria Xlf. 

c. Impact Conclusions 1998 EIR v. SEIR 

Based on the above analysis, the impacts related to Noise as analyzed in the 1998 EIR and the 
SEI R have not Significantly changed. 

d. NOP Comments 

During the NOP process, the City of La Quinta requested that the EIR examine noise impacts 
on residences to the east (in La Quinta). No other comments were received regarding noise 
impacts. 

3.11.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

a 1998 EIR: The following Mitigation Measure was adopted for Noise related impacts: 

• Short-Term Impacts: Mitigation Measures 5.6-1a (construction activities to comply with 
Riverside County Noise Ordinance), 5.6-1b (construction equipment mufflers), 5.6-1c 
(stationary construction equipment directed away from sensitive noise receptors), 5.6-1d 
(vehicle staging areas located away from sensitive noise receptors). 

• Stationary Sources (Tennis Garden): Mitigation Measures 5.6-1 a (compliance with County 
Noise Ordinance), 5.6-1b (equipment mufflers), 5.6-1c (location of construction equipment), 
5.6-1d (location of construction vehicle storage areas), 5.6-2a (acoustical studies), 5.6-2b 
(periodic noise monitoring), 5.6-2c (tennis event notification), 5.6-2d (monitor loudspeakers 
at Amphitheater), 5.6-2e (noise inspectors access to Tennis Gardens), S.6-2f (noise 
monitoring reimbursement costs), 5.6-2g (special permit required for use of Amphitheater 
after 10:00Pm). . 

• Mobile Sources: No Mitigation Measures required. 

• Stationary Sources (Commercial and Hotel areas): Mitigation Measures 5.6-2a 
(acoustical studies), 5.6-2b (periodic noise monitoring), 

(See Section 8.0 for a complete list of 1998 EIR Mitigation Measures and Revisions) 
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b.· Supplemental EIR Mitigation Measures: 

Mitigation Measure NOI-5 is proposed in addition to 1998 EIR Mitigation Measures 5.6-1a 
through 5.6-1d in order to address changes in circumstances since preparation of the 1998 
EIR. Mitigation Measure NOI-5 replaces 199B EIR.Mitigation Measures 5~6-2a through 5.6--2g. 

NOI-5 Noise related to the Tennis Garden shall be regulated by Indian Wells City Council 
Resolution No. 2001-38 which provides for noise monitoring through the temporary use 'permit 
process to ensure that noise from events does not exceed City Noise Standards. 

3.11.4 IMPACT OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

Implementation of the proposed mitigation measures will not create significant impacts on other 
resources. 

3.11.5 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

a. 1998 EIR: 

• Short-Tenn Impacts: ~ess than significant with mitig~ion. 

• Stationary Sources (Tennis Garden): Less than significant with mitigation. 

• Mobile Sources: Less than significant with mitigation. 

• Stationary Sources (Commercial and Hotel areas): Less than significant with mitigation. 

b. SEIR: 

• Short-Tenn Impacts (Construction): Less than Significant with mitigation. 

• Long-Tenn Impacts (Operational): I.::ess than significant with mitigation. 
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3.12 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

3.12.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

This analysis is to determine if the proposed project will have a significant effect on local 
population and housing. Table 17 summarizes population, housing, and employment data from 
the Southern California Association of Govemments (SCAG) based on the 2000 federal census 
and SCAG's projections for their Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) dated April 2004. The 
current average household size in eastern Riverside County is 3.4 persons per household (pph), 
compared to 1.9 pph for the City of Indian Wells (California Department of Finance 2006). 
According to SeAG figures, Riverside County continues to grow at the highest rate of any area 
in the SCAG region or the state (population by 3.4 percent and housing by 4.1 percent per year 
through 2030). 

Table 17. SCAG Regional Forecasts for Indian Wells 

Characteristic 2000 2010 2020 

Population 3,878 5,278 8,273 

Households 2,029 2,900 4,458 

Employment 1,222 3,985 4,165 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 0.60 1.38 0.93 
Source: SCAG RegIonal Transportation Plan (RTP) proJedlons, Apnl 2004. 
• Average annual arithmetic change from 2000 to 2030 

2030 Annual 
Change* 

11,065 +6.2% 

5,991 +6.5% 

4,345 +8.5% 

0.73 +0.7% 

According to 2000 census figures, the City currently has a 0.60 jobs/housing ratio which is 
consistent with the development history of the City largely for seasonal housing with few 
sources of employment. SCAG considers the Coachella Valley area to be "housing rich" and 
therefore encourages non-residential development projects to increase employment relative to 
housing. 

3.12.2 PROJECT IMPACTS 

a. Summary of Conclusions in the 1998 EIR: 

The 1998 EIR found that: 

• The project would result in a zero percent (0%) permanent population as the "casitas" and 
hotels would only house temporary guests and would have no impact. 

• The project would decrease the amount of land available for housing but was a less than 
significant impact. 

• The jobslhousing balance would be improved by the project No impact. 

b. SEIR Analysis: 
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1. CEQA Significance Criteria Xlla: Would the project induce substantial 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)? 

The proposed project is on a parcel of vacant desert land (except for the Indian Wells Tennis 
Garden Facility) and is ,adJacent to exiting development on to the north and east and the 
Coachella Valley Storm Channel the south. Vacant land abuts the westerTl boun~ary of the 
existing Tennis Garden., The site is 'bounded by a major road (Washington Street) and Miles 
Avenue bisects the northem and southern portions of the site. The site is not isolated and does 
not require .,a substantial extension of new infrastructure., Roads, sewer, water. drainage, and 
utility services are all located adjacent. to the site. New construction will be limited to mainly 
onsite improvements. For these reasons, the proposed project will continue the suburban 
development pattern in'this portion of the City and the surrounding area. . 

The project will add approximately 400,000 square feet of non-residential development and a 
300 room condominium or resort hotel to tile area, which will add employees in. excess of new 
residents. SinCe the City has a low ratio of jobs to housing,the proposed project will help 
improve the City's jobs/housing ratio. Based on the above analysis, the project is considered to 
accommodate the job and housing needs of the existing population, and is thus not significantly 
indirectly contributing to growth. Based on the above analysis, no mitigation is required for 
CEQA Significance Criteria Xlla. 

2. CEqA Significance Criteria Xllb: Would the project displace substantial numbers of 
existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

The project site is vacant and contains no residential structures. Thus, no persons or housing, 
including no affordable housing, will be displaced, added or impacted by implementing the 
proposed project, including the additional parking lot. Based on the above analysis, no 
mitigation is required for Significance Criteria Xllb. 

'3. CEQA Significance Criteria Xllc: Would the project displace substantial numbers of 
people, ne.cessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere-? 

The project site is vacant and contains no residential structures or permanent residents. Thus, 
no persons or housing will be displaced by implementing the proposed project. Based on the 
above analysis, no mitigation is required for Significance Criteria Xllc. 

c. Impact Conclusions 1998 EIR v. SEIR 

Based on the above analysis, the impacts to Population, Housing and Employment as analyzed 
in the, 1998 EIR and the SEIR are substantially the same. 

d. NOP Comments 

No responses were submitted related to Population and Housing. 

3.12.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

a. 1998 EIR: None 
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b. Supplemental EIR Mitigation Measures: None 

3.12.4 IMPACT OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

No mitigation measures are proposed so there is no impact. 

3.12.5 SUMMARY OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION 

a. 1998 EIR: Less than significant. 

b. SEIR: Less than significant. 
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3.13 PUBLIC SERVICES 

3.13.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Much of the information in this section was collected from various City Departments, although 
referenced documents are on file with the City's Community Development Department. 

a. Fire Protection 

Community-wide fire protection ratings are provided by the Insurance Service Organization 
(ISO) based on the location of fire station, response time, and availability of water. ISO rankings 
are on a scale of I to X (1-10) with I (or one) being the best protection and X (or ten) being the 
worst or no protection. The current ISO rating for the project area is IV (4). 

The City contracts with the Riverside County Fire Department to provide fire protection services. 
The closest fire station to the project site is County Station #55 located adjacent to the Indian 
Wells City Hall at the northeast comer of Highway 111 and EI Dorado Drive, approximately 4 
miles west of the project site. The estimated response time to the site is approximately 6 
minutes based on an average driving speed of 35 miles per hour. 

b. Police Protection 

The City of Indian Wells contracts with the Riverside County Sheriffs Department which 
provides police protection services for the project area. The station is located at the City of 
Indian Wells City Hall, apprOximately 4 miles west of the project site. Response times for sheriff 
units are variable depending on distance from the station, the nature of the call, and the location 
and availability of patrol units, but are generally less than 5 minutes for emergency calls. The 
Sheriffs Department also provides crime investigation and jail services for the project area. 

c. Schools 

The project site is located within the Desert Sands Unified School District. Local schools that 
serve the project site include Gerald Ford Elementary, Palm Desert Middle School, and Palm 
Desert High School. Gerald Ford Elementary School is located a half.mile northwest of the site, 
Palm Desert Middle School is located a mile northwest of tAe site', and Palm Desert· Hign School 
is located two miles northwest of the site. . . . . " 

d. Library Services 

The County of Riverside Library operates several branch libraries located within the general 
vicinity of the project. Library services are available to all residents of the City and County. 

e. Recreation 

The City of Indian Wells requires private developments to provide recreational facilities for their 
residents. At present, there are several large private golf courses in the immediate vicinity of 
the project site, including Indian Wells Country Club to the southwest and The Golf Resort at 
Indian Wells to the northwest. The County of Riverside also maintains a network of regional 
parks in the the Coachella Valley. 
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3.13.2 PROJECT IMPACTS 

a. Summary of Conclusions in the 1998 EIR: 

The 1998 EIR found that: 

• Development of the project would impact police and fire services but would be a less than 
significant impact with mitigation. 

• The project may impact school services but would be a less than significant impact with 
mitigation. 

• The project may impact parks services but would be a {ess than significant impact with 
mitigation. 

b. SEIR Analysis: 

1. CEQA Significance Criteria XIII: Would the project would result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically aHered 
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 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 following public services: . 

a. Fire Protection? 

The 1998 EIR indicated that the project would result in the increased demand for fire protection 
services as vacant land is converted to urban uses. The project will generate general 
government revenues services from property taxes, sales taxes etc., and local Development 
Impact Fees (DIF) in excess of antiCipated service costs for fire protection services. Based on 
the above analysis, no significant impacts related to fire protection services are anticipated. No 
additional mitigation other than the 1998 EIR Mitigation Measures is required for CEOA 
Significance Criteria XUla (Fire Protection). 

b. Police? 

The City of Indian Wells Police Department (services provided through agreement with 
Riverside County Sheriff Department) has indicated that the project would increase demands for 
police services and that an additional police officer, added overtime during the seasonal period 
(October-April) and Christmas holiday season, and a store-front sub-station within the project be 
provided to meet increased demand. The project will generate general government revenues 
services from property taxes, sale~ taxes etc., and local Development Impact F:'ees (DIF) in 
excess of anticipated service costs for police protection services. Based on the above analysis, 
no significant impacts related to police services are anticipated. No additional mitigation other 
than the 1998 EIR Mitigation Measures is required for CECA Significance Criteria Xllla (Police). 
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Schools? 

The 65 single family units proposed in the Indian Wells Town Center project could generate up 
to 16 elementary, 9 middle school, and 12 high school students that would attend local schools, 
based on current student generation figures from the Desert Sands Unified School District 
(DSUSD). The foUowing table identifies the projected enrollment and capacity for the schools 
that serve the project site: 

Table 18. School Enrollment and Capacity 

School Project Enrollment-2007 Capacity 
Gerald Ford Elementary 702 829 
Palm Desert Middle School 1182 1385 
Palm Desert High School 2182 2228 .. . 
Source: Desert Sands UnIfied School Dlstnct. FaCIlities ServIces 2007 . 

Although the project of and by itself will not cause the capacity to be exceeded in any of the 
schools that serve the project site, the DSUSD is experiencing overcrowding as growth occurs 
in the area. The project could add approximately 37 additional students to a school system 
where some schools are currently or anticipated to be overcrowded. In 2001, voters in the 
DSUSD approved Measure K, a bond issue for $450,000,000 to fund, in part, .additional 
educational facilities. Several projects are under construction at this time. 

State law stipulates that payment of school impact fees represents full and complete mitigation 
under CEQA. Pursuant to Education Code Section 17620 and Government Code Section 
65995, the project will be required to pay impact fees per the adopted "Deserl Sands Unified 
School Resolution Adopting School Facilities Fees" in effect at the time of issuance of building 
permits. Bases on the above analysis, no mitigation other than ~yment of the statutory required 
fees is required for CEQA Significance Criteria Xllia (Schools) 

Parks? 

The 1998 EIR examined potential impacts of the project on parks and recreation (1998 EIR 
Section 5.4) and found impacts to be less than significant. 

The proposed project would have 65 single family units which would have a full-time population 
of 123 residents (65 units times 1.9 persons per household based on the most current California 
Department of Finance estimates for Indian Wells). These additional residents would generate a 
need for 0.39 acres of parkland, and recreational facilities according to the City's Quimby 
standard as implemented by City Municipal Code Section 20.36.040. With compliance to City 
Municipal Code Section 20.36.040, no other mitigation is required for CEQA Significance 
Criteria Villa (Parks) 

c •. Impact Conclusions 1998 EIR v. SEIR 

Based on the above analysis, the impacts related to Public Services as analyzed in the 1998 
EIR and the SEIR remain the same because demand for services can be met by public service 
providers. 
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d. NOP Comments 

No comments were received during the NOP period relative to Public Services. However, prior 
to the NOP period, a letter was received from the Riverside County Sheriffs Department which 
provides police services to the City. 

3.13.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

a. 1998 EIR: The following mitigation measures were adopted for Public Services related 
impacts: 

• Police Service: Mitigation Measure 5.4-1 (Agreement for adequate service between Indian 
Wells and Riverside County) 

• Fire Service: Mitigation Measures 5.4-3a (Fire Impact Fee), 5.4-3b (compliance with 
Riverside County Ordinances for fire hydrants, construction, access), 5.4-3c (requirement for 
water improvement plans), 5.4-3d (approval of construction phasing plan), 5.4-3e ("Blue 
Reflective Pavement Marker" for hydrants), 5.4-3f (requirements for sprinkler systems, fire 
lanes, and fire extinguishers), 5.4-3g (compliance with Riverside County Health Department 
for hazardous materials). 

• Parks & Recreation: Mitigation Measures 5.4-18a (payment of Quimby Fee), 5.14-18b 
(construct Class 1 Bike Trail- Miles Avenue), 5.14-19 (construct Class 1 Bike Trail
Washington Street). 

• Schools: Mitigation Measure 5.4-21 (payment of State School Fee). 

(See Section 8.0 for a complete list of 1998 EIR Mitigation Measures and Revisions) 

b. Supplemental EIR Mitigation Measures: 

No additional mitigation measures are proposed. 1998 EIR mitigation measures will be 
implemented by the City of Indian Wefts. 

3.13.4 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

a. 1998 EIR: 

• Police Service: Less than Significant. 

• Fire Service: Less than significant. 

• Parks & Recreation: Less than significant. 

• Schools: Less than significant. 

b. SEIR: 

• Police Service: Less than significant. 
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• Fire Service: Less than significant. 

• Parks & Recreation: Less than significant. 

• Schools: Less than significant. 
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3.14 RECREATION 

3.14.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The following section analyzes potential impacts of the project on park and recreation facilities. 
The closest regional park to the site is Lake Cahuilla located 4 miles southeast of La Quinta. 
Most of the recreational facilities in the City of Indian Wells are golf courses and open space 
areas which are reflective of the resort orientation of the Community. The Santa Rosa 
Mountains located south of the site provided additional recreational opportunities such as trails 
for hiking. The site itself contains the Indian Wells Tennis Garden which can be used for tennis 
activities apart from the annual tournament event held at the facility. 

3.14.2 PROJECT IMPACTS 

a. Summary of Conclusions in the 1998 EIR: 

The 1998 EIR found that: 

• Development of the project would create an additional recreational facility (Tennis Complex) 
for the area. 

• The project would provide bike lane on Miles Avenue providing connectivity to other bike 
trails in the area. 

• The project may impact parks services but would be a less than significant impact with 
mitigation. 

b. SEIR Analysis: 

1. CEQA Significance Criteria XlVa: Would the project increase the use of eXisting 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

The project primarily consists of up to 400,000 square feet of mixed-use retaiVoffice uses and a 
300 room condominiumlresort hotel. These uses are not anticipated to impact regional parks or 
other recreational facilities The residential component consists 65 single family units which 
would have a full-time population of 123 residents (65 unrts times 1.9 persons per household 
based on the most current California Department of Finance estimates for Indian Wells). Given 
the relatively small amount of additional population ( 123 persons) it is not anticipated that the 
residents of the project would create a Significant impact on regional parks or other recreationai 
facilities resulting in their physical deterioration. Based on the above analysis, no additional 
mitigation is required other than the mitigation measures from the 1998 for CEQA Significance 
Criteria XIVa. 

2. CEQA Significance Criteria XIVb: Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an as 
adverse phYSical effect on the environment? 
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As described above, the project is a mixed-used project primarily intended to serve tourists and 
the local population with shopping, dining and entertainment opportunities. As such, there are 
no recreational facilities proposed on the project site (Le. parks, sports fields etc.) except for the 
existing Tennis Garden. No mitigation is required for CEQA Significance Criteria VIVb. 

c. Impact Conclueione1998 EIR v. SEIR 

Based on the above analysis, the impacts related to Parks and Recreation as analyzed in the 
1998 EIR and the SEIR remain the same. 

d. NOP Comments 

No comments were received during the NOP period relative to Public Services. However, prior 
to the NOP period, a letter was received from the Riverside County Sheriffs Department which 
provides police services to the City. 

3.14.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

a. 1998 EIR: The following mitigation measures were adopted for Public Services related 
impacts: 

• Parks & Recreation: Mitigation Measures 5.4-18a (payment of Quimby Fee), 5.14-18b 
(construct Class 1 Bike Trail- Miles Avenue), 5.14-19 (construct Class 1 Bike Trail
Washington Street). 

(See Section 8.0 for a complete list of 1998 EIR Mitigation Measures and Revisions) 

b. Supplemental EIR Mitigation Measures: 

No additional mitigation measures are proposed. 1998 EIR mitigation measures will be 
implemented with the equivalent City of Indian Wells ordinances and procedures for the project 
site. 

3.14.4 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

a.1998 EIR: 

• Parks: Less than significant. 

• Recreational Facilities: Less than significant. 

b. SEIR: 

• Parks: Less than significant. 

• Recreational Facilities: Less than significant. 
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3.15 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 

3.15.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Roadway Network 

The project area is served by a grid system of roads and intersections that provide regional and 
local access. Highway 111 is a half-mile south of the site and provides regional access to the 
southern and western portions of the Coachella Valley, including Rancho Mirage to the west, 
Palm Springs to the northwest, and La Quinta, Coachella, and Indio to the east. Interstate 10 is 
located 3 miles north of the site via Washington Street. Fred Waring Drive is immediately north 
of the site and provides east-west access through this portion of the Coachella Valley. Miles 
Avenue bisects the project site and provides connections between La Quinta and the portion of 
Indian Wells south of the Coachella Valley Storm Channel via a bridge over the channel. 

b. Level of Service (LOS) 

Traffic measures on a roadway link (Le., point between 2 intersections) are measured in 
Average Daily Traffic (ADT). In contrast, intersection traffic is measured by the Level of Service 
(LOS) based on vehicular delay at each leg of the intersection. The definitions of LOS for 
interrupted traffic flow (Le., flow restrained by the existence of traffic signals and other traffic 
control devices) differ slightly depending on the type of traffic control. Table 19 describes the 
general LOS values for intersections using the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) value method. 

The project site currently generates a limited amount of traffic during most of the year. The 
major traffic generator at present is the Pacific Life Open Tennis Tournament that is scheduled 
one time per year for a two week period, typically in early March. Under existing conditions 
without the project and not during a tennis event, the following intersections are already 
operating at unacceptable LOS. (Note: LOS D or better is considered the acceptable standard). 

• Washington St. at Fred Waring (LOS E both AM and PM) 
• Washington St. at Hwy. 111 (LOS F both AM and PM) 
• Washington St. at Avenue 48 (LOS F both AM and PM) 
• Adams St. at Hwy. 111 (LOS E at PM only) 

The above resuJts are indicative of the traffic resulting from areawide development that has 
occurred in the vicinity of Washington Street and Highway 111, primarily to the south and east 
of the project site. (See Table 24, Section 5.0, Cumulative Impacts). -

c. Parking 

The vacant portion of the project site does not contain any uses that require parking. The 
existing Tennis Garden contains improved parking for participants and spectators. A 39-acre 
portion of the site south of Miles Avenue is also used for overflow parking and is not paved. 

d. Emergency Access 

The project site is easily accessible to emergency vehicles via Washington Street and Miles 
Avenue. 
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e. Alternative Transportation 

The project site currently consists of the existing Indian Wells Tennis Garden and land that is 
presently vacant and unpaved. Routes 111 and 70 of Sunline Transit currently provide bus 
service to the project area. Route 111 travels along Highway 111 and provides transit between 
Indio and Palm Springs. Route 70 travels along Washington Street and provides access to the 
north and south of the site. 

There are no navigable rivers located in the vicinity of the project site. The Coachella Storm 
Channel is just south of the project site, it is dry except during significant rain events. The 
proposed development would slightly increase the demand for air transportation by adding 
population to this area, which is served regionally by the Palm Springs International Airport 6 
miles to the west. 

Table 19. Level of Service Definitions 

HCM - Seconds of Delay· 
LOS Description of Traffic Flowllntersection Delay Signalized Unsignalized 

A "Free Flow" - Excellent operation on all approaches to the <10 <10 
intersection appear quite open, turning movements are 
easily made, and nearly all drivers find freedom of 
operation. 

B "Rural Design" - Very good operation or relatively stable >10 and <20 >10 and <15 
flow. Many drivers begin to feel somewhat restricted 
within platoons of vehicles:' This represents stable flow. 
An approach to an intersection may occasionally be fully 
utilized and traffic queues start to form. 

e "Urban Design" - Good operation and stable but with >20 and <35 >15 and <25 
occasional delay. Some drivers may have to wait more 
than 60 seconds, and back-ups may develop behind 
turning vehicles. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted. 

D "Maximum Urban Design" - Fair operation with high- >35 and <55 >25 and <35 
density but stable flow. Cars are sometimes required to 
wait more than 60 seconds during short peaks. There are 
no long-standing traffic queues. 

E "At Capacity" - Poor operation approaching capacity. >55 and <80 >25 and <50 
Some long-standing vehicular queues devel~p on critical 
approaches to intersections. Delays may be up to several 
minutes. 

F "Forced Flow" - Breakdown of traffic flow that represents <80 <50 
jammed conditions. Backups from locations.downstream 
or on the cross street may restrict or prevent movement of 
veh icles out of the intersection approach lanes; therefore,. 
volumes carried are not predictable. Potential for stop and 
go type traffic flow. 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, *Delay Values per 2000 HCM 
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3.15.2 PROJECT IMPACTS 

a. Summary of Conclusions in the 1998 EIR: 

The 1998 EIR found that: 

• During construction activities, temporary impacts to traffic would be created by haul trucks, 
construction equipment, and construction workers accessing the project site, but impacts 
would be less than Significant with mitigation. 

• Implementation of the Tennis Garden would result in an increase in a.m. and p.m. peak hour 
trips during the annual tennis event, but impacts would be less than significant with 
mitigation. (Note: The Tennis Garden facility was opened in 2000 and has been in operation 
since that time, consistent with the analysis contained in the 1998 EIR and will continue to 
do so. The SEIR analYSis focuses on the changes between the development proposed on 
the "future development areas" (i.e. existing vacant land in the project site) vs. the changes 
proposed by the Indian Wells Town Center Project). 

• Buildout of the proposed project (without annual tennis event), would result in an increase 
Average Daily Trips (ADT) on adjacent roadways and decrease in Levels of Service (LOS) 
at intersections in the immediate area, but impacts would be less than Significant with 
mitigation. 

b. SEIR Analysis: 

Note: The 1998 EIR noted that the annual event conditions would have significant impacts on all 
of the study intersections but that those impacts would be mitigated by the proposed non-event 
mitigation measures augmented by "special event coordination". Therefore, no additional 
analysis has been done for the Tennis Garden as the resulting conditions and mitigation are 
similar. The SEIR analysis focuses on the changed conditions between Phase 2 of the Original 
project and the Indian Wells Town Center project. 

For purposes of this analysis, the following terms are used to describe traffic impacts: 

• Existing: Traffic that currently exists now without the project; 

• Cumulative: Traffic volumes were obtained Jrom the Coachella Valley Association of 
Governments (CVAG). Traffic volumes trend from 2003 to 2007 'were analyzed to determine 
the average change in traffic volumes on each segment adjacent to each study intersection. 
This change was then applied to the 2007 turning movements counts for the study 
intersections and then distributed through the study intersections. 

• Baseline: Existing + Cumulative traffic. 

• Project: Traffic generated by development of th~ project. 
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1. CEQA Significance Criteria XVa: Would the project cause an increase in traffic which 
is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e. 
result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to 
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections? 

A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), was prepared by Willden and Associates to compare the 
changes in traffic impacts between what was proposed in the original project (Phase 2, the 
current vacant portion of the site without the Tennis Garden complex), and the proposed project. 
Table 20 below provides a summary of this comparison. 

Table 20. Trip Generation 

AM Peak Hour Trips PM Peak Hour Daily 
Land Uses Trips Trips 

In Out Total In Out Total 
Approved GOC Phase 2 Project 

Hotels (2,700 rooms) 203 181 364 245 182 427 5,768 
Casitas Suites (140) 31 25 56 25 31 56 686 
Quality Restaurants (68,000 SF) 311 68 379 380 233 613 6,117 
Service Station (12 pumps) 65 62 127 79 79 158 1,834 

Total 610 316 926 729 525 1,254 14,405 
Proposed Town Center Project 

Condo Hotel (1total of 300 rooms) 102 66 168 93 84 177 2,451 
Theater (2,400 seats,60,OOOSF) 0 0 0 72 120 192 4,440 
Offices (85,700 SF) 117 16 133 21 107 128 944 
Resort Residential (65 units) 12 36 48 42 24 66 622 
Shopping Center (254,300 SF) 160 102 262 458 496 954 10,920 
Pass-By Trip Reduction (-34%)* N/A N/A N/A -156 -169 -325 -325 

Total 391 220 611 530 662 1,192 19,052 

Difference (Proposed v, Approved) -219 -96 -315 -199 137 -62 4,647 

* 34% Internal Trip Reduction based on 
ITE Trip Generation Manual. 

Source: GOe FEIR 1998, Willdan TIA 2007 

Table 20 shows that that the total number of trips has increased by 4,647 trips, which 
represents a 32.2% increase over the overall average daily trips generated by the original 
Phase 2 of the project. The total a.m and p.m peak hour trips have been reduced (except for the 
PM Peak Out Trips). 

Since the 1998 EIR analysis, traffic conditions and patterns have changed in the immediate 
surrounding area, therefore, the TIA analyzed traffic impacts based on current traffic conditions 
and patterns. Based on a meeting with City of La Quinta staff, the following intersections were 
determined to be most appropriate to evaluate and conduct new traffic counts. This 
determination was based the intersections most impacted by recent trip generation data. 

• Washington Street at Fred Waring Drive 
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I • • Washington Street at Via Sevilla (La Quinta) 
• Washington Street at Miles Avenue 
• Washington Street at Highway 111 
• Washington Street at 48th Avenue (La Quinta) 
• Adams Street at Highway 111 (La Quinta) 

Cumulative conditions were included in the traffic counts for the study intersections identified 
above by taking data from the 2007 traffic volume data published by the Coachella Valley 
Association of Governments (CVAG). The traffic volume trends from 2003 to 2007 were 
analyzed to determine the average change in traffic volumes. 

The analysis scenarios used in determining the traffic impacts were the following: 

• Existing Conditions (2007) 
• Existing Conditions + Cumulative Conditions (Baseline Conditions) 
• Existing + Cumulative + Project 
• Existing + Cumulative + Project with Mitigation 

Table 21. Projected LOS Impacts 

Existing Exist + Cumulative Exist + Cumulative Exist + Cumulative 
(Baseline) + Project + Project + 

Mitigation 
Intersection 

Delay - LOS Delay - LOS Delay - LOS Delay - LOS 

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 
Washington St at 
Fred WarinQ 56.5-E 51.2-0 70.5- E 56.4- E 70.5- E 59.7- E 52.2 - 0 50.1 -0 

Washington St at 
Via Sevilla 27.8 - C 29.2 - C 29.4 - C 30.2 -C 29.4- C 30.4 - C N/A N/A 

Washington St. at 
Miles Ave 50.0 - 0 51.7 - 0 51.9 - 0 59.9 - E 53.6 -0 76.9 -E 51.7 - 0 59.3-E 

Washington St. at 
Hwy.111 212.8 -F 62.4 - E 436.3 -F 103.8 -F 435.9 - F 128.3 -F 435.5 -F 101.5-F 

Washington St. at 
Avenue 48 454.3 -F 36.7 -0 976.3 -F 183.9-F 977.6 -F 195.7-F 498.9 -F 82.3- F 

Adams St. at Hwy. 
111 48.0 -0 50.2 -0 49.9 -0 55.2 -E 50.1-0 56.6- E 50.0- 0 54.1-0 

Source: Willdan TIA 2007 

As Table 21 indicates, under Baseline Conditions (Existing + Cumulative), the following 
intersections are already operating at unacceptable LOS without the project: Note: LOS D or 
better is considered the acceptable standard). 

• Washington St. at Fred Waring (LOS E) 
• Washington St. at Hwy. 111 (LOS F) 
• Washington 8t. at Avenue 48 (LOS F) 
• Adams St. at Hwy. 111 (LOS E at PM only) 
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The above resu~ts are indicative of the traffic resulting from areawide development that has 
occurred in the vicinity of the project site, primarily to the south and east. (See Table 24, Section 
5.0, Cumulative Impacts). 

The project will incrementally contribute additional traffic to these intersections under the 
Existing + Cumulative + Project conditions. Table 22 below summarizes the change in LOS from 
the Baseline Condition by adding the Existing + Cumulative + Project traffic. 

Table 22. Change in LOS 

Intersection Change in LOS 
Washington St. at Fred Waring Dr. None 
Washington St. at Via Sevilla None 
Washington St. at Miles Ave. None AM 

D to E- PM 
Washington St. at Hwy. 111 . None 

None 
Washington St. at Avenue 48 None 
Adams St. at Hwy. 111 DtoE-AM 

None - PM 

Source: Wilidan TIA, 2007 

As. Table 22 shows, additional traffic from the project will increase delays but LOS will only 
decrease at Washington St. I Miles Avenue in the PM and at Adams St. IHwy. 111 in the AM. 
The LOS for all the other intersections will be worse but it will not lower the LOS to the next 
letter grade down. 

The City of Indian Wells collects funds under the CVAG's Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee 
(TUM F). The purpose of the TUMF is to provide a funding mechanism to address the existing 
lack of capacity and unacceptable Levels of Service on the CVAG Regional Arterial System in 
order to accommodate anticipated future growth and relieve congestion consistent with the 
Riverside County Congestion Management Program. The TUMF program will provide significant 
additional funds from new development to make improvements to the CVAG Regional Arterial 
System, complementing funds generated by Measure A and other potentiai funding sources. 

Reduction of the traffic congestion will require regional improvements to be constructed per the 
CVAG Regional Arterial System. Payment of TUMF is considered to be the projects fair share 
mitig.ation to help alleviate the existing traffic conditions. Based on the above analysis, short
term impacts to Level of Service are significant because it is uncertain if the improvements to 
the CVAG Regional System will be in place upon o~njng of the project. Long term impacts are 
mitigated through payment of TUMF for CEQA Significance Criteria XVa. 

2. CECA Significance Criteria XVb: Would the project exceed either individually or 
cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways? 
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The Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) was designated as the Congestion 
Management Agency (CMA) in 1990 and holds responsibility for the development and 
implementation of the Riverside County CMP. The current CMP was adopted by RCTC in 
November 2003 and updated in 2006. According to the 2006 update for the Riverside County 
Congestion Management program (CMP), Highway 111 between Interstate 10 to the Imperial 
County line is a designated CMP roadway. The Level of Service standard established by the 
CMA for CMP roadways is Level of Service "E". According to the 2006 CMP Update. Highway 
111 in the vicinity of the project site is operating at Level of Service "C". 

In addition, Table 4-1 and Exhibit 4-1 of the 2006 CMP Update identifies facilities (roadway 
segments or intersections) along the CMP System of Highways and Roadways that had a LOS 
of "F" in 1991. As a result, these facilities continue to be "exempt" from CMP requirements in 
accordance with CMP Statutes. Highway 111 between State Route 74 to the border of Caltrans 
District 11 (south to Imperial County) has been identified as an "exempt" roadway. This segment 
of Highway 111 passes near the project site. Therefore, the impacts to Highway111 are exempt. 
Based on the above analysis no mitigation is required for CECA Significance Criteria XVb. 

3. CEQA Significance Criteria XVc: Would the project result in a change in air traffic 
patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results 
in substantial safety risks? 

The site is not within the two-mile Airport Influence Zone (AIZ) of any public airport, nor is it 
within two miles of a private airstrip. Therefore, no mitigation is proposed for Significance 
Criteria XVc. 

4. CEQA Significance Criteria XVd: Would the project substantially increase hazards due 
to a design feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses 
(e.g. farm equipment)? 

Access to the project site is from Washington Street and Miles Avenue. Both roadways are 
relatively straight and do not contain sharp curves or dangerous intersections. The project is 
designed with driveways that are spaced an appropriate distance apart (Le. in excess of 480 
feet in all cases) and are designed to align with existing streets across Washington Street (Via 
Sevilla) and the driveways will be aligned on both the north and south sides of Miles Avenue. In 
additjon, through the City's Development Review process, adequate lines of sight will be 
maintained at all driveway intersections with Washington Street and Miles Avenue. There are 
no permanent agricultural uses in the immediate project vicinity which would introduce farm 
equipment on area roadways. Based on the above, no mitigation is required for CEQA 
Significance Criteria XVd. 

5. CEQA Sigr-ificance Criteria XVe: Would the project result in inadequate emergency 
access? 

The project will improve long-term emergency vehicle access to the project site and surrounding 
areas. DUring construction, access may be impaired temporarily, but will cease at the end of 
construction. During construction, there may be temporary delays especially during 
construction at the intersection of Washington Street and Miles Avenue. Some type of 
congestion management would be required by the City to keep construction-related impacts 
from becoming significant, and there were mitigation measures in the 1998 EIR to address 
potential impacts from construction, including emergency services. 
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Both major access routes (Washington Street and Miles Avenue) are relatively straight with no 
intervening intersections to be improved at this time. Upon completion, the project will improve 
overall safety for drivers traveling through this area, and the mitigation measures in the 1998 
EIR will help assure that peak traffic during annual events will continue to have adequate and 
safe access to and around the site. Based on the above analysis, no additional mitigation 
measures are required for CEQA Significance Criteria XVe. 

6. CEQA Significance Criteria XVf: Would the project result in inadequate parking 
capacity? 

The 1998 EIR identified a need for additional parking to serve future tennis uses. The existing 
tennis complex has the amount of parking required by the City and identified in the 1998 EIR, 
and the City is proposing an additional permanent lot for 1,632 spaces adjacent to Warner Trail 
to accommodate parking for large events at the Tennis Garden. The proposed project will 
generate a need for additional parking, including the restaurants and retail uses. The required 
number of spaces per City code is being provided 

In addition, temporary parking will be needed for construction workers. Adequate area for 
parking is available on-site and at several nearby locations for construction workers, so no 
adverse parking capacity impacts are forecast to occur. Based on the above analysis, no 
mitigation is required for CECA Significance Criteria XVf. 

7. CEQA Significance Criteria XVfg: Would the project conflict with adopted policies, 
plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle 
racks)? 

The 1998 EIR examined non-vehicular impacts of the project and found them to be less than 
significant with the proposed mitigation. The roadway and intersections of the proposed project 
are designed to meet City standards. All necessary alternative transportation systems, bus 
stops and areas for pedestrian and biking requirements will be incorporated into the project 
design. Since the proposed project is similar to the approved project in this regard, the 
proposed project is not expected to create any conflicts with alternative transportation poliCies. 
Based on the above analysis, no additional mitigation is required for CEQA Significance Criteria 
XVg. 

c. NOP Comments 

During the NOP period, the City of La Quinta recommended that the SEIR examine the traffic 
impacts on local intersections and roads relative to the proposed project. These issues were 
addressed in the SEIR. 

In addition, The Planning Associates requested that minor access changes to a portion of the 
proposed project be made to accommodate their proposed development. As proposed, access 
to the site referenced by the Planning Associates is provided via a driveway on the north side of 
Miles Avenue. No other comments were received on traffic and circulation. 

3.15.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 
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a. 1998 EIR: The following mitigation measures were adopted for Transportation and Traffic 
related impacts: 

1. Short Term Construction: 

• Tennis Complex: Mitigation Measures 5.2-1a (compliance with traffic management plan), 
5.2-1 b (construction traffic management), 5.2-1c (construction traffic signage and control). 

• Project Buildout: Mitigation Measures 5.2-1a (compliance with traffIC management plan), 
5.2-1 b (construction traffic management), 5.2-1 c (construction traffic signage and control). 

2. Operations 

Phase 1 Tennis Complex (Annual Event Trip Generation) 

• Existing + Phase 1 Project Conditions: Mitigation Measure 5.2-2a for Fred Warring 
Drive/Washington Street (fair share payment of CVAG mitigation fee for the addition of two 
southbound through lanes on Washington Street and one northbound through lane on 
Washington Street due to existing deficient condition). 

• Existing + Phase 1 Project + Cumulative Conditions: Mitigation Measure 5.2-2b for Fred 
WaringIWashington Street (fair share payment of CVAG mitigation fee for the addition of a 
northbound left turn lane on Washington Street and an additional northbound through lane 
on Washington Street). Mitigation Measure 5.2-2c for Highway 111 and Cook Street (fair 
share payment of CVAG mitigation fee for the conversion of the eastbound right tum lane on 
Highway 111 at Cook Street, additional northbound left turn lane on Cook Street, additional 
southbound left tum lane on Cook Street, an additional eastbound left tum lane on Highway 
111, an additional westbound left tum lane on Highway 111, an additional eastbound 
through lane on Highway 111, and an additional westbound through lane on Highway 111). 

• Existing + Phase 1 Project Annual Tennis Event Condition: Mitigation Measure 5.2-2d 
requires "special event" coordination including temporary signage, flagmen and shuttle 
service. 

Project Buildout (Without Annual Tennis Tournament) 

• Existing + Project Buildout Conditions: Mitigation Measure 5.2-3a for Miles 
AvenueJWashington Street (fair share payment of CVAG mitigation fee for addition of a 
southbound through lane on Washington Street and Miles Avenue, and an eastbound right 
tum lane on Miles Avenue at Washington Street). . 

• Existing + Project Buildout + Cumulative Conditions: Mitigation Measure 5.2-3b for 
Highway 111/Cook Street (fair share payment of CVAG mitigation fee for conversion of 
eastbound right tum lane added on Highway 111 at Cook Street, an additional northbound 
left tum lane on Cook Street, an additional southbound left tum lane on Cook Street, an 
additional eastbound left tum lane on Highway 111, an additional westbound left tum lane 
on Highway 111, an additional eastbound through lane on Highway 111, and an additional 
westbound through lane on Highway 111). 
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Mitigation Measure 5.2-3c for 42nd AvenuelWashington Street (fair share payment of CVAG 
mitigation fee for the additional southbound left turn lane on Washington Street at 42nd 

Avenue, restriping of northbound Washington Street at 42nd Avenue, restriping of 
northbound Washington Street at 4200 Street tel one left turn lane and two through lanes). 

Mitig.-tion Me.-sure 5.2-3d for Miles Avenue/Jefferson Street (fair share payment of CVAG 
mitigation fee for additional left northbound left tum lane for Jefferson Street at Miles 
Avenue, restriping of southbound Jefferson Street at Miles Avenue to one left tum lane and 
one throughlright turn lane). 

Project Buildout (With Annual Tennis Tournament) 

• Existing + Project Buildout Annual Tennis Event Conditions: Mitigation Measure 5-2-4a 
refers to Mitigation Measure 5.2-2d (Special Event traffic coordination) 

• Existing + Project Buildout Annual Tennis Event Conditions + Cumulative Conditions: 
Mitigation Measure 5-2-4b refers to Mitigation Measure 5.2-2d (Special Event traffic 
coordination) 

(See Section 8.0 for a complete list of 1998 E1R Mitigation Measures and Revisions) 

b. Supplemental EIR Mitigation Measures: 

Mitigation Measure TT-1 is proposed in addition to 1998 EIR Mitigation Measures 5.2-1a, 5.2-
1b, 5.2-1c, 5.2-2a, 5.2-2b, 5.2-2c, 5.2-2d, 5.2-3a, 5.2-3b, 5.2-3c, 5.2-3d, 5.2-4a and 5.2-4b 
above in order to address changes in circumstances since preparation of the 1998 EI R. 

Short-Tenn Construction: 

1998 EIR Mitigation Measures 5.2-1 a, 5.2-1b. and 5.2-1c apply. 

Operations: 

IT -1 Prior to the issuance of building pennits, the developer shall pay the Transportation 
Unifonn Mitigation Fee (TUMF) to fund its fair share contributions for the following 
improvements. 

a) Washington St. at Fred Waring Drive: Add a westbound right tum lane on Fred 
Waring Drive, an additional southbound through lane on Washington Street, and an 
additional eastbound through lane of Fred Waring Drive. (With regard to the 

. eastbound through lane, the City of Indian Wells is currently completing a street 
improvement project for Fred Waring Drive that will be adding an eastbound through 
lane). 

b) Washington St. at Miles Avenue: Add an additional southbound left tum lane on 
Washington Street and a westbound right tum lane on Miles Avenue. 

c) Washington St. at Hwy. 111: Add a southbound right tum lane on Washington Street. 

d) Washington St. at Avenue 48: Add a northbound right turn lane on Washington Street. 
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e) Adams St. at Hwy. 111: Add an additional westbound left turn lane and an additional 
eastbound left tum lane on Highway 111. 

3.15.3 Impact of Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of the various proposed roadway and intersection improvements may cause 
minor temporary congestion and delay, depending on timing and extent of construction. These 
measures will reduce potential traffic congestion and safety hazards to a less than significant 
level, to the satisfaction of the City. In addition, warning signs will be used in advance of 
construction areas encouraging drivers to take alternate routes during construction. Impacts 
from the construction of roadways will have temporary impacts on noise and air quality but are 
mitigated through mandatory requirements for air quality control and City noise standards. 
These measures include such items as construction equipment emission control for air quality 
and a limitation on construction hours for noise. 

3.15.4 SUMMARY OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION 

1998 EIR: 

Short-term Construction: Less than significant 

Operations: Less than significant 

SEIR: 

Short-term Construction: Less than significant. 

Operations (short-tenn): Significant and Unavoidable 

Operations (Iong-tenn); Less than significant 
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3.16 UTILITIES 
3.16.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The following section analyzes potential impacts of the project on utility systems including water, 
sewer, flood control, electricity, natural gas, telephone, and solid waste. A more detailed 
analysis of stormwater facilities (i.e., flood control) impacts is provided in Section 3.8 Hydro/ogy 
and Water Quality. 

a. Water 

Water is provided to the project site by the Coachella Valley Water District (CVWO) , The 
primary sources of water are from wells and water imported via the State Water Project and 
Colorado River aqueducts. 

b. Wastewater 

Sanitation service became a CWJD responsibility in 1968, when it acquired the Palm Desert 
Country Club Water Reclamation Plant and domestic water system. Presently, there are six 
water reclamation plants (WRP) providing wastewater treatment as well as recyded water 
supply in the CWJD service area. WRP-10 serves the City of Indian Wells. 

c. Electricity 

80th the Imperial Irrigation District (110) and Southern California Edison (SCE) currently serve 
the project area. It is generally understood that the 110 will eventually serve the hotel and 
commercial uses on the project site, while SCE will likely serve the residential uses. Both 
agencies have indicated they have adequate resources to serve area-wide growth for the 
foreseeable future (110 and SCE websites 2007). 

d. Natural Gas 
The Southern California Gas Company maintains a comprehensive system of distribution and 
service lines within the City of Indian Wells. There are no natural gas services or facilities on 
the project site at present other than service to the Indian Wells Tennis Garden. 

e. Solid Waste 

Collection of solid waste is provided to the project area by Burrtec Waste and Recycling 
Services under contract with the City of Indian Wells. In addition, the County of Riverside 
maintains a number of transfer stations and regional landfills to provide for solid waste disposal 
for the western portion of the Coachella Valley. According to ,the City of Indian Wells General 
Plan, wastes from the City are taken to the Edom Hit! Transfer Station located 10 miles 
northeast of the project site on Dillon Road and then either deposited in the EI Sobrante or the 
Badlands Landfills. The City has also implemented mandatory recycling programs, as required 
by state law, in its Source Reduction and Recyding Element 
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3.16.2 PROJECT impacts 

a. Summary of Conclusions in the 1998 EIR: 

The 1998 EIR found that: 

• Development of the project would increase the demand for water, electricity, natural gas, 
wastewater service, and solid waste disposal but would be less than significant with 
mitigation. 

b. SEIR Analysis: 

Table 23 shows the project impacts on various utilities based on current consumption rates as 
identified by the various utility providers. 

Table 23. Daily Project Utility Impacts 

Individual Project 
Utility Rate Total· 
Water 140 gal.lperson/day 88,200 gallons/day 

98.8 acre-feet/year 

Sewer 70 gallons/person 44,100 gallons/day 
0.04 MGD 

Electricity 16.66 KwH/1000 SF/day 7,193 KwH/day 
6,081 KwH / unit/yr. 

Natural Gas 10.4 therrns/1000 SF/day 394,000 cubic feet/day 
5 therrns/unit/day 

Solid Waste 12.44 Ibs/person/day 3.92 tons/day 

Source: 1998 EIR, Section 5.4. Updated to reflect current consumption rates. 

1. CEQA Significance Criteria XVla: Would the project exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

Coachella Valley Water District Water Reclamation Plant (WRP) 10 serves the City of Indian 
Wells and the project site. WRP-10 is required to submit annual monitoring reports to the 
Regional Board by January 15 of each year to demonstrate compliance with discharge 
requirements. According to the State Water Quality Control Board, there are no enforcement 
actions involving WRP-10 in regard to wasterwater treatment requirements at this time. The 
project does not involve activities (Le. manufacturing, industrial etc.) that may discharge wastes 
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into the sewer system that may impact wastewater treatment requirements. Based on the 
above analysis, no mitigation is proposed for CEOA Significance Criteria XV1 a. 

2. CEQA Significance Criteria XVlb: Would the project require or result in the 
construction of new water or wastewater treabnent facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

Presently, there are six water reclamation plants (WRP) providing wastewater treatment as well 
as recycled water supply in the CWJD service area. WRP-10 serves the City of Indian Wells. 
WRP-10 has the capacity to treat more than 31 million gallons of sewage a day, and currently 
handles on average slightly more than 18 million gallons daily. The project will generate an 
additional 44,100 gallons of sewage per day. WRP-10 has adequate capacity to provide 
wastewater service for the project. The project is not forecast to create additional wastewater 
that would require the expansion of WRP-10. The 1998 EIR mitigation measures will be 
implemented. Based on the above analysis, no additional mitigation is required for CEQA 
Significance Criteria XVlb. 

3. CEQA Significance Criteria XVlc: Would the project result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental effects? 

According to the "Preliminary Hydrology Study, Indian Wells Town Center, Indian Wells, 
California, July 200r prepared by RBF Consulting, runoff from the existing Tennis Garden 
facility is conveyed via stonn drains to the CVSC south of Miles Avenue. Runoff from 
undeveloped portions of the site north of Miles Avenue flow into stonn drains in Washington 
Street and Miles Avenue. Runoff fonn the undeveloped portion of the site south of Miles Avenue 
flows in a southeasterly direction towards the bridge over the CVSC at Washington Street and 
ultimately into the CVSC. The stonndrain system will not impact any environmental resources 
on the site except for the CVSC. Impacts to the CVSC are addressed in Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources. Based on the above analysis, no additional mitigation is required for CEQA 
Significance Criteria XVlc. 

4. CEQA Significance Criteria XVld: Would the .project have sufficient water supplies 
available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resource, or are new or 
expanded entitlements needed? 

The a Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), December 2005' for the Coachella Valley Water 
District (CVWD), projected water usage for the CWID service area for the period 2005 to 2030. 
The total water demand for domestic water is expected to increase from 123,500 acre-ftlyear in 
2004 to 213,400 acre-ftlyear in 2030 (UWMP Section 2.5.2). The water demand estimates were 
based on a planning model using land use plans, local demographic changes, parcel data, and 
2004 CVWO billing rates. local demographic changes were analyzed using land use data and 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) prOjections of population, households, 
and employment for each city and census tract combination. 

The planning model included the City of Indian Wells General Plan land Use plan which has 
shown the project site to be developed as a combination of commercial, entertainment, sports, 
and retail uses as allowed by the Resort Commercial and Sports Complex land use 
deSignations. The residential component of the project is a less intensive use in tenns of water 
consumption and is therefore within the prOjections of the UWMP planning model. 
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The UWMP concluded that the CVWD will be able to meet 100 percent of the projected water 
demand for the period 2005 to 2030 (UWMP Section 3.3.7). The 1998 EIR recommended a 
number of mitigation measures to ensure that adequate water was available and that water 
conservation techniques were utilized {1998 EIR Mitigation Measures 5.4-12a through 5.4-12e. 
Based on the above analysis, no additional mitigation measures are required for CEQA 
Significance Criteria XVld. 

Since the certification of the 1998 EIR, Senate Bill 610 was adopted in regard to water supply 
planning. One of the provisions of SB 610 requires that an EIR analysis address whether the 
public water system (Le. Coachella Water District) will meet the water demand associated with 
the proposed project if certain development intensity thresholds are exceeded. 

The project does not meet the criteria for requiring a formal water demand analysis from the 
CVWD because the project falls below the thresholds identified in SB 610. Specifically: 

a) Less than 500 residential dwelling units; 
b) Less than 500,000 square feet of commercial; 
c) Less than 250,000 square feet of office; 
d) Less than 500 hotel rooms; 
e) No industrial square footage; 
f) Mixed-use components of project do not exceed thresholds above; 
g) Project water demand is not the equal to a 500 dwelling unit project. Project water usage is 

estimated at 88,200 gallons per day and a 500 dwelling unit residential project would 
generate the need for 138,600 gallons per day (500 dus x 1.98 persons per household x 140 
gallons per person = 138,600 gallons per day). See Table 23 above. 

In addition, the project has been issued a "will serveD letter from the CVWD indication that 
domestic water will be supplied to the site (See Appendix I). Based on the above analysis, no 
additional mitigation is required other than the mitigation measures contained in the 1998 EIR 
for CEQA Significance Criteria XVld. 

5. CEQA Significance Criteria XVle: Would the project result in a detennination by the 
wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in addition to the provider's 
existing commitments? 

Water Reclamation Plant No. 10 located in Palm Desert is operated by the Coachella Valley 
Water District and serves the project site. Wastewater from the project will be conveyed by new 
onsite sewer lines and connect to the existing 18-inch sewer trunk line in the Coachella Valley 
Storm Channel right-of-way south of the site and ultimately conveyed to WRP-10. WRP-10 has 
the capacity to treat more than 31 million gallons of sewage a day, and currently handle on 
average slightly more than 18 million gal/ons daily. The project will generate an additional 
44,100 gallons of sewage per day. WRP-10 has adequate capacity to provide wastewater 
service for the project. In addition, as indicated above, the project has been issued a "will serve" 
letter from the CVWD indication that sewer service will be furnished to the project. Based on the 
above analysis, no additional mitigation is required for CEQA Significance Criteria XVle. 

6. CEQA Significance Criteria XVlf: Would the project be served by a landfill with 
sufficient pennitted capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs? 
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According to the City of Indian Wells General Plan, wastes from the City are taken to the Edom 
Hill Transfer Station located 10 miles northeast of the project site on Dillon Road and then either 
deposited in the EI Sobrante or Badlands Landfills. 

According to the California Integrated Waster Management Board (CIWMB) website, the EI 
Sobrante Landfill has an estimated closure date of 2030 and has a daily capacity of ten (10) 
tons with a remaining capacity of 184,930,000 tons. The Badlands sanitary Landfill has an 
estimated closing date of 2016 and has a daily capacity of 4,000 tons with a remaining capacity 
of 30,386,332 cubic yards. 

The latest waste disposal rates from the CIWMB indicate that the City of Indian Wells business 
sector currently generates 12,766 tons of waste per year. The project will incrementally add to 
this disposal rate by adding 7,750 pounds of solid waste per day or 1,404 tons per year. Based 
on the capacity rates identified above, there is adequate capacity to provide for the added waste 
generated by the project. The 1998 EIR identified Mitigation Measures (5.4-16a through 5.4-
16c) for solid waste impacts. Based on the above analysis, no additional mitigation is required 
for CEOA Significance XVlf. 

7. CEQA Significance Criteria XVJg: Would the project comply with federal, state, and 
local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

Solid waste trash and recycling services will be. provided to the project by Burrtec Waste and 
Recycling Services. Current programs implemented by the City include the following according 
to the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB): 

• Source Reduction (waste reduction programs) 
• Recycling (residential and business pick-up, special collection events) 
• Composting (greenwaste pick-up) 
• Public Education (website information, public outreach) .. 
In addition to the CIWMB mandated requirements, the City has ordinances regulating solid 
waste disposal. Based on the above analysis, the project will be required to be in compliance 
with mandatory regulations for solid waste. Based on the above analysis, no additional 
mitigation is required for CECA Significance XVlg. 

8. Added CEQA Criteria: 

a. Electricity 

The project is estimated to generate the need for 7,193 kilowatt hours per day (See Table 23 
above). SCE will provide electrical service to the project through its network of power plants and 
transmission lines wtlich have historically served the Coachella Valley. According to the 
California Energy Commission and SCE websites, electricity supplies will meet demands in the 
foreseeable Mure. This will be accomplished through SCE system wide infrastructure 
improvements (Le. new generation and transmission facilities) as well as demand reduction and 
energy effiCiency and conservation measures by individual users/projects. Based on the above 
analysis, no additional mitigation is required. 
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b. Natural Gas 

The project is estimated to generate the need for 394,000 cubic feet per day of natural gas. 
According to the 2006 California Gas Report (SoCal Gas website). demand for natural gas is 
expected to grow at an annual rate of 0.5% from 2006 through 2025 (cumulative growth of 8.8% 
during the forecast period). Growth is the residential and commercial markets is expected to be 
somewhat slower. California's existing gas supply network is regionally diverse and includes 
supplies from California sources (onshore and off shore), Southwestern U.S., the Rocky 
Mountains, and Canada. 

Additional pipeline capacity and open access have contributed to a forecast of adequate supply 
to meet demand for the foreseeable Mure (2025). The project will increase the demand for 
natural gas, but its incremental increase given the overall supply of natural gas is insignificant. 
1998 EIR did not propose any mitigation measures for Natural Gas. Based on the analYSis 
above, no significant impacts are forecast to natural gas supply (added Significance Criteria). 

c. Impact Conclusions 1998 EIR v. SEIR 

Based on the above analysis, the impacts related to Utilities as analyzed in the 1998 EIR and 
the SEIR remain the same because demand for services can be met by utility providers. 

d. NOP Comments 

During the NOP period, no comments were received regarding utility impacts. 

3.16.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

a. 1998 EIR: The following mitigation measures were adopted for Utility related impacts: 

• Electricity: Mitigation Measures 5.4-6a {Compliance with Imperial Irrigation District and 
Southem California Edison policies, 5.4-8b (Compliance with Title 24 Energy Conservation 
Standards), 5.4-6c (Energy Conservation Design) 

• Naturat Gas:, No Mitigation Measures required. 

• Water Services: Mitigation Measures 5.4-12a (Compliance with Coachella Valley Water 
District standards), ,5.4-12b (Adequate sizing of water mains). 5.4-12c (storrmwater and 
drainage protection, water and sewer service verification, low water landscaping and 
irrigation), 5.4-12d (low water use fixtures and appliances). 

• Sewer Services: Mitigation Measures 5.4-14a (Construction Phasing Plan), 5.4-14b 
(Compliance with Riverside County and Coachella Valley Water District requirements). 

• Solid Waste: Mitigation Measures 5.4-16a (Compliance with State of California Integrated 
Waste Management Act), 5.4-16b (Approval of plans by Riverside County Waste Resources 
Management District), 5.4-16c (recycling). 

(See Section B.O for a complete list of 199B EIR Mitigation Measures and Revisions) 
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b. Natural Gas 

The project is estimated to generate the need for 394,000 cubic feet per day of natural gas. 
According to the 2006 California Gas Report (SoCal Gas website), demand for natural gas is 
expected to grow at an annual rate of 0.5% from 2006 through 2025 (cumulative growth of 8.8% 
dUring the forecast period). Growth is the residential and commercial markets is expected to be 
somewhat slower. California's existing gas supply network is regionally diverse and includes 
supplies from California sources (onshore and off shore), Southwestern U.S., the Rocky 
Mountains, and Canada. 

Additional pipeline capacity and open access have contributed to a forecast of adequate supply 
to meet demand for the foreseeable future (2025). The project will increase the demand for 
natural gas, but its incremental increase given the overall supply of natural gas is insignificant. 
1998 EIR did not propose any mitigation measures for Natural Gas. Based on the analysis 
above, no significant impacts are forecast to natural gas supply (added Significance Criteria). 

c. Impact Conclusions 1998 EIR v. SEIR 

Based on the above analysis, the impacts related to Utilities as analyzed in the 1998 EIR and 
the SEIR remain the same because demand for services can be met by utility providers. . . 

d. NOP Comments 

DUring the NOP period, no comments were received regarding utility impacts. 

3.16.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

a. 1998 EIR: The following mitigation measures were adopted for Utility related impacts: 

• ElectriCity: Mitigation Measures 5.4-6a (Compliance with Imperial Irrigation District and 
Southern California Edison policies, 5.4-6b (Compliance with Title 24 Energy Conservation 
Standards), 5.4-6c (Energy Conservation Design) 

• Natural Gas: No Mitigation Measures required. 

• Water Services: Mitigation Measures 5.4-12a (Compliance with Coachella Valley Water 
District standards), 5.4-12b (Adequate sizing of water mains). 5.4-12c (stomnwater and 
drainage protection, water and sewer service verification, low water landscaping and 
irrigation), 5.4-12d (low water use fixtures and appliances). . 

.. 
• Sewer Services: Mitigation Measures 5.4-14a (Construction Phasing Plan), 5.4-14b 

(Compliance with Riverside County and Coachella Valley Water District requirements). 

• Solid Waste: Mitigation Measures 5.4-16a (Compliance with State of California Integrated 
Waste Management Act), 5.4-16b (Approval of plans by Riverside County Waste Resources 
Management District), 5.4-16c (recycling). 

(See Section B.O for a complete list of 199B EIR Mitigation Measures and Revisions) 
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4.0 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126 requires the evaluation of growth-inducing impacts of a 
proposed project. Direct growth inducing impacts are generally associated with the provision of 
urban services and the extension of infrastructure to an undeveloped area. Indirect or 
secondary growth inducing impacts consist of growth induced in the region by the additional 
demands for housing, employment, and goods and services associated with population increase 
caused by, or attracted to, new development 

4.1 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

a. Direct Growth Inducing Impacts: 

The proposed project is on a parcel of vacant desert land (except for the Indian Wells Tennis 
Garden Facility) and is adjacent to exiting development on to the north and east and the 
Coachella Valley Storm Channel the south. Vacant land abuts the western boundary of the 
existing Tennis Garden. The site is bounded by a major road (Washington Street) and Miles 
Avenue bisects the northern and southern portions of the site. The site is not isolated and does 
not require a substantial extension of new infrastructure. Roads, sewer, water, drainage, and 
utility services are all located adjacent to the site. New construction will be limited to mainly 
onsite improvements. For these reasons, the proposed project will continue the suburban 
development pattern in this portion of the City and the surrounding area. The project will 
therefore won't have significant direct growth inducing impacts. 

b. Indirect Gfowth Inducing Impacts: 

The Southern" California Association of Governments (SCAG) regularly publishes growth 
predictions for use in traffic growth management and planning purposes. SCAG has predicted 
the population growth forecast for the City of Indian Wells for the upcoming decades. According 
to data in Section 3.13, Population and Housing, the proposed project is consistent with SCAG 
growth projections for this area. The project will not substantially increase population in the 
area because only 65 residential units are proposed which is expected to increase population by 
123 persons. However, the project will add a considerable amount of new non-residential 
development to the area, which will add employees in excess of new residents. Since the City 
has a low ratio of jobs to housing, the proposed project will help improve the City's jobslhousing 
ratio. Based on the above analysis, the project is considered to accommodate the job and 
housing needs of the existing population, and is thus not significantly indirectly contributing to 
growth . 
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5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

5.1 CUMULATIVE IMPACT BACKGROUND 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires identification of related projects, both public and 
private, that together with the proposed project could have cumulative impacts on the 
environment. The CEQA Guidelines provide two methods for an adequate analysis of 
cumulative impacts; a}. The MList" Approach; or b} The "Projection" Approach. In practice, a 
hybrid of both methods may be used. The 1998 EIR discussion on cumulative impacts was 
based primarily on build out of Riverside County's General Plan and the General Plans for 
Indian Wells, La Quinta and Palm Desert. A list was also prepared identifying known or 
anticipated projects, when considered with the proposed project, could increase or compound 
environmental impacts. (1998 EIR Section 6.3). The SEIR analysis incorporates data from the 
1998 EIR but has updated the cumulative project list from the 1998 EIR to include more recent 
information germane to the proposed project as identified in Table 24, Cumulative Projects, 
below. 

Table 24 provides a Msnapshot" of representative development projects that are either Upast, 
present, or probable future projects" (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 (b) (1) (A) identified by 
the City Planning Departments of Indian Wells, La Quinta, and Palm Desert (See Appendix D). 
and are generally located within a 2-mile radius of the proposed project. 

Table 24. Cumulative Projects 

Development/Jurisdiction Location Acres Units/SF Population 

City of Indian Wells 

Miles Crossing Specific Plan Highway 111IMiles Ave. 43 129 room hotel 52 
2 miles southwest 26 MFR 

156,000 SF retail 
Toscana Country Club/Sunrise 1.5 miles northwest 620 612-golf-oriented SFR 1,224 

units 
City of Palm Desert 

2001-25 Stone Bridge N/O Country Club Dr. 100 270 SFR 540 
W/O Washington St. Sports complex 
2 miles northeast 

2004-32 NEDRAC N/O Country Club Dr. 2 7,000 SF Industrial NA 
W/o Washington St. Building 
2 miles northeast 

2004-08 Cook/Gottlieb Cook St. NJO Fred Waring . 5 25,000 SF Office NA 
Dr. 
2.5 miles northwest 

2001-028 Lakeside Properties Cook St. N/O Fred Waring 3 27,000 SF Retail NA 
Dr. 
2.5 miles northwest 

2005-026 Village Court S/O Fred Waring Dr. ElO 2 17,000 SF Office NA 
Cook St. 
2.5 miles northwest 

City of La Quinta 
Center Pointe SEC of Washington St. & 55 130 room hotel NA 

Miles Ave. 196,500 Retail 
0.2Smile southeast 
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Table 24. Cumulative Projects (Con't). 

Mayer ViUa Capri NEC Washington St. & 25 130,450 Medical Office NA 
Fred Waring Dr. 103,972 SF Retail 
0.50 mile north 

Washington Park NEC Avenue 47 & 66 600,000 SF Retail NA 
Washington St. (estimate) 
1.0 mile south 

Jefferson Square SWC Fred Waring Dr. & 10 102,402 SF Retail NA 
Jefferson Sl 
1.5 mile northeast 

Pavilions at La Quinta NEC 1:Iwy. 111 & Adams 18 175,200 SF Retail NA 
St. 
1 .2 mile south 

La Quinta Business Center Near NEC Fred Waring 1.8 79,664 SF Medical NA 
Dr. & Washington Office 
0.50 mile north 

Center at La Quinta Hwy. 111 between Dunes 74 44 acres of auto NA 
Palms Rd. & Adams St. dealerships; 400,00 SF 
1.5 mHes southeast Retail 

REA La Quinta Jefferson Sl & Hwy. 111 20 218,000 SF Retail 
2.0 miles southeast 

111 La Quinta Hwy. 111 between 60 620,000 SF Retail NA 
Washington & Adams, 
1 mile southeast 

Komar Development SEC Hwy. 111 & Depot 28 233,000 SF Retail NA 
Drive 
2.0 miles southeast 

Dune Palms Affordable Housing NWC Dunes Palm Rd. & 15 220 MFR 440 
Avenue 48 
2.0 mBes southeast 

VISta Dunes Affordable Housing NWC Miles Ave. & Adams 9 SOMFR 160 
Project Sl 

0.5 miles east 
Watercolors NEC of Adams & Avenue 22 149 SFR 298 

48 
1.7 miles southeast 

Mediterra Apartments NEC of Darby Rd. & 15 224 MFR 448 
Washington St. 
1 mile north 

PGA West Hotel 55995 PGA Blvd. La 45 1,000 Rooms NA 
Quinta 
2.5 miles southwest 

Laing LUXUry Homes NWC of Washington St. & 28 74 148 
Avenue 48 
1.5 miles south 

Total 1,397 2,703 4,951 

2 
approximate distance and direction from proposed project site NA = not applicable 
estimate based on number of units times 2.0 persons per unit SF = square feet 

SFR = single family residential MFR = multi-family residential M = Million 

Source: Planning Departments, Cities of indian Wells, Palm Desert, and La Quinta, 2007. 
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5.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

A cumulative impact consists of an impact that is created as a result of the combination of a 
project together with other projects that cause related impacts. In the evaluation of cumulative 
impacts, a 2-step approach is used. The first step characterizes the overall cumulative impact 
for each environmental topic and its significance (whether the impact is a "significant cumulative 
impact") and the second step is to analyze whether the Projects contribution is "cumulatively 
considerable" to the overall cumulative impact. A cumulatively considerable contribution from 
the Project would result in the project's Cumulative Impact being significant. 

The cumulative impact analYSis is organized by each of the environmental topics evaluated in 
Sections 3.1 through 3.14 of this SEIR. 

1. Aesthetics 

The 1998 EIR (Page 6-9) concluded that construction of the project and other developments 
would have a significant cumulative effect on light and glare. With implementation of site specific 
mitigation measures on a project-:by-projectbasis, these impacts would be less than significant 

The geographic area for this issue includes the project area and the Westem Coachella Valley. 
Much of the desert land within the surrounding established communities (Indian Wells, Palm 
Desert, and La Quinta) is planned to eventually be converted to some type of suburban 
development. While this represents a fundamental change from native desert land, much of the 
area has already been converted, and the cumulative development anticipated in the project 
area will only incrementally contribute to this change. As long as the proposed project meets 
local planning and design guidelines, impacts will be mitigated to less than significant levels and 
will not contribute to cumulatively considerable aesthetic impacts. 

2. Agricultural Resources 

The 1998 EIR (Page 6-9) addressed Agricultural Resources in terms of conservation resources 
as part of the Land Use and Relevant Planning discussion. It concluded that as farmland was 
converted to urban uses, impacts would be significant. With implementation of policies 
contained in the County General Plan and local general plans, these impacts would be mitigated 
to less than significant 

The geographic area for this issue includes the project site and the Westem Coachella Valley. 
According to the latest version of the CaUfomia Department of Conservation Important · 
.Farmlands in Califomia Map (2004), the site is not designated as Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance nor is it being used for agricultural purposes. 
Therefore, the project would not result in or contribute to any cumulative significant impacts to 
Agricultural Resources. 

3. Air Quality 

The 1998 EIR concluded that significant cumulative air quality impacts from development and 
vehicle traffic would be significant in the Salton Sea Air Basin. These cumulative impacts would 
best be addressed through site-specific source mitigation and compliance with adopted planning 
programs. However, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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The geographic area for this for this issue is the Salton Sea Desert Air Basin. The project 
exceeds thresholds for VOC and NOx during construction and operation after implementation of 
all feasibfe mitigation measures based on the analysis contained in this SEIR. Therefore, the 
project would have a cumulatively considerable impact on air quality in the Salton Sea Air 
Basin. 

4. Biological Resources 

The 1998 EIR concluded that build-out of the area will cumulatively impact sensitive plant and 
wildlife habitat, but would be mitigated on a project by project basis. 

The geographic area for this issue is the project site Western Coachella Valley, but in a larger 
sense it is the area covered by the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
(CVMSHCP). Biological reports prepared for the project and for the Coachella Valley Storm 
Channel (CVSC) Mid-Valley Pipeline Project identified suitable habitat on the project site for the 
following species: 

• Two federally listed endangered, February-May flowering species, the Coachella Valley 
Milkvetch and Triple-ribbed Milkvetch. 

• Six unlisted, special-status plants: Flat-seeded Spurg, Glandular Ditaxis, California Ditaxis, 
Slender Wooly-heads, Desert Spike-Moss, and Purple Stemodia. 

• Coachella Valley Fringed-toes Lizard, a Federally listed Threatened and State listed 
Endangered Species. 

• CoacheUa Giant Sand-treader Cricket, an unfisted target species of the Santa Rosa and San 
Jacinto Mountains Conservation Area located off-site south of the project site. 

• A solitary Burrowing Owl individual (2007). 

• A Coastal Western Whiptail (2007). 

• A San Diego Black-tailed Jackrabbit individual (2007). 

• An Osprey (1998). 

• Palm Springs (Coachella Valley) round tailed ground squirrel. 

• Palm Springs pocket mouse. 

Surveys for these sensitive species were conducted for both the project site and the CVSC. No 
sensitive plant or wildlife species were identified as being impacted by the project or 
construction of the Mid-Valley Pipeline project which will impact the same area as the concrete 
lining and access road that the project is required to construct along the northem bank of the 
CVSC per the requirements of the Coachella Valley Water District. However, mitigation 
measures were identified to ensure adequate mitigation for the loss of wetlands and for 
Burrowing Owls that may occupy the area in the future. Based on the above analysis, the 
projects contribution to cumulative biological resources would not be considerable. 
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5. Cultural Resources 

The 1998 EIR concluded that the conversion of undeveloped areas to urban uses could result in 
the potential loss of paleontological, archaeological or historical resources. The impacts were 
not considered to be cumulatively significant as each project would be required to mitigate 
impacts on a case by case basis. 

The geographic area for this issue is the project site and the Western Coachella Valley. A 
Cultural Resources Record Search was conducted by Department of Anthropology, University 
of California Riverside Eastern Information Center on March 27, 2007. The report determined 
the following: 

• Four cultural resources studies have been conducted within the boundaries of the project 
area (EIC Report Numbers RI-1930, RI-1933, RI-1934, and RI-6722). 

• Three cultural resources properties are recorded within the boundaries of the project area. 
(CA-RIV-3005, CA-RIV-3008, and CA-RIV-5876) 

The report noted that two of the cultural resources studies conducted within the project area (RI-
1934 and RI-6772) involved field and laboratory investigations to evaluate the significance of 
archaeological resources sites CA-RIV 3005, CA-RIV 3008 and CA-RIV 5876. These efforts 
resulted in the recommendation that although the three sites referenced above did contain and 
yield important archaeological and cultural heritage information further study was not necessary. 
It was however, recommended in report RI-6722 that construction activities in the portion of the 
project area north of Miles Avenue, including the area around site CA-RIV-3008 be monitored to 
ensure protection of any significant subsurface cultural resources. 

In addition, the above referenced reports recommended monitoring during grading for potential 
paleontological resources. No evidence of historic structures were found on the site. Mitigation 
measures are recommended that reduce impacts to cultural resources to less than Significant 
impacts. Based on the above analysis, the projects contribution to cumulative cultural resource 
impacts would not be considerable. 

6. Geology and Soils 

The 1998 EIR concluded that project may result in short term increases in erosion due to 
grading activities. In addition, increased development intensity on-site and in the surrounding 
areas could expose persons and property to potential impacts due to seismic activity. ·Wlth 
compliance to Uniform Building Codes these impacts could be reduced to the maximum extent 
feasible. 
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The geographic area for this issue is the project site and the Western Coachella Valley region. 
The proposed project is equivalent to the approved project in terms of seismic and geotechnical 
constraints. The proposed project will implement the mitigation measures of the 1998 EIR, and 
more detailed geotechnical work will be done to determine the most appropriate foundation 
designs, as required by the City development review process. With implementation of these 
measures, potential impacts of the proposed project relative to geotechnical constraints, is less 
than significant. Based on the above analysis, the projects contribution to cumulative impacts to 
Geology and Soils would not be considerable. 

7. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The 1998 EIR concluded that any impacts related to hazards would be reduced on a project 
level basis with ~dherence to required regional plans. and therefore there would be no 
cumulative impacts. 

The geographic area for this issue is the project site but and context of the Western Coachella 
Valley. The project is a mixed-use project containing retail, entertainment, office, hotel and 
single-family residential uses. There is no significant transport of hazardous materials 
associated with the project. The primary use of hazardous materials that would be used on the 
site is associated with maintenance activities and fertilizers/pesticides used for landscaping 
maintenance. Hazardous materials would also be used on site typical of single-family residential 
uses (Le. cleaning solvents, paints, motor .oil, gasoline etc.). The amount of the above 
hazardous materials on-site would be in small quantities in relation to the proposed uses. 
Discharge of hazardous materials from site activities would be regulated by the City's NPDES 
requirements. 

The most probable potential for new contamination would be if an accidental release of vehicle 
fluids or related materials occurred during construction within the project area. If a spill were to 
occur during construction, workers would follow existing cleanup procedures established by the 
state. With implementation of standard operating and safety procedures, the potential for 
impacts from hazardous materials is considered less than significant. The site is also not fisted 
as a hazardous materials site. 

According to the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission website (2007) the nearest 
airports are located in Bermuda Dunes and Palm Springs and are located in excess of two miles 
from the project site. 

According to Figure IVA-4 of the City of Indian Wells General Plan identifies the evacuation 
routes as follows: 

• Highway 111 
• Washington Street 
• Fred Waring Drive 
• Cook Street 

The project has frontage on Washington Street, however, development of the project only 
involves limited construction activities in Washington Street for driveway construction. This 
activity will not impact Washington Street's function as an emerge~cy evacuation route. 
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According to City's General Plan, the project site is not located within a wildland fire hazard 
area. Additionally, the EDSG Report indicates that no "Sanborn Maps" (fire insurance maps 
used to depict locations of properties that are in areas considered potentially high risk for fire 
insurance) were identified for the project site. 

Based on the above analysis, the projects contribution to cumulative hazards and hazardous 
materials impacts would not be considerable. 

8. Hydrology and Water Quality 

The 1998 EIR concluded that development of the project would increase impervious surfaces. 
Cumulative development in the project area will result in alterations to the drainage patterns and 
flow rates in the project vicinity. With implementation of regional drainage plans and site specific 
drainage improvements, cumulative impacts were not considered to be significant. 

The geographic area for hydrology and water quality impacts is the project site and the 
Whitewater River subbasin and the area under jurisdiction of the Colorado River Regional Water 
Control Board. Drainage and surface water discharge from the project as well as other projects 
in the area will discharge into the Coachella Valley Storm Channel which has adequate capacity 
to accommodate project runoff. The project will be required to obtain coverage under the 
General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity. The 
Construction General Permit requires the development and implementation of a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP must list Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
the discharger will use to minimize the amount of pollutants that are contained in storm water. 

Mitigation measures are required of the project to address hydrology and water quality. Based 
on the above analysis, the projects cumulative contribution to hydrology and water quality 
impacts would not be considerable. 

9. Land Use and Planning 

The 1998 EIR concluded that as the surrounding area continued to approach buildout, 
Significant land use changes would result, along with associated vegetation loss, necessary 
drainage improvements, traffic and noise increases, increased air emissions, aesthetic impacts 
and greater demand on utilities and services. It concluded that mitigation for cumulative land 
use impacts was best achieved through compliance regional plans and the General Plans for 
Iridian Wetls, La Quinta, and Palm Desert. 

The geographic area for this issue ranges from the project site to the entire western portion of 
the Coachella VaHey in Riverside County. 

Circumstances have not changed significantly since the 1998 EIR analYSis as shown in Table 
13 from the Land Use and Planning Section of this SEJR: 
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Table 13 (from Page 3.9-2).1998 vs. 2007 Land Use Conditions 

Location 1998 Conditions 2007 Conditions 
Site Vacant land 54 acres developed as Indian 

Wells Tennis Garden. 98 acres 
vacant land. 

North Proposed Church Existing Church 
West Vacant land Vacant land 
East Palm Royale Country Club. Palm Royale Country Club. 

Vacant land zoned for Medium Developed land for Medium 
Density Residential Density Residential 

South Whitewater River Channel Whitewater River Channel 
Source: 1998 EIR and 2007 site reconnaissance. 

A General Plan Amendment (GPA) and Zone Change (ZC) is required to implement the 
residential component of the project. The GPA and ZC will replace the "Sports Comptex" 
designation south of Miles Avenue with a designation of "Low Density ResidentialD (3.1 to 4.5 
dus/ac). The GPA from "Sports Complex" to "Low Density Residential" south of Miles Avenue is 
a more environmentally compatible use adjacent to the Coachella Valley Storm Channel than 
the more intense uses that would be allowed under the "Sports Complex" designation. 

Development of the project 'is not consistent with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) as 
discussed above under Air Quality, therefore cumulative air quality impacts in the context of 
Land Use and Planning remain significant. 

The project is not located in a Conservation Area according to the Coachella Valley Multiple 
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP) which is applicable to the project site. Based 
on the above analysis, the projects cumulative contribution to land use and planning impacts 
would not be considerable (except for Air Quality which was discussed in Section 3.3, Air 
Quality). 

10. Mineral Resources 

The 199B EJR-concluded that the project site was not located in a mineral resource area, and 
therefore, there would be no cumulative impacts. 

The geographic area for this issue is the project site, but any potential impacts must be viewed 
in the context of available mineral resources within the western Coachella Valley. The primary 
mineral resources of value to the region are aggregate used for construction purposes. Given 

·the location of the site in relation to nearby homes, a school; a church and retail uses, the site is 
not suitable for aggregate mining activities. There are six (6) nearby sites in the region that are 
currently providing aggregate according to CGS maps for the Palm Springs Region. These sites 
are located along Interstate 10 between Mecca and Palm Springs. Depending on the site. each ' 
one is currently producing from half a million to 10 million tons of aggregate per year. The 
project will not result in the loss of a known mineral resource for aggregate. Based on the above 
analysis, the projects cumulative contribution to mineral resources would not be considerable. 
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11. Noise 

The 1998 EIR concluded that the project and buildout of the surrounding area would contribute 
to increased traffic volumes and cumulatively significant increases in noise levels along 
Washington Street and Miles Avenue. In addition to traffic noise, cumulative development 
projects would increase the ambient noise levels as a result of short-term construction noise 
and long term operation of the various land uses. The cumulative noise impacts would be 
mitigated by on-site noise attenuation measures and by implementing land use and circulation 
systems in accordance with adopted planning programs (Le. General Plans, regional plans). 

The geographic area for this issue is the project site and the surrounding areas in Indian Wells 
and La Quinta. Long-term impacts to noise from the operation of the project are associated with 
increased traffic and stationary sources such as HV AC systems and truck deliveries. An 
increase of 3 dB or more would be considered significant. 

Noise estimates for the project were identified in Section 3.12, Noise, of this SEIR and 
summarized on Table 15 and Table 16 on Page 3.11-4 and 3.11-5. 

As Tables 15 and 16 indicate, there would not be significant cumulative impacts from the 
operation of the project on nearby sensitive receptors. The project is not within the noise 
influence area of any airport land use plan as the nearest airport is Palm Springs International 
located approximately 6 miles northwest of the site and Bermuda Dunes Airport located 3 miles 
east of the site. The project is not within the noise influence area of any private airstrip. The 
1998 EIR required Mitigation Measures 5.6-1a through 5.6-1d (See 1998 EIR Section 5.6), to 
mitigate impacts from short-term construction impacts. Based on the above analysis, the 
projects cumUlative contribution to noise impacts would not be considerable 

12. Population and Housing 

The 1998 EIR · concluded that as the surrounding area continued to approach buildout, 
significant land use changes would result, along with associated vegetation loss, necessary 
drainage improvements, traffic and noise increases, increased air emissions, aesthetic impacts 
and greater demand on utilities and services due to the increase of population and resultant 
housing. It concluded that mitigation for cumulative Population and Housing impacts was best 
achieved-through compliance regional plans and the General Plans for Indian Wells, La Quinta, 
and Palm Desert. 

The geographic area for this issue includes both the Coachella Valley and Riverside County. 
From 2000 to 2030, the population of the County is expe¢ed to grow by almost 1.6 million 
residents, while the City of l'ndian Wells is expected to grow by only 1,658 residents based on 
Riverside County Population projections dated November 22, 2006. The proposed project is 
expected to generate 123 new residents or 7.4 percent of the projected population growth in the 
City, but 60 percent of the anticipated non-residential growth as this is the last large 
undeveloped parcel in the City. By comparison, this represents less than a tenth of one percent 
of the growth anticipated in Riverside County as a whole over the same period as analyzed in 
Section 3.12, Population and Housing, of this SEIR 
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The project will likely induce additional growth, but will not make a substantial contribution to 
cumulatively considerable population and housing impacts in the region. It is also expected to 
provide substantial new employment but this is viewed as a positive aspect of the project and 
not an adverse impact. Based on the above analysis, the projects cumulative contribution to 
population and housing would not be considerable. 

13. Public Services 

The 1998 EIR concluded that there would be significant cumulative impacts in regard to 
providing public services. The impacts to public services would be mitigated to below a level of 
significance by the payment of development impact fees, complying with applicable design 
requirements, and through energy conservation measures. 

The geographic area for this issue is the project site and the City of Indian Wells. The 1998 EIR 
requires the project to comply with mitigation measures as described to offset the increased 
public service demands to the project. In addition, increased sales tax revenue generated by the 
project will provide long tenn funding for operations of public service agencies. Based on the 
above analysis, the projects cumulative contribution to public services would not be 
considerable 

14. Recreation 

The 1998 EIR concluded that there would be significant cumulative impacts in regard to 
providing public services, which included recreation facilities. The impacts to recreation facilities 
would be mitigated to below a level of significance by the payment of development impact fees. 

The geographic area for this issue is the project site and Western Coachella Valley region. The 
nearest regional park to the site is Lake Cahuilla located 4 miles southeast of the City of La 
Quinta. The project consists of up to 400,000 square feet of mixed use retail/office uses and a 
300 room condominium/resort hotel. These uses are not anticipated to impact regional parks or 
other recreational facilities The residential component consists 65 single family units which 
would have a full-time population of 123 residents (65 units times 1.9 persons per household 
based on the most current California Department of Finance estimates for Indian Wells). Given 
the relatively small amount of additional population (123 persons) it is not anticipated that the 
re~idents of the project would create a significant impact on regional parks or other recreational 
facilities resulting in their physical deterioration or the need for new recreational facilities is in 
the area. Based on the above analysis the projects cumulative contribution impacts on 
recreational facilities would not be considerabfe. 

15. Transportation and Traffic 

The 1998 EIR concluded that the project traffic combined with other project traffic would result in 
an incremental increase in local and regional traffic levels. Level of Service (LOS) would be 
impacted in the project vicinity, but the cumulative traffic impacts would be mitigated on a 
project by project basis through implementation of the Riverside County General Plan and 
project specific mitigation measures. 
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The geographic area for this issue is the City of Indian Wells and the Western Coachella Valley 
area and its attendant network of roadways and intersections. The traffic analysis for the 
proposed project includes an analysis of cumulative traffic impacts. Under Baseline Conditions 
(Existing + Cumulative}, the following intersections are already operating at unacceptable LOS 
without the project: Note: LOS 0 or better is considered the acceptable standard. 

• Washington St. at Fred Waring (LOS E) 
• Washington St. at Hwy. 111 (LOS F) 
• Washington St. at Avenue 48 (LOS F) 
• Adams St. at Hwy. 111 (LOS E at PM only) 

Cumulative conditions were included in the traffic counts for the study intersections identified 
above by taking data from the 2007 traffic volume data published by the Coachella Valley 
Association of Governments (CVAG). The traffic volume trends from 2003 to 2007 were 
analyzed to determine the average change in traffic volumes. 

The above results are indicative of the traffic resulting from areawide development that has 
occurred in the vicinity of Washington Street and Highway iii, primarily to the south and east 
of the project site. (See Table 21, Page 3.15-5). With implementation of the recommended 
mitigation measures, LOS for Washington Street and Fred Waring Drive will improve from LOS 
"F to LOS"D" for both the AM and PM peak hour and the intersection of Adams Street and 
Highway 111 will improve from LOS "E' to LOS "0" in the PM peak hour (the delays at Adams 
Street and Highway 111 will decrease in the AM peak hour but the LOS will not change). Delay 
at all the other intersections will decrease for both the AM and PM peak hours but the LOS will 
not change. Because of the LOS improvement and decrease in delay as described in the above 
analysis, the projects contribution to cumulative traffic impacts is not considered considerable, 

16. Utilities 

The 1998 EIR concluded that there would be significant cumulative impacts in regard to Utilities. 
The impacts to Utilities would be mitigated to below a IEivel of significance by the payment of 
development impact fees, complying with applicable design requirements, and through energy 
conservation measures. 

The geographic area for this issue is the City of Indian Wells and the V\(~tern Coachella Valley. 

Wastewater 

Coachella Valley Water District Water Reclamation Plant (WRP) 10 serves the City of Indian 
Welfs and the project site. WRP-10 is required to submit annual morlitoring reports to the 
Regional Board by January 15 of each year to demonstrate compliance with discharge . 
requirements. According to the State Water Quality Contro' " Board, there are no enforcement 
actions involving WRP-10 in regard to wastewater treatment requirements for existing projects 
which discharge into ~P-10L The project does not involve activities (i.e. manufacturing, 
industrial etc.) that may discharge wastes into the sewer system that may impact wastewater 
treatment requirements. . 
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Presently, there are six water reclamaUon plants (WRP) providing wastewater treatment as well 
as recycled water supply in the CVWD service area. WRP-10 serves the City of Indian Wells. 
WRP-10 has the capacity to treat more than 31 million gallons of sewage a day, and currently 
handle on average slightly more than 18 million gallons daily. The project will generate an 
additional 44,100 gallons of ,sewage per day. WRP-10 has adequate capacity to provide 
wastewater service for the project. 

Storm Drain Facilities 

According to the "Preliminary Hydrology Study, Indian Wells Town Center; Indian Wells, 
California, July 2007' prepared by RBF Consulting, runoff from the existing Tennis Garden 
facility is conveyed via storm drains to the CVSC south of Miles Avenue. The CVSC has 
adequate capacity to accommodate additional stormwater drainage from the project as well as 
other development in the area. 

Water Supply 

The "Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), December 2005' for the Coachella Valley Water 
District (CVWD), projected water usage for the CVWD service area for the period 2005 to 2030. 
The total water demand for domestic water is expected to increase from 123,500 acre-fUyear in 
2004to 213,400 acre-ftlyear in 2030 (UWMP Section 2.5.2). The water demand estimates were 
based on a planning model using land use plans, local demographic changes, parcel data, and 
2004 CVWD billing rates. Local demographic -changes were analyzed using land use data and 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) projections of population, households, 
and employment fqr each city and census tract combination. The UWMP concluded that the 
CVWD will be able to meet 100 percent of the projected water demand for the period 2005 to 
2030 (UWMP Section 3.3.7). 

Solid Waste 

The latest waste disposal rates from the CIWMB indicate that the City of Indian Wells business 
sector currently generates 12,766 tons of waste per year. The project will incrementally add to 
this disposal rate by adding 7,750 pounds of solid waste per day or 1,404 tons per year. Based 
on the capacity rates identified above, there is adequate capacity to provide for the added waste 
generated by the project and other project in the area. The 1998 EIR identified Mitigation 
Measures (5.4-16a through 5.4-16c) to reduce impacts for soHd waste disposal. 

Electricity 

The proj~ is estimated to generate the need for 7,193 kilowatt hours per day. SCE will provide 
electrical servipe to the project through its network of power piants and transmission Hnes which 
have histOrically served the Coache'lIa Valley. According to the California Energy Commission 
and SCE websites, electricity supplies will meet demands in the foreseeabl~ future. This will be 
accomplished through SCE system wide infrastructure improvements (i.e. new generation and 
trc:tnsmission facilities) as well as demand reduction and energy efficiency and conservation 
measures by individual users/projects. 

Natural Gas 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACT 

I 
t The project is estimated to generate the need for 394,000 cubic feet per day of natural gas. 

\ . 

According to the 2006 California Gas Report (SoCal Gas website), demand for natural gas is 
expected to grow at an annual rate of 0.5% from 2006 through 2025 (cumulative growth of 8.8% 
during the forecast period). Additional pipeline capacity and open access have contributed to a 
forecast of adequate supply to meet demand for the foreseeable future (2025). The project will 
increase the demand for natural gas, but its incremental increase given the overall supply of 
natural gas is insignificant. 1998 EIR did not propose any mitigation measures for Natural Gas 

Based on the above analysis, implementation of mitigation measures in combination with 
mandatory requirements for waste treatment, wastewater treatment capacity, water supply, and 
solid waste source reduction, electricity use, and natural gas use, cumulative impacts to utilrty 
systems would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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UNAVOIDABLE AND IRREVERSIBLE IMPACTS 

6.0 UNAVOIDABLE AND IRREVERSIBLE IMPACTS 

6.1 SUMMARY OF ADVERSE IMPACTS 
. . 

The proposed project will create the following significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to 
less than significant levels even with implementation of alf feasible mitigation measures: 

Air Quality: The project win exceed SCAOMD significance thresnotds for VOC and NOx during 
construction after implementation of all feasible mitigation measures. The project will exceed 
SCACMD significance thresholds for VOC, NOx and CO during operation after implementation 
of all feasible mitigation measures. Exceeding these thresholds would not comply with the 
SCAOMD Air Quality Plan. Although a Transportation Demand Management program has been 
identified in the SEt R as Mitigation Measures AQ-8 impacts to air quality for the above 
referenced emissions remain significant and unavoidable. 

Transportation (Traffic Short.;.Tenn): Even without the project, the LOS at some of the study 
intersections are operating at unacceptable levels (greater than LOS D). The project will 
incrementally add to traffic, but will mitigate its long-term impacts by payment of the 
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) so that LOS will be improved for Washington 
Street and Fred Waring Drive for both the AM and PM peak hour and Adams Street and 
Highway 111 in the PM peak hour (AM peak hour delay for Adams and Highway 111 wiJI be 
essentially the same). Delays will be reduced for all other intersections for both the AM and PM 
peak hours. However, until improvements are constructed to the Coachella Valley Regional 
Arterial System with TUMF and Measure A funds, short-term impacts remains Significant due to 
existtng traffic congestion in the area. 

Aesthetics (Scenic Vista): Afthough the hotel has been designed to reduce the impact of the 
hotel height to those residences most impacted (located immediately east of the site in the Palm 
Rqyale Country Club on Via Pavion in La Quinta), through the building design (terraced and 
stepped to reduCe building mass), increasing the building setbacks, . and providing a view 
corridor, some views of the mountains to southwest would still be wholly or partially blocked. 
This impact would remain Significant and unavoidable. 

6.2 IRREVERSIBLEtMPACTS 

The CEQA Guidelines desaibe three distinct categories of significant irreversible changes 
described as follows: . 

Changes in Land Use That Would Commit Future Generations 
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UNAVOIDABLE AND IRREVERSIBLE IMPACTS 

The project proposes to construct a hotel, shops, theater, offices, single-family homes, and an 
additional permanent parl<:ing lot adjacent to the Indian Wells Tennis Garden. Development of 
the site into these uses (except the residential uses and parking lot) was analyzed in the 
Program EIR for the Garden of Champions (1998) now known as the tndian Wells Tennis 
Garden. The City of Indian Wells General Plan designates the s,ite ,as Re:sort Commercial, and 
Sports Complex. The, project proposes to change 'the Sports Complex land use desrgnation to 

" ' 

Low Density Residential to accommodate 65 single-family homes as opposed to cOnstructing an 
additional sports complex. This change in land use is more compatible with the surrounding 
area and is more environmentaffy compatibie witt! the btological resources that may occur in the 
Coachella Vatfey Storm Channel and the Santa Rosa Mountains Conservation Area located 
approxrmately 1,400 feet south of the srte. Therefore, the change in land use would not commit 
future generations to a Significant change in land' use. . . 

Irreversible Changes from Environmental Actions 

Irreversible changes to the environment could occur if hazardous substances are released 
associated with development of the Project Compliance with the requirements and mitigation 
measures contained in Section 3.7 of this SEIR would reduce impact to less than signifiGant. No 
other sources of irreversible changes from environmental actions are forecast to occur. 

Consumption of Non-Renewable Resources 

Consumption of non-renewable resources would be the conversion of agricultural land to urban 
uses, consumption of energy resources such as , electricity and natural gas, and the loss of 
potential mining resources. 

The site is not designated as Prime, Unique, or Farmland of Statewide Importance by the 
California Conservation Department and is not being used for agricultural purposes. 

The site is not identified as a mineral resource site and as described in Section 3.10 of this 
SEIR, more ' suitable locations currently are being used as mineral resource sites. Given the 
sites proximFty to a church, school, and residential uses, it would not be a logical site for mining 
of mineral resources in the future. ' 

The project will consume non-renewable energy resources during construction and operation 
such as petroleurn products, construction materials, electricity and natural gas. Construction 
impacts to non-renewable would be short-tenn. Operation of the Project is required to comply 
with mandatory requirements of TrUe 24 in regard to energy efficient building design and is 
required to utilize energy conservation measures during operations of the facilities within the 
project. ' 
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

7.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED'PROJECT 

7.1 DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES 

CEQA requires a range of reasonable alternatives to the project which ~ou!d feasibly attain 
most of the basic objectives of th~ project but would avoid or substantially lessen allY of the 
significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the. alternaflves. even if 
these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives: 

The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include these. that could feasibly 
accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen 
one or more of the significant effects. . 

The analysis shall include sufficient infonnation about each alternative to allow meaningful 
evaluation and comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying th~ . major 
characteristics and significant environmentaf effects of each alternative is used to summarize 
the comparison. If an alternative would cause one or more significant effects in 'addition to 
those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the significant effects of t,he alternative 
sh~1I be discussed but in less detaiJ than the Significant effects of the project as proposed. 

Sections 3.1 through 3.14 of the SEIR determined that the proposed project would produce 
Significant short-term air quality impacts from construction and significant long-term air quality 
impacts from project occupancy, significant short-term impacts to transportation and traffic, and 
Significant impacts to the views of the Santa Rosa Mountains to those residences located on Via 
PaYion within the Palm Royale Country Club located on the east side of Washington Street 
adjacent to the project site. In addition, the 199B EIR and the SEIR also determined the project 
would contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts to air quality, 

The 1998 EIR analyzed the following alternatives: 

• No Development Alternative; 
• No Project (Existing fndian Wells Prezoning); 
• Reduced Scale Alternative; and 
• Residential land Use Alternative. 

The above alternatives have been replaced with similar but different alternatives in the SEIR to 
more accurately reflect current conditions. The SEIR alternatives are more focused on the 
development of the remaining vacant acreage of the site into the Town Center Specific Plan 
because more details are known about the project than analyzed in the 1998 and because the 
Tennis Complex has already ~een built and is currently in operation. 

The Residentiaf land Use Alternative will not be further analyzed in the SEIR as it could not 
feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project 

7.2 ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE 

Under the No Development Aitemative, the project site would remain as it currently is with the 
existing Tennis Garden developed on approximately 54 acres and 92 acres remaining vacant as 
desert land. 
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Comparative Analysis for Alternative 1 

Aesthetics 

The existing Tennis Garden and related improvements would r~main and there would be no 
discemable change to the visual aesthetic character of the site. Views into the project site and 
views not obstructed by the Tennis Garden of the Santa Rosa Mountains would not change. 
The vacant portions of the site. will continue to be disturbed by human activities and the potential 
for degradation of the site will continue (Le. illegal dumping of trash; intrusion of off-road 
vehicles etc). The ~rea south of Mites Avenue that is used for temporary parking during the 
annual ·tennis event would also continue as well as the operation of the sod farm. Aesthetics 
impacts would be greater than the project because landscaping and the construction of a quality 
designed project would npt .be realized. 

Agricultural Resources 

The site has the potential to be used for agricultural resources given the soils type located on
site (Myoma fine sand). However, the site is not identified as existing Prime, Unique, or 
Farmlcand of Statewide Importance. In the event agricuJtural uses were conducted on-site, it 
would cause fanning activities to occur and the introduction of farm ·equipment, use of fertilizers, 
pesticides etc. could occur. Given the sites proximity to adjacent uses, such as a church and 
reSidential homes, agricultural activities would most likely create a compatibility conflict for these 
uses. Agricultural impacts would therefore be greater than the impacts of the project. 

Air Quality 

Generation of· fugitive dust and emissions from equipment during construction would not occur 
and additional vehicle trips due to the operation of the Project woufd nat occur. Therefore, 
impacts to air quality would be less than if the Project were to be built, however, air quality 
impacts to the Salton Sea Air Basin will still exceed air quality standards due to regional growth. 

Biological Resources 

The vacant portions of the site contain suitable habitat for certain sensitive plant or animal 
species. However, biological studies conducted for the site detemlinep that no sensitive plant 
or animal species were present onsite. Development of the project would preclude the 
opportunity for these species occupy the site. The No Development Alternative has less impacts 
to biological resources than the project. 

Cultural: Resources 

No historic structures exist on the site. Cultural reports prepared for the project, site indicate the 
potential for archaeological and paleontqlogical reSources exist on the site as three cultural sites 
have been identified. Impacts under the No Development Alternative to cultural resources would 
be less than the Project. 
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Geology and Soils 

The risk of seismic hazards (earthquake, ground shaking, liquefaction, subsidence, unstable 
soils, and landslides) and soil erosion are less than significant with mitigation measures required 
in the 1998 EIR. However, because the No Development Altemative would not expose people 
to these risks, it has less impact than the project. . 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Under this alternative, there would be no grading or earthmoving ' activities that would alter 
surface and subsurface drainage patterns, potentially increasing flooding due to increased 
runoff. This alternative would also not increase the potential to discharge pollutants from urban 
development into the stonn drain system, require the use of septic systems, deplete 
groundwater supplies or place structures within a 100 year flood plain. Impacts are less than the 
project. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

No development on the site would limit the use of hazardous materials on the site (unless used 
for agriculture). Other than the existing Tennis Garden, risks to persons from airport traffiC, . 
wildland fires, and interference with emergency evacuation plans would be less than the project. 

Land Use and Planning 

No development on the site would not divide an existing neighborhood. The land use 
designations for the site would remain the same and the vacant land could be developed into 
hotel and commercial uses in addition to a sports complex south of Miles Avenue. Because the 
Project proposes to change the land use designat10n from Sports Complex to Low Density 
Residential south of Miles Avenue, impacts associated with Land Use and Planning would be 
less under the project. ' 

Mineral Resources 

No development of the site would leave the potentia! for the site to be used for the mining of 
aggregate resources which is of value to the region for construction purposes. Because of the 
proximity of other active aggregate resource mines and the adjacent church and residential 
uses, the site is not suitable for aggregate resources. However, development 'of the site would 
preclude the potential for extracting or mining any minerai resource, therefore, impacts would be 
less than the Project. 

Noise 

No development of the site would still have noise impacts associated from the operation of the 
Tennis Garden. However. because the remainder of the site wouid remain vacant, there would 
be no little or noise impacts. Therefore, the No Development Alternative impacts regarding 
noise are tess than the project. 

EPC,lnc. 7-3 



Indian Wells Town Center 
Supplemental Draft EIR, August 15, 2007 

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Population and Housing 

Not developing the site would not introduce new growth' in the area directJy or indirectly and it 
will not displace existing housing (none exists on the site). Impacts to population and housing 
are less than the project. 

Public Services 

Other than services currently provided to the Tennis Garden, not developing the site would not 
increase the demand for fire protection, pOlice protection, school facilities,or 'parks. Impacts to 
Public Services are tess than the project. 

Recreation 

The Tennis Garden is an existing facility on the site and does provide some ' recreational 
opportunities for residents of the area. Not developing the site would resutt in no additional 
demand for recreation facilities or the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks. Impacts 
would be less than the Project. ' 

Transportation and Traffic 

Traffic from the project site is generated by the existing Tennis Garden. In addition, existing 
traffic in the area has resulted in Levels of Service being unacceptable for Washington Sf. at 
Fred Waring (LOS E); Washington St. at Hwy. 111 (LOS F); Washington St. at Avenue 48 (LOS 
F); and Adams St at Hwy. 111 (LOS E at PM only). Not developing the site would not add 
additional traffic to the roadway network or create a demand for alternative transportation. ' 
Impacts to transportation and traffic would be less than developing the project. 

Utilities 

The existing Tennis Garden would continue to create a demand for wastewater treatment, 
domestic water, and solid waste disposal. Developing 'the project would create an additional 
demand for these services plus create the need to construct new sewer, water, and drainage 
facilities to"connect to the existing ihfrastructure. Impact to utilities is less with not developing 
the' project. 

Conclusions 

Not developing the site would avoid environmental impacts from developing the project. 
However, Alternative 1 would not implement the City's General Plan Land Use Policies for the 
site which is to: "Encourage new commercia' development that retates to the City's resort 
industry" (Policy IIA1.S) and aMaintain significant revenue generating land uses in the City, 
particularly Resort Commercial uses, to assure a balance of costs and revenues over time" 
(Policy IIM.1). 

In addition, Alternative 1 would not meet the Projects Objectives which are to: 

• Provide a blend of resort, retail, and residential uses that wiU provide a single 
destination for tourist and resident enjoyment developed in a premier setting 
emphasizing quality architectural design, extensive landscaping, and pedestrian 
access within the project site. 
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• Provide a luxurious condominium or resort hotel that emphasizes the Uresort 
experience" through the use numerous plazas and courtyards that provide both large 
and small gathering spaces that are pedestrian 'oriented. The gathering spaces 
feature water amenities such as two large pool areas, courtyards for outdoor dining, 
passive open space areas, and chipping and putting greens. 

• Provide complimentary retail and entertainment uses for the hotel. 

• Provide Class "AD office space in the retail and entertainment portion of the project to 
reduce the use of vehicles trips and to create additional jobs to offset the City's jobs
housing imbalance. 

• Provide additional single"-family housing in close proximity to the site so those 
residents can easily access these facilities without the need for vehicle travel. 

• Provide additional permanent on-site parking for the Indian Wells Tennis Garden. 

7.3 AL TERNATlVE 2 - NO PROJECT (EXISTING GENERAL PLAN) 

Under the Existing General Plan Attemative the Tennis Garden would continue to operate 
consistent with the "Sports Complex" Land Use Designation. The remainder of the site could be 
developed as follows: 

• 13 acres north of Miles Avenue and 25 acres south of Miles Avenue as DSpOrtS 
Complex": (publicly and privately owned land and improvements to accommodate 
professional or amateur sporting events). 

• 54 acres both north and south of Miles Avenue as "Resort Commercial": (attractively 
designed hotel and resort complexes with ancillary uses such as retail, restaurants, 
convention facilities, and personal service uses). 

• 33 acres along the southern boundary of the site is located within the Coachella Valley 
Storm Channel (CVSC) and is designated as 'Wate.rcourse". Only flood . related 
improvements and golf courses may encroach into the CVSC. 

Comparative Analysis for Alternative 2 

Aesthetics 

The visual and aesthetic character of the site would change similarlY te the project as new 
structures are constructed on the site. Views onto and beyond the site would be impacted by 
structures. In addition, new sources of light and glare would caused by lighting fIXtures, 
reflective surfaces on buildings (e.g. windows) and signage. Impacts to aesthetics would be 
sirni~ar to the Project. 

Agricultural Resources 
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The site would be developed into uses associated with the "Sports Complex· and "Resort 
Commercial" Designations. Although the site is not designated a Prime, Unique, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance and no agricultural activities occur on site, in the event agricultural 
activrties were to occur, impacts to Agricultural Resources would be similar as the Project. 

Air Quality 

During construction and operation, impacts would be in the same order of magnitude as the 
project. Therefore, impacts to Air Quality are similar to the project. 

BiolC?9ical Resources 

Biological studi~ conduded for the site determined that no sensitive plant or animal species 
were present onsite. However, the vacant portions of the site do contain suitable habitat for 
certain sensitive plant or animal species. Development of the project under the Existing General 
Plan ,Altemative would preclude the opportunity for these species occupy the site. The 
Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Ptan does not designate the site as a Mure 
Conservation Area. Impacts to Biological Resources are similar to tt)e Project. 

Cultural Resources 

No historic structures exist on the site. Cultural reports prepared for the project site indicate that 
the potential for archaeological and paleontological resources exist on the site as three cultural 
sites have been identified. Site monitoring during grading and re~very of resources would 
mitigate . impacts to less than significant. Impacts to cultural .resources are similar to tna project. 

Geology and Soils 

The risk of seismic hazards (earthquake, ground shaking, liquefaction, subsidence, l,Jnstable 
soils, landslides) and sail erosion are less than Significant with adherence to standard codes 
and requirements. Development under the Existing General Plan Altemative would expose 
people to these risks greater than the project because the 25 acres used as a sports complex 
could accommodate a greater number of people than 65 single-family homes proposed in the 
project. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Risks to persons from airport traffic, wildland fires, and interference with emergency evacuation 
plans would be greater than the project because the 25 acres used as a sports complex could 
accommod~e a greater number of people than 65 single-family homes proposed in the project. 
Im~ct refated to Hazards wOuld be greater than the ·Projecl 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
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During construction activities, some soil loss would occur due t9 sheet erosion of exposed soils. 
Development would result in the permanent conversion of vacant land to developed land, 
thereby resulting in higher peak flows due to the creation of impervious surfaces. Urban water 
pollution would also increase due to use of the site by motor vehicle chemicals associated with 
maintenance of landscaping. The mandatory requirements of the National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) and Best Management Practices (BMPs) during construction and 
operation would reduce impacts. Impacts would be similar to the project. 

Land Use and Planning 

Development on the site under the Existing General Plan Altemative would not divide an 
existing neighborhood because the site is bordered on the north by a church which is ~eparated 
from the site by a block wall, on the east by Washington Street and a flood control channel to 
the south. The western boundary (adjacent to the Tennis Garden is adjacent to vacant land). 
Connectivity to the surrounding area is maintained by streets .and sidewalKs .. Ttte land use 
designations for the site would remain the same and the site could be. developed into hotel and 
commercial uses in addition to a sports complex .south of Miles Avenue. Because the Existing 
General Plan has the "Sports Complex" designation south of Miles Av~nue, wh.ich is a more 
intense use than the proposed Low Density Residential impacts associated with Project, 
impacts to land use and planning would be greater than the project. 

Mineral Resources 

Development of the site under this altemative would eliminate the potential for the site to be 
used for the mining of aggregate resources, which is of value to the region for construction 
purposes. Because of the proximity of other active aggregate resource mines and the adjacent 
church and residential uses, the site is not suitable for aggregate resource mining and is not 
Iike!.y to be used for that purpose. Impacts would be simifar as the project. 

Noise 

Development of the site under the Existing General, Plan Scenario would result in similar noise 
impacts from construction and operation as the project. Noise impacts could potentially be 
greater if a sports complex is constructed south of Miles Avenue as opposed to the low density 
residential uses proposed by the Project. Therefore, noise impacts would be greater under this 
alternative than the project. 

Population and Housing 

The site is not -isolated and does not require a substantial extension of new infrastructure. 
Roads, sewer, water, drainage, 'and utility services are all located adjacent to the site. New 
construction will be limited to mainly onsite improvements. Development under the Existing 
General Plan Alternative would continue the suburban development pattern in this portion of the 
City and the surrounding area. In addition, a considerable amount of new non-residential 
development would be added under this alternative, which will add employees,in excess of new 
residents. Therefore, impacts are simHar to the project. 

Public Services 
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Deve10pment of the site under this alternative would increase the demand for fire protection, 
and poHce protection, but not-school facilities or parks directly as there would be no residential 
uses. ImpaCts to public services are less than the project. 

Recreation 

The Tennis Garden is an existing facility on the site and does provide some recreational 
opportunities for residents of the area. Developing the site could result in some indirect 
additional demand for recreation facilities or the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks. 
Impacts would be less than the project because there are no residential uses proposed. 

Transportation and Traffic 

Traffic from the project site is generated by the existing Tennis Garden. In addition, existing · 
traffic in the area has resulted in levels of Service being .unacceptable for Washington St-at 
Fred Waring (LOS Eli Washington St. at Hwy. 111 (LOS F);;Washington St. at Avenue 48 (LOS 
F); and Adams st. at Hwy. -111 (LOS E at PM only). Developing,the site under this alternative 
would add additional traffic to the roadway network and create a demand for altemative 
transportatiOn. Because a sports complex would be used primarily during events, traffic impacts 
would be higher during events and would result in Significant temporary congestion in the area. 
Event traffic would have to be controlled by use of traffic control measures (e.g. persons 
directing traffic etc.) because traffic from sports complex events is temporary in nature, impacts 
to Transportation and Traffic would be less than developing the project. 

Utilities 

The existing- Tennis Garden would continue to create a demand for wastewater treatment, 
domestic water, and solid waste disposal. Developing the site under this alternative would 
create an additional demand for these services plus create the need to construct new sewer, 
water. and drainage facilities to connect to the existing infrastructure. The analysiS conducted 
for the project indicates that all service needs can be meet by the existing service purveyors 
with adherence to standard requirements, energy conservation measures. Impact to Utilities is 
similar to developing the project. 

Conclusion 

Development of the site under the Existing General Plan would still implement the City's 
General Plan Land Use Policies for the site which are to: 'Encourage new commercial 
development that relates to the City's resort industry" (Policy lIA 1.6) and "Maintain significant 
revenue generating land uses in the City, particularly Resort Commercial uses, to assure a 
balance of costs and revenues over time" (Policy IIA4.1). 

Alternative 2 would meet most of the Projects Objectives which are to: 

• Provide a blend of resort, retail, and residential uses that will provide a single 
destination for tourist and resident enjoyment developed in a premier setting 
emphasizing quality architecturat design, extensive landscaping, and pedestrian 
access within the project site. 
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• Provide a luxurious condominium or resort hotel that -emphasizes the "resort 
experienceD through the use numerous -plazas and courtyards that provide both -large 
and small gathering spaces that are pedestrian oriented. The gathering spaces 
feature water amenities such as two large pool areas. -courtyards for outdoor dining, 
passive open space areas. and chipping and putting greens. 

• Provide complimentary retail and entertainment uses for the hotel. 

• Provide Class "An office space in the retail and eritertainment portion of the project to 
reduce the use of vehicles trips and to create additional jobs to offset the City's jobs
housing imbalance. 

Alternative 2 would not meet the following Project Objective: 

• Provide additional single-family housing in close proximity to the site so those 
residents Can easily access these facilities without the need for vehicle travel. 

In addition. Alternative 2 could have the potential to place a high intensity use (sports complex) 
next to the Coachella Valley Storm Channel which has sensitive biological resources. The 
project's proposed Low Density Residential development would be more compatible in this 
regard as it would generate less noise and light and glare. Finally. one of the more significant " 
project objectives is to create a luxury condominium or resort hotel with extensive outdoor 
amenities, such as courtyards. water features, open spaces etc. Placing a sports complex' 
immediately adjacent to the hotel would detract from the Project's ability to meet this objective. 

7.4 ALTERNATIVE 3· REDUCED SCALE ALTERNATIVE 

Under the reduced scale alternative, the Project would eliminate the office component north of 
Miles Avenue thereby reducing the total amount of square footage by 85,700 square feet which 
is a 21.4 % reduction in overall square feet. (400.000 square feet - 85,700 square feet = 
314.300 square feet). -The remaining square footage of 314,300 would consist of retail. 
entertainment and restaurant useS. Eliminating the office component would allow the 
commercial development on the site to be spread out over the site resulting in a lavier scale 
development in terms of building heights. Under the proposed Indian Welfs Town Center 
Specific Plan, the office buildings could have been up to four stories in height Impacts to air 
quality, aesthetics (views). and traffic would be reduced under this alternative. 

Comparative Analysis for Alternative 3 

Aesthetics 

The visual and aesthetic character of the site would change similarly to the project as new 
structures are constructed on the site. Views onto and beyond the site would be impacted by 
structures. tn addition. new sources of light and glare would caused by lighting fixtures, 
reflective surfaces on buildings (e.g. windows) and signage. With the elimination of the office 
component, the commercial development can be spread out over the site resulting in 
development being lower in scale and building massing as building would not have to up to 4 
stories in height. lmpacts to views of the beyond the site would be less obstructed. although the 
obstruction of the views of the Santa Rosa Mountains by the hotel will remain. Impacts to 
aesthetics would be less than the project in this regard. 
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Agricultural Resources 
The site would be developed with less overall building square footage but impacts to Agricultural 
Resources would be similar as the project because the site is not designated as Prime, Unique, 
or Farmland of Statewide Importance and no agricultural activities occur on site. 

Air Quality 

Because of the reduced amount of building square footage, impact to air quality would be 
lessened, as vehicle trips associated with the office uses would be reduced. However, 
elimination of the office component would not result in overall air .quality emission 'emissions and 
they will remain significant. 

Biological Resources 

Biological studies conducted for the site determined that no sensitive plant or animal species 
were present onsite The vacant portions of the site do contain suitable habitat for certain 
sensitive prant or animal species.. Developmt'1!nt of the project under this Alternative would 
preclude the opportunity for these species occupy the site. The Coachella Valley Multiple 
Species Habitat Plan does not ·designate the site as a future Conservation Area.. Impacts to 
BiologiCal Resources are similar to the project 

Cultural Resources 

No historic structures exist on the site. Culturar reports prepared for the project site indicate that 
the potential for archaeological and paleontological r~ources exist on the site as three cultural 
sites have been identified. Site monitoring during grading and recovery of resources would 
mitigate impacts to less than Significant. Impacts to cultural resources are similar to the project. 

Geology and Soils 

The risk of seismic hazards (earthquake, ground shaking, liquefaction, subsidence, unstable 
soils, landslides) and soil erosion are less than. Significant with adherence to standard codes 
and requirements. Development under this alternative would expose less people to these risks 
than the project because the reduction of building ~quare footage. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Risks to persons from airport traffic, wildland fires, and interference with eme~ency evacuation 
plans would be less than the project because the reduction of building square footage. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
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During construction activitie~, some soil loss would occur due to sheet erosion of exposed. soils. 
Development would result in the permanent conversion of vacant land to developed land, 
thereby resulting in higher peak flows due to the creation of impervious surfaces. Urban water 
pollution would also increase due to .use of the site by motor vehicle chemicals associated with 
maintenance of landscaping. In this alternative, there would be potentially less open space as 
buildings could be more spread out over a larger area of the site. The mandatory requirements 
of the National Pollution Discharge Elimination ,System (NPDES) and Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) during construction and operation would reduce impacts. Impacts would be 
greater than the Project. 

Land Use and Planning 

Development on the site under this alternative would not divide an existing neighborhood 
because the site is bordered on the north by a church which is separated from the site by a 
block wall, on the east by Washington Street and a flood control channel to the south. The 
western boundary (adjacent to the Tennis Garden is Cidjacent to vacant land). Connectivity to 
the surrounding area is maintained by streets and sidewalks. The land use designations for the 
site would remain the same and the site could be developed into hotel and commercial uses in 
addition to Low Density Residential uses south of Miles Avenue. Jmpacts to Land Use and 
Planning would be similar to the Project. 

Mineral Resources 

Development of the site under this alternative would eliminate the potential for the site to be 
used for the mining of aggregate resources which is of value to the region for construction 
purposes. Because of the proximity of other active aggregate resource mines and the adjacent 
church and residential uses, the site is not suitable for aggregate resource mining and is not 
Jikely to be used :for that purpose. Impacts would be similar as the project. 

Noise 

Development of the site under this alternative would result in similar noise impacts from 
construction and operation as the project. Long-term noise impacts would be lessened to some 
degree by the reduction of vehicle trips associated with the elimination of office uses (944 less 
trips) and the less amount of noise from heating and' air conditioning equipment and less deliver 
trips to the site. Therefore, noise impacts would be I~ss under this alternative than the project. 

Population and Housing 

The site is not isolated and does not require a substantial extension of new infrastructure. 
Roads, seWer, water, drainage, and utility services are aU located adjacent to the site. New 
construction wilt be limited to mainly onsiteimprovements. Development under this alternative 
would continue the suburban development pattern in this portion of the City and the surrounding 
area. There would be a less amount of new non-residential development would be added under 
this aHemative. but will still add· employees in exGeS$. of new residents. Therefore, impacts are 
less than the project. 

Public Services 
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Development of the site under this alternative would increase the demand for fire protection, 
and police protection school facilities and parks primarily as a result of the residential. uses. 
Because of the reduction of 85,700 square feet of office uses, impacts to public services are 
less than the project. 

Recreation 

The Tennis Garden is an existing facility on the site and does provide some recreational 
opportunities for residents of the area; Developing the site could result in some indirect 
additional demand for recreation facilities or the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks. 
The reduction in office square footage would have a minimal impact on the need for additional 
recreation facilities. Impacts would be greater than the project because of the residential uses 
proposed. 

Transportation and Traffic 

Traffic from the project site is generated by the existing Tennis Garden. In addition, existing 
traffic in the area has resulted' in Levels of Service being unacceptable for Washington St. at 
Fred Waring (lOS E); Washington St. at Hwy. 111 (LOS F); Washington St at Avenue 48 (LOS 
F); and Adams St. at Hwy. 111 (lOS E at PM only). Developing the site under this alternative 
would reduce vehicle trips by 944 daily trips. There would be less traffic to the roadway network 
and less of a demand for alternative transportation due to the reduction in the number of jobs. 
Impacts to transportation and traffic would be less than developing the project. 

Utilities 

The existing Tennis Garden would continue to create a demand for wastewater treatment, 
domestic water, and solid waste disposal. Developing the site under this alternative would 
create less of a demand for these services, but would still create the need to construct new 
sewer, water, and drainage facilities to connect to the existing infrastructure. The analysis 
conducted for the Project indicates that all service needs can be meet by the existing service 
purveyors with adherence to standard requirements, and energy conservation measures. 
Impact to utilities is less than developing the project. 

Conclusions 

Development of the site iJnder the Reduced Scale Altemative would still implement the City's 
General Plan Land Use Policies for the site which are to: 'Encourage new commercial 
development that relates to the City's resort industry" (Policy itA 1.6) and "Maintain significant 
revenue generating land uses in the City, particularly Resort Commercial uses, to assure a 
balance of co~ and revenues over timeD (Policy UA4.1). 

Alternative 3 would meet most'of the project's objectives described below: 

• Provide a blend of resort, retail, and residential uses that will provide a: single 
destination for tourist and resident enjoyment developed in a premier setting 
emphasizing quality architectural design, extensive landscaping, and pedeStrian 
access within the project site. 
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• Provide a luxurious condominium or resort hotel that emphasizes · the "resort 
experienceD through the use numerous plazas and courtyards that provide both large 
and small gathering spaces that are pedestrian oriented: The gathering ~paces 
feature water amenities such as two large-pool areas, courtyards for outdoor dining, 
passive open space areas, and chipping and putting greens. 

• Provide complimentarY retail and entertainment uses for the hotel. 

• Provide additional single-family housing in close proximity to the site so· those 
residents can easily access these facilities without the need for vehicle travel. 

Alternative 3 would not meet the following project objective: 

• Provide Class IS A" office space in the retail and entertainment portion of the project to 
reduce the use of vehicles trips and to create additional jobs to pffset the 9ity's jobs
housing imbalance. 

Table 25 summarizes the comparative impacts of each of the alternatives when compared to 
the Project. The table presents a comparative evaluation of the ability of each alternative to 
avoid or substantially reduce any significant impact of the project. 

Table 25. Summary of Project Alternative Impacts 

Environmental . 'Praject ' . AiternatiYe1 ' ~Iternative .2 ' I Alternative 3 ' 
" . "Fop,ic .~ ':;'; :,1:";1 . :", . ;', .. ... ; ~.' .~ "No :Project .' .' -'~Existillg 'Reduced'-Scale ... 'j- _. : 

~ ., . ' 

General Plan Project , . 
Aesthetics' LTSM* Less Similar Less 
Agricultural LTS Less Similar Similar 
Reseurces 
Air Quality S Less Similar Less 
Biological Resources LTSM Less Similar Similar 
GeoloQY and Soils LTSM Less Similar Similar 
Hazards and LTSM Less Greater Less 
Hazardous Materials 
Hydrology and Water ' LTSM Less Similar Greater 
Quality 
Land Use and LTSM Similar Greater Similar 
Planning 
Milieral Resources LTS less Similar Similar 

, Noise LTSM Less Greater Less 
Population and LTS Less Similar' Less 
Housing .. 
Public Services LTSM Less Less Less 
Recreatien LTS Less Less Greater 
Transportation anQ L TSM (long-tern) Less Similar (short-term) Less 
Traffic S (short-term) Less (long-term) 
Utilities LTSM Less Similar Less 
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Table 25 Key: 
S = SignifiCant 
L TS = less Than Significant 
LTSM = less Than Significant (Mitigated) 
Greater = Impact greater than Project 
Leas -Impact less than Project 
Similar = Impact similar to Project 

* Except for view obstruction of Santa Rosa Mtns. for residences on Via Pavion St 

7.S ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

The CEQA Guidelines require identification of an environmentally superior alternative (Section 
15126.6(e) (2)) among the alternatives to the project., The Envtronmentally Superior Altemative 
must redqce ' some of the' impacts' of the Proje,ct. IdentFfication of the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative is an informational procedure under CEaA, and it may not meet the altemative 
which best meets the goals of the City. 

The "No Project" (Le.', "No Devetopment") alternative is environmentally superior to the 
proposed project as it would avoid all 'project related environmental impacts" Hqwever, it would 
not meet any of the goals of the City. The CECA Guidelines stipuiate that, "if the 
environmentally superior alternative is the no project alternative, the EJR shall also identify an 
environmentally superior altem~iveamong the other alternatives" (Section 15126.6(e) (2)}. 

Based on the preceding analysis, Atternative 3 is environmentally superior to the proposed 
project because it would reduce impacts to Aesthettcs, Air Quality, Hazards, Noise, Population 
and H9using, Public Services, Traffic and Transportation and Utilities because it is a less 
intense development than the project. However, Alternative 3 , does not achieve the project 
objectives to the same degree as the proposed project. 

7.6 .. AL TERNATIYE SITES" ANALYSIS 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires an EIR to evaluate the potential impacts of 
moving the proposed project to an alternative site. However, the sfate CEQA Guidelines only 
allows consideration of JocatiQns that would avojd or substantially lessen any Significant effects. 
I n this ~se, mOving the pr()Posed project to another site would not lessen its significant shQrt,. 
or lo'ng-term air quality or traffic impacts. While there are no vacant sites of this size in the Cjty 
of Indian Wells, there may be one or more vacant sites in the surrounding area (e.g., Palm 
Desert, La Quinta) that may be available for such a combination of uses. However, no sites ,at 
the inte'rsection of two major roads were observed during a visual, survey using recent :aerial 
photographs of the area. 'If this project were relOcated to another ' site, the current project site 
would still be vacant and would support development of commercial and resort-related uses. 

The proposed project was designed to take specific advantage of the location of this site 
adjacent to the tennis complex (commercial accessibility). 
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Therefore, alternative sites would not be environmentally superior to the proposed project site. 
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8.;0 'Summary of Mitigation Measures 

Following is a summarY of the Mitigation Measures in the order'they appeared in the Final 1998 
EIR. Through the analysis conducted in the Supplemental Environmental Report, and because 
the property has been annexed into the City of Indian Wells since the certification of the Final 
1998 EJR, certain mitigation measures have been modified and in some cases additional 
mitigation measures are recommended to reflect changes in circumstances. In all cases, any 
changes to the mitigation measures are not considerably different and are equivalent to or more 
effective that the Final 1998 EIR Mitigation Measures. 

1998 EIR Mitigation Measures that have been modified or deleted are shown in stFikeol:lt tea 
and bold type. The striKe out and bold type revisions are to convert mitigation measures to the 
equivalent City of Indian Wells ordinances, standards, and procedures. Mitigation Measures that 
have identified as Replacement Mitigation Measures(s) or Added Mitigation Measures(s) 
reflect revisions based 01") ~ore recent technical studies conducted for the project. Finally,. the 
1998 Mitigation Measures have been r:enumbered to reflect City of Indian Wells Mitigation 
Measures but references to the 1998 Mitigation Measure numbers are maintained for reference 
pUll'oses (e.g. LUP-1 will show: Ref. t 998 5.1-1 at the end of the measure). The following 
revisions are consistent with the changes recommended in Sections 3.1 through 3.14 of this 
SEIR. 

5.1 LAND USE AND RELEVANT PLANNING: 

SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION 

&:44 LUP-1 Refer to mitigation measures TT -1 through TT -3 identified in Sections 3.15 
Transportation and Traffic; HWQ-5, 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality; GEO-2, 3.6 Geology and 
Sbils; NOI-1 through NOI-4, 3.11 Noise; AQ-1 And AQ-2 , 3~3 Air Quality, and AES-1 and 
AES-2,3.1 Aesthetics, for additional mitigation related to the land use impacts.(Ref. 1998 5.1.-1) 

ON-SITE LAND USE 

5:4-2- LUP-2 Refer to mitigation measure NOI-5 identified in sections 3.11 Noise; AQ-8, 3.3 Air 
Quality, and AES-3 and AES-5, 3.1, Aesthetics. (Ref. 1998 5.1-2). 

5.1 3 (Relevant Planning). No mitigation reqblired. 

LAND USE COMPATIBILITY 

&A-4 LUP-3 Conditional Use Permit. The Conditional Us-e Permits proposes for the Tennis 
CompleK, The residentiat area and the hotel/commercial site as '.'fell as the fyb:Jf.8 hetel site 
shall incorporate all feasible design measures to minimize the potential land use compatibility 
impacts to the satisfaction of tile Director of Community Development. The Conditional Use 
Permits shall address at a minimum The following components and design considerations shall 
be implemented. 
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• Orient truck delivery/loading areas away from existing residential areas and the Southwest 
Community Church (churc:h). Gerald -R FoRi ElementaFY Sehael, as well as the future 
church/school facilities. 

• Require equipment storage areas and waste receptacles to be screen~d and/or, designed 
away froni existing residential uses. . 

• Limit hours of operation on deliveries of goods, where applicable 

• Precise Plans for the proposed project shall demonstrate that the site plan has incorporated 
appropriate design standards such as architectural treatments, buffers (i.e~, landscaping and 
walkways), setbacks between proposed commercial hotel uses an orientation/design of 
condominiums and commercial hotel facilities. ( Ref. 1998 5.1~) 

HAZARDOUS MATeRIALS 

5.111 HAZ-1 If unknown wasteJmaterials Of aa underground tank If waste materialS are 
spill~d during con~tnJction by the contractor and are believed to involve hazardous 
waste materials, the cOntractor shall is discoveFed durihg construction By the contractor and is 
be~eved to irwolve hazaFdous waste FAaterials, the contractor shall: 

• Immediately stop work in the viCinity of the suspected contaminant, remove workers and 
the public from the area; 

• Notify the City of Indian Wells County of Riverside, Manager of Building and Safety 
Official. 

• Secure the area as directed by the City of Indian Wells COl;lnty of Ri¥eFSide, Manager 
sf Building and Safety Official; and 

• Notify the Director, Riverside County Environmental Health. Division (or designee) or 
appropriate approval authority. The Director, County of RNeFSide ER·.RF9nmeRtaI j;.featth 
Oivisien (or designee) shall follow procedures for site assessment, initiate coordination 
with local, State and regulatory agencies as required, and take remedial action as 
appropriate. (Ref. 1998 5.1-11) 

Mitigation Measure 5.1-11 above was changed to reflect the fact that based on the Phase 1 
Environmental Site Assessments conducted for the site, no underground storage tanks or 
hazardous material were found on the site. 

5.2. TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION 

5.2 1a, TT-2 A Traffic Management Plan (IMP) shan be prepared and implemented to the 
satisfaction of the City of Indian Wells Coonty of Ri~Jersiae. The TMP shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following measures: 

• Provision of continued access to residential properties adjacent to the &anstruction site. 

• Provide alternate bicycle routes where existing bicycle routes are disrupted by 
construction activities. 
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• Submit a truck routing plan, for approval. by the City of Indian Wells County of 
Riverside, and other responsible public agencies in order to minimize impacts from truck 
traffic during material delivery and disposal. The TMP will demonstrate that all inbound 
vehicle stacking is accommodated on-site with no spill-over onto miles Avenue, and that 
outbound traffic peaks can be moderated to such an extent that the Level of Service 
LOS) does not deteriorate below LOS "E" for more ·than 30 consecutive minutes per 
day. (Ref. 1998 5.2-1a). 

5.2 1 b TT -3 Construction related activities will be subject to, and comply with, standard street 
use requirements imposed by the City of Indian Wells County of Ri\feFSide and other public 
agencies, including the use of flagmen to assist with haul truck ingress and egress of 
construction areas and limiting of farge size vehicles to off-peak commute traffic periods. (Ref. 
19985.2-1 b). 

5.2 1 G TT -4 During periods of heavy equipment access or truck hauling, the project contractor 
will provide construction traffic signage and a construction traffic flagman to control construction 
and general project traffic at points of ingress and egress. (Ref. 1998 5w2-1c). 

PROJECT BUILDOUT 

Refer to Mitigation Measure Nos. 5.2 1 a through 5.2 1 c. (TT -3 through 'IT-4) 

5.2 2a TT -5 Existing Plus Phase 1 Project Conditions 

Existing Plus Phase 1 Project Conditions assume improvement of the currently deficient Fred 
Waring DriveIWashington Street intersection to LOS D operation through the addition of two 
southbound through-lanes on Washington Street, and one northbound through-lane on 
Washington Street. As such, the project applicant shafl pay a fair share of the costs of the Fred 
Waring DriveIWashington Street intersection improvement through payment of eVAG TUMF 
traffic impact mitigation fees for Existing Plus Phase 1 Project Conditions. 

Fred Waring DrivelWashington Street - fair share payment of CVAG TUMF traffic mitigation 
fees for the addition of two southbound through lanes on Washington Street and one 
northbound through lane on Washjngton Street due to existing deficient condition. (Ref. 1998 
5.2-2a). 

Existing Plus Phase 1 Project Plus Cumulative Conditions 

5.2 2b TT -6 Existing Plus Phase 1 Project Plus Cumulative Conditions assume improvement of 
the currently deficient Fred Waring Drive/Washington Street intersection to LOS D operation. 
Despite the implementation of the improvements required for the existing deficiency at the Fred 
Waring Drive!Washington Street intersection, additional mitigation is required for Existing Plus 
Phase 1 Project Plus Cumulative Conditions. As such, the project applicant shall pay a fair 
share of the costs of the following improvements at the Fred Waring DrivelWashington Street 
intersection through payment of eVAG TUMF traffic impact mitigation fees for Existing Plus 
Project Plus Phase 1 Project Plus Cumulative Conditions: . 

Fred Waring DriveJWashington Street - fair share payment of CVAG TUMF traffic mitigation 
fees for an addition northbound left tum lane on Washington Street, an addition southbound left 
tum lane on Washington Street, and an additional northbound through lane on Washington 
Street for Existing Plus Phase 1 Project Plus Cumulative Conditions. (Ref. 1998 5.2-2b). 
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5.2 2s TT-7 The Highway 111/Cook Street intersection is forecast to operate deficiently with the 
addition of project and cumulative traffic growth for Existing Plus Phase 1 Project Plus 
Cumulative Conditions. As such, the project applicant shall pay a fair share of the costs of the 
Highway 1111Cook Street intersection improvement through payment of CVAG TUMF traffic 
impact mitigation fees for Existing Plus -Phase 1 Project Plus Cumulative Conditions. Highway 
11-1/Cook Street- fair share payment of CVAG TUMF traffic mitigation fees for the-addition of an 
eastbound right tum lane on Highway 111 at Cook Street due Existing Plus Phase 1 Project 
Plus Cumulative Conditions. (Ref. 1998 5-2.2c). 

Existing Plus Phase 1 Project Annual Tennis Event Conditions 

5.22d TT -8 "Special Ever)t" coordination between the project applicant and the affected 
agencies is recommended, including the use of temporary signage, flagmen and shuttle 
systems. (Ref. 1998 5.2-2d) 

Project Buildo~ (Without Annual Tennis Toumament) 

Existing Plus Project BuildoLrt Conditions 

5.2 da TT -9 Existing Plus Project Buitdout Conditions assume improvement of the Fred Waring 
DrivelWashingtoil Street intersection and Highway 111/Cooke Street intersection for Existing 
Conditions and Existing Plus Phase 1 Plus Cumulative Conditions as discussed above. 

The Miles AvenuelHighway 111 intersection is forecast to operate deficiently for Existing Plus 
Project Buildout Conditions. As such, the project applicant shall pay a fair share of the costs of 
the - Miles AvenueJWashington Street intersection improvement through payment of eVA£; 
TUMF-traffic impact mitigation fees f~r Existing Plus Project Buildout Conditions: 

Miles AvenuelWashington Street - fair share payment of CVAG TUMF traffic mitigation fees for 
the -addition of an southbound through lane and · southbound right tum lane on Washington 
Street at Miles Avenue, and an eastbound right tum lane on Miles Avenue at Washington 
Street, for existing plus project buildout conditions. (Ref. 1998 5.2-3a). 

Existing Plus Project Buildout Plus Cumulative Conditions 

5.2 3b TT -10' Existing Plus Project Buildout Plus Cumulative Conditions assume improvement 
of the Fred Waring DrivelWashington Street intersection recommended for Existing Conditions 
and for Existing Plus Phase 1 Plus Cumulative Conditions as discussed in TT -9 above. 

Existing Plus Project Buildout Plus Cumulative Conditions result in a forecast deficiency at the 
-Highway 1111Cook Street inien;ectiori. As such. the project applicant shaft pay a fair share of 
the cOsts of th~ HighWay 11/Cook Street in(ersection improv~ment thro~gh payment of G¥AG 
TUMF traffic impact mitigation fees for EXisting Plus Project Plus Buildout Plus Cumulative 
Conditions: . 

Highway 111/CookStreet ... fair share payment of CVAG TUMF traffic mitigation fees for 
conversion of the eastbound right tum lane ;added on HIghway 111 at Cook ' Street for existing 
pfus phase 1 project plus cumulative conditions to an eastbound through lane~ Additionally. fair 
share payment of CVAG TUMF traffic mitigatiqn fees for an additional northbound left tum lane 
on .cook Street, an additional southbound left tum lane on Cook Street, an additional eastbound 
lett fum Jane on Highway 111, anadditiomlf westbound left tum lane on Highway 111, an 
additional eastboun~ through lane on Highway 111, and an additIonal westbound through lane 
on Highway 111. (Ref. 1998 5.2~3b). 
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5.2 3c TT-11 The 42nd Avenue/Highway 111 intersection is forecast to operate deficiently for 
Existing Plus Project Buildout Plus Cumulative Conditions. The project applicant shall pay a fair 
share of the costs of an additional southbound left run lane on Washington Street at 42nd 
Avenue, and restriping of northbound Washington Street at 42nd Avenue to one northbound left 
tum lane and two northbound through lanes, through payment of CV.A.G TUMF traffic impact 
mitigation fees for Existing Plus Project Buildout Plus Cumulative Conditions: 

42nd AvenuelWashington Street - fair share payment of CVAG TUMF traffic mitigation fees for 
the additional southbound left tum lane. on Washington Street at 42nd Avenue, and restriping of 
northbound Washington Street at 42nd Avenue, and restriping of northbound Washington Street 
at 42nd Avenue to one left tum lane and two through lanes, for existing plus project buitdout 
plus cumulative conditions. (Ref. 1998 5.2-3c). 

5.239 TT-12 The Miles Avenue/Jeffenion Street inten;ection is forecast to operate defiCiently 
for Existing Plus Project Buildout Plus Cumulative Conditions. The project applicant shall pay a 
fair share of the costs of an additional northbound left tum lane on Jefferson Street at Miles 
Avenue, and restriping of southbound Jeffen;on Street at Miles Avenue to one southbound left 
run lane and one southbound through/right tum lane, through payment of CVAG traffic impact 
mitigation fees for Existing Plus Project 'BuUdout Plus Cumulative Conditions: 

Miles Avenue/Jefferson Street - fair share payment of CVAG TUMF traffic mitigation fees for 
the additional northbound left tum lane on Jefferson Street at Miles Avenue,and restriping of 
southbound Jefferson Street at Miles Avenue to one left tum lane and pne through/right tum 
lane, for existing plus project buildout plus cumulative conditions. (Ref. 1998 5.2-3d). 

Project Bui/dout (With Annual Tournament Event) 

Existtng Plus Project Buildout Annual Tennis Event Conditions 

5~2 -4a TT -13 Refer to Mitigation Measure No. 5.2-2e-d (IT-B) 

Existing Plus Project Buildout Annual Tennis Event Plus Cumulative Conditions 

5.2-2&-d TT -14 5.2 49 Refer to Mitigation Measure No. (TT-8) 

Additional Mitigation Measure 

TT -1 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the developer shall pay the TUMF to fund 
its fair share contributions for the following improvements. 

a)Washington Sl at Fred Waring: Add a westbound right tum lane on Fred Waring Dr., an 
additional southbound through lane on Washington Street, and an additional eastbound 
through lane of Fred Waring Dr. (With regard to the eastbound t~rough lane; the City of 
.ndian Wens is currently completing a street improvement project for Fred Waring Dr. 
that will be adding an eastbound through lane). 

b) Washington St at Miles Avenue: Add an additional southbound left tum lane 
on Washington Street and a westbound right turn tane on Miles Avenue. 

c) Washington Sl at Hwy. 111: Add a southbound right tum lane on Washington. 
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d) Washington St at Avenue 48: Add a northbound right tum lane on Washington 
Street 

e) Adams St. at Hwy. 111: Add an additional westbound left tum lane and an 
additional eastbound left tum lane on Highway 111. 

f) Washington Street and Via Sevilla. No mitigation per Traffic Impact Analysis. 

5.3 HYDROLOGY AND DRAINAGE 

SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION (TENNIS COMPbEX) 

5.3 1a HWQ-1 · Refer to mitigation measures 5.5 2b GEO-2 and ~ GEO-3 identified in 
Section 3.6 &:& Geology and Soils 3119 Seismisity. (Ref.1998 5.3-1a). 

5.3 1 b HWQ-2 Prior to grading within the CVWD Whitewater River easement area, the 
applicant shall obtain an e~croachment permit from CVVVD. (Ref. 5.3-1 b). . 

DRAINAGE 

5.32a HWQ-3 Drainage improvements shall be required pursuant to Coachella Valley Water 
District's requirements as somaine9 intha sORaitions·of appFOJ./aI on file in the·lMS. All required 
drainage improvements, including the retention basins, shall be designed by a California 
Registered Engineer and shall be submitted for approval to Coachella Valley Water District 
.prior to issuance of grading permits. (Ref. 1998 5.3-2a). 

5.3 2b HWQ-4 Prior to grading permit issuance, drainage hydrology and hydraulic calculations 
shall be prepared in accordance with City of Indian Wells RNeF8iae CayAt)' LMS·conditions, in 
order to ensure that post-project runoff does not exceed existing site runoff velocities. (Ref. 
1998 5.3-2b). 

5.a 26 HWQ-5 In order to prevent exposed soil from erosion during periods of heavy rainfall, 
the project appliCant shall be required to meet all erosion control measures to the satisfaction of 
the City of Indian Wells Co·ynty of RNeF8iae Building and Safety Department. Refer to Section 
3.6 &:e, Geology and Soils aRG Seismically for discussion regarding the erosion control plan. 
(Ref. 1998 5.3-2c). 

WATER QUALITY 

5.33a HWQ,.& The project is required. to meet Storm Water Management regulations. In 
accordance with City of Indian Wells Ri¥eFSiae COURty' . bUS conditions, prior to grading permit 
issuance, the' project applicant/owner shall file ·for . a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit with the California State Water Resources Control Board and abide by 
the conditions of the permit as issued. A copy of the NOI, Stonn Water PoUution Prevention 
Plan, and Monitoring Plan. shall be submitted to the Engineering Servi&86 Dwartment a 
minimum of thirty (30) days prior to commencing grading operations. (Ref. 1998 5.3-3a). 
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SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

5.3 3b HWQ~7 The project applicant shall be required to comply with the City of Indian Wells 
Engineering Deparbnent lo4ealth ServiGe. ,A,geney, Environmentallo4ealth. Division and 81:1ilding 
and Safety Department; Grading Division's requirements contained in the conditions of 
approval on file in the COMMUNITY Development Department hMS, with respect to urban 
and general construction stormwater management (Ref. 1'998 !$.3-3b). 

(No mitigation measure number in 1998 EIR) Development of Parrel1 (I)otel site) will require 
concrete reinforcement of the WhH:ewater Channel (aka Coachella Valley Storm Channel) 
stope adjacent to the site, which will require relatively nominal. grading. Refer to mitigation 
measures 5.3 1 a and 5.3 1 b; 810-3, HWQ-1. HWQ-2. 

5.4 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

POLICE SERVICES 

5:44 PS-1 Prior to issuance of building permits, the developer, and City of Indian Wells 
Police Deparbnent County Sheriffs Department shall agree upon the procedures required to 
provide adequate police service to the project. (Ref. 1998 5.4-1). 

Police ServiGeS (projeGt Buildol:lt) 

5,4 2 Refer tEl mitigation measl:lF8S 5,4 1 a and 5,4 1 b. 

FIRE SERVICES 

5,43a PS-2 The applicant shall comply with the existing City of Indian Wells Development 
Impact Fees for fire protection County Fife PrateGtien Im~aGt Mitigation PFegram (as required 
by Co~m~f of R~'eFSide Fire De~artment and Ri¥eFSide COl:lnty bMS sonditieRs), FeEf"'iring $400 
~er d""'9l1ing unit andJer $0.25 I'ler sql:lare root of sommeroial I:Ises, prior to the issuance 'of 
building permits for each development phase. These funds are to be used for the purchase of 
land and to build, equip, or remodel fire stations when necessary as development occurs. (Ref. 
1998 5.4.3a). 

5,4 3b PS-3 The project applicant sh811 comply wittl all applicable sections of the City of Indian 
Wells Municipal Code County of Riverside OFEiiRanse No. 460 and/or No. 546 for con~truction, 
access, water mains; fire flows, and fire hydrants, as required, subject to. approval by the 
RitJ8rsiaeCe",nty Fire Department. (Ref. 1998 5.4-3b). . 

5.4 3G PS-4 Prior to the recordation of a final tract/parcel m,ap (except for a conveyance map), 
water improvement plans shall be submitted to· and approved by the Fire Chief for adequate fire 
protection and financial security· posted far the instaUation. The adequacy arid reliability of water 
system design, location of valves, and the distribution of fire hydrants is to be evaluated and 
approved by the Fire Department GRief. (Ref. 1998 5.4-3c). 

5,4 3d PS-5 Prior to the issuance of . building permits, a con$tnJction phasing plan shall be 
submitted to and approved by the Fire Oeparbnent Gf::Het. The purpose. of this review is to 
evaluate the adequacy of emergency vehicle access for the type of land use served. (Ref. 1998 
5.4-3d). . 
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SUMMARY OF MmGATION MEASURES 

5.4 3e PS~ Prior to the issuance of any certificates of use and ,occupancy, all fire hydrants 
shall have a "Blue Reflective Pavement Marker' indicating' its location on the street or drive per 
CouRty Fire Department Standards. (Re~. 1998 5.4-3e). 

&.4-3f PS-7 Prior to final · building inspection, the applicant shall satisfy all CouRt}' City 
requirements and Fire Department requirements regarding sprinkler systems, fire lanes and 
extinguishers. as set fer:th in the project's bMS seneitioRs. (Ref.-5.4-3f). 

5.4 3g PS-8 The proposed project shall be in compliance with the Health Qepartment's City's 
requirements and Fire Department's requirements regarding hazardous materials. as contained 
in the conditions of approval on file in the Community Development Department bMS ana by 
oomplianGe , .. lith OrEiinanse Nos. 816,617 ane 691. (Ref. 5.4-3g). 

ELECTRICITY 

5.4 5a UTL-1 AU final development plans shall be conditioned to require that all services and 
facilities shall be built in accordance with Imperial Irrigation District (110) and Southern California 
Edison ,. (SeE) policies and extension rules on file with the California Public Utilities 
Commission. (Ref. 199B 5.4-6a). 

5.4 59 UTL-2 All building plans shall comply with the Energy Conservation Standards set forth 
in Title 24 of the Califomia Administrative Code and local building and safety codes .. (Ref. 1998 
5.4-Sb). 

5.4 50 UTL-3 The developer shall consult with tiD and SCE regarding participation in programs 
designed to increase the efficiency of operation and decrease energy costs. These programs 

. may include new construction programs and off-peak cooting/thennal storage. Design criteria 
shall include the utilization of energy-efficient architectural and landscaping design concepts 
that would contribute to a reduction in the demand for energy. These concepts may include 
natural heating and/or coOfing through sun and wind exposure and solar energy canection 
systems. (R.n. 1998 5.4-&). 

WATER SERVICE 

5A 12a UTL-4 Water system design and all public water mains, meters, and appurtenances 
shal11le'instaUed and constructed in compliance with the applicable standards, specifications, 
policies, and regulations of the CVWD.and a construction phasing plan shall ~ approved, prior 
to project final or occupancy permits. Furtherrnore, theeelel0per will be F8~uiree to' pro· .. ·jee 
lane on whioh potential aeeitional '.vater facilities may be looatee. These ~iteg shall :be shown on 
the Parcel map 3S lots to Be eeeeeEl to. the Qi6triGt feFSl:JsR. pYij39se. (Ref~ t998 5.4o-12al. 

5.4 12b UTL-5 All water mains shalt be sized to. convey peak hour demands or maximum day 
demands with fire flows, prior to occupancy permits. All public streets and easements must be 
capabfe of containing and conveying the design fire floW capacity, as deten:nined by the County 
Fire Department. (Ref. 1998 5.4-12bJ. 

6A 120 UTL-6 PWF8yant to RjwF8ide County bMS ooneiti9ns, Prior to building permit issuance 
a clearance letter from the Coachella Valley Water District shall be provided to the Community 
Development Department Ri\~F8ieeCol:lnty Planning Department verifying compliance with 
the conditions as' follows: Stormwater and drainage. protection and control, water and sewer 
utility clearance and low water efficient landscaping and irrigation. (Ref. 1998 5.4-12c). 

EPC, Inc. 8-8 



1. 

I· 

Indian Wells Town Center 
Supplemental Draft EIR, August 15,2007 

SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

5,4 12d UTL-7 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the developer shall demonstrate ,use of 
low water use fixtures, plumbing fixtures and. appliances, to. the satisfaction of the Community 
Development Department Co~nty Building InspemoF and CVWO, which may include the 
following: 

Interior. 

• Supply line pressure: Reduce water preSsure greater than SO psi to SO psi or less by means 
of a pressure-reducing valve. · . 

• Drinking fountains: Equip drinking fountains with self-closing valves. 

• Ultra-low flush toilets: Install 1.S gallon per flush toilets in all new construction. 

Exterior 

• Landscape with low water-consuming plants wherever feasible. 

• Minimize use of lawn by limiting it to lawn-dependant uses. 

• Group plants of similar water use to reduce over irrigation of low-water-using plants 

• . Use mulch extensively in all landscaped areas. Mulch applied on top of soil would improve 
the water-holding capacity of the soil by reducing evaporation and soil compaction. 

• Install efficient irrigation systems which minimjze runoff and evaporation and maximize the 
water which would reach the plant roots. Drip irrigation, soil moisture sensors, and 
automatic irrigation systems are a few methods to consider in increasing irrigation efficiency 
and may be feasi~le for the project. 

• Use pervious paving material whenever feasible to reduce surface water runoff. 

• Investigate the feasibility of utilizing reclaimed wastewater, stored rain water, or gray water 
for irrigation. (Ref. 1998 5.4-f2d). 

5.4 12e UTL-8 The project, appliecint shall comply with the Co~nty Health Department and 
CVWO requirements· for water service. as contained within the GonEiitions sf approval on Rle in 
the LMS. (Ref. t9985.4-12e). 

SEWER SERVICE 

5.4 14a UTL .. 9 The applicant shall submit a construction phasing plan for review and approval 
by the Community Development Department Go~nty, prior to final design plan approval. 
(Ref. 1998 5.4-14a). 

5,4 14 b UTL-10 Prior to map recordation the applicant shall comply with COynty City of Indian 
Wells Municipal Code Chapter 14.04 (Sewage System) and CVWD requirements as 
contained Within the .conditfons of approval on file in the Community· Development 
Department hMS. for sewer service. (Ref. 1998 5.4-14b). 
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SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

SOLID WASTE 

5.4 16a UTL-11 Prior to issuance of occupancy permits, the project applicant shall provide. the 
Community Development D~partment County with evidence of compliance with guidelines 
set forth by the State of California accordance with the California Integrated Was~e 
Management Act of 1989 (AS 939), which requires jurisdictions to divert 50 peFGent of solid 
waste from landfills by the year 2000. This shall include consideration for offering marketable 
materials, sllch as concrete, asphalt and steel, to recyclables, (Ref. 1998 5.4-16a). 

5.4 16b UTL-12 Prior to issuance of building pennits, the applicant shaJi submit 3 copies of ~ 
site plan, which includes the final design for the recyclable collection and storage area, to the 
Community Development Department the Riverside County Waste ReSOI:lFG96 ManagemeRt 
District for review and approval. The storage area for recyclable materials shall comply with the 
following standards: 

• The design, construction and location of recycling areas shall not conflict with any 
applicable fedelCll, state or local laws relating to fire, building access, transportation, 
circulation or Safl9ty and shall be designed to be architecturally compatible with affected 
structures and existing topography; 

• The recycling storage areas shall be conveniently located at or near sofid waste collection 
areas, where feasible, but maintain adequate separation, fencing and landscaping to 
ensure that adjacent areas are not impacted by any associated noise, odor, vectors or glare 
for the storage areas; 

• The recycling storage areas, bins and containers shall be adequate in capacity number and 
distribution to achieve fifty-percent recycling of the total waste generated by the project; 

• The recycling storage areas shall be Sufficiently protected from rain which might render the 
collected materials unmarketable and shall be secure from theft; 

• Collection vehicles and personnel shall have unobstructed access to the storage area; and 

• All recycling bins shall be labeled with the universal recycling symbol and with signage 
indicating to the users the type of material to be deposited in each bin. (Ref. 1998 5.4-16b). 

5.4 16c UTL-13 Items to be collected for recycling from a residential or commercial 
establishment depend on the types of materials available for recycling and the hauler's 
collection system. The project proponent should work with his penni~ed refuse hauler to identify 
which materials may be collected for recycling and on what schedule. (Ref. 1998 5.4-16c). 

PARKS AND RECREATION 

5.4 18a REC-1 The project shall pay in-lieu fees for park services as required by the coaJeur 
Valley Parks and Recreation District or dedicate a portion of the site to the District for pubP 
uses. (Ref. 1998 5.4-18a). 

5.4 18b REC-2 Prior to issuance of occupancy pennits, the project. applicant shall construct the 
a Class I bike trail on the soUth side of Miles Avenue along the project frontage' (Parcels 1 and 
2). (Ref. 1998 5.4-18b)~ 

PARKS AND RECREATION (PROJECT BUILDOUT) 

§.A.4.9 REC-3 Prior to issuance of occupancy permits, the project applicant shaJl construct ~ a 
Class. I bike trail along the Washington Street project frontage (Parcels 3 and 4). (Ref. 199~ 
5.4-19). 
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Indian Wells Town Center 
Supplemental Draft EIR, August 15, 2007 

" SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES " 

SCHOOLS 

PS-9 The applicant shall pay the prevailing school assessment mitigation fees pursuant to 
California State law, prior to issuance of building permits. (Ref. 1998 5.4-21). . 

5.5 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

SOILS 

5.5 2a GEO-1 PI:JFSl:JaRt to Ri-\~FSiEte COI:JRty LMS GOREiitioRs, Geotechnical/soils reports shall 
be submitted to the Engineering Department CouRtyof RitleFSiEie Geologist for approval prior 
to issuance of a grading permit. All grading shall be in conformance with the recommendations 
of the geotechnical/soils reports as approved by the Engineering Department RWeFSiEle 
COURty. Recommendations to be addressed within the geotechnical/soils report shall address, 
at minimum the following issue areas. The geotechnical study shall be approved by the 
Engineering Department CouRty EngineeF, and applicable recommendations " shall be 
incorporated into the final grading plan, including: Site Clearing and Preparation; 

• Seismic ~sign' Criteria; 

• Over-excavation, Recompaction and Fill Placement; 

• Foundation Design; and 

Retaining Walls, Utility Trench Backfill ad Drainage (Ref. 1998 5.5-2a). 

5.5 2~ GE0-2 An Erosion Control Plan shall be submitted for approval to the Community 
Development "Department COI:JRty Engineer 8uilaing aREi Safety Di'/ision, prior to issuance of 
a grading pennit. The Erosion Control Plan shan outline methods that shan be implemented to 
control erosion from graded or cleared portions of the site. The erosion control measures may 
include one or more of the following: . 

• Placing sandbags along the perimeter of the project site prior to initial grading if grading is to 
be undertaken during the rainy season (October to March). 

• Minimizing the length of time that soils lie exposed after grading 

• Landscaping, hydro seeding or any other method of providing soil stabilization to graded 
areas, in a manner approved by the City of Indian WellS CouRty of R,?feR>iEie if'determined 
to be required for erosion control in areas not planned for development until sllbsequent 
phases. Landscaping and hydro seeding should be under the direction of a licensed 
landscape architect and approved by the Community Development Department County. 
(Ref. 1998-5.5-2b). 

5.5 2G GEO-3 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall comply with th.e 
City of Indian Wells Municipal Code requirements of the 8uilEling Department GraEiiRg 
Section as oonlaineEi Y'Jithin the oonaitioRs of apPRYlal on file i.n ttte LMS, Landscaping shall- Be 
utilizeEi to control erosion. 3S protJiEleEi ~y Section 40(j) 11 of OFElinanoe No,457 (Ref. 19985.5-
2c). 

SOilS (TIiNNIS COMPLEX). 

Refer te mitigation FReasures 5.5 2a 5.5-20. 
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SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

SEISMICITY 

a.a 3a GEO-4 Due to the potential for ground shaking in a seismic event, the applicant shall 
comply with the standards set forth in the Uniform Building Code, Ordinanse 4a+, to assure 
seismic safety to the satisfaction of the Community Development Department District 
engineer, .81;1ilding and Safety Divisi9n. (Ref. 1998 5.5-3a). 

a~a 3b GEO...;5 A structural engineer, civil engineer or architect experienced with earthquake
resistant design shall approve aU building plans to determine the adequacy of seismic criteria 
for project .structures, and to recommend appropriate design changes, if needed prior to 
issuance of building permits. The building plans shall, incorporate design measures ouUined 
within the Geotechnical/Soils Report prepared for the project site. (Ref. 1998 5.5-3b). 

5.6 NOISE 

SHORT-TERM IMPACTS 

a.a 1a NOI-1 Construction activities shall comply with City of Indian Wells Noise Chapter 
9.06 RpJeFSise Ceynty Neise OFdinanse Ne. 457 relating to construction noise. If problems arise 
from construction noise, enforcement of the City's Ceynty's Municipal Code relating to 
construction-related noise. discemable at residential boundaries will help minimize any potential 
noise impacts. Such noise is prohibited between the hours of 7:QQ p.m. to a:QQ a.m; Menaay 
threYgR Synsay. Monday through Friday 7:00 am to 5:00 pm Saturday 8:00 am to 5:00 pm. 
No Sundays or national holidays. (Ref. 19985.6-1a). 

a.6 .1b NOI-2 All construction equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be equipped with properly 
operating and maintained mufflers, to the satisfaction 'of the Community Development 
Department CSYRty ERgiReer. (Ref. 1998 5 .. 6-Ib). 

5.6 1 c NOI-3 5.6-lb Stationary construction equipment shall be pl~ced such that emitted noise 
is directed away from sensitive noise receivers, to the satisfaction of the Community 
Development Department Caynt)' EA8iA8er. (Ref. 1,9985.6-lc). 

a.a 1s NOI-4 Stockpiling and vehicle staging areas shall be located as far as practical from 
noise sensitive receptors duringcons~ction activities, to the satisfaction of the Community 
Devel6pment Department CeyAty Engineer. (Ref. 199B 5.6-1d). 

LONG-Tl.=aM IMPACTS (TENNIS COMPLEX) 

5.62Stati9R3,¥SCNRa 
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SUMMARY OF MmGATION MEASURES 

5.6 2a PI:IFSl:lant to RilJeFSide Co~nty LMS conditions, pFior to b~i1ding permit issl:lance a certified 
aooustical &willy perfeFFRee by a professional acol:lstician shall be submitted by the applicant to the 
Hoalttl Services Agency, Office of Ind~strial Hygiene ("IH") for re',ievl and approlJal. The study shall 
outline methods by which all feasible sOl:lnd attenuation has been incorporated into the project design, 
suoh as noise walls and other noieo barrieFS, building oFientationand otheF appropriate means to achiEWe 
Co~nty noise standards ter sensitive land I:Ises that aFa significamly affected by tais project; as 
determined by the Health Department (as measl:lred at any residential, hospital, school, library, nUFSing 
heme -eF otRer ... si~ilarRoise ~sensiWe laAd I:Ise}. Ampl=litheater, loudspeaker aFid-mechanical ~ql:lipment 
shall be specifiGally addFassed, to include system specifications, RO~FS of ol'lerations, and speaker 
location and oFientation, in order to coml'lly I,.vHA. the daytime st3nElard of 65 dB (A) 1 Q mi~l:Ite lelil at the 
nearest sensitilJe FeGeptoFS property line. All stationary SO"'r-G86 'opeFating past 1 Q PM 'ml:lst meet the 
nighttime &tandam of 45 dB (A) 1Q miril:lte Ie", at the neaFest property line of a sensitive Faceptor. All 
residential ",nits. ("Residential Villagen

) aRd. lodging facilities (nhotels") associated. wilR tRe Garden of 
GhampioRs I'lFElject shall be eesigneEl to achiel,e a 45 aB (A~ 1Q rnin~te leq-indoor -&tandaFd. -rOl:lr (4) 
copies to the approved aoo~stical st",dy shall be submitted .to the Planning Department with evidence of 
Health De",artment appFOYal by the applicant 

5.6 2b Pl:lFSUant to Ri:\'eFSide CSblnty LMS conditions, tt:le applicant or applic3nfs suooeSSOF in interest 
shall make arrangements te halle IH cond",ct regbllar, periodic noise complianoe monitoring of 
ampRitheater ellents. Compliance monitoring will consist of a consecbltive series of 1 0 min~te leq's taken 
at variol:ls r=esidential properties s~rFOblnding the facility. All inspections wUl bEl unannounced. The 
freq~ency, dl:lration and locatisn of FJlonitering shall take place at the discretion sf IH. 8eoause of the 
~npredictability of the 'Jariol:ls events, especially those taking place in the amphitheater, noise monitoFing 
shall be cantinued indefinitely. ~0'1l8'/eF, at his diFaction, the ,lot sblpePiisor may discontin~e or 
red~ce the #reql:lenoy of monitoring after two years, providing that no or few 'Jiolations of the noise 
standards ha'le oOGl:lrred. HO'.fleller, at any time, for cal:lse, the monitoring may resume (for Gal:lse means 
receipt of valid cam plaints OF strong 6l:lspicion concerning violations of the noise criteria and assooiated 
conditions) . 

5.6 2c Garden of Champions shall interm IH 3Q says in ad\lance of any 8l.<ent taking place at the facility. 
Notification shall be in writing and must contain a brief desoription of the event as 'Nell as the date and 
time of oool:lrronoe. IH must be notified of any scheol:lling. changes at least one \'leek in advanoe of the 
perfoFFRance. 

5.6 2d In the e\lent that any aFJ1phitheater 8!,.lent B*C8eds the stationa!}l noise standard oited above, tAe 
amphitheater operater shall, at the diFOction of tAe IH inspector, red~ce Is~d6peaker Ol-Jtput as neoessary 
to acRie>.<e compliance. . 

5.6 2e For the pl:lrposes of community noise coml'lliance inspections, the Garden of Champions shall 
allow IH noise oomplianoe inspectors to ha'o'e "'nhindered, aooess to·the facility. These inspectoFS, while 
engages in compliance inspections, 'Inn not be assessed a parking or entfanoe fee of any kind. 

5.6 2f Prior te the issuance of building peFFRits for the a~phitheateF, and annblally thereafter, tAe o' .... ner 
shall deposit $5, 000 ,\lith IH to colier all costs associated 'IJitt:! noise moRitoring. At. the end of eaoh 
fiscal year, any funds remaining in wet fund will be CFadited Kv.¥ards the new year's ann~al deposit; or 
rerunded to the project's operators. 

5.6 2g Use of amphitheater past 1 0:00 p.m. shall FeEluire a Speoial Use Permit. As a condition of suoh 
permit, the 60l:lnd system 'Jolblme sRali be modifieEt 6uch that the County's night time staAdard of 45 dB 
(.A..) 10 rninblte leEl is met; to be verifiec;j 'Jia elJent monitoring by IH. . 

Replacement Mitigation Measure 

NOI-5 Noise related to the Tennis Garden shall be regulated by Indian Wells City Council 
Resolution No. 2001-38 which provides for noise monitoring through the temporary use 
permit process to ensure that noise from events does not exceed City Noise Standards. 
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SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation Measures 5.6-,2a through .5. ~2g were deleted foref/ect. the fact that the City of Indian 
Wells City Council modified the noise monitoring requirements for Conditional Use Permit 2090-
4 (Tennis Garden) by adopting Resolution No. 2001-38 which provides the City to conduct noise 
monitoring through .. the temporary Use· Permit process. This mitigation measure is equivalent to. 
the 1998 EIRmitigation measure in that City personnel will monitor noIse Instead ot County 
personnel. 

In addition, based on· the miise study prepared for fheproject, it was determined that operation 
of the Town Center Project Would not create Significant noise impacts on surrounding uses, 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 

5.7 AIR RESOURCES 

SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION (TENNiS COMPLEX) 

5.7 1 a AQ-1 The proposed project shall comply with City of Indian Well.s RWeFSide County 
YAS conditions to prevent dust and blowsand as follows.: 

"Graded but undeveloped land shall be maintained in a condition so as to prevent a dust andlor 
blowsand nuisance. and shan be planted either with interim landscaping or provided with other. 
win9 and water erosion control measures as approved by the Director of Building and Safety 
and the state air quality management authorities. standards" 

"Notwithstanding any section of the ordinance to the contrary, the permit holder(s) shall comply 
with the requirements of CitY of Indian Wells Municipal Code Section 8.20 (Fugitive Dust). 
OrdinanGe Ne. 484 (8Im,vsand Control) and OFEiinanoe No. 742 (Centrel at Fblgiti¥e-DustIPM10 
in UrSan Areas)." (Ref. 1998 5.7-1a). 

5.7 1b AQ-2 In accordance with City of Ihdian WellS Ri'Jerside County LMS conditions, all 
necessary measures to control dust shall be implemented during grading. Such measures shall 
include the following: 

a. The project shall comply with State, County and USC dust control regulations, so as to 
prevent the soil from being eroded by wind, creating dust, or blowing onto a public road or 
roads or other public or private property. 

b. SCAQMD Rule 403.1 as amended, shall be adhered to, ensufing. the clean up on the 
construction-related dirt on approach routes to the site, and the appUcation of water and/or 
chemical dust retardants that solidify loose soils shall be implemented for construction vehiCle 
access, as direct~d by the Com~unity- D~v81("pment Il)eparthtent County Engineer. rhis shall 
Include covering, watering or otherWisestabil~ing all iAactive' soil piles (left more 'than 10 days) 
and inactive graded areas (left more than 10 days). 

c. Any vegetative ground cover to be utilized onsite will be planted as soon as possible to 
reduce the amount of open space subject to wind erosion; Irrigation will be installed as soon as 
possible to maintain the ground cover and minil1)ize bIowsand. 
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SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

d. Grading activity will be suspended when local winds exceed 30 miles per hour and during 
first and second state smog alerts. 

e. All trucks hauling dirt, soil or other loose dirt material win be covered. 

f. Pursuant to City of Indian Wells Municipal Code Section 8.24 (Blowing Sand and Dirt) 
County Ordinance No. 484 , Section 4 (Blov.'Sands), application for the blowsand shall be 
controlled by the measures contained in Section 8.24. conformance permit shall be 
approtJed by the County Agricultural Commissio.ner prior to issuance of grading permits. 
Furthermore, pursuant to County Ordinance No. 742, Section 5 (PM10), a PM10MitigatioR Plan, 
to be in compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403, the Coachella Valley Fugitive Dust Control 
Handbook, measures to control PM10 shall be approved by the Community Development 
Department Ceunty prior to issuance of grading permits. (Ref. 1998 5.7-1b). 

SHORT TERM CONSTRUCTION (PROJECT 8UlbDOUT). 

OPiRATIONS (T&NNIS COMPUiX US" PIiAK I!MISSIONS) 

5.72a AQ-3 To limit emissions from project-related vehicle trips, the project shall, at a 
minimum, incorporate the following: 

• Provide marked pedestrian lanes and driver warning signs. 

• Provide bicycle racks for employees and customers of commercial areas. 

• Site access shall be prepared so as to avoid .queuing in driveways. 

• Prepare mulch, ground cover and native vegetation to reduce energy for pumping water. 

• Provide preferential parking for .J=tQV-High Occupancy Vehicles and shuttle services. 
(Ref. 1998 S.7-2a). 

5.7 2b AQ-4 In order to reduce emissions from the power plant providing electricity to the site 
and from natural gas consumed by the project's users, on-site buildings shall, at a minimum, be 
constructed to comply with State Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24). (Ref. 1998 S.7-2b). 

5.7 3 PROJECT BUILDOUT. 

Refer to mitigatien measures 5.7 2a ana 5.7 2b. 

Added Mitigation Measures 

AQ-S Reduce the maximum acreage graded on anyone day to 20 acres. 

AQ-6 During project construction, onsite electrical hook ups shall be provided for 
electric construction tools includin~, saws~ drills and compressors, to eliminate 
the need for diesel powered electric generators. 

AQ-7 During project construction, the developer shall require aU contractors not to idle 
construction equipment onsite for more than 5 minutes. 
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SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

AQ-8 A minimum of three Transportation Demand Management (TOM) measures shall 
be implemented. TOMs may include having showers and locker facilities for 
employees, providing at least one secure bike parking spot for every 20 vehicle 
parking spaces, providing preferential parking for carpool/vanpool vehicles, and 
instalting kiosks with alternative transit information. 

Mitigation Measures 5.7-1a and 5.7-1b were modffied to allow City of Indian Wells standards to 
regulate impacts on air quality from fugitive dust and blow sand. In addition, Mitigation Measures 
AQ-5 through AQ-B were added based on the updated Air Quality study conducted for the 
project. 

5.8 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

VEGETATION 

6.8 1 a :::9.dar to tbe issuanGe of grading permits, the prGjest applicant shall pay ' the required 
mitigation fee of $500.00 per aGre of CF8Sote bushJdesert sand \lerbena series habitat a#eGted 
on site. 

6.8 1 tJ Prior to issuanGe of grading permits, the de\leloper shall participate in the staking of 
sensiti'/e dune habitat immediately adjacent to the pFOjeGt site, to minimiae construction 
distloirbanG8 to adjacent habitat. Slaking shall be peoormed by the project surveyor and a 
qualified biologist. 

6.8 1 s Materials B*G3Yated trem grading \vork shall be stored in such a manner as to pre'Jent 
loss (erosion) of exca\l3ted materials into the V'Jtiit8'I.13ter Channel. Eresion protection barriers, 
such as hay bales or erosion fences, shall be implemented around stoGkpiles. Erosion control 
measures shall be stipulated in all Gontract documents, plans and throughout construction. 
Refer to Sestion 5.5, Geology, Soils ana SeismiGity, mitigatioR measures 5.5 2b and 5.5 2c. 

6.8 2 Landscaping for the prop9sed project shall consist of non in\lasWe native plants endemic 
to the region. 

WlbDblFE5 

5.8 3 Refer to mitigation measures 5.8 1 a through 5.8 1 c, and 5.8 2. 

Replacement Mitigation Measures 

810-1 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the developer shall pay the CVMSHCP 
mitigation fee to the Coachella Valley .Association of Governments (CVAG). 

B10-2 A pre-grading survey shall be conducted on the project site and the area for the 
concrete lining and access road within the CVSC right-of-way within 30 days prior 
to any ground disturbance to avoid a direct take of Burrowing Owls (BUOW). The 
biologist conducting the 30-day pre grading BUOW survey must submit a letter 
report to the City of Indian Wells documenting the results of the survey. 
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SUMMARY OF MmGATION MEASURES 

810-3 Prior to the disturbance of any land within the Coachella Valley Storm Dr~in 
Channel, the project shall secure' any necessary permits. from the Army Corps of 
Engineers and the California Department of Fish and Game. The project will be 
required to mitigate any impacts to jurisdiCtional waters at a ratio of 1 :1. This can 
be accomplished by purchasing local mitigation crttdi~ or funding creation of a 
comparable amount of habitat T~is an:aolint of mitigation is the City's baseline 
requirement; but the City will accept a greater mitigation ratio if required by the 
responsible regulatory agency. . 

BIO-4 If tree or shrub removal will · occur during the bird nesting season (March 1 to 
September 15) a nesting bird survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 
~to~~~M.~~~ . 

Mitigation Measures 5.8-1a through 5.8-1b were deleted to ref/ect more recent requirements 
based on the updated Biological studies prepared for the project. 

5.9 AESTHETICS 

Short-Term Construction Aesthetics 

5.9 1a AES-2 Equipment storage and soil stockpiling shall be at least 100 feet from adjacent 
property lines. (Ref. 1998 5.9-1a). 

5.9 1b AES-3 Construction related rubbish and debris shall be removed as required by the 
City of Indian Wells Building and Safety Department Inspectors. prot. tided by OFdinance 
No. 457,Sesaon 1 (F). (Ref. 1998 5.9-1b). 

Tennis COFRplE»( 

5.9 2a The project shall conform '!Iith design guidelines requiFed by SesRon 4 of the V'Iestem 
Coachella valley Plan when building within vie\v of Washington Stmet, a scenic Gorridor. 
FurthermoFe, prior to issuance of building permits, the project landscape plans shall be 
submitted tG the COl:Jnty Planning Department for ravie'!.' and approval. The gyidelines listed in 
Sestion 4 '.vniGh apply te \A/ashington StFeet inGlude the fallcwJing: 

• Earth FRo'ling operations,. • .. ,t.1iGh &*pose soil suFfaees shall be reql:lired to reestablish 
vegetation to bind the soil, pr:event wateF or wind erosion, and reestablish a natural 
'.'egeroti':e appearance. 

• 80sting landscap~d ~edian strips, setbasks, and other lands~ped and hamscaped 
themes along scenic. corridors. whether in the Gity or County. shall b~ continued aAd 
incorporated ii1te an new d6";alopment proposals. Landscaping shall I:Itiliz.e "'CHer 
conservation methods, such as drip irrigation, dFOught tolerant plants, and the gooa t:lse of 
hardsG3ped materials. . 

• The size, heigAt, and type at on pFemise signs 'Mthin scenic corridoFS shall be the 
minimum nesessal)' for identification. The design, materials, solar and location at the 
signs shall blend \'lith the environment, lAtilizinQ natural materials whera possible. 
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SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

6.8 21;) PFGjeGt laRE:\scaping, architecture, signage and site plans shall compl.y '.t",ith LMS 
conditions anEt OFElinanoe Nos: 348 and 455 and be subject to review and appr;o.v~1 of the 
PlaRning and 8i::1ilding and Safety Departments, so as to ensure compatibility \\'ith the sGenic 
setting of tAe pFoject area and'With.aBjaGent land uses. 

U-2c PYFSWam to WS conditioRa, alllaAdi~piAg ar:eas,.t;R~1 ~e mai"ain~ inta 'Jiagle.grGwtR 
condition throughout' the life of the requested CUP. A minimum of fifteen percent (15%) 9f the 
project site shall be landscaped, to the satisfaction of the Building and .Safety ami Planning 
Departments. 

6.9 2(1 PUFSuant to GOnditions, prior to building permit issuanse, all landscape .. planting shail 
comply '.'Iith the requirements of the State Agrisultur:al Code and the astiviies of the RiYeF8ide 
CeuAty Agricultural Commissiener. All landscaping plans submRted to the Planning Department 
shall inch:lI~je the following notation: 'I\PJaming: Plant material listed mayor may not have been 
approves by the Agricultural Commissioner's Office. Landscape sentmctor, please contact the 
de\lelopeF for &taws of Agricultural Commissioner's apPF&¥al Qr aenial Plant material not 
confoFFFling ,:Iith quar:aRtine la'l.'16 may be destFOyed and civil action taken. All plant fRaterial is 
subject to inspection at the discretion of the Agric .. llturaJ Commissioner's office. All plant 
material FRl:Ist I;)e fr:ee from Red Scale (Aonidiella auramil)." 

Mitigation Measures 5.9-2a through 5.9-2d pertained to the Tennis Garden which is already 
constructed. In addition, Washington Street is no longer considered a scenic highway. 

Project Buildout Aesthetics 

Added Mitigation Measure 

AES-1 Prior to the issuance of building pennits, the project shan demonstrate that the 
hotel has been designed to incorporate a "terraced "design to minimize building bulk 
and massing and that building placement provides a "view corridor" through the site. 

Short-term Light and Glare Aesthetics 

5.10 1 AES-4 Construction and security fighting shaJl adhere to the City of Indian Wells 
COl:mty -af Ri'JefSide Lighting Standards, insluaing Ordinance 655, which specifies the usage of 
low pressure sodium lighting for security purpC?ses. (ref. 1998 5.1 0-1). 

5.1 g 2a. Adequate mEtemal lighting (to be deteFmined by the Def'JaFtm~nt of Building and 
Safet}1 sRall be pFEPJided for sesurity f'lI:IFpOB06: The proPQsed ",reject shall GOFRP~ '.'Jith bMS 
pFaje.~ ~nditi9n6, 6~Gh iRat all 9utsiae lighting Bql:lipFFlemt ae\'ices BRaIi be haoeee and 
directed so as not to shine directly upon adjoining propeIW or publi!'i right of ways. Impacts are. 
antiCipated to be ft:Irther reduGed by the ' plasement Of ·st."'lIctures ane landscaping, tile use of 
opaque glass 36 oppesee ts ~ecti'!8 gla86 and tAe l:IS8 of eartRiGne b\iili:ling materials, so as 
to diminish jmpacts to SUfFOI:IRding uses (Iandssaping ana aesign gUidelines- aFEI furtheF 
desGribetj in SeGtiGn e.9,. AesthetiG6, mitigatiGR meaSUFe6 2a through 2d); 
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SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

6.10 2., ligAting plans for the proposed project shall be in accordance 'lAth County Ordinances 
Nos. 348 (land Use Standards) and 655 (wmch' specifies the usage of lO'N pressure sodium 
lighting) as "'Jell -as requiring that outside lighting equipmentldel~ices are to be 'shielded p art.i ally _ 
or fully, and filtered according to wattage and lamp type . • 6J1 design plans am subje9l te the 
I:e\'iew and approval of tRe County City of Indian 'Neils Planning DepartmeAt and the 
Department of 8uilding and ~afety. The applicable ligAting requiremeRts shall also apply to 
temporary and permanent parking lot, securlty a'nd other facility IigRting. ' 

Project, Buildout Light and Glare Aesthetics 

5.10-3 Refer to mitigation measures 5.9 2a thFeugA 5.9-2c. A~S-5 

Replacement Mitiqation,.Afeasure 

5.102b AES-5 Prior to the issuance of building permits an o~oOr lighting plan for the 
Indian· Wells Town Center project shall .be approved by the City which contai~ the 
following provisions: ' . 

• Use of low pressure sodium lights; 

• Exterior lighting shall be fully shielded and directed away from adjoining 
properties; 

• Architectural and accent lighting shall be turned off by 11 :00 PM. and sunrise; 

• Glare free type opaque fixtures shall be provided for general lighting; 

• Path lighting shall have concealed source post top fixtures, bollard fixtures, and 
surface mounted building fixtures; and 

• Parking lot lighting shall not exceed 25 feet in height 

Mitigation Measures 5.9·1-b through 5.10-3 were deleted or modified to allow the ~quiyalent City 
of Indian Wells. procedures and requirements to govern development of the remaining vacant 
portions of the site since the Tennis Garden is already built. In addition Mitigation Measure 
AES-1 was added to address the change in circumstances relative to the hotel height. 
Mitigation Measure AES-5 was added to implement the Gays equivalent lighting standards. 

5!11 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

&.11 1 a during excat.{atjons: greater than 5 feet, a' qualified paleontologist shall be retained to 
perform. periodic inspeGtions of the eXGa¥ations and earthmot..'ing processes, and if necessary, 
sal'.{~ge. exposed fossils. The frequency of inspeGti9ns should depend' on the rate of 
e)EGalJ.3tion; the 'materials excavated, and 'M1ether ~066i1S are being encountered. Prior to tRe 
issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shaJl direct a. Ri\'eFBide CouAt}' Certified 
Vertebrate Paleontologist to provide '.witten ot/idence (letter of t..'erifisatieR) to the CouAt)-' 
Planner, indicating ,that a RiveFBide County CeJtif.ied Vertebrate Paleontologist has boon 
retained to observe (monitor) grading activities and sal'..'age ang satalog\:Je fossils as necessary. 
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5.11 11J Sl:1ould 'fossils ?f a ~~leo.ntoIOgll;ad n~r:l:1a: be. folio'J:ed by the p~ect c;lPplicant and 
de'Jelopment, the fello~JI~g mitigatlan p~c~ ure rt nt Planning Department and consulting 
FROnREu=ea ey the' 8ullalng ana S~ epa me , . 

. I at ' b encountered on the praject site during 

paleontolOgist:,."" 

" . , ': ' '. . a' at' i ' ana eualY. the fesstf& 'JJhich have been 
• A paleontologist sRa~1 J;J~ notifies I~m~fil,~t, nd i s; as'I8lop a plan ta collect and study 

disccy.'ef8d to detemllne If they are SigAl can a . , 
them fer the purpose of mitigation. 

• TRe paleontologist shall 'be 3I1a·.~s to si"e~ or ,direct, grading in the area of the e*posed 
fossil to facilitate inspection, ami if neGEJssary, sal.Jage resoyFGeS. 

. , . if necessa • shall coiled indi¥iaual fossils andlor 
• The paleontalo~lst. I .. ~h a:~lst:colf eCimens~fsmall animal &pesies are encoumeFOd, 

samples of. ~6611 beanng s~~~~ s. ttl: of FOGO'I8FY is to remEWsa selected "olume of 
lAe ~o~ ~me ana GOst tbGle~d.mEV a ana steckpile ' it off site 'fer precessing by screen fassil beanng earth fFom the gFirlng am 
w:;Ishing. 

, II' F08ult of screen W3sRing of seaiment samples 
• Fossils recovered aunng earthmo;:9. ort~.st! allow feF identification. This 3110'/18 the ~ssils 

shall be cle.anea. and prepare:a s':I clen J duces tRe 'Jolume of matrix 3roI:Jnd specimens to 'be de,scRbed In a rep,ort of findings an -Fe , 
prior ta storage, thus resl:Jcing storage casts. , 

. . u d F8Sylt of mitigation \'/iIL be donated te a 
• Th~ paleoRtolo.glc~1 s~e~'mens rec: .. e~= a~ :e t.fforaed long term preservation to allow qualifies scientific Institution \'A=tere ey nOY 

RAtl:JFe scientific stl:Jsy. 

ARCHAEOLOGIGAL RESOURCES 

5.11.2 PUFSysnt to RWFSiao COYRty b~S conaitian.s, prior to iSSt:.l8ACe of graEJiRg permits, the 
follCY#ing mitigation measl:Jres shall be IFRplemented, 

I at: fi I aing ane bYilding plans a Phase 2 Archaealagical atl:Jdy 
a. Prior k> Coynty ap~ro>./alJ~ ~ra ~ ~ ; d~;m;jnO in' fHrttler detail, the potential for 

' shall ~e per:fe~ed on ,the PFOJE!. . 6 e .~. 'A GOn~ctiaA actiYities. The results of the 
en~l,Inteling afG~a~ologlcal ~fFI~,n6 ,an s~1 d:~yTrelit 'p~ consti=oction mitigatioo measures 
Phase 2 . awsy ,shall deteFmIRo any or a . r , ,.. 
necessary in accordance 'iAtRCEQ/tAppendlx K standards, 

. ' at: . h an remains there shall be no further 
b. In the &'Jent of ei6GO~ery or resegnitJen. an~~~ areareaso'nabh' Sl:lSpected to 'O\fer'lie 
gradIng, oxcavation or dl8wrbaRG9 of the ~~e :r .:e:Ji:enaix K of the CEQIt. Guidelin'os are 
aaj3cent reFRains until the PFOCOSw:es OI,Hno I • 

compieteG. , 

• 'If T t the Planning Department and the 
a. The J)roject appli~a~t shall desli,nate '.A '~:~~Tono a !:Jalmed pe1!6on or firm to ast as !'In 

Depar.tFAe~. of 81:J11a~Rg , ana s~~, ,Grdl!"g I .. onit~r stall inckeJde an . .identified Na~e 
arohaeologlcal FROnIWr; tl:1e aFGhaea eg~7~ FA , 10 ical ersonnel dUAng, site gf3c;tlng 

American ebsor.\'er,who 6~?" b& r:s: =::: :::: ~9A~iOR' statel11e~, s.hall PFO'Ad~ 
aRc;t· have tRe ;saFRe stop .. Grk au , a . b ~r each meRitsr and 3a o~lne of ,tholr tile GUFfsnt aeiilFEi6S and teleph~AD RYFR OFF a , , . 
Qualifications. 

d. \&Jr;itten. Aamfcatien sRali be previged to aRE' recei>iOS by tAe p raRRiRg Oepartment 
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SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MeASURES. 

and the Department of Building and Safety,. Grading Division, prior to any cRange in 
designated monitor(s). 

e. The designated monitor(s). or their authori2ed representatives shall be pr:esent on the 
property. during all initial. Mass grading operations and they shall have the authOrity to 
temporarily divert and redirect or halt grading aGtit,Jity to allow recovery of cultural resources. 

The fello"'Jing mitigation measures .. \411 also be implemented: 

f. If it is determined that the enGOuntered resources are signifiGant, the project's Calmty certified 
archaeelogist shall be contracted by the project de'leloper to reoord the site and d8\'elop and 
implement a mitigation rec9\fery plan to mftigate prejeGt impacts to the resources. If determined 
feasible by the applicant, preservation in place (in areas proposed fer fin) may occur in lieu of 
resource reco',Jery, recognizing the greater IJalue of in situ resources. If preservation in place is 
not feasible, reco~red resources must be curated and documented in aGGOrdance 'lAth County 
and professional archaeological practices, guidelines and standards. A final report of the 
recovery (salvage) operation shall be submitted and appf'O\'led by the County planner prior to 
resumption of any grading within the mitigated aFchaeologiGaI site. The I'lrojeGt's County 
certified archaeologist shall oonsult with local Nali'l6 American tribes to determine feasible 
preservation methods. 

g. EX:G3I,Jated finds shall be offered to the County, ~ualified local Native American Museum, or 
designee, on a fiFSt refusal basis. Applicant may retain said finds if , .. Hitten assurance is 
pre'.Jided that they , .. All be property preserved in Riverside County, unless said finds are of 
special significance, or a museum in Ri~F6ide Counbj indicates desire to study andJoF display 
them at this time, in which case items shall be donated to the County, or designee. 

Replacement Mitigation Measures 

CUL-1 Prior to issuance of grading pennits, a qualified paleontologist shall be retained 
by the developer to monitor on site grading, especially in the viCinity of CA-RIV-
5876. Any fossiliferous materials found during· excavation shall be retained and 
currated in an appropriate manner at an appropriate facility. The recovery of any 
fossils shall be coordinated with the County Archaeological Infonnation Center. 
This measure shalf be implemented to the satisfaction of the Community 
Development of Indian Wells Director. 

CUL-2 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, a qualified archaeologist shall be 
retained by the developer to monitor earth grading or. any ground disturbance 
activities to ensure protection of Significant cultural resources. A report of 
findings shall be prepared and the City shall require that the report have a peer 
review by an archaeologist qualified to meet the requirements established by the 
California Secretary of the Interior' Standards and Guidelines. The report and the 
peer review of the report shall be submitted to the· Eastern lnfonnation Center, 
University of California Riverside and the Aqua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 
or any other Native American Tribe identified during the S8 18 consultation if 
requested by said tribe(s). 
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CUL-3 During grading, a qualified archaeologist shall be retained by the. d.eveloper to 
monitor onsite grading. The monitor(s) shall have the authority to temporarily halt 
work until the artifacts can be surveyed, recovered, andlor handled in an 
appropriate manner. If archaeological resources are discove~, all work in that 
area shall be halted and qualified personnel shall be ' retained to examine, 
evaluate, and detennine the .mostappropriate dispositioJ' o.f ttte res.qurce(s) •. Thjs 
measure shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the City's CommunitY 
Development Director in consultation with, the Archaeological Information Center 
(AlCl,at UCR. 

If· artifacts of NatiVe ,American (NA) origin are discovered, official repreSentatives 
of the NA group shall be consulted to deter:mine the most appropriate disposition 
of the artifacts, to the satiSfaction of the. AlC and the NA .grOup. ff fossils are 
found onsile, the AIC shall be contacted to determine dispOsition, to be funded by 
the developer. .'. . . 

CUL-4. The project developer shall enter into a Pre--Excavation Agreement with tbe most 
appropriate local Native American (~A) group to fund up to '2 NA representatives 
to have access to the site during gracting activities. The designation of monitors 
shall be coordinated with the following Tribes: Augustine Band of Cahuilla 
MiSsion Indians, Aqua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, Morongo Band of 
Mission Indians, Soboba Band of Luiseno. It is the intent of this Mitigation 
Measure to avoid duplication of monitoring efforts and to designate the most 
approPriate Tribe to condilct the monitoring. 

CUL-5 If human remains are found during excavation, work shall be halted and the 
appropriate local Native American (NA) group shall be 'contacted. If the County 
Corone~s office determines the remains to be Native American, and it is 
detennined by the Native American Heritage. Commission thatmember(s) of the 
local NA group is (are) the most likely desce",unts,the developer: shall allow 
reburial of the remains and associated g.,oda at an appropriate oftsite location 
which shall be "capped" to prevent further disturbances in the future. The site of 
such burial shall not be disclosed to U'le public, pursual1t to Government Code 
§6254. Details of the reburial shall be ~ between the ~evJ'loper .and the 
-appr-opl'iate mpresentatives of the local NA group. 

If human remains are found, and not determined by the County Coroner's office to 
be Native American, but beiieved by:the local NA group .to be so, the developer 
shall 'be required to pay reasonable costs to' determine whether the remc,lins are 
Native American. . 

All NA cultural items and associated grave goods found on site, other than human 
remains, are to be avoided, relocated, salvaged~ returned 'to' the NA group, or any 
other option decided by the NA group to be appropriatei before development of 
the area in which the item was found is resumed. 

The deveJoper shall provide for NA tribal archaeological monitors to be present 
during any Phase II and potential Phase III surveys of all sites within the project. 
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9.0 ORGANIZATIONS & PERSONS CONSULTED 

Agency/Company Person Telephone 

Indian Wells, City of Corrie Kates (760) 356-2489 
Barbara Carson (760) 346-2489 

Calif. Dept. of Fish & Game Craig Weightman (760) 200-9394 

Southern California Customer Service (800) 655-4555 
Edison Company 

Southern California Transmission (760) 243-6523 
Gas Company Customer Service (909) 335-7725 

U.S. Army Corps of Robert Smith (213) 452-3419 
Engineers (ACOE) 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Carlsbad F&WS (760) 431-9440 
Service (USF&WS) 

Verizon (formerly GTE) Customer Service (800) 483-4000 

Coachella Valley Association Jim Sullivan (760) 346-1127 
Of Governments (CVAG) Allyn Waggle 

La Quinta, City of Tim Jonasson (760) 777-7000 
Les Johnson 

Coachella Valley Water District Georgia Celehar (760) 398-2661 

Eastern Information Center Matt Hall (951) 827-5745 

Aqua Caliente Band of Patricia Tuck (760) 883-1926 
Cahuilla Indians 

Cabazon Band of Mission Indians Judy Stapp (760) 342-2593 

Morongo Band of Mission Indians Britt Wilson (760) 849-8807 

Ramona Band of Mission Indians John Gomez (951) 763-4105 

Torres-Martinez Desert William Contreras (760) 397-0300 
Cahuilla Indians 

Augustine Band of Cahuilla David Saldivar (760) 369-7171 
Mission Indians 

EPC,lnc. 9-1 









Indian Wells Town Center 
Supplemental Draft EIR, August 15, 2007 

REFERENCES 

10.0 REFERENCES 

Indian Wells 1996 "General Plan and Environmental Impact Report." 1996. 

Indian Wells 2007 "Land Use Element Update." EPC Land Planning Inc. May, 2007 

CARB 1996 California Air Resources Board (CARB), "California Air Quality Data, Vols. 
XXI-XXVI," Sacramento, CA. 1996-2002. 

CDF 2002 California Department of Finance (CDF), "Population and Housing 
Figures for California Cities," January 1, 2002. 

CDMG 1975 "Guidelines for Geologic/Seismic Considerations In Environmental Impact 
Reports," (Note 46). June 1975. 

CDMG 1983 "Guidelines for Classification and Designation of Mineral Lands." Special 
Publication 51, California State Mining and Geology Board. 1983. 

CDMG 1998 "Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Act Map Series.~ 1998. 

CDE 2004 California Department of Education, Educational Demographics Unit. 
Data Quest. Student Demographics, Enrollment. http://data1.cde.ca.gov/ 
dataquest/ 

CEe 2002 California Energy Commission (CEC), "California Energy Plan - Critical 
Changes: The Energy Future." Docket 01-BR-1. 2002. 

CEI2003 California Environmental Insider (CEI). "Volume 17, Number 10, October 
31,2003. 

CGS 2000 California Geological Survey (CGS), "Generalized Geologic Map of 
California." 2000 (see also CDMG). 

CEHHA 2004 Calrrornia Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. Water
Public Health Goals (PHGs). 2004. 

EDD 1999 Economic Development Department, "Chapter 4." 1999. 

EPA 2004 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. List of Drinking Water 
Cont~minants & MCLs. 2004. http://www.epa.gov/safewater/ 

FEMA 1998 U.S. Federal Emergency Management Agency - Federal Insurance 
Administration (FEMA). "Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for City of 
Indian Wells, California. 1998. 

1998 EIR "Program Environmental Impact Report, Garden of Champions." RBF/ 
County of Riverside. October 27, 1998. 

RBF 1998a "Garden of Champions Traffic Analysis." RBF/County of Riverside. 
June 29, 1998 (Previous EI R Appendix 11.2). 

EPC, Inc. 10- 1 





Indian Wells Town Center 
Supplemental Draft EIR, August 15, 2007 

RBF 1998b 

Siadden 1998 

BonTerra 1998 

Musco 1998 

RMW 1998 

SCAG 2002 

SCAG2004 

SCAG 2006 

SCAQMD 1993 

SCDF 2006 

SCS 1973 

SMGB 2000 

TIS 2006 

TRB 1985 

USCB 2000 

EPC, Inc. 

REFERENCES 

'Tentative Parcel Map No. 28833, Garden of Champions, Preliminary 
Hydrology Report." April 28, 1998 (Previous EIR Appendix 11.3). 

"Geotechnical Feasibility Report, Garden of Champions Project, Indian 
Wells Area, Riverside County, California." Siadden Engineering. 
April 15, 1998 (Previous EIR Appendix 11.4). 

"Findings of Supplemental Biological Resources Survey for the Garden 
of Champions Tennis Facility in Indian Wells, Riverside County." 
BonTerra Consulting. June 11, 1998 (Previous EIR Appendix 11.7). 

"Garden of Champions Tennis Complex Lighting Study." Musco Lighting. 
June 3, 1998 (Previous EIR Appendix 11.8). 

"An Exploratory Investigation of CA-RIV-3005 and CA-RIV-5876, Located 
Near Indian Wells, Riverside County, California." RMW Paleo 
Associates, Inc. July 1998 (Previous EIR Appendix 11.9). 

"Regional Comprehensive plan and Guide." Energy Chapter Update. 

"Adopted Forecast for Regional Transportation Plan (RTP): -April 2004. 

"Intergovernmental Review, Year 2002 Activity Report." May 2006. 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SQAMD). "CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook. a April 1993. 

State of California, Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit, 
May 2006. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service (SCS), "Soil 
Survey of Western Coachella Valley, California. "1973. 

State Mining and Geology Board (SMGB). "California Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Policies and Procedures." January 2000 (3rd revision). 

Track Info Services (TIS). "Environmental First Search Report, Indian 
Wells Town Center, Indian Wells, California." November 2006. 
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REFERENCES 

ELECTRONIC REFERENCES (WWW ... ) 

www.cityofindianwells .org 
www.cityoflaquinta.org 
www.cityofpalmdesert.org 
www.cvag.org 
www.cvmshcp 
www.cvwd.org 
www.floodcontrol.riverside 
cO.ca.us 
www.scag.ca.gov 

EPC,lnc. 

City of Indian Wells 
City of La Quinta 
City of Palm Desert 
Coachella Valley Association of Governments 
Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
Coachella Valley Water District 
Riverside County Flood Control District 

SCAG population, housing, and energy projections 
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GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS 

11.0 GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS 
AAQS 
ACOE 
ADT 
ADT 
AMSL 
ARA 
BMP 
CAA 
CC&R's 
CDFG 
CDMG 
CEC 
CEQA 
CF/day 
CHWMP 
CMP 
CNDDB 
CNEL 
CNPS 
co 
CRWQCB 
CV 
CVAG 
CWA 
CWP 
dB 
dB(A) 
DCP 
DHS 
DU 
DWR 
EA 
EIR 
EPA 
ESA 
ESCP 
FEMA 
FIRM 
GPD 
Hazmat 
HCM 
HCP 
HOA 
1-10 
110 
JPA 
KwH 
LAFCO 
Ibs/day 

EPC, Inc. 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 
United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Average Daily Trips 
Average Daily Traffic (two-way) 
Above Mean Sea Level 
Aggregate Resource Area 
Best Management Practices 
Federal Clean Air Act 
Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions 

. Catifornia Department of Fish and Game 
California Division of Mines and Geology 
California Energy Commission 
California Environmental Quality Act 
Cubic Feet per Day 
City Hazardous Waste Management Plan 
Congestion Management Program 
California Natural Diversity Data Base 
Community Noise Equivalent Level 
California Native Plant Society 
Carbon Monoxide 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Coachella Valley 
Coachella Valley Association of Governments 
Clean Water Act 
California Water Plan 
Decibels 
Decibels on the A-weighted scale (closest to human hearing) 
Dust Control Plan 
Department of Health Services 
Dwelling Unit 
Department of Water Resources (State) 
Environmental Assessment 
Environmental Impact Report 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Endangered Species Act 
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
Gallons per day 
Hazardous Materials 
Highway Capacity Manual 
Habitat Conservation Plan 
Homeowners Association 
Interstate 10 Freeway 
Imperial Irrigation District 
Joint Power Agreements 
Kilowatt-hour 
Local Area Formation Commission 
Pounds per Day 
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Ibs/hr 

Ldn 
LEQ 
LOS 
MCE 
MGD 
MPE 
MRZ 
MSHCP 
MWD 
NA 
NCCP 
N02 

NOP 
NOx 
NPDES 
NRCS 
0 3 

PM10 

ROC 
ROG 
SB 
SCAB 
SCAG 
SCAQMD 
SCAQMP 
SCE 
SCS 
SIP 
SMARA 
SOl 
SWP 
SWPPP 
SWPPP 
SWQCB 
TCM 
TSM 
UBC 
USFWS 
USGS 
VPD 
VMT 
VOC 
WRCOG 

EPC, Inc. 

GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS 

Pounds per Hour 

Noise Descriptor 
Steady-State Noise Energy Level 
Level of Service 
Maximum Credible Earthquake 
Millions of gallons per day 
Maximum Probable Earthquake 
Mineral Resource Zones 
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
Metropolitan Water District 
Native American 
Natural Community Conservation Plan 
Nitrogen Dioxide 
Notice of Preparation 
Oxides of Nitrogen 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (Department of Agriculture) 
Ozone 
Suspended Particulates 
React~ve OrganiC Compounds 
Reactive Organic Gases 
Senate Bill 
South Coast Air Basin 
Southern California Association of Governments 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 
South Coast Air Quatity Management Plan 
Southern California Edison (now Edison International) 
Soil Conservation Service (now NRCS) 
State Implementation Plan 
Surface Mining and Reclamation Act 
Sphere of Influence 
State Water Project 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
California State Water Quality Control Board 
Transportation Control Measures 
Transportation System Management 
Uniform Building Code 
United State Fish and'Wildlife Service 
United States Geological Service 
Vehicles per day 
Vehicle Miles Traveled 
Volatile Organic Compounds 
Western Riverside Council of Governments 
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SEIR ApPENDICES 

12.0 SEIR ApPENDICES 

UNDER SEPARATE COVER 

A. AIR QUALITY REPORT 

B. BIOLOGY REPORT 

C. CULTURAL RECORDS SEARCH 

D. DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY REPORTS 

E. HYDROLOGY REPORT 

F. NOISE REPORT 

G. PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENTS 

H. TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS 

I. WILL SERVE LETTER 
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CITY OF INDIAN WELLS 
CC?mmunity Development Department 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP) OF A DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SEIR) 

for the 

INDIAN WELLS GARDEN OF CHAMPIONS TOURNAMENT CENTER 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

SCH# 1998121069 

The City of Indian Wells, as lead agency, will be preparing a Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report {SEIR} for the project identified below. We are requesting 
your comments on the scope and content of the SEIR. 

Project Description: 

Project History and Existing Development: 

In 1998, a Program Environmental Impact Report (EtR) was certified for the Garden of 
Champions (GOC) Tennis Tournament Center (SCH# 1998041039). (The 1998 EIR is 
available for review at the City of Indian Wells Planning Department). The EIR evaluated 
a project encompassing approximately 183.5 gross acres {150.3 net acres after 
deducting the area within the Whitewater River Channel} with the following components: 
a tennis complex with three (3) stadiums with seating for up to 27,050 persons, ancillary 
uses for the tennis stadiums such as a clubhouse, pro shop, restaurant/commissary, 
practice courts, food court, and administrativ,e offices. The tennis complex portion of. the 
site encompasses approximately 51.9 net acres. 

The remaining vacant net acreage of the site (9S.4) was proposed for two (2) 350 room 
hotets, commercial uses, 140 residential casitas. In addition, a 39.3 acre portion of the 
98.4 net vacant acres is currently being used for overflow parking. 

Proposed Project: 

The remaining vacant net acreage (98.4), located immediately east of the tennis 
complex and on the south side of Miles Avenue, is being proposed for development as 
the "Town Center Specific Plan". The plan proposes the following uses: 35.9 acres of 
mixed use consisting of retail, restaurants, .offices and a 2400 seat theater for a total of 
400,000 square feet. In addition, a 267-room hotel and 65 single-family detached homes 
are proposed. (See "Indian Wells Town Center" site ptan attached). The final component 
is a 12.9 acre parcel that will be developed into 1,632 pennanent parking spaces for use 
by the tennis complex. (See "Indian Wells Tennis Garden Existing and Proposed Parking 
Area" exhibit attached). Table 1 below provides a summary of the larid use intensity 
under the approved EIR, the existing development, and the proposed development 
(Town Center Specific Plan). 
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Project Location: Approximately 183.5 acres located on the west side of Washington 
Street, on the north and sout~ sides of Miles Avenue in the City of Indian Wells, CA. 
(See attached Regional Location Map and "Indian Wells Town Center' site plan). 

Purpose of the NOP: The purpose of the NOP is to solicit input as to the scope and 
content of the environmental information to be included in the SEIR. The SEIR will 
address the following environmental factors: 

Aesthetics 
Air Quality 
Biological Resources 
Cultural Resources 
Earth Resources 
Energy and Mineral Resources 
Hazards 

Land use and Planning 
Noise 
Population and Housing 
Public Services 
Transportation ICirculation 
Utilities 
Water Resources 

These environmental factors will be compared to the . conclusions reached 'in the 1998 
EIR. Baseline conditions will be documented in the SEIR and appropriate mitigation 
measures will be prepared for any potentially significant environmental effects that may 
be identified. The SEIR will be' prepared pursuant to CEOA Guidelines Section 15163 to 
make the 1998 EIR ad~quate for the project in the changed situation. 

How and When to Comment on the NOP: Comments on the contents and scope of the 
NOP should be submitted to the Lead Agency Contact identified below as soon as 
possible but not later than thirty (30) calendar days after receiving this notice. 

Lead Agency Contact: 

City of Indian Wells Community Development Department 
44-950 Eldorado Drive 
Indian Wells, CA 92210 
Attn: Corrie Kates, Community Development Director 
Ph: 760-346-2489 
Fax: 760-346-0407 
Email: ckates@cityofindianwells.org 
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r.ommercial 

~ 50rt 
Residential 

sidential 

rking: 

Table 1 
Garden of Champions EIR 

Approved, Existing and Proposed Land Uses 
November 6, 2006 

Stadium #2 - 8,050 seats Stadium # 2 - 8,050 seats 

Stadium #3 - 3,000 seats Stadium # 3 - 3,000 seats 

(Includes practice courts, (Includes practice courts, 
clubhouses, commissary, clubhouses, commissary, 
support facilities, par1<ing) support facilities) 

Gas Station, Mini-Mar1<et, 9.0 acs. 
Restaurants 

each) 
700 
Rooms 

Attached 12.9 acs. Vacant 12. 

by City Code: Land 

Commercial 380 sps. 

Hotel 600 sps. 
(6) 

Stadium # 2 - 8,050 seats 

Stadium # 3 - 3,000 seats 

(Includes practice courts, 
clubhouses, commissary, 
support facilities) 

required by City 

Commercial 

Hotel 

-I ennis Complex Permanent 6350 sps. Permanent P Permanent 

" grking 

lsements 

AddruonalPermanent 
Overflow Par1<ing 3185 sps. Overflow Par1<ing 3185 sps. Tennis Complex par1<ing 

Source: Project Description from EIR. 1998041039 and site plan for Indian Wells Town Center, Keisker & Wiggle 
Architects 10/31106 
Notes: 
(A) 
(B) 
(C) 
(D) 

Acreage adjustment per Lot U ne Adjustment No. 7-05-03. 
Parking is estim81ed and parking acreage included in Hotel and Commercial site areas. 
Includes 216 On-Street employee parking spaces only. 
Does not include existing Tennis Complex due to type of facility (i.e. stadium and support uses). 

3 

35.9 acs. 

SF 

267 Rooms 

65 units 

25.3 acs. 

1525 sps. 

660 sps. 
(6)1 

2927 sps. 

1,632 sps. 
(C) 
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S TAT E OF .C A LI FOR N I A 

Governor',s Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Arnold Scbwarzencggcr 

. GonirDOr 

: Notice of Preparation 

November 20, 2006 

To: Revi~gAgencies' 

Re: Town Cenrer Specific Plm (Indiari Wells Tennis Garden)" 
SCli# 2006111097 

Attached for your review and cOJmIlCl1t is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Town Center Specific PIan 
.(Indian Wells TCDDis Garden) draft Enviromnental Impact Report (EIR). 

Responsible agenciefi must transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP. focusing on specific 
information related to their; own statutory ,esponslbility, within 30 days of receipt of the NOP from the Lead Agency. 
This is .a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you.to COnmle:nt in a timely 
manner. 'We encourage other agencies to also respond to thls notice and 'express their concerns early in.the 
enViro~ntal review process. 

Please direct your comm.ents to: 

Corrie Kates 
'City of Indian Wells 

. 44950 Et Dorado Drive 
Indian WeIIs;CA 92211-7497 

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number 
noted above in all correspondence, concerning this project. 

If you have any queStions about the env~onmental document review process. please call the State Clctaringhouse at 
(910) 445-0613. ' . 

. sC tt Morgan . 
Senior Planner, State ClearinghouS,e 

Attac~nts 
~c: Lead Agency 

.' ... 

.•...... _ .. _ .... -. ---- .... - .. -.... - ..... .. -.---... -
___ a._ '_ '_" _ _ ' .~ . . . _-,.- •. _ .... -_ .. -.- .... "--"---• 

---_ .......... - ....... --~- ... -~--.. _-_.-..... _.' _., .......... -- .. ... ." .' .. ' _ .... ---_.-...... -. .. ..... -....... _-_. _. 
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scm 2006111097 

. , , . 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

Project Title Town Center Specific Plan (Indian Wells Tennis Garden) 
Lead Agency Indian Wells, City of 

Type NOP Notice of Preparation 

DesCription Existing tennis stadium complex on 51,9 acres and 33.9 acres of temporary par1<ing Indian Wells 
Tennis Garden}. Town Center Specific Plan is 97 acres and 400,000 sq. ft. of mixed use (retail, 
offices,. restaurants, theater) and a 267-room hotel • 

. . . Lead Agency Contact 
Name Conie Kates ' 

Agency , City of' Indian Wells 
Phone (760),346-2489 
eman 

'Address 44950 EI Dorado Orive 
. City Indian WellS 

Project LocatIon 
County Rivers/de 

City 
Reg/on 

, Cross Streets 
Parcel-No. 
Township 

. Washington Street and Miles Avenue ' 
604-040-089-091,633-360-018-024 
5S Range , 6&7E 

Proximity to: 
Highways 

Afrports 
Railways 

Waterways 
Schools 

LiJnd Use 

Whitewater River Channel 
Gerald, Ford Elementary 
Tennis Stadiums 
GP!Z:Vacant Land 

State CA Zip 92211-7497 

Ser;tion 19,24 Sase S8M 

Project Issues AestheticNrsual; Air Quality; Archae%glc-Historic; Biologlc~lI ResOufces; Drainage/Absorption; Flood' 
Plain/Flooding; GeologiC/Seismic; Noise; Popl,llationlHousing Balance; Public Services; 
Schools/Universities; Sewer Capacity; Soil Erosion/CompactioniGradlng; Solid 'Waste; 
TraffiC/Circulation; Water QualitY; Water Supply; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects ' 

Reviewing 
Agencies 

Resources Agency;' Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department 
of Water Resources; Department of Fish and Game, Region 6; Native American Heritage Commission; 
Caflfomla Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 8; Department of Toxic Substances Control; Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, ~egioh 7 

Date R~celved 11/2012006, Start of Review 11/20/2006 End of Review 12119/2006 

" -.. -~.------ .. -.~.--.--.. -.--- , .. -,,-.--.--.---.--~.-... ---
.- .-----.----~-,---"-.. - '-.'- '--.... -'-" .. -''''' .. - ---

' . Jo.: : .. 
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:: .. ·!)urces Agency 

·,U Gayou . , 
.. \ t Of·.Boatlng & Weterways 

. Johnson 

;. ... mle Coastal 
.;OI"lon 

.. . "~th A. Fuchs 

" do RIver Board 
R. Zimmerman 

• , ~f Conservation re Taylor' 

j 
i. • •• 
.' .. 
i 
.!. 
.; 
j. 

'i 
~ ~., J ... 
" ! 
i ';' 

~}a Energy 

f~810n 
j:;hlns . 

am 

. j. 'i ater Resources 
Agency 

! 
; 

~ ~ . ., 
,! . 

~ J 
• > 

, J. 
. \ .... , 
, 

," 

r~u 
pcy 

me' 

Fish & Game 

·ntal Services DIvIsIon 

e Region 1 
h 

eReglon 2 
Is 

o Fish & Gam~ Region 3 
Robert .Floerka 

o Fish & Game Region 4 
. JulfaVance 

o Fish & Game Region 5 
Don Chadwick 
Habitat Conservation Program 

II Fish & Game RegIon 6 
Gabrfna Gatchel 
Hebltat Conservation Program 

D Fish & Game R~lon 6 UM 
Gabrina Gatchel 
InyolMono. Habitat ConservsUon 
Program 

o Dept: of Fish & ~ame M 
George Isaac 
Marina Region 

Other Departments 

[J Food & Agriculture 
Steve Shaffar 
Dapt, of Food ~nd Agriculture 

o Depart. of General Services 
Publlo School Construction 

o Dept. of General Services 
Robert Sloppy 
Environmental Services Section 

D ~Pt. of Health Services 
VeronIca Malloy 
Dept. of Haalth/Drlnklng Water 

Independent . 
Commissions. Boards 

D· Della P~otectlon comnilsal~n 
Debby Eddy 

CJ Office of Emergency Services 
. Dennis Castrlllo 

D Governor's OffIce of Planning 
& Research 
Stat& Clearinghouse 

• Native American Herttage 
Comm. 
DebbIe Treadway 

o Public UUlltles Commission 
Ken Lewts 

o State Lands Commlealon 
Jean Sarino 

D Tahoe.Reglonal Planning 
Agency (TRPA) 
Gheny Jacques 

BusIness. Trahs & HousIng 

Cl Caltran. - Division of 
AeronautIcs 
Sandy Hesnard 

o Caltrans - Pla~nlng . 
Terri Pencovic 

• CalifornIa HIghway Patrol 
Shirley Kelly 
OffIce of Special Projects 

o Housing & C~mmunlty 
Development 
L1sB Nichols 
Housing Policy DIvision 

Dept. of Transportation 

D Caltrans, District 1 
Rex Jackman 

D Caltrans, Dlstrl~t 2 
Man;ellno Gonzalez 

'. 0 Caltrans, District 3 
Jeff Pulverman 

o Caltrans, DIstrict 4 
Tim Sable 

o Caltrans, District 5 
David Murray 

D Caltran., Dl.trlcl 8 
Marc BIrnbaum 

o Caltran., Dlstrfct 7 
Chel)'l J. Powell 

• Caltrans, DIstrict 8 
Dan Kopulsky 

o Caltrans, District 9 
Gayle Rosander 

D Caltran., DIstrict 10 
Tom Dumas 

1:1 Caltrans, District 11 
MarfoOrso 

o Caltran., Dhrtrlct 12 
Bob Joseph 

Cal EPA 

Air Resources Board 

D Airport Projects 
Jim Lemar 

D TramJporiatlon Projecta 
. Rsvf Rauiallhgam 

D Induskiel Projects 
Mike Tollstrup 

. 0 California Integrated Waste 
Manllgament Board 
Sue ·O'Leary· 

o State Water Resources Control 
Board 
JIm Hockenbeny . 
Division of Financial Asslstanoe 

o State Water Resources Control 
Board . 
Student Intern, 401 Water qualIty 
CertIficatIon UnIt 
.Dlvlslon of water Quality 

D State Water Resouoes Control Board 
Sleven Harrera 
Division of Waler RIghts 

• Dept. of T~xlc Substances Control 
CECA TrackIng Cent!3r 

o Department of P89tll;lde R8~latlon 

'Reglonal Water Quality Control 
Board lRWQCBl 

.0 RWQCB1' 
Cathleen Hudson 
North Coast RegIon (1) 

o RWQCB2 
. Environmental Document 

CoordInator 
San Francisco Bay Region (2) 

o RWQCB3 
Central Coast RegIon (3) 

-D RWQCB4 
Teresa Rodgel'8 
Lot Angeles Region (4) 

o RWQCB5S 
Central Valley Region (5) 

o RWQCB5F 
Central Valley Region (5) 
FllIsno Branch Officii 

o RWQCB5R 
Centre! Valley Region (5) 
Redding Branch Office o RWQCB6 . . 

Lahontan RegIon (6) 

o RWQCB6V 
Lahontan Region (6) 
VIctorville Branch Office 

• RWQCB7 
Colorado RIVer Basin Region (7) 

o RwQCBB 
Santa Ana Region (8) 

D ' RWQCB9 
San Diego Region (9) 

o Other _ _____ _ 

Last Updated on 09(10(06 
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. IfI'ArR mr CMJllQRNJA 

NATIVE AMERICAN BElUTAGE COMMISSION 
'IS CAPrl'OLHALL, ROOM U4 
SACItAIDN'l'O, CA t5U4 
('.'> S3-Q51 
r.x ('16) UTo63M 
WWlf.I!aby;a·IIPY 
dsJIII~ 

Ms. Corrie Kates 
Cit,. of Indian w.ns 
44950 8 Dorado Drive 
Indian Wells, cA 92211·7497 

November.27, 2006 

'r,pld Scbwarz'p,rr.r G·qYCr))QL 

Re: . SCH#2006111 097: CECA Notice of Preparation (NOP) for Town Center Specific Plan & draft 
Enylronmental Impact Report CEIRl (Indian Wells 1ennls Garden) :CItv of Indian Wells: RJverslde CQunty. 
California 

Dear Ms. Kates: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above-referenced doaJment. The California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEaA) A)Qukes that any project that causes a substantial adven;e change in the 
Significance of an historical ~urce, that includes archeological resources, is a 'significant effect' requIring 
the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR per CEQA guidelines § 15064.5(b)(c}. In order to 
comply with this provision, the lead agency Is required. to assess whe1herthe .,rojectwlll have an adven;e 
Impact on these resources within the 'area of potential etreet (APE): and if so. to mJtJgate.1hBt effect. To . 
adequately assess the project~ated impacts on historical msourt:eS, the Commission recommends the 
fol\owtng actipn: 
"" Con1aCt the appropriate California Historic Resources Information Center (CHRIS). Tile record search will 
determine: 
• If a part or the entire' (APE) has been previously surveyed for culluml resources. 
• If.any ,known ~Jtural resources hav~ alreactx beeQ reconted In or adjacent to the APE. 
• If the probablllty ~ JQ.w, moderate, or. higl:t :th~t tulb.lral resources are located In ~ APE. 
• If a survey is requi.red to detennine whether pre:vlously unrecorded cultural resources are present 
.J If an.archaeologiCallnventory survey 18 required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report 
detailing the flndlngs and recommendatlons·ofthe records aearch and field survey. 
• The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers should be submitted 

Immediately to the planning department AU Information regarding site locations, Native American 
human remains, and associated funerary objects should be In a separate confldentIBl addendum, and 
. n.ot be made available for pubic disclosure . 

. . - The final wrftten report should be ·submitted within 3 months after wort< has been completed to the 
appropriate regIonal archaeoiogicallntormation Center. . 

.J Contact the Native American HeriCage Commission (NAHC) for: . 

.. A Saaed Lands File (SLF) search oftha project area and Infonna·t!on on tribal contacts In the project 
vicinity who may have Infonnatlon on cultural resoun;es In or near the APE. Please provfde us sHe 
identification as follows: USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle citation wlth name, township. ranRe and section. This 
win assIst us with the SLF. 
• Also. we recommend thafyou contact the Native American contacts on the attached Dst to get theIr 

input on the effect of potential project (e.g. APE) Impact .. ' 
" Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not precJude .their subsurface exl~nce. 

... Lead agencies should indudelR their mitigation pian provtslons for the Idenftffcatlon and evaluation of 
accfdentaUy discovered archeological resources, P.E!r califomia Environmental Quality Aqr. (CECA) 
§15~.5 (f). In areas off~entlfled a·~eofogicaL.sensttMty, a ce:rtified amhaeologlst and a culturally 
affiliated Native American,·wi:tb. kn.owIedge in cuHUral resources, should monitor all ground-<flSfurbing 
activ~.. .. . . 

e. lead agencies shoukflnclude in their mltlgatlon plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts, 
In consultation with culturaHy aftIRated Native Americans. 

"" Lead agencies should Include provisions for discovery of Native Americ;ln human remains or unmarked 
cemeteries in their mitigation plans. 
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6TATR OF rAllmRJ!JA 

NATIVE AMEllICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
'IS CAl'lTOL M4Ll..JlOOM~ 
&.\CRAMBNTO. CAHU4 
<'1')SU251 
F_ (-I6)S.Q!Ie 
\!WW,nlbe&a '""' 

. dI_lIIlheepllCbelLnet 

* CE:QA GuideHnes, Section 15064.5(d) requires the lead agency to wo\1( with the Native Americans 
identified by this . 

Commission If the initial Study Identifies the presence or likely presence of Native American human 
remains Within the APE. CECA Guidelines provfde for agreements with Native American, identified by 
the NAHC, to assure the appropriate and dignified tlealment of Native American human remains and 
any associated grave Dena. 

~ Health and Safety Code §7050.5, Public ResourCes Code §5097.98 and Sec. §15064.5 (d) of the CECA 
Guidelines mandate procedures to be followed In the event of an accidental discovery of any human 
remalna in a location other than a dedfcated cemetery • 
.J Lead agencies shOUld conslderavoidaoce. as defined In § 15370 of the CECA Gyldelines. when 
s1gn!ficant cultural resources a[8 discovered during the course of Dro!ed planning. 

Please feel free to contact me at (916) 653-6251 If you have any questiOns. 

Cc: State Clearinghouse 
Attachment Ust of Native American contacts. 

Sincerely. 

Dave Singleton 
Program Analyst 

'. 

.L 



.- . ; " Native American COntacts 
Riverside County 
November 27, 2006 

;6.._ azon Band of Mission Indians 

. -n A. James, Chairperson 

~ ~45 Indio Springs Parkway Cahuilla 

- jio ,CA 92203-3499 

: lver@cabazonlndi 

700) 342-2593 

I ) 347-7880 Fax 

"( _ :es-Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians 

-vmond Torres, Chairperson 

, Box 1160 Cahuilla 

""ermal • CA 92274 

700) 397-0300 

, 0) 397-8146 Fax 

11, _ rongo Band of Mission Indians 

-\tt W. Wilson, Cultural Resources Coordinator 

, ; N. Murray Street, Suite C Cahuilla 

:':Janning • CA 92220 

·_wilson@morongo.org 

(8:;1) 849-8807 
''51) 755-5206 

l ;1) 922-8146 Fax 

Serrano 

This list is current only as of the date of this document 

Ramona Band of Mission Indians 

Joseph Hamilton. Vice Chairman 

P.O. Box 391670 Cahuilla 

Anza , -CA 92539 

admin@ramonatribe. 

(951) 763--4105 

(951) 763-4325 Fax 

Augustine Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians 

Mary Ann Green, Chairperson 

P.O. Box 846 Cahuilla 

Coachella ,CA 92236 

(760) 369-7171 . 

Torres-Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians 

William J. Contreras, Cultural Resources Coordinator 

P.O. Box 1160 Cahuilla 

Thermal ,CA 92274 

760) 397-0300 

. (760) 397-8146 Fax 

Jistribution of this list does not relteve any person of statutory rasponsibilttley as defined In Sec. 7050,5 
.)f the Health & Safety Code, Sec. 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Sec. 5097.98 of the 
Publi Resources Code. 

This list is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans wIth regard to oultural resources for the proposed 
ProjectSCH#2006111097; CEQA Notice of Pr-eparation (NOP) ~rTown Center Specific Plan (Indian Wells Tennis 
Garden) draft Environmental Impact Report; City of Indian Wells; Rlverskle County, California. 

' . 
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abazon Band of Mission Indians 

Idy Stapp, Director of Cultural Affairs 

NatIve American Contacts 
Riverside County' 
November 27,2006 

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 

Richard Milanovich, Chairperson 

1-245 Indio Springs Parkway Cahuilla 600 Tahquitz Canyon Way Cahuilla 

dlo ,CA [)22()8.S499 

reaver@cabazonindi 

'60) 342-2593 

'60) 347-7880 Fax 

gua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 

ichard Begay, THPO Director 

50 Tahqultz Canyon Way Cahuilla 

aim Springs ,CA 92262 

,egay@aguacallente 

'60) 883·1368 

r60) 325-6952 Fax 

This list is current only as of 1I1e date of this document. 

Palm Springs ,CA 92262 

(760) 325-3400 ' 

(760) 325-0593 Fax 

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responslblllUey as defined in Sec. 7050,5 
of the Health & Safety Code, Sec. 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Sec. 5097.98 of the 
Publl Resources Code. 

This list Is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed 
Project:SCHI'2006111097; CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP) for Town Center Specffic Plan (Indian Wells Tennis 
Garden) draft EnVironmental Impact Report; City of (ndian Wells; Rlverslde County, California. 
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Jonathan Petke~ Inc. ' "i '" . " " ... ' I ." '.: '. ;"; ': ".,. :.:.:<-: ' ,. :'~, .:1:; 
:.~ '~ : .. .' Hardy M. Strozier, Inc. 

3151 AIRWA.Y AVENue, SUITE R·1 
COSTA MESA., CALIFORNIA 92626 

~,:' .\ ~ .. ~ .': .: • . ,; ":' :; : 'i ..... ! . ... ·i ,.", ' . . '. ; .' .':: ·T!=l!.~OtjE: .· (7.~"") ~56.-6.2~D . . . ' . . 
TEI:ECOPleR: (114) 556-'3905 \ . . ' . ..' ' 

E·Mail: HardyEsq@aol.com 
E-Mail: PlanningAssoC@aol.com 

pecember 14, 2006 

Mr. Corrie Kates 
City ofIndian Wells Community Development Department 
44-950 Eldorodo Drive 
lm!ian Wells, CA 92210 

Re: Notice of SEIR Preparation for til!iian,· Wells Town ~~nter Project 
• '.:. ,: , ' " : 40 :. .' •• :' ~ ~ , ..... . ". :~ . . ' ., 

Dear Mr. Kates: . .'~.~; . .'.: .-........ " .. :.... ...:: ;0 • 
. :' ',' .; . I"; ,.' .. . . :"';.:". " . t 

""\. :~' .. ;'.~ ;' .. , ' .: ... .. .. .......... ; ... \ .. .... 

Thank: you fur allowing the ··.Haagen ·Ojinpany ~~n) . tAA .oPportunity to comment on the 
Supplemental Environmental Impact'RePort (SEIR) "for t:he lndian Wells Town Center project. 
1be Haagen 2.5 acre property is located at the North West comer of Miles AveIDle and 
Washington Street This 2.5 acre Haagen parcel was part of the project descriptIon evaluated in 
the July 15, 1998 Garden ofCbampions Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR), noted as 
the Remainder Parcel Map No. 28812; see page 4-6 EIR 

The Indjan Wells ToWn Center Project Specific Plan (SP), a portion oftbe previous EIR project 
study area, alSo includes the Haagen 2.5 acre property as part of the project description and the 
proposed·SP. The SP is the"Subject of the proposed SEIR In both the previously certified ErR 
and the proposed SP SEIR, the 2.5 acre property was and will be evaluated for a commercial 
land use. The current SP. according to the NOP, designates the 2.S acres as Planning area 4, 
RetaillRestaurant Maximum 10,000 SF Restaurant and 4,500 SF Retail1and use. 

The Haagen Company is in complete agreement with this land use designation and 
commercial/retail square footages assigned to this 2.5 acre commercial land use area. In this 
regard, I am enclosing the most current site plalll developed in large part in coordination with the 
SP project proponent. This site plan varies little from what Chris Fahey and I presented to you 
and Barbara Carson on October 17,2006 at City Hall 

The site plan differences from that presented to you at our meeting include: Slightly relocating 
the main entry drive north between Planning Areas 1 and 4. Second, the entry drive on 
Washington Street on Parcel' 4 was elintinated. Thir~ the right tum in and right turn out only 

1 

! 

" , 

!. 
: : 



entry drive on Miles avenue for Parcel 4 was maintained. Our traffic consultant, Lindscott, Law 
and Greenspan, indicates the entry drive from Miles avenue at this Parcel 4 location will operate 
~ly. The commercial restaurant nature of the Parcel 4 site plan requires this entry from '.Miles 
for effective customer usage. This traffic access, matter, of course, should be evaluated in the 
SEm.. Finally, the internal SP circulation has been refined to allow easy internal access to Parcel 
4:from the joint entry drive on Washington Street while also allowing appropriate separation of 
land uses to discourage overflow parking between land uses or Parcels 1 and 4;. Please see the 
attached conceptual land plan fur Parcel 4. In.this regard, we recommend:that a condition be 
placed in the final Specific Plan and evaluated in the SEIR requiring a mutually acceptable 
access agreement(s) with the adjacent owners(s) for viable internal traffic access and circulation 
between Parcell and Parcel 4. 

The above constitute our comments on the Notice of Preparation. No CEQA required meeting is 
required by the Haagen Company on the SE1R NOP matter. We,do appreciate being provided 
the opportunity to comment on the SEIR and thank you again for providing to us the previoUsly 
prepared EIR We look forward to continue working on this important project with both your 
staff and the Sanderson/J. Ray Company. Please continue to keep us informed of any project 
related meetings and information developed for the project, including providing to us the draft 
Specific Plan when it is available for review. 

?;t~ 
. cc: Christopher Fahey, President Haagen Company 

. Barbara Carson, Assistant Director 
Gary Mierau, Manager, SandersonlJ Ray 

Attachment: Parcel 4 conceptual site plan 
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AGUA CALIENTE BAND OF CAHUILLA INDIANS' 
.' .-----_ ..... " .-.--- ......... _,- --

TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATIoN 

May 18, 2007 

Corrie Kates, Community Development Planner 
City of Indian Wells 
44-950 Eldorado Drive 
Indian Wells, CA 92210-7497 

Re: 8818 Consultation for Indian Wells Tennis Gard~n Town Center Specific Plan 

Dear Mr. KaLes: 

r, uc../ U,J 

The Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Ind,ians appreciates your efforts to include the Tribal Historic 
Preservation Office (THPO) in your project, pursuant to 8818. The proposed project location is not 
wiU,in the Reservation boundaries however, it is within close proximity of the Tribe's Traditional Use 
Area. Because of this, the Agua Caliente THPO requests: 

1. Copies of all cultural resource documentation that might be generated in connection with 
these efforts for permanent inclusion In the. Agua Caliente Cultural Register. 

a. The City has partially met this request; copies of II A Cultural Resources 
Reconnaissance for the Garden of Champions Tennis Facility, Located Near Indian 
Wells, Riverside Coun~y, California" produced by RMW Paleo Associates dated April 
1998 and "An Exploratory Investigation of CA-RIV-3005 and CA~RIV-5B76 Located 
Near Indian Wells, Riverside County, California", were forwarded to ACBCI. We 
request copies of any other reports that may result from future work such as testing or 
data recovery. Please note that the locations of cultural sites are confidential and 
should be not be' released to the general public. Also, please forward copies of other 
environmental documents related to this project for our review. 

2. The presence of approved Cultural Resource Monitor(s) during any ground disturbing 
activities. Should buried cultural deposits be encountered, the Monitor may request that 
destructive construction halt and the Monitor shall notify a Qualified (Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards and Guidelines) Archaeologist to investigate and, if necessary, prepare a 
mitigation plan for submission to the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Agua 
Caliente THPO. Please contact our offices for further information about Approved Cultural 
Resource Monitors. 

3. To insure that cultural resource assessments and recommendations are appropriate, the Agua 
Caliente THPO requires that an Archaeologist qualified according to the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards and Guidelines perform a peer review of the archaeological assessmc:nt 
and recommendations made in regards to this 'project and review the mitigation measures for 
appropriateness prior to the finalization of the Supplemental EIR and initiatIon of construction. 

650 EAST TAHQUI,'Z. CANYON WAY, PALM SPRINGS, CA 92;262 

,. 7'60/:925/3400 F 760/883/1940 AGUACALIE:NTE.oRG 



- - -._ ... ------

The Tribe requests further consultation on this project. We have been in contact with Earnest Perea, the 
contracting environmental consultant to the City, and have expressed concern regarding this significant 
pre-hisloric village site. It Is our concern that burials are likely to be encountered during construction 
activity. Some initial steps in the conSUltation process would be to soliclt input from interested tribes, to 
undertake a formal field site visit with the consulting archaeologist, the City, and interested tribes. Once 
we have done these initial steps, we can further discuss treatment options, including preservation of the 
site. 

If you have questions or require additional information, please call me at 760-883-1926. You may also 
email meat(;!tuck@~guacaliente.net. . 

Cordially, 

~V~ '-1 v~ __ · 
Patricia Tuck, Archaeologist 
Tlibal Historic Preservation Office 
AGUA CALIENTE BAND OF CAHUILLA INDIANS 

C; Agua Caliente Cultural Register 

P:\ THPO\l;rn rospondence\2006\extemal projects\traditlonal use arealSB 18 _lnclianWclls_ Tenni5Garden~5_18_07.doc 

AGUA CALIENTE: BAND 0(- CAHUILLA INDIANS' 
AGUACALIENTE.Ol'lG 



lVERSIDE COUNTY 

OB DOYLE, SHERIFF 
JRONER·PUBLIC ADMINISTRATOR 

January 26,2006 

city of Indian Wells 
Greg Johnson 
City Manager 
44-950 Eldorarlo Drive 
Indian Wells, California 92210 

. Dear Mr. Johnson, 

Sheriff 
CORONER-PUBLIC ADMINISTRATOR 

73·520 FRED WARING DRlVE • PALM DESERT, CA 92260 • (760) 836-1600 

RE: Proposed Development of Regional Hotel, Retail and Entertainment Center 

The Indian Wells Police Department appreciates the opportunity to review and comment 
on the proposed project at Washington Street and Miles Avenue. We understand the . 
project is still in the development stages, but aside from the Tennis Stadiwn, this proposal 
represents the most intense development plan in the City of Indian Wells. It is my opinion 
that this project will impact public safety within the city. 

The Indian Wells Police Department has experienced an increase in requests for services 
over the last several years. As a resident of the Coachella Valley, I have personaUy 
observed the growth of Indian Wells and our valley. In response to that growth, Indian 
Wells has added additional patrol hours, traffic enforcement and burglary suppression. 
However. we also have a need to address specific problems that arise from a variety of 
sources, including residents and business owners. The requests generally involve specific 
enforcement; such as traffic problems, extra patrol, specific municipal code enforcement 
or other police services. In addition, the Police Department and your staff often receive 
complaints from members of the connnunity that require specific action_ Instead of 
responding with a traditional approach, we would h1ce to use a connnunity policing 
concept to augment .the work that is perfonned by the deputies assigned to patrol, 
burglary suppression, traffic enforcement .and the COIIUDUIlity service officers. 

We have reviewed the impact of a connnercial development on the.scale of resort hotel, 
residential and connnercial in a combined use area. Our policing strategy in this area of 
Indian Wells, in terms of minimizing property crimes, responding to traffic collisions and 
establishing a solid problem solving connnunication link with the community, is the 
creation of a C;0rnmunity Problem Solving Officer. 



This new position will work in conjunction with burglary suppression, the traffic 
enforcement motorcycle deputy and the corrnnunity service officers to identify and 
resolve problems within the community. Our goal in this area is to diminish the adverse 
impact on the current level oflaw enforcement services that is provided to Indian Wells. 
This impact includes the increase in traffic flow and calls for police service at venues, 
which attract a high volume of daily visitors. 

This new position would generally be a uniformed officer who will have the shift 
fleXibility to work independently of restraints associated with regular patrol This would 
include high visibility from a black and white patrol car, a stealth car, bicycle patrol or 
foot patrol. 

In addition to the added deputy positio~ we recommend the addition of 40 overtime 
hours per month for the seasonal period of October through April. These hours will be 
used to cover any special enforcement or crime suppression programs that may be 
necessary. We also reconunend an additional 150 hours to cover extra patrol, bicycle 
patrol and foot patrol during the Christmas holiday season for the commercial areas 
within the district. The Palm Desert Station has utilized similar Christmas holiday 
programs in other cities and it has proven to be very beneficial. 

We would also like to take this opportunity to open a store front Indian Wells sub-station. 
This sub-station would replace the existing sub-station located at the city's Emergency 
Operations Center. However, the new sub-station will also benefit the residents and 
business owners in the area by providing a contact point with law enforcement. The sub
station will provide law enforcement personnel assigned to the area a location to write 
reports or conduct telephone follow up without leaving their assigned patrol area. The 
sub-station would be staffed with a Community Service Officer I. This person would be 
able to greet the public, provide law enforcement related informatio~ complete minor 
police reports, conduct on-site parking enforcement and provide a law enforcement 
presence. 

As the Indian Wells Chief of Police~ it is my opinion that these additions to the law 
enforcement contract between Indian Wells and the Sheriff's Department will provide the 
level of service that is necessary for a project of this size. Thank. you for allowing us to 
participate in this significant project. 

Sincerh J/_ 
(Jf "9rJtrffi . 

Craig~. C!rief Of[~ 
City of hidian Wells U 
Palm Desert Sheriff s Station 
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P.O, Box 1504 
LA QUINTA, CALIFORNIA 92247-1504 
78-495 CALLE TAMPICO 

LA QurNTA, CALIFORNIA 92253 

December 1 5, 2006· 

City of Indian Wells, 
Community Development Department 
44-950 Eldorado Drive 
Indian Wells, CA 92210 
Attn: Corrie Kates, CD Director 

(760) 777-7000 
FAX (760) 777 -7 1 0 1 

RE: Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Indian Wells Garden of Champions 
Tournament Center Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

Dear Mr. Kates, . 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP for the Indian Wells 
Garden of Champions Tournament ' Center EIR. The City of La Quinta would like 
to submit the following comments for consideration in preparation of the, Draft 
EIR for the aforementioned project: 

Aesthetics: 
The evaluation of ' potential ' ,visual impact must be considered as part of the 
aesthetic analysis. " It. is requested that the EIR include specific · information 
regarding building heights for all proposed buildings. Currently, single and mUlti-

. family residential developments located east of the s'ubject property have 
unobstructed mountain views. Site cross sections, computer models .and other 

' definitwe visual ' impact ·. analysis information should be provided which clearly 
demonstrate' potential ,visual impacts to·,these neighboring residential area~.' The 
evaluation shc>uld also' 'clearly , demonstrate the potential aesthetic impact of any 
~igns ,proposed for placement greater than one story in height, particularly signs 
that may consist of contrasting colors and/or lighting. The project analysis and 
mitigation should be sufficiently comprehensive that all aesthetics/view impacts 

'are reduced to a level of non-significance. 

',"'. Traffic: 
At a ·minimum, the traffic analysis conducted for t,ne proposed development must 
clea:rly identify all significant impacts and mitigation measures for all intersections 
on 'Washington ' Street between Palm Royale Drive ,and Avenue 48, 'and all 
intersections on Highway 111 from Washington Street to Dune Palms Road. It is 
our understanding that a new traffic signal is pr'oposed for the Via Sevilla & 
Washington intersection. , If this ~ignal is in fact proposed for construction, it ' '. ' @ 
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mu'st ' be : interconnected and.. synchronized with the other signals -: . in . th.e 
Washington Street interconnectedcorridbr. 

" La Quinta Engineering Bulletin 06-13 (Traffic Study, Gen'eral S·pecificationsl .should 
be used for this. analysis . . The GiW considers. operational ·impacts to 'be .significant 

: it. h1tersections. forecasted to" operate at · LOS E' or F. without the . proposed ' 
development :experience a' 0.02 ·increase in. voillme to' capacity (vIc) with site " 
development. - A copy of this buHetin is attached. We would ' also. request the 

. opportunity to be 'a part of any meetings regarding:trip di~tribution and modeling. ' 

, Noise . 
. All potential noise impacts upon neighboring residential properties to east must 'be 

fully . . considered . in the . am~lysis - and all significant impacts ' and mitigation 
measures ' identified. The ' noise ' analysis needs to ~ddress ' construction, 
operational and traffic · ncii~e impacts associated with the' proposed' -development. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment; Once ,completed, the City .of 'La 
Quinta would .' greatly appreciate receiving a cOpy of the report. Should you have' 

, any questions or comments, piease do not hesitate to contact me at (760) ' 777-
707·1. 

, " 

Attachment 

' cc . . Doug Evans, CD Director ' 
. Tim Jonasson, PW Director 

Ed Wimmer, Principal Engineer . 
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1'.0 : Box 1504 
LA QUINTA, CALIFORN1A 92747~15.o4-
18-4'9S CALLB TAMPICO , 

PUBLIC WO~KS/E)\iOINEERIN.O DEPAR.TMENT 
. '.' . ' .". '(760) 777·707S 

LA QUINTA, CALIPORNIA 92253 
' , ... , 

. ' . . ' FAX ,(760~ 777·7155 
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ENGINEERING BULLETIN #06-'13 

-, 

TO:', AU Interested .Parties. , ' 

, FROM: . ~~othY R.Jonasson, Public, w~'r~s '~i.~ec~orlCity Engin~er 
EFFE,CTIVE" DATE: ' D~6ember 19, 2006 

SUBJECT:. T,raffiC .Study General Specific~tjoris 

This bulletin establishes traffic study ·specifications. , All traffic studies for the City 
'of La 'Quinta should follow this criteria. 

, §t;.eEENJN~_CRITERIA, 
, , 

Traffic studies for the City of La Quirita shall ,be performed f9r' projects that 
produce '50 or more peak hour .trips ··as cal.culated by the screening criteria below. , 

'The screening calculation ,of ' the ' peak hour' trips' shall utilize .the Institute of 
.Transportation Engineers p.m. peak hour trip generation rates per the most recent 
Trip Generation Manual. The 7th Edition r ,rjp' G,eneratlorl rates are provide~ below ' 
for reference only , ~ ' .additional land use c,ate-gor,ies are aV,ailabl.e · for utilization .. as 
'applicl;!ble: '. " ' 
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,.. - ' Unit .,.. ( "verage Rate .. ~ 

. ' 1 P.M. Weekday 1 

", Peak Hour Trips \ 
_ . _ _ ... ,. '. __ ,~".. . _. ~, .. _........, .. ,,' t ,per Unit " 

• ! · : 

· I 

.' 'Drb/e-In" Bahk '(Code 912) . . .. '" lJr90--~F-t" ~ ..... ' - !r3~ 4tf .. 
GasCiline 'Se'rvic'e wi Market (Code 945) , .. . : ~ E.e~.fue l .fo.iifi1in-~.r::.~:n:_5.7. -~ 1 

. J~1&.c'ourif 'Superstore (Code -813. . ;L i ',.000 GFA , .. ~" ' :.3'.O:l.. -. '.:1 
" ~9'ppirig Ce~tet'(Sati.irqa·Y, no Weekds'y ~ '.' - '})O~ GL'A 4,9;' 
· PM Pe~k Ho~r Provi~ed .bV. '~E Manual) ':' rt' I 1 

(Code a20L _.' _ ... '. ,,_,~ ,. "U~' - .. ' L I 

, ·" 46 . .6tf . : 

. ' 

'.EO.BMAUIN,G. CRI·'I.ERlA .. .... .... . ."., ....... . . . , . 

, Traffic Sf~dy reports should provide a comprehensive -review of , the project 
· impact(s) and include discussion' of the. project description, analysis methodology 
" including sta~dard deviation sensitivitY 'analysi's for commercial projects, existing 
· and future 'conditlons including ,LOS analysis, verification of traffic counts utilized, 

· ,mitig'ation measures (cfecelerationlanes,rignt and left turn lane additions, signal 
modifications" 'new signal installations, geometric modifications, etc.). Reports . 

, . should include fully nLiinbered pages with a table' of co.ntents and other. 'standard 
· .report formatting measures . . Traffic Study reports in ,letter fo'rmatare acceptablet6 

the City when limit'ad 'scope analysis or update studies are desired. . 

SCOPING FORM A'PPROVAL & DRAFT REP.o,B:t.AP~Ra.V.AL.. 
•. ' -..J::; • • ' ·I.,· .. • 

Preparation. ot traffic studies , for the City ,of La Quinta ' sli.oul~ be initiated by, 
prepar~tion of a sc-oping form . . The t.raffic engineer performing ,the study should 

~ .. 'preR~re the . form. ,C!nd submit . it ' ,Witharia'ppiicable map' for -City approva.'. 
Inter-sections to study and distribution assumptions should be ~Iearly identified. 
The ,traffi,c engineerperforrrling the, study should call out thespecific trip generation 
(e.g~ a.m. peak, _ p.m. peak, weekend peak~ and ' development time pedod (e.g. 

" existing, project phase, pr·oject , build'out, CIty buildout) scenarios to be studied, for 
City approval. .' The traffk:' study' shoul~ only be initiated ' after the ' seoping form is 
approved by ,the ,Public Works Department; A draft traffic study report is also . . . . . .. . . '.. 

0, ", 
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'. 
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" ' 

,requested for CIty review and . approval ' pri~;r to ' finalization of ' the report ' , 
conclusions, The Community Development Department should be contacted ' 
directly for a cumuiative project listing for planned pr entitled pr'ojectswhich would 
'affect the development under 'review. " 

" 

Traffic ,Studies for ' the City of La 'Quint8shall ,conform to ,th~' 'gene;al s'p~cifice!tions .
, cQntained within the Riverside County Transf:lortation Department, August 2,00,5 
guidelines. These guidelines, are located at the,fol/owing ,hyperlink: ' 

httP;II....;ww.tlma . CQ.rl~ersidetOa.us/trans/~·Qcumentslp~mphletsittaffic ' impact analysis.pdf . .. ~ . . ~ . ' . .~ .. 

: Specific.: exceptibns to th~ Riverside County . specificatic:>n document for the City ot ' 
, La Quinta are as .fo,lIows: , '" . . ' " ,.' , .' ' . . ' . . 

. 'STUDY RADIUS t L .... r·.. .. " i. .. I. .. Ii . i~ , 

The traffic · report . shaH analyze roadways . and inte~sections within the f~lIowing . 
study'radius: _ 

, ' . . 
.' 

of the , 

,For all studies, project' impacts north of Avenue 52, should be co~siqered of highest 
, priority at:l,d concern. No adjustments for diverted pass-~y trips should be assumed 

,in the' ahaly~is for, Highway 111, Washington and Jefferson Streets. , The City may ' 
. also"identify ~ntersections and streets from adjacent mUllicipaJities to be included in' . ' 

the traffic study. : . 

, BUllDOUI SER.\lICE, LE,¥EL 

,In the City of La Qui'nta, L,.OS D and a maximum voLume ~o capacity, r:.atio- of 0.90 is 
.the acceptable build out service level. The' maximum volume to capacity ratio 
applies t~ p'eak . hours at intersections as well ' as thed~i1y VIC analyse~ of ,roadway ' , 
segments. ;,~ " ., , ',' , . ' , ' . 

TRAFFIC COUNTS & TRIP GROWTH RATES, . ' , . . .' 

Traffic counts, wh~11 req'uired, . for a g~v,ei1 traffic " st~dyshould rne'asu~e a:m. peak " 
. ; .. . , ' 

: .... 
. '. " 

.' ' 

..... .... ' .. .. , 



, . 
" 

Trip growth rates should be assumed. to equal 5% per year in .La Quinta locations 
.north of Highway 111: Trip growth rates should be assumed to ~qual 8% per year 
in La Quinta locations south of Highway 111 : . ' 

TRAFFIC VOLUME BENCHMARKS 

Traffic pounts . and studies should benchmark against current peak season traffic 
vol~me levels available from the Coachella Valley Association. of Governments at: 

http:Uwww,cvag!org/deptSltrans,titm 

Studies should -review ~urrent traffic cens~s information to ensure that actual or 
theoreti9al counts are of '~he proper magnitude ~ 

" , 

l Rle GENERAJ"lQ,t'lI,,:RAIES 
_ . _ ••• " Eli . ... ~.'~' • , • • _ .-_ .. ;:C' 

ITE' trip, generation r.ates should utilize appropriate land use categorfes.'for peak hour 
assumptions ~s described in this Engineering. Bul!etin. For high weekend .. use 
fa'cilities such as shopping centers and r.estaurants, the traffic .study r-eport should 
utilize the higher trip generation values assigned .to these classifications as well as 
'analysis . of weekday trip generation conditions.. AM peak hour analysis 'is 'not 
generally applicable . for commercial sites. The ITE ' rate of the peak hour of the 
generator NOT tlw peak hour of the adjaCEtnt street sh~uld generally be' utilized,. 

. . '. , " , . 

In additi~n to average" peak hour rat~s, · increases hi. average ,rates to incorporate : 
statistical standard : deviations for . comme~cial project!? (discount superstores, 
shopping c~nters, quality ,. and fast-foo'd restau.rants)', gasoline service stations. and 
drive-in banks should be reviewed for worst case sensitivity analysis .. The analysis 
is . requested. tc) identify , marginal trafffc . issues with potential additional traffic " . 

- : volum,es. , , '. , '.: . . 

, I 

" 

',' 

" 



" 

, " 

" 

< " 

" 

'. , 

. ' , 

the statistical ~tandard deviation trip 'generation increase an's"tsis shOlil~ review all 
site access ' intersections. and. adjacent arterial ·intersections. A supplemental table 
& diagram should - be 'provided within the traffic . study to' d~umentstandard 

, deviation . maximum · trip distributions and the potential traffic impacts occurring at 
-·the margins of the trip generation estimates. . ' . . , '. . ~ . ' . . 

The s't 'andard .deviation trip generation rates are not intended .. to ' define standard' 
. mitigatlonrneasures, but to provide a sensitivity review for possible traffic impacts 

adjacent to, the development, ,given the' inexact nature of. traffic ' study assumptions 
al")d results. . . .. . - . 

, . PEAK HOUR FACTORS " 

: ' ' , The Riverside County 'TIA Preparatio~ Guide,.August ·2005, 'specifies use of. a ' peak 
',' ' hou'r factor 'of 1.0 in buildout .traffic conditions .. Peak hour factors should be based 
, , 'on' traffic counts, not an assumed peak hour factor of 1.0 (if 'traffic, 'counts. are ' 

· 'available)' to ca.lculate the peak hour 'factor at existing intersections~ 

.,ft=lA~F_IC . SIGNAL .. GU IDANCE. 
,: . . ' . .- ' 

The need fOT additi9naJ traffic signals should be: based on a complete Warrant 
· 'analysis as well as a review of. warrants gener!;lted by future ultimate buildout 

vO"lumes. . Warrant analysis. should utilize specifications pursuant to the. current . 
versi'on of the California Manua1 of Uni'form Traffic Control Devices (MUTeDl with 
particular attention to Warrants 3, 6 and 8. ,Th'e 70% factor (rural as'sl;Jrtlption ~ 

• • 'major street> 40 mph) warrant volume .shouldbe utiJ{zed- in most cases. 
: . '. 

The need for traffic signals should .include an analysis for modified Warrant 6 
(Coordinated Sigrial Systems). This warrant should be applied to locations where 

, adjacent traffic Signals do riot provide the n~cessary degreeQf ' platoontng and· 
! ' where the addition of a new traffic signal will assist in proViding progressive signal 
" operation . . This will be consider~d critical at IDeations whi.ch are, 130'0 to 2600 feet 

fr6m~xisting traffic signals or : 1300 to ' 2600 .feet from. future traffic signal 
- installations . . At locations wh.ich are . less than " 300 feet from adjacent traffrc 

signals, new traffic"sighals will not generaUy. be permitted; . ";. . . 

Additi~nally, the' need for traffic Signals should incfude an analys,is. for Warrant 8 
(Roadway Net,work) : :The signal , warrant may be met by an ' intersection ,which has 

· 'il total existing or hnmediately project ed ent~ring , volume ,of at: least 1" ,000 vehi91es 
per hour during t"'e ,peak , hour of ~ t'ypical weekday or h,as a tot~1 existing 0( ' 

immediate.IY projected entering volume of ,at least 1,000 vehicies per ~-our for -each 
of ,any 5 hours of a non-normal ~usin~ss day (Saturday or Sunday). . 

.' D~AL '~EFT , ~URN LAN~,S &' EXC,LUS,IV~~" RLCi~I_ ;rYR'N lAN,~S-
",raffic study re'commendations for dual left turn lanes, should be based on ' a 

, t~reshold qf 250 vehicles per. hour peak hour volumes. Traffic study ., . 

, . . ' .. '. -,:: 

.. 
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. . . ., ", ' 

' r~comr:nEmdatj'ons .for' an,'exclusive right turn lane should be :based' on a threshoid of ' , 
,20q vehicles' per' hour peak hour vO,lumes. ' ' 

DECELERATION LANE GUiDANCE , , , , 

-Auxiliary lanes shall :be i"n"Stalled on', all primarv and secondary arterial streets, a~d 
higher 'order ~treet classifications according to ,the following criteria:'· ' 

l • . ' . . 

. . . .. . . ' 

, ~) A left-turn' deceleration lane 'with 'taper 'and' sto~age length is req~ired ,for any' 
driv-eway with a projected peak hour left Ingress turnihg volume 'estlmated.to be 
25 vehicles per Hour (vph} or grea'ter. The taper length, shall be included within , 
the requJred' de~'eration lane I~ngt~ ' ' ' 

, b) A right-tum ' deceieration lane with, taper 'arid Mo'rage length is requireq for any 
, driveway with a projected peak hour right ingress tu~ing volume estimated to be 
, 50 vph or greater. ' The taper lengt~ shall be included within the required 
, deceleration lanelen.gth, " , , 

c} Right-turn 'deceleration lanes will not' generally 'be reql,Jired on streets' with more 
", ,than th~ee ,travel 'lanes in the direction ,of the r~ghMurn lane, ' 

' Iristallati~n ' recommendations for d'eceleration'lanes and related intersection turning " 
.movement distributions shown in the final traffic study report will be .subject to approval 
by the City·Engineer; , ' , , 

Auxilfary lanes will also be required to rneeUhe followi~g criteria: 

1.. The minimum' lane length' shall be' 10'0 feet plus' taper ~ength for left-tum 
deceleration lanes anq based in' aCCorda~ce with storage analysis, The left-tum 
deceleration lane should include storage for the "eft tum poc~et '(please see the 
'nomograph in the 'TETranspo~ation ,ahd Land D~veI9pmer:it lat~st edition), ' 

2. T'he d~sign length for right-turn deceleration lanes shall be in' acCordanCe with ' 
, th~ following ,table, ' A storage reql:lirement' snould be assumed for the ' rig ht.,tu m , 

:qecel~ration IEme. The design criteria assumptions include: a) the motQ~st 
peereases the travel speed in the outside lane ,before entering the deceleration 

' Iane by 10 mph below'the 'posted speed limit for the, street segment in question, 
b) the motodst d~celerates , in ,th~ deceleration lane to~ a,final speed of 10 mph 

, wh ieh is the as_sumed speed that the motorist turris" the cornet to enter the 
access drive, c) ,the rate of decele(ation is assumed to be 6.5 feet per second. , 

'GEU,NGTH , ' 
.I, 

, i~ 9~nerai, the right-of-W~Y . (wit~ a bike , la~e) must b~ wic;1~ned 'to 8 or :10 .. , 

" , , 

'-



.' 

..... 

t.---..• 

feet to accommod,ate the 1.2-foot wide' auxiliary iane. 

The reduction, in right-of-w~y 'requirement with bike ' lane c~n~iition results 
.. from the MUTCO bike lane transition width reduction .. The, MUTCDspe~ifies 
that · a bike lane is reduced from 8 · feet Of 6 feet to a 4-foot bik~ ' lane' at 
intersections', . rhe right-of-way (without' a'bike: lan-el must be 'w1dened to 12 . 
feet to accommodate; the 1 2:-foot wide auxiliaiY lana. If insufficient property 
frontage is 'available to accommodate . the deceleration "'arie, dedication of 
frontage' is requested.:, . 

. 3, No reduction~ in the width of. the landscape buffer wiH ·be permitted to 
.' co~~triJct t~e' auxilia~ lan.e, . 

4.- All · auxiliary ~1an.es . must be contained within the development project 
limits, ."-

.. THRESHOLDS' OF SIGNIFICANCE-
n;e::::u$:::::::ze::: . ~ Z;;;:S¥s 45 e:;: " :-; ~ .. ;s:: ..... . : ,,; j~::: ~ is: 

Project Specific 'ri1p~cts '-. ·A signifi~ant adverse project · specifi~ traffic iinpact.- is 
.. assumed to' occur ·at aiW intersectioDs if the project wiil change ·the VIC ratio · or 
add Peak Hour Trips (PHT) to impacted .intersections that 'exceedthe thresholds for 

:changes in .Lev~' of ?ervice '(LOS) establ-ishedin the .following table. . 

'. tAB~~ 1: 'Tb.r~,shol~ jo"t c,hanges in Level ' of Se~ice 
. . (tOS) at Intersections 

, 'tE! :-- ., lit-

I ' 

.. . LOS. A:::" ' . ' .! 

lncreasejn V IC" e~qtfa' ·.!9 o( greater tha.n _. .:. Intersection: LOS JExisting) ,:' 
0'.25 

." .' LOS.S 
LOS C _ .. Q..15 . __ . .. 

Lo.$ 0 .. .. ' ,. . _. , ... _ ~5 trips ~ , .... ' _ .. .-:.::....- " _ ..... . 
LOS E· 

, .. ... ... _-! 

.' 1 o.·1rips · - ' .7 __ v .w .... • •• • • 

" ...... LQ.S F 

, ' *To critical movements , , 

" '. . 
", 

.... :. 

. ' 

:.,. 
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. ' .' , .' 
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Cumulative Impacts - A significant adverse cumulative t raffic impact is assumed to 
,occur at any intersection if the project will add 10 ,or more peak hour trips toO the 
critical, movements at a critical ' intersection and is 'projected to cause a La S' change 
greater than the thresholds defined in Table 1 by the year 2020. If 'the project will 
'increasettie projected 2020 VIC rati.() by less than 0.02 and the Traffiq Uniform ' 
Mitigation fees ,are paid, the project's contribution to an otherw,ise signiffcant 

, cumulative i~pact is considered mitigated. ' 

ROAD SEGMENTS' , 

Project ' Speclfic Impacts - A significant adverse project specific traffic 'impact is 
assumed to occur on any road segment if a'ny' one of the following results from the, 
project: 

a. If the project ' wiil ,a,dd 100 or: more ADT or 1% or more of ~he totar proiected 
ADT to a road segment that is currently operating at an acceptable LOS, but would 
cause the LOS',to fall to an ul18cceptable level. , ' 

, ' , 

b. If ,the project will add " 00 or more ADT or 1 % or , more 'of the total projected. 
ADT, whichever is greater; to a roadway that is currently ' operating , at less-than-
acceptable LOS. '.; " .-/ 

CU'mulative I~pacts - A ~ignificant advers.~' cumulati:ve tr~ffic impact is' assumed to ' ' 
· .6~cur on any road segment if the project will ad.d 100 or more ,ADT or, 1 % or more · 
-of th'e 'total projected ADT to a roadway $~gment that is projected to fall to a less- ' 
than-acceptaple Los ~y the year 4020, However, if the ·project will increase the 

:projected,2020 VIC ratIo '~y less than ' ° .,02 and the Traffic Uniform fylitigation fees _ 
, are paid ; the projecti s contribution to ' an otherwi,~e signi,ficant cumulative impact is 
'considered .'mitigated . . Cumul ative impacts shall b~ generated ,fr,om' an apprC?ved list' 
oJ projects available -from the La Quinta Community Developm~nt . Department . . 

, • I T •• . ' • 

ITE trip ,generation modeling which exceeds City' General Plan buildout assumptions 
may be down rated to provide}or consistency. ihanalysis between projects and the 
General Plan. 

" 
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State of CalifornIa - lbe Resou[Q!;s Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
Eastern Sierra/Inland Des~ Region 
78078 Country Club Dr., Ste. 109 
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201 

December 18, 2006 

Corrie Kates 
City of Indian Wells 
44~O EI Dorado Drive 
Indian Wells, CA 92211-7497 

. ARNOLD SQiWARZENEGGER. GovernQr 

Subject: Notice of Preparation for the Town Center Specific Plan 
SCH# 2006111097 

Dear Mr. Kates: 

The Department of FISh and ~me (Department) appreciates this opportunity to 
comment on the Notice' of Preparation (NOP) for the Town Center Specific Plan 
(fndian Wells Tennis Garden) draft Environrnentallmpact Report (EIR). The plan 

. proposes 35.9 acres of mixed use, consisting-of retail, restaurants, offices and a 
2400 seat theater. In addition. a 267 room hotel and 65 single family homes are 
proposed. 12.9 acres win be-devefoped into 1,632 permanent parking spaces for 
use by ~ existing tennis complex. Currentty the 98.4 acres is being used as 
overflow parking for tennis. center. To enable Department staff to adequately 
review and comment on the proposed project, we· recommend the foIlovtring 
infonnation be included in any environmental document prepared for the 
proposed project 

1. . A complete· assessment of the flora and fauna within and adjacent to the 
project area. with particular emphasis upon identifying endangered, 
threatened, and locally unique species and sensitive habitats. 

a. A thorough aSsessment of rare plants and rare natural 
communities, following the Departmenfs May 1984 Guidelines for 
~ng "Impacts -to Rare Plants and Rare Natural Communities. 

b. A complete assessment of sensitive fish, wildlife, reptile, and 
. amphibian species. Seasonal variations in use of the project area 
should also be addressed. FOcused species-specific surveys, 
conducted at the appropriate time of year and time of day when the 
sensitive species ant active or otherwise identifiable, are required. 
Acceptable ~ .. specific survey procedures .should be . . 
developed in consultation with thEt califomia Department of Fish & 
Game (Department) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

c. ·Rare. threatened, and endangered species to be addressed should 
include all those which meet the California Environmental Quality 
ACt (CECA) definHfon (see CECA Guicfeli~st § 15380). 

Conservine Cafijomia's 'WikfLife Since 1870 

c·-



d. The Departmenfs California Natural Diversity Data Base in 
. sacramento should be contacted to obtain current information on 

'.' any previously reported sensitive species and habitats, including 
Significant Natural Areas identified under Chapter 12 of the Fish 
and Game Code. 

e. If the project has the potential to impact the wes1em burrowing owl 
(Athene cuniculatia), a California Species of Special Concern, the 
'Department recommends that focused bUfTOWfng owl 8uIVeys be . 
conducted on the project site to determine how many occupied owl 
burrows win be impacted. Any bunows that cannot be avoided 
should be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio with artificial burrows located in a 
protecled area that provides a mininum 6.5 acres per pair or· 
solitary owl. 

2. . A thorough discussion of direct. indirect, and cumulative impacts expected 
to adversely affect biological resources, with specific measures to offset 
such impacts. 

a. CECA Guidelines, § 15125(a}, direct that knowledge of the regional 
setting is critical to an assessment of enVironmental impacts and 
that special emphasis should be placed on resources that are rare 
or unique to the region. 

b. Project impacts should be analyzed relative to their effects on off
site habitats. Specifically. this should include nearby public lands, 
open space, adjacent natural habitats, and riparian .ecosystems. 
Impacts to and maintenance of wildlife corridor/movement areas, 
including access to undisturbed habitat in adjacent areas, should 
be fujfy evaluated and provided. 

c. The zoning of areas for development projects or other uses that are 
nearby or adjacent to natural areas may inadvertently contnbute to 

. wildlife..human interactions. A discussion of possible conflicts arid 
mitigation measures to reduce theses conflicts should be included 
in the environmental document . 

d. A cumulative etfects anaJysis should be developed as described 
under CECA Guideline, § 1 S130. Generat and specific plans, as 
well as past, present. and anticipated future projects, should be 
analyzed relative to their impacts on similar plant communities and 
wildlife habitats. 

e. The document 'should inctude an analysis of the effect that the 
project may have on completion and implementation of regional 
and lor sub-regional conservation programs. Under § 2800-2840 of 



. the Fish and.Game Code, the Department. through the Natural 
Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) program, is 
coordinating With local jurisdictions, landowners and 1he Federal 
Govemment to preserve local and regional biological diversity. The 
Department recommends that the lead agency ensure that the 
development of this and other proposed ~ donal preclude 
Iong-tenn conservation planning options and that projects conform 
with other requiremen1s of the NCCP program. JuriSdictions 
participating in 1he NCCP should assess specific projects for 
consistency with the NCCP Conservation Guidelines. 

3. . A range of attematives should be analyzed to ensure that alternatives to 
the proposed project are fully considered, and evaluated .. A range of 

. alternatives which avoid or otherwise minimize impacts 10 sensitive 
biologicaJ resource should be inclucted. Specific alternative locations 
should aJso.beewtuatad-in -areas with lower resource sensitivity where 
appropriate. 

a. Mitigation measures for project impacts to sensitive plants, animals, 
and habitats should emphasize evaluation and selection of 
~ltematives which avoid or otherwise minimize project impacts. . 

. Off-site compensation for unavoidable . impacts through acquisition 
and protection of high-quality habitat elsewhere should be 
addressed. 

b. The Department considers Rare Natural Communities as 
,threatened habitats having both regional and local Significance. 
Thus, these communities should be fuDy avoided and otherwise 
protected from project-related impacts. 

c. The Department generally does not supPort the uSe of relocation. 
salvag~. and lor transplantation as mitigation for impacts to rare, 
threatened, or endangered species. Department studies have 
shown that these efforts are experimental in nature and largely 
unsuccessful. 

4. A California Endangered Species Act. (CESA) Permit must be obtained, if 
the project has the potential to resuft in "takeD of species of plal1t$ or 

, animals Rstad under CESA, either during .construction or over the life of 
the project. CESA Permits are issued to conserve. protect.. enhance, and 

. restore State-listed threatened or endangered species and their-:habitats. 
Early consultation is encouraged, as significant modification to the 
proposed project and mitigation measures may be required in order to 
obtain a CESA Pennil Revisions to the Fish and Game Code, effective 
January 1998. require that the Department issue a separate CEQA 
docume.nt for the issuance of a CESA permit ~nles$ the project CEQA 



( 
I . 

, . 

document addresses all project impacts to Rsted species and specifies a 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program that will meet the 
~uirements of a CESA pennit. For these reasons, the following 
infonnation is requested: 

a.Biological mitigation monitoring and reporting proposals'shouldbe 
of sufficient detail and resolution to satisfy the requirement s for a 
CESA Pennit. 

b. A Department-approved Mftigation Agreement and Mitigation Plan 
are required for plants listed as rare under'the Native Plant 

, Protection Act. 

5. The Department opposes the eUmination ofwatercourses andlortheir 
Channelization or conversion to subsurfaCe drains. All wetlands and' 
watercourses. whether intennittent or perennial. must be retained and 
provided with subStantial setbacks which preserve the riparian and aquatic 
values and maintain their value to on-site and off-site wildlife populations. 

The Department has direct authority under Fish and Game COde § 
, 1600 et seq. In reg~rd to any proposed activity which would divert, 

obstruct, or affect the natural flow or change the bed, channel, or 
bank of any river, stream, or lake. ' 

A discussion of potential adverse impacts from any increased 
runoff, sedimerltation. soil erosion. andlor poUutarrts on streams 
and watercourses on or near th& project site, with mitigation 
measures proposed to alleviate such impacts must be included. 

The Department is in the process of complying with a writ of 
mandate issued by the Superior Court of California (Mendocino 

, Envlronmentar Center vs. California Department of FISh and Game, 
Respondents, Bruce Choder. River Rat Salvage, et al. Real 
Parties). The writ of mandate states: 

A writ of mandate shalf issue ordering the California 
Department of Fish and Game on or before May 1, 1999, to 
prepare and implement a program or process that will 
incorporate a CEQA review into the Fish and Game Section 
1603 process. The writ of mandate shall further order the 
California Department of Fish and Game to cease and desist 
ent~ring into Section 1603 agreements after May 1,1999, 
unless such agreements have been subject to a CEQA 
review. ' 

'. 
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The writ of mandate ctearly, spells out what the Departmenfs 
responsibilities are under CEQA with respect to aU Streambed 
Alteration AglefJments (SAA). In this regard, the Department is , 
emphasizing in comment letters on projects with impacts to lakes or 
streambeds, that a~tivea and mitigation measures. must be 
'addressed in CEQA~ documents prior to submiUal of an 
app6cation of a SAA Any information which is supplied to the 
Oepartment after the CEQA process is complete will not have been 
subject to the public review requinments of CECA. In this 
instance, the Department hlas three cbok:es: 1) refuse to Issue the 
8M; 2) not file 1he Notification because CECA has not been 
complied with and n.mnn the package to 1;he lead agency for further 
CECA action; or 3) become the lead agency. ' 

, . 
, In order for the Department to process a SAA agreement, the 

CEaA-certified documents must 'include an analysis of the Impacts 
'of the· proposed project on the lake or streambed. an analysis of the 
biological resources present on the site, copies of biological studies 
conducted on the site~ biological survey methodology, and a ' 
discussion of any alternative measures, aVoidance measures, 
mifi9ation measures which will reduce the impactS of the proposed 
development'to a Ievef of insignificance. 

Th! Department appreciates the opportunity to comment on this project. 
. Questions regarding this letter should be directed to Mr. Craig Weightman. 
Environmental Scientist at (760) ,200-9394. ' 

Sincerely. 

~~ 
Kim~rty Nicol 
Senior Environmental Scientist 
Eastem Sierra/Inland Deserts Region 


