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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
1. Project Title: Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Project

2. Lead Agency Name: City of Coachella

Address: 1515 Sixth Street, Coachella, CA 92236
3. Contact Person: Luis Lopez
Phone Number: (760) 398-3502

4. Project Location:  The proposed project is located in the City of Coachella, Riverside
County, at the approximate address the property is directly east of
48100 Harrison Street, Coachella, CA 92236. The projectis located on
the east side of Harrison Street just south of the southeast corner of
Avenue 48 and Harrison Street. The geographic coordinates of the
proposed project are 33.698979, - 116.181375 and the proposed
project is located within the Indio, CA USGS Topo 7.5-minute
topographic map, within Section 32 Township 5 South, Range 8 East.
See Figures 1 and 2 for regional and site locations.

5.  Project Sponsor:  Bejarano, David Ardugo
E-Mail: davideargudo@gmail.com
Phone: (415) 640 4420

6. General Plan Designation: Heavy Industrial (IH)

7. Zoning: Wrecking Yard (M-W)
8.  Project Description:
Project Description

The City of Coachella is located in the middle of Riverside County just northeast of the Salton Sea,
which forms the border between Riverside and Imperial County. Bejarano proposes the development
of a cannabis cultivation facility on a 10.01-acre site in the City of Coachella, Riverside County,
California. The project site is comprised of Assessor Parcel Numbers 603-290-020 and 603-290-
021. Bejarano, the Applicant, proposes two buildings inclusive of greenhouses and a dedicated
Administration and Facility building designed to facilitate the cultivation and processing of medicinal
marijuana. The City of Coachella Code Section 17.34.20 Permitted Uses, Article C7, states that
Medical Cannabis cultivation and manufacturing is a Conditional Use in the IH District pursuant to
Chapter 16.36. Therefore, the application for the cannabis cultivation facility requires the approval of
a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) in the M-W (Wrecking Yard) zone, the zone within which the project
is located. The applicant has submitted an application for approval of a CUP entitlement from the
City.

At present, the site contains disturbed loose gravely soil with trash and other debris lining the northern
portion of the site along with remnants of broken down vehicles and storage areas, as well as active
heavy machinery; there is a chain link fence at the front of the property facing Harrison Street. The
previous use of the site was as a wrecking yard to store vehicles. According to the site plan (Figure
3), the project will construct 2 buildings total. The Headhouse building will be 2-stories, totaling
53,244 square feet (SF) in size, while the Cultivation Building will be 1-story totaling 172,461 SF in
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size. The total building area will be 225,705 SF. The site coverage will be 199,083 SF given that the
Headhouse Building is 2-stories. This equates to approximately 47% building coverage on the site.

Onsite parking will be provided on the outskirts of the two Buildings, which are located directly
adjacent to one another near the center of the project site. The project will provide a total of 291
parking spaces, which is greater than the 256 parking spaces required by the City for the project as
proposed. The parking provided includes 277 standard parking spaces, 7 handicapped parking
spaces, and 7 loading spaces. The north side of the site will contain 69 parking spaces; the east site
of the site will contain 25 parking spaces; the south side of the site will contain two rows of parking
containing 152 parking spaces; and, the west side of the site will contain two rows of parking
containing 45 parking spaces. The loading spaces are located at the eastern border of the site, while
the majority of the handicapped parking spaces are located at the entrance of the Headhouse
Building along the western border of the site.

The entirety of the site will be fenced with concrete blocks measuring 8 feet tall for security purposes.
Access to the site will be through two 30-foot wide throughways at Harrison Avenue. A 37-foot land
dedication will separate the site entrance from Harrison Street to enable sidewalk and future roadway
improvements to be installed. Allincoming and outgoing employee vehicles and other vehicular traffic
associated with supply and materials deliveries, green and solid waste collection, and product
shipping will enter and exit from these two entryways. For security purposes, just east and on either
side of the Headhouse Building are security gates that will limit access to the Cultivation Building to
authorized persons only. A security station for security personnel will be located just west of the south
security fence.

Along the property boundary, the project will develop landscaping. The buffer between the
Headhouse and Cultivation Buildings and the property line is at least 65 feet 8 inches from the two
buildings at any point within the project site.

The Headhouse Building will contain offices and necessary operation facilities, which may include
the following: Vault Security, Break Room, Dry Rooms, Show Room, Packaging, Soil Potting, Interior
Loading, Janitors Closet, Storage Room, Men’s and Women’s Restrooms, an Elevator, an
Equipment Area, Electric/Telephone Room, and a Transportation Corridor. Building 1 will be a two-
story structure consisting of 26,622 SF for each floor. The Cultivation Building will include Flower,
Vegetation, and Greenhouse Canopy areas that are designed to accommodate the various phases
of cannabis cultivation and processing. Several trash enclosures will be located on the outskirts of
the Cultivation Building: 2 will be located on the north side of the site, and 1 will be located on the
south side of the site. Additionally, several transformers will be located on the outskirts of the
Cultivation Building: 5 on the south side of the site, 1 at the northeast corner of the site. It is
anticipated that the Cultivation Building will require 7 megawatts (MW) per year to operate as the
structure will be retrofitted to utilize natural lighting—much as a typical greenhouse would.

Odors on site will be handled utilizing commercial odor controls with carbon filters, which utilize
activated charcoal, carbon filters, and an extractor fan for flow of air.

The project includes a 52,131 SF retention basin that will collect runoff from the project site, which
will be located directly on the eastern boundary of the site. The retention basin will be triangular to
accommodate the site configuration, and will be surrounded on each side with additional
landscaping.

Once in operation, it is anticipated that the Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Project will employ a
maximum of 100 persons.
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Project Phasing

The proposed project will become operational in phases. As such, once the site is cleared, the
Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Facility will become operational as shown on the Interim Site Plan
(Figure 4). Each of these components are temporary and easily removed or moved as the Future
Headhouse and Cultivation Buildings are installed. Bejarano intends to install 6 containers that will
be 8 x 40’ in size towards the western border of the site adjacent to Harrison Avenue. In order to
begin cultivation of cannabis as part of the Bejarano interim operations, Bejarano intends to install
24 hoop houses 24’ x 100’ in size. These hoop houses will effectively serve as temporary
greenhouses, with adequate odor control technology. An example of what the hoop houses will look
like is provided on Figures 5 and 6. The operations will be managed within two mobile office buildings
at the center of the western border of the site.

Access to the site will be managed through an existing gate along Harrison Avenue and operation
will occur within a portion of the site that is currently partially bound by a chain link fence. In the
interim, a temporary fence will be installed to connect to the existing chain link fence to create a firm
boundary around the interim operational area, which does not encompass the entirety of the site. A
guard station will be located at the existing gated entrance, which will secure the site.

Construction Scenario

Due to the extent of entitlements required for a development of this type, it is anticipated that
entitlements, construction documents, and permits would be obtained by the First Quarter of 2020.
Construction of the proposed Cannabis Cultivation Facility is anticipated to take approximately 7 to
9 months, with an anticipated start date in the Second Quarter of 2022, which is anticipated to occur
concurrently with the installation of a new Imperial Irrigation District (1ID) transformer that will serve
the project area. The project’s anticipated completion date is the Second Quarter of 2023. Once the
entitlements are acquired, and the site is cleared (by approximately the First Quarter of 2020), the
Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Facility will operate under the interim operational scenario outlined
above. The interim operational scenario will terminate at or before the Cannabis Cultivation Facility
has been constructed and is deemed operational. The project site contains disturbed loose gravely
soil; development of the site would require site preparation (i.e., grading and excavation), paving,
and construction of buildings. The project is anticipated to require minimal cut and fill with any cut
being reused to balance of the site through grading; which will minimize import/export material to an
anticipated amount of 2,000 cubic yards (CY). The retention pond will require excavation below
ground surface of approximately 5 to 10 feet. Delivery of construction supplies and removal of any
excavated materials, if necessary, will be accomplished using trucks during normal working hours,
with a maximum of 50 round trips per day. Grading will be by traditional mechanized grading and
compaction equipment. Equipment utilized will be traditional site development equipment of front
end graders, vibratory compactors, petroleum powered fork lifts, and various hand tools traditional
to commercial construction. The maximum number of construction employees required to complete
the proposed development is about 50 persons.

9.  Surrounding land uses and setting: (Briefly describe the project’s surroundings)
The project site is located in a heavy industrial area. The area surrounding the project has one
Cannabis Farm that is in the process of being developed at the southwest corner of 48" Avenue

and Harrison Street. The land uses surrounding the project area as follows:

¢ North: IH Heavy Industrial/Open Space;
e West: IH Heavy Industrial, further west IL Light Industrial;
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10.

11.

e South: IH Heavy Industrial, further south IL Light Industrial; and
e East: Open Space, further east CE Entertainment Commercial

Other agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation
agreement):

State Water Resource Control Board

South Coast Air Quality Management District

Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board
County of Riverside Fire Department

Have California Native American tribes traditionally and cultural affiliated with the project area
requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? If so, has
consultation begun? Four tribes have requested consultation under AB 52 from the City of
Coachella. The Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians, Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla
Indians, Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians, Cabazon Band of Mission Indians, and Twenty-Nine
Palms Band of Mission Indians.

Note: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead agencies, and
project proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and address potential adverse
impacts to tribal cultural resources, and reduce the potential for delay and conflict in the environmental
review process. (See Public Resources Code section 21083.3.2.) Information may also be available from
the California Native American Heritage Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public Resources Code
section 5097.96 and the California Historical Resources Information System administered by the
California Office of Historic Preservation. Please also note that Public Resources Code section
21082.3(c) contains provisions specific to confidentiality.

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving
at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the
following pages.

[ Aesthetics [ Agriculture and Forestry Resources X Air Quality

X Biological Resources X Cultural Resources [ Energy

X Geology / Soils ] Greenhouse Gas Emissions X Hazards & Hazardous Materials

X Hydrology & Water Quality [ Land Use / Planning [J Mineral Resources

X Noise ] Population / Housing [] Public Services

[] Recreation [ Transportation X Tribal Cultural Resources

X Utilities / Service Systems [ wildfire X Mandatory Findings of
Significance
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INITIAL STUDY

DETERMINATICN (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation, the following finding is made:

[

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

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

The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

The proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has
been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earfier
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b)
have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
proposed project, nothing further is required.

[ IU.JDII ord U)‘

-
s
¢

Ol
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses
following each question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should
be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g.,
the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific
screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-
site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well
as operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one
or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is
required.

"Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where
the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant
Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation
measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level
(mitigation measures from "Earlier Analyses," as described in (5) below, may be cross-
referenced).

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

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were
within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from
the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for
the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to
the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used
or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.
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8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however,
lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to
a project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

9) The explanation of each issue should identify:

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES Page 7



Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation

Project TABLE OF CONTENTS
Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than No Impact or
Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact Does Not Apply

Incorporated

I. AESTHETICS: Except as provided in Public
Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? [l O X O

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including,

but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic D D D IZI

buildings within a state scenic highway?

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of public views of
the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those

that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage [l O X O

point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the
project conflict with applicable zoning or other
regulations governing scenic quality?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare

which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in [l O X O

the area?

I. AESTHETICS

SUBSTANTIATION

a. Less Than Significant Impact — Adverse impacts to scenic vistas can occur in one of two ways. First,

an area itself may contain existing scenic vistas that would be altered by new development. A review
of the project area determined that there are no scenic vistas located internally within the area
proposed for the development of the Bejarano Project. The project site is located in an industrial,
developed area with industrial uses to the north, south, and west, and the Whitewater River channel
with vegetation adjacent to Highway 86 to the east. Therefore, the development of the Bejarano
Cannabis Cultivation Facility is not expected to impact any important scenic vistas within the project
area. A scenic vista impact can also occur when a scenic vista can be viewed from the project area
or immediate vicinity and a proposed development may interfere with the view to a scenic vista. The
Coachella Valley is located between several mountain ranges, the Little San Bernardino Mountains
to the north and east, and the San Jacinto Mountains and Santa Rosa Mountains to the south and
west. The City of Coachella General Plan generally states that the City desires to preserve scenic
views of the mountains. However, views around the proposed project are limited because of existing
man-made features and surrounding development, which consists of one- and two- story buildings.
The development of the project would be consistent with the surrounding development and the height
of the proposed structures will be no greater than 20-feet tall, with an 8-foot concrete block wall that
will surround the property. This height is similar to surrounding development, and all buildings within
the proposed development would be constructed to a height well within the 50-foot height limit
designated under the Wrecking Yard (M-W) zone classification. Therefore, development of the
proposed project has a less than significant potential to have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista.

No Impact — The project site does not contain any scenic resources, including, but not limited to trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway corridor. The project site has
been previously bladed and contains remnants of broken down vehicles and storage areas, as well
as active heavy machinery; the current use within the site is as a scrap metal recycling facility. The
site contains some loose to slightly compacted dirt and non-native vegetation that is approximately
at-grade. No trees, rock outcroppings, or scenic features existing on site. According to Caltrans, the
proposed project is not located within a state scenic highway and the City of Coachella does not
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identify any locally important scenic roadways. Therefore, the proposed project cannot affect any
scenic resources within a state scenic highway corridor. Based on the site condition and immediate
surroundings, the project site itself does not contain any significant scenic resources. Therefore, no
damage to a scenic resource will occur and any impacts under this issue are considered less than
significant.

C. Less Than Significant Impact — The Coachella General Plan has designated the area for Industrial
uses, and the zoning classification is Wrecking Yard; a use of this type is allowed within this
designation and classification. Though the surrounding businesses consist mostly of auto wrecking
yards and tree farms, the cannabis cultivation farm will be designed accordingly to fit the constraints
of this land use designation. Additionally, recently two other Cannabis Cultivation projects were
approved by the City along this corridor, one of which is currently in operation. It is anticipated that
the proposed scale, architectural design and articulation of the development on the site will enhance
the site and surrounding developed environment compared to the existing visual setting. Thus, by
developing this site in accordance with City design guidelines and in accordance with the site
development plans, the visual character of this site and its surroundings will be enhanced. Thus, the
design elements incorporated in the project and the implementation of the City’s design standards
will ensure that the proposed project will not conflict with applicable zoning or other regulations
governing scenic quality.

d. Less Than Significant Impact — Implementation of the proposed project will create new sources of
light during the operational phases of the project. Light and glare from interior and exterior building
lighting, safety and security lighting, and vehicular traffic accessing the site will occur once the site is
in operation. There are no lighting restrictions within the City of Coachella Municipal Code Section
17.34 that apply to the M-W Wrecking Yard Zone. Therefore, the project will be designed in
accordance with the City of Coachella Municipal Code and will install light fixtures in such a way that
minimal light would disturb surrounding properties, which do not include any light sensitive uses. No
mitigation is required for this project to meet all light and glare control requirements imposed by the
City. Thus, light and glare impacts are considered a less than significant impact.
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Potentially
Significant Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant Impact

No Impact or
Does Not Apply

Il. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES:
In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an
optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether
impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to information compiled by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding
the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest
and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by
the California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

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

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a
Williamson Act contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Il. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

SUBSTANTIATION

a. No Impact — The project site is been previously bladed and the current use within the site is as a
scrap metal recycling facility, and as such, contains remnants of broken down vehicles and storage
areas, as well as active heavy machinery within the City of Coachella’s Heavy Industrial land use
designation, and the Wrecking Yard zoning classification. Coachella has many agricultural operations
throughout the City. According to the California Important Farmland Finder map (Figure 1I-1), the
project is located within an Urban area, though there is agricultural land a few parcels south of the
project. Construction and operation of the proposed Bejarano Project, which will ultimately function
as a commercial crop cultivation facility, will be confined to the project site, and therefore will not
convert farmland of any importance to non-agricultural use. No impacts are anticipated and no

mitigation is required.
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b. No Impact — As stated under issue ll(a) above, the proposed project site is not designated for
agricultural use by the Coachella General Plan. The adjacent uses are not designated for agricultural
uses, though a tree farm to the south is designated as Prime Farmland. The activities associated
with the proposed project will be confined to the project site; therefore, no potential exists for a conflict
between the proposed project and agricultural zoning or Williamson Act contracts within the project
area. No mitigation is required.

C. No Impact — The project site is not located within forest land, timberland or timberland zoned for
Timberland Production. Therefore, the proposed project will not conflict with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland
(as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code section 51104(g)). No impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is
required.

d. No Impact — The project site is not located within forest land and has no trees on the property;
therefore, the project will not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest
production use. No impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.

e. No Impact — Implementation of the proposed project will not involve other changes in the existing
environment, which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of valuable farmland to
non-agricultural use or forest to non-forest uses. No forest resources or uses occur within the general
vicinity of the proposed project site, and the agricultural uses to the south of the project site would
not be impacted by the development or operation of the Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Facility as the
development of a project of this type is a form of agricultural use. Therefore, no adverse impacts to
agricultural, forest or timberland resources will result from project implementation and no mitigation
is required.
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Potentially Significant with Less Than No Impact or
Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact Does Not Apply

Incorporated

lll. AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance
criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district may be
relied upon to make the following determinations.
Would the project:

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

b) 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 [ X [ [
ambient air quality standard?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations? O O X O

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of O O X O
people?

lll. AIR QUALITY

SUBSTANTIATION: The following information utilized in this section of the Initial Study was obtained from
the Air Quality and GHG Impact Analysis, Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Project, Coachella, California
prepared by Giroux and Associates dated February 4, 2020. This document is provided as Appendix 1 to
this document.

Background

Climate

The proposed project site is in the Coachella Valley Planning Area (CVPA) of the Salton Sea Air Basin
(SSAB). The SSAB was part of the Southeast Desert Air Basin (SEDAB) until May, 1996 when the SSAB
was created. The project site is in the hottest and driest parts of California. The climate is characterized
by hot, dry summers and relatively mild winters. Rainfall is scant in all seasons, so differences between
the seasons are characterized principally by differences in temperature. Average annual precipitation in
the air basin ranges from 2 to 6 inches per year.

Seasonal temperature differences in the basin are large, confirming the absence of marine influences due
to the blocking action of the mountains to the west. Average monthly maximum temperatures in the project
vicinity range from 108°F in July to 57°F in January. The average monthly minima range from about 40°F
in January to about 80°F in July.

During much of the year, California is covered by a moderately intense high-pressure system. In winter,
the Pacific High retreats to the south, so that frontal systems from the North Pacific can move onto the
California coast. On average, 20 to 30 frontal systems pass through California each winter. The first front
usually arrives around the middle of October, and the average period of frontal activity is five to six months.
Most of these systems are relatively weak by the time they reach the SSAB, however, and they become
more diffuse as they move southeastward.

Air Quality Standards

Existing air quality is measured at established Southern California Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) air quality monitoring stations. Monitored air quality is evaluated and in the context of ambient
air quality standards. These standards are the levels of air quality that are considered safe, with an
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adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health and welfare. National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) currently in effect are shown in Table IlI-
1. Because the State of California had established Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) several years
before the federal action and because of unique air quality problems introduced by the restrictive dispersion

meteorology, there is considerable difference between state and national clean air standards.

Those

standards currently in effect in California are shown in Table Ill-1. Sources and health effects of various
pollutants are shown in Table III-2.

Pollutant

Ozone (03)2

Respirable
Particulate
Matter (PM10)°

Fine Particulate
Matter (PM2.5)°

Carbon
Monoxide
(co)

Nitrogen
Dioxide (NO2)"°

Sulfur Dioxide
(S02)"

Lead 8'%13

Visibility
Reducing
Particles™

Sulfates
Hydrogen

Sulfide
Vinyl
Chloride'?

Average Time

1 Hour

8 Hour

24 Hour

Annual
Arithmetic
Mean

24 Hour

Annual
Arithmetic
Mean

1 Hour

8 Hour

8 Hour
(Lake Tahoe)

1 Hour

Annual
Arithmetic
Mean

1 Hour

3 Hour

24 Hour

Annual
Arithmetic
Mean
30-Day
Average

Calendar
Quarter

Rolling
3-Month Avg

8 Hour
24 Hour
1 Hour

24 Hour

Table 1111

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

California Standards '

Concentration ?

0.09 ppm
(180 pg/m?®)
0.070 ppm
(137 ug/m?®)

50 ug/m?®

20 ug/m?®

12 pg/m?®

20 ppm
(23 mg/m?®)
9 ppm
(10 mg/m?3)

6 ppm (7 mg/m®)
0.18 ppm
(339 pg/m?)
0.030 ppm
(57 pg/m?®)

0.25 ppm
(655 ug/m?®)

0.04 ppm
(105 ug/m?®)

1.5 ug/m?®

See footnote 14

25 ug/m?®
0.03 ppm
(42 pg/m?)
0.01 ppm
(26 pg/m?)

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES

Method *

Ultraviolet
Photometry

Gravimetric or
Beta Attenuation

Gravimetric or Beta
Attenuation

Non-Dispersive
Infrared Photometry
(NDIR)

Gas Phase
Chemiluminescence

Ultraviolet
Fluorescence

Atomic Absorption

Beta Attenuation and

Transmittance through

Filter Tape
lon Chromatography

Ultraviolet
Fluorescence

Gas Chromatography

Primary 3°

0.070 ppm
(137 ug/m?®)

150 pg/m3

35 ug/m?®

12.0 ug/m?®

35 ppm
(40 mg/m?3)
9 ppm
(10 mg/m?3)

100 ppb
(188 pg/m?®)

0.053 ppm
(100 pg/m?®)

75 ppb
(196 pg/m?®)

0.14 ppm
(for certain
areas)"!
0.030 ppm
(for certain
areas)"!

1.5 ug/m?®
(for certain
areas)'?

0.15 ug/m®

National Standards 2

Secondary 3¢

Same as
Primary
Standard

Same as
Primary
Standard

Same as
Primary
Standard

15.0 ug/m?®

Same as
Primary
Standard

0.5 ppm
(1300 pg/m?)

Same as
Primary
Standard

No
Federal

Standards

Method 7

Ultraviolet
Photometry

Inertial Separation
and Gravimetric
Analysis

Inertial Separation
and Gravimetric
Analysis

Non-Dispersive
Infrared Photometry
(NDIR)

Gas Phase
Chemiluminescence

Ultraviolet
Flourescense;
Spectrophotometry
(Paraosaniline
Method)

High Volume
Sampler and Atomic
Absorption
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Footnotes

1

10

11

12

13

14

California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour), nitrogen dioxide,
suspended particulate matter - PM10, PM2.5, and visibility reducing particles, are values that are not to be exceeded. All others
are not to be equaled or exceeded. California ambient air quality standards are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200
of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations.

National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic mean) are
not to be exceeded more than once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest eight hour concentration in
a year, averaged over three years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PM10, the 24-hour standard is attained when the
expected number of days per calendar year, with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 pug/m?®, is equal to or less than one.
For PM2.5, the 24-hour standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over 3 years, are equal to or
less than the standard. Contact U.S. EPA for further clarification and current federal policies.

Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based upon a
reference temperature of 25C and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a
reference temperature of 25C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of
pollutant per mole of gas.

Any equivalent procedure which can be shown to the satisfaction of the ARB to give equivalent results at or near the level of the
air quality standard may be used.

National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health.

National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated
adverse effects of a pollutant.

Reference method as described by the EPA. An “equivalent method” of measurement may be used but must have a “consistent
relationship to the reference method” and must be approved by the EPA.

On October 1, 2015, the national 8-hour ozone primary and secondary standards were lowered from 0.075 to 0.070 ppm.

On December 14, 2012, the national PM2.5 primary standard was lowered from 15 ug/m® to 12.0 ug/m?®. The existing national
24-hour PM2.5 standards (primarily and secondary) were retained at 35 pg/m®, as was the annual secondary standard of 15
ug/mé. The existing 24-hour PM10 standards (primarily and secondary) of 150 ug/m? also were retained. The form of the annual
primary and secondary standards is the annual mean, averaged over 3 years.

To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum
concentrations at each site must not exceed 100 ppb. Note that the national 1-hour standard is in units of parts per billion (ppb).
California standards are in units of parts per million (ppm). To directly compare the national 1-hour standard to the California
standards the units can be converted from ppb to ppm. In this case, the national standard of 100 ppb is identical to 0.100 ppm.

On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO2 standard was established and the existing 24-hour and annual primary standards were
revoked. To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum
concentrations at each site must not exceed 75 ppb. The 1971 SO2 national standards (24-hour and annual) remain in effect
until one year after an area is designated for the 2010 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1971
standards, the 1971 standards remain in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2010 standards are approved.

Note that the 1-hour national standard is in units of parts per billion (ppb). California standards are in units of parts per million
(ppm). To directly compare the 1-hour national standard to the California standard the units can be converted to ppm. In this
case, the national standard of 75 ppb is identical to 0.075 ppm.

The ARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as 'toxic air contaminants' with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health
effects determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations
specified for these pollutants.

The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008 to a rolling 3-month average. The 1978 lead standard (1.5 j.tg/m?®
as a quarterly average) remains in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2008 standard, except that in areas
designated nonattainment for the 1978 standard, the 1978 standard remains in effect until implementation plans to attain or
maintain the 2008 standard are approved.

In 1989, the ARB converted both the general statewide 10-mile visibility standard and the Lake Tahoe 30-mile visibility standard
to instrumental equivalents, which are "extinction of 0.23 per kilometer" and "extinction of 0.07 per kilometer" for the statewide
and Lake Tahoe Air Basin standards, respectively.
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Pollutants

Carbon Monoxide

(CO)

Table 111-2

TABLE OF CONTENTS

HEALTH EFFECTS OF MAJOR CRITERIA POLLUTANTS

Sources

Incomplete combustion of fuels and other
carbon-containing substances, such as
motor exhaust.

Natural events, such as decomposition of
organic matter.

Primary Effects

Reduced tolerance for exercise.

Impairment of mental function.

Impairment of fetal development.

Death at high levels of exposure.
Aggravation of some heart diseases (angina).

Nitrogen Dioxide ¢ Motor vehicle exhaust. e Aggravation of respiratory illness.
(NO2) e High temperature stationary combustion. e Reduced visibility.
o Atmospheric reactions. ¢ Reduced plant growth.
¢ Formation of acid rain.
Ozone e Atmospheric reaction of organic gases ¢ Aggravation of respiratory and cardiovascular
(03) with nitrogen oxides in sunlight. diseases.
e Irritation of eyes.
¢ Impairment of cardiopulmonary function.
e Plant leaf injury.
Lead (Pb) e Contaminated soil. ¢ Impairment of blood function and nerve

Fine Particulate
Matter
(PM-10)

Fine Particulate
Matter

Stationary combustion of solid fuels.
Construction activities.

Industrial processes.

Atmospheric chemical reactions.

Fuel combustion in motor vehicles,
equipment, and industrial sources.

construction.
Behavioral and hearing problems in children.

e Reduced lung function.
e Aggravation of the effects of gaseous pollutants.

Aggravation of respiratory and cardio respiratory
diseases.

Increased cough and chest discomfort.

Soiling.

Reduced visibility.

Increases respiratory disease.

Lung damage.

(PM-2.5) ¢ Residential and agricultural burning. Cancer and premature death.
o Industrial processes. Reduces visibility and results in surface soiling.
¢ Also, formed from photochemical
reactions of other pollutants, including
NOX, sulfur oxides, and organics.
Sulfur Dioxide e Combustion of sulfur-containing fossil e Aggravation of respiratory diseases (asthma,
(S02) fuels. emphysema).

Smelting of sulfur-bearing metal ores.
Industrial processes.

Reduced lung function.

Irritation of eyes.

Reduced visibility.

Plant injury.

Deterioration of metals, textiles, leather,
finishes, coatings, etc.

Source: California Air Resources Board, 2002.

Baseline Air Quality

In the CVPA portion of the SSAB, air quality planning, enforcement and monitoring responsibilities are
carried out by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). Existing and probable future
levels of air quality around the project area can be best inferred from ambient air quality measurements
conducted by the SCAQMD at the Indio and Palm Springs air quality monitoring stations. In Indio, ozone
and 10 microns or less in diameter, (respirable) particulates called PM-10, are monitored. These two
pollutants are the main air pollution problems in the CVPA portion of the SSAB. Vehicular pollution levels
such as carbon monoxide (CO) and nitrogen dioxide (NO2) are monitored at Palm Springs. Levels of CO
and NO: at the project site are likely lower than those monitored in Palm Springs. However, because CO
and NO:2 levels in Palm Springs are well within acceptable limits, their use to characterize the project site
introduces no complications. The last four years of published data from Indio and Palm Springs stations
are summarized in Table 11l-3. The following conclusions can be drawn from these data:
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Photochemical smog (ozone) levels periodically exceed standards. The 1-hour state standard was
violated less than one percent of all days in the last four years near Indio. The 8-hour state ozone
standard has been exceeded an average of nine percent of all days per year in the same time
period. The Federal eight-hour ozone standard is violated on around five percent of all days per
year. Ozone levels are much lower than 10 to 20 years ago. Attainment of all clean air standards
in the project vicinity is not likely to occur soon, but the severity and frequency of violations is
expected to continue to slowly decline during the current decade.

Carbon monoxide (CO) measurements near the project site have declined throughout the last
decade, and 8-hour CO levels were at their lowest in 2017. Federal and state CO standards have
not been exceeded in the last 10+ years. Despite continued basin-wide growth, maximum CO
levels at the closest air monitoring station are less than 25 percent of their most stringent standards
because of continued vehicular improvements.

PM-10 levels as measured at Indio, have exceeded the state 24-hour standard on 14 percent of all
measurement days in the last four years, but the national 24-hour particulate standard has not been
exceeded during the same period. The state standard is considerably more restrictive.

A fraction of PM-10 is comprised of ultra-small diameter particulates capable of being inhaled into
deep lung tissue (PM-2.5). There have no violations of the 24-hour federal PM-2.5 standard in
recent years. With dustier conditions along the I-10 Corridor, there may be occasional violations
of PM-2.5 standards at the project site.

Table 111-3
AIR QUALITY MONITORING SUMMARY

(DAYS STANDARDS WERE EXCEEDED AND MAXIMUM OBSERVED CONCENTRATIONS 2015-2018)

Pollutant/Standard 2015 2016 2017 2018
Ozone?

1-Hour > 0.09 ppm (S) 0 2 8 4
8-Hour > 0.07 ppm (S) 12 27 44 49
8- Hour > 0.075 ppm (F) 4 12 27 28
Max. 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.093 0.099 0.107 0.106
Max. 8-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.085 0.089 0.093 0.091

Carbon Monoxide®
1-hour > 20. ppm (S)
8- Hour > 9. ppm (S,F)

Max 8-hour Conc. (ppm) 0.7 1.5 0.5 1.1
Nitrogen Dioxide®

1-Hour > 0.18 ppm (S) 0 0 0 0
Max 1-hour Conc. (ppm) 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04
Respirable Particulates (PM-10)?

24-hour > 50 pg/m? (S) 36/270 56/313 43/363 43/353
24-hour > 150 pg/m? (F) 0/270 0/313 0/363 0/363
Max. 24-Hr. Conc. (ug/m?3) 145. 137. 128. 146.
Ultra-Fine Particulates (PM-2.5)?

24-Hour > 35 ug/m?® (F) 0/94 0/115 0/110 0/122
Max. 24-Hr. Conc. (ug/m?3) 24.6 25.8 18.8 28.7

(S) = state standard, (F) = federal standard
#Data from Indio monitoring station.

®Data from Palm Springs air monitoring station.
Source: SCAQMD Air Monitoring Summaries.
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Air Quality Planning

The U.S. EPA is responsible for setting and enforcing the NAAQS for O3, CO, NOx, SO2, PM10, PM2.5,
and lead. The U.S. EPA has jurisdiction over emissions sources that are under the authority of the federal
government including aircraft, locomotives, and emissions sources outside state waters (Outer Continental
Shelf). The U.S. EPA also establishes emission standards for vehicles sold in states other than California.
Automobiles sold in California must meet the stricter emission requirements of the CARB.

The Federal Clean Air Act (1977 Amendments) required that designated agencies in any area of the nation
not meeting national clean air standards must prepare a plan demonstrating the steps that would bring the
area into compliance with all national standards. The SCAB could not meet the deadlines for ozone,
nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide, or PM-10. In the SCAB, the agencies designated by the governor to
develop regional air quality plans are the SCAQMD and the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG). The two agencies first adopted an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) in 1979
and revised it several times as earlier attainment forecasts were shown to be overly optimistic.

The 1990 Federal Clean Air Act Amendment (CAAA) required that all states with air-sheds with “serious”
or worse ozone problems submit a revision to the State Implementation Plan (SIP). The most current
regional attainment emissions forecast for ozone precursors (ROG and NOx) and for carbon monoxide
(CO) and for particulate matter are shown in Table 1ll-4. Substantial reductions in emissions of ROG, NOx
and CO are forecast to continue throughout the next several decades. Unless new particulate control
programs are implemented, PM-10 and PM-2.5 are forecast to slightly increase.

The Air Quality Management District (AQMD) adopted an updated clean air “blueprint” in August 2003. The
2003 AQMP was based upon the federal one-hour ozone standard which was revoked late in 2005 and
replaced by an 8-hour federal standard. Because of the revocation of the hourly standard, a new air quality
planning cycle was initiated. With re-designation of the air basin as non-attainment for the 8-hour ozone
standard, a new attainment plan was developed. This plan shifted most of the one-hour ozone standard
attainment strategies to the 8-hour standard. The attainment date was to “slip” from 2010 to 2021. The
updated attainment plan also includes strategies for ultimately meeting the federal PM-2.5 standard.

Because projected attainment by 2021 required control technologies that did not exist yet, the SCAQMD
requested a voluntary “bump-up” from a “severe non-attainment” area to an “extreme non-attainment”
designation for ozone. The extreme designation was to allow a longer time period for these technologies
to develop. If attainment cannot be demonstrated within the specified deadline without relying on “black-
box” measures, EPA would have been required to impose sanctions on the region had the bump-up request
not been approved. In April 2010, the EPA approved the change in the non-attainment designation from
“severe-17” to “extreme.” This reclassification set a later attainment deadline (2024), but also required the
air basin to adopt even more stringent emissions controls.

Table I11-4
SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN EMISSIONS FORECASTS (EMISSIONS IN TONS/DAY)

Pollutant 2015° 2020° 2025° 2030°
NOx 357 289 266 257
voC 400 393 393 391
PM-10 161 165 170 172
PM-2.5 67 68 70 71

@2015 Base Year.
bWith current emissions reduction programs and adopted growth forecasts.
Source: California Air Resources Board, 2013 Almanac of Air Quality
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AQMPs are required to be updated every three years. The 2012 AQMP was adopted in early 2013. An
updated AQMP was required for completion in 2016. The 2016 AQMP was adopted by the SCAQMD Board
in March, 2017, and has been submitted the California Air Resources Board for forwarding to the EPA. The
2016 AQMP acknowledges that motor vehicle emissions have been effectively controlled and that
reductions in NOx, the continuing ozone problem pollutant, may need to come from major stationary
sources (power plants, refineries, landfill flares, etc.). The current attainment deadlines for all federal non-
attainment pollutants are now as follows:

8-hour ozone (70 ppb) 2032

Annual PM-2.5 (12 ug/m?®) 2025

8-hour ozone (75 ppb) 2024 (old standard)
1-hour ozone (120 ppb) 2023 (rescinded standard)

24-hour PM-2.5 (35 ug/m®) 2019

The key challenge is that NOx emission levels, as a critical ozone precursor pollutant, are forecast to
continue to exceed the levels that would allow the above deadlines to be met. Unless additional stringent
NOx control measures are adopted and implemented, ozone attainment goals may not be met.

The proposed project does not directly relate to the AQMP in that there are no specific air quality programs
or regulations governing cannabis projects. Conformity with adopted plans, forecasts and programs relative
to population, housing, employment and land use is the primary yardstick by which impact significance of
planned growth is determined. The SCAQMD, however, while acknowledging that the AQMP is a growth-
accommodating document, does not favor designating regional impacts as less-than-significant just
because the proposed development is consistent with regional growth projections. Air quality impact
significance for the proposed project has therefore been analyzed on a project-specific basis.

Significance Thresholds Used in This Document

Air quality impacts are considered “significant” if they cause clean air standards to be violated where they
are currently met, or if they “substantially” contribute to an existing violation of standards. Any substantial
emissions of air contaminants for which there is no safe exposure, or nuisance emissions such as dust or
odors, would also be considered a significant impact.

Appendix G of the California CEQA Guidelines offers the following five tests of air quality impact
significance. A project would have a potentially significant impact if it:

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

b) 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?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

d) Resultin other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number
of people?

Primary Pollutants

Air quality impacts generally occur on two scales of motion. Near an individual source of emissions or a
collection of sources such as a crowded intersection or parking lot, levels of those pollutants that are emitted
in their already unhealthful form will be highest. Carbon monoxide (CO) is an example of such a pollutant.
Primary pollutant impacts can generally be evaluated directly in comparison to appropriate clean air
standards. Violations of these standards where they are currently met, or a measurable worsening of an
existing or future violation, would be considered a significant impact. Many particulates, especially fugitive
dust emissions, are also primary pollutants. Because of the non-attainment status of the South Coast Air
Basin (SCAB) for PM-10, an aggressive dust control program is required to control fugitive dust during
project construction.
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Secondary Pollutants

Many pollutants, however, require time to transform from a more benign form to a more unhealthful
contaminant. Their impact occurs regionally far from the source. Their incremental regional impact is
minute on an individual basis and cannot be quantified except through complex photochemical computer
models. Analysis of significance of such emissions is based upon a specified amount of emissions (pounds,
tons, etc.) even though there is no way to translate those emissions directly into a corresponding ambient
air quality impact.

Because of the chemical complexity of primary versus secondary pollutants, the SCAQMD has designated
significant emissions levels as surrogates for evaluating regional air quality impact significance independent
of chemical transformation processes. Projects in the Coachella Valley portion of the SCAQMD with daily
emissions that exceed any of the following emission thresholds are to be considered significant under
CEQA guidelines.

Table I11I-5
DAILY EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS

Pollutant Construction’ Operations?

ROG 75 75
NOx 100 100
CO 550 550
PM-10 150 150
PM-2.5 55 55
SOx 150 150
Lead 3 3

' Construction thresholds apply to both the SCAB and the Coachella Valley (Salton
Sea and Mojave Desert Air Basins.

2 For Coachella Valley the mass daily emissions thresholds for operation are the same
as the construction daily emissions thresholds.

Source: SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, November, 1993 Rev.

Sensitive Uses
The land uses surrounding the project area as follows:

North: IH Heavy Industrial/Open Space;

West: IH Heavy Industrial, further west IL Light Industrial;
South: IH Heavy Industrial, further south IL Light Industrial; and
East: Open Space, further east CE Entertainment Commercial

The closest sensitive use (residential) is more than 2,000 feet to the west, on the opposite side of
Highway 111.

Impact Analysis

a. Less Than Significant Impact — Projects such as the proposed Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Project
do not directly relate to the AQMP in that there are no specific air quality programs or regulations
governing general development. Conformity with adopted plans, forecasts and programs relative to
population, housing, employment and land use is the primary yardstick by which impact significance
of planned growth is determined. The SCAQMD, however, while acknowledging that the AQMP is a
growth-accommodating document, does not favor designating regional impacts as less than
significant just because the proposed development is consistent with regional growth projections. Air
quality impact significance for the proposed project has therefore been analyzed on a project-specific
basis. The City requires compliance with the Municipal Code for project such as this, and the
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Applicant will to meet these standards. The Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Project will be fully
consistent with both the General Plan designation and Zone classification for the project site, because
Cannabis-related uses are consistent with the M-W (Wrecking Yard) zone. Thus, the proposed
project is consistent with regional planning forecasts maintained by the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) regional plans. The SCAQMD, however, while acknowledging
that the AQMP is a growth-accommodating document, does not favor designating regional impacts
as less than significant only because of consistency with regional growth projections. Air quality
impact significance for the proposed project has therefore been analyzed on a project-specific basis.
As the analysis of project-related emissions provided below indicates, the proposed project will not
cause or be exposed to significant air pollution, and is, therefore, consistent with the applicable air
quality plan.

b. Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated — Air pollution emissions associated with
the proposed project would occur over both a short and long-term time period. Short-term emissions
include fugitive dust from construction activities (i.e., site prep, demolition, grading, and exhaust
emission) at the proposed project site. Long-term emissions generated by future operation of the
proposed project primarily include energy consumption required to operate the Bejarano Cannabis
Cultivation Facility and employeel/visitor truck trips to the Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Project.

Construction Emissions

The proposed project consists of the development of the Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Facility within
the City of Coachella. The proposed approximate 10-acre site is currently used as a wrecking yard
and vehicular storage. This project will be developed with 2 buildings; a 53,244 sf Headhouse and
172,461 sf Cultivation Building. There will also be a 52,131 sf retention basin and a surface parking
lot with 291 parking spaces. Construction is anticipated to take approximately 7-9 months with an
anticipated start date in the second quarter of 2022. Mostly earthworks will balance onsite but a
maximal 2,000 CY of export was modeled as a worst case. Estimated construction emissions were
modeled using CalEEMod2016.3.2—developed by SCAQMD to provide a model by which to
calculate both construction emissions and operational emissions from a variety of land use projects—
to identify maximum daily emissions for each pollutant during project construction. Construction was
modeled using default construction equipment and schedule for a project of this size as shown in
Table IlI-6.

Table 111-6
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY EQUIPMENT FLEET

Phase Name and Duration Equipment

3 Excavators
Demo (20 days) 1 Concrete Saw
2 Dozers
3 Dozers
4 Loader/Backhoes
1 Grader
Grading (20 days) 1 Excavator
1 Dozer
3 Loader/Backhoes
1 Crane
3 Loader/Backhoes
1 Welder
1 Generator Set
3 Forklifts
2 Pavers
Paving (20 days) 2 Paving Equipment
2 Rollers

Site Prep (10 days)

Construction (120 days)

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES Page 20



Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation
Project TABLE OF CONTENTS

Utilizing this indicated equipment fleet and durations shown in Table IlI-6 the following worst-case
daily construction emissions are calculated by CalEEMod and are listed in Table IlI-7.

Table 11I-7
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY EMISSIONS
MAXIMUM DAILY EMISSIONS (POUNDS/DAY)

Maximal Construction Emissions ROG NOXx Cco SO, PM-10 PM-2.5
2022 68.2 33.2 22.3 0.0 20.2 11.6
SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55

Peak daily construction activity emissions are below their respective SCAQMD CEQA significance
thresholds without the need for any additional mitigation. However, though construction activities are
not anticipated to cause dust emissions to exceed SCAQMD CEQA thresholds, emissions
minimization through enhanced dust control measures is recommended for use because of the non-
attainment status of the air basin. As such, the following mitigation measure shall be implemented:

AIR-1 Fugitive Dust Control. The following measures shall be incorporated into
Project plans and specifications for implementation:

o Apply soil stabilizers or moisten inactive areas.

o Water exposed surfaces as needed to avoid visible dust leaving the con-

struction site (typically 2-3 times/day).

Cover all stock piles with tarps at the end of each day or as needed.

Provide water spray during loading and unloading of earthen materials.

Minimize in-out traffic from construction zone.

Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or loose material and require all trucks

to maintain at least two feet of freeboard.

o Sweep streets daily if visible soil material is carried out from the construc-
tion site.

Similarly, ozone precursor emissions (ROG and NOXx) are calculated to be below SCAQMD CEQA
thresholds. However, because of the regional non-attainment for photochemical smog, the use of
reasonably available control measures for diesel exhaust is recommended. Combustion emissions
control options include:

AIR-2 Exhaust Emissions Control. The following measures shall be incorporated into
Project plans and specifications for implementation:

e Utilize well-tuned off-road construction equipment.

o Establish a preference for contractors using Tier 3 or better heavy equip-
ment.

e Enforce 5-minute idling limits for both on-road trucks and off-road equip-
ment.

With the above mitigation measures, any impacts related to construction emissions are considered
less than significant. No further mitigation is required.

Operational Emissions

The project would be expected employ an estimated 100 employees. In addition, the cultivation
building is predicted to consume 7,000,000 kWh/year and the emergency generator is expected to
consume 1,000,000 kWh/year. Water use is estimated at 2,235,337 gallons/year.
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Operational emissions were calculated using CalEEM0d2016.3.2 for a build-out year of 2022 as a
worst case. If the project does not come on-line until a later year, emissions would be slightly less
because of improvements of vehicular and equipment technology. The operational impacts are
shown in Table IlI-8.

Table 111-8
PROPOSED USES DAILY OPERATIONAL IMPACTS (2022)

Operational Emissions (Ibs/day)

Source ROG NOx (o]0) SO, PM-10 PM-2.5
Area 6.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Energy 0.1 0.6 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mobile 0.4 3.0 5.0 0.0 1.7 0.5
Total 6.8 3.6 5.6 0.0 1.7 0.5
SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No

Source: CalEEMod Output in Appendix

As shown, operational emissions will not exceed applicable SCAQMD operational emissions CEQA
thresholds of significance.

Conclusion

With the incorporation of mitigation measures AIR-1 and AIR-2, the development of the Bejarano
Cannabis Cultivation Project would have a less than significant potential to 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.

C. Less Than Significant Impact — The SCAQMD has developed analysis parameters to evaluate
ambient air quality on a local level in addition to the more regional emissions-based thresholds of
significance. These analysis elements are called Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs). LSTs
were developed in response to Governing Board’s Environmental Justice Enhancement Initiative 1-
4 and the LST methodology was provisionally adopted in October 2003 and formally approved by
SCAQMD'’s Mobile Source Committee in February 2005.

Use of an LST analysis for a project is optional. For the proposed project, the primary source of
possible LST impact would be during construction. LSTs are applicable for a sensitive receptor where
it is possible that an individual could remain for 24 hours such as a residence, hospital or
convalescent facility.

LSTs are only applicable to the following criteria pollutants: oxides of nitrogen (NOx), carbon
monoxide (CO), and particulate matter (PM-10 and PM-2.5). LSTs represent the maximum
emissions from a project that are not expected to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most
stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard, and are developed based on the
ambient concentrations of that pollutant for each source receptor area and distance to the nearest
sensitive receptor.

LST screening tables are available for 25, 50, 100, 200 and 500 meter source-receptor distances.
For this project, the closest receptor is more than 2,000 feet from the site and therefore the 500-meter
distance was used. The SCAQMD has issued guidance on applying CalEEMod to LSTs. LST
pollutant screening level concentration data is currently published for 1, 2 and 5 acre sites for varying
distances. Using guidance from the SCAQMD a site of 1.5 acres was used by interpolating between
the 1- and 2-acre data.
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The following thresholds and emissions in Table I1I-9 are therefore determined (pounds per day):

Table 111-9
LST AND PROJECT EMISSIONS (POUNDS/DAY)

LST Coachella Valley co NOx PM-10 PM-2.5
LST Threshold 25,315 751 218 108
Max On-Site Emissions 22 33 20 12

CalEEMod Output in Appendix

LSTs were compared to the maximum daily construction activities. As seen in Table I1I-9, LST
impacts are less than significant. As such, the proposed project would have a less than significant
potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

d. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated — Substantial odor-generating sources include
land uses such as agricultural activities, feedlots, wastewater treatment facilities, landfills or various
heavy industrial uses. The project proposes an interim site plan that would include the installation of
57,600 SF of “hoop houses” for cannabis cultivation (see Figures 5 and 6). This interim solution will
be utilized during the period of time prior to the installation of a new transformer to serve the project
area by Imperial Irrigation District (1ID). The City anticipates that hoop-house cannabis growth would
generate odors within a radius of about 5,000 feet for a period of three weeks during both the fall and
winter months. There is an existing single family residential neighborhood within 3,000 feet southwest
of the project site that could be impacted by the use of hoop-houses without any implementation of
odor control mitigation. Therefore, the following mitigation shall be implemented to address odor
during the interim site plan operations:

AIR-3 The Applicant shall be required to utilize odor minimization techniques such as
ionization, use of odor absorbing containers, ONA Gel, or other odor
minimization technologies proven to minimize outdoor cannabis growth related
odors. The City shall inspect the efficacy of these odor control techniques
during the period of time in the fall and winter in which odors from cannabis
growth are the most noticeable. The City shall work with the Applicant to
determine the appropriate odor control minimization techniques should
additional odor minimization technology need to be employed upon inspection
of the interim facility. The Applicant shall implement additional odor
minimization should it be required by the City during the interim site plan
operations.

With the implementation of the mitigation measure above, the hoop-houses intended for use during
the interim site plan operations would have a less than significant potential to result in objectionable
odors to nearby sensitive receptors.

The long-term operations of the proposed project would not propose any uses or activities that would
result in potentially significant operational source odor impacts because the cannabis cultivation
operations will occur indoors with sufficient odor minimization technology to minimize impacts at
nearby sensitive receptors. Cannabis growth can generate some odors that may be unpleasant to
certain persons. The proposed project includes office and administration for the Bejarano operation,
and operation of the various phases of cannabis cultivation and processing. Odors on site will be
handled utilizing commercial odor controls with carbon filters, which utilize activated charcoal, carbon
filters, and an extractor fan for flow of air. There are no sensitive receptors located within 1,000 feet
of the proposed project, and the proposed project use is not of the type that would result in odor
impacts to sensitive receptors during either construction or operation. Therefore, the potential for
objectionable odors posing a health risk to humans on- or off-site is considered a less than significant
impact with the incorporation of mitigation measure AIR-3, above.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact Does Not Apply

Incorporated

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a) 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 O O I O
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?

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

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or
federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited

to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct ] [l [l X
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

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

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree [l O O X
preservation policy or ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation ] O X O
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

SUBSTANTIATION: The following information is provided based on a study titled “Biological Resources
Assessment for the Proposed 20 & 21 Cannabis Cultivation Project, Coachella, Riverside County,
California” prepared by Jericho Systems, Inc. dated October 27, 2017 and provided as Appendix 2a; an
updated report was prepared for this project due to the date in which the original Biological Resources
Assessment (BRA) was prepared. The updated report is titled “Biological Resources Assessment 2020
Update Proposed 20 & 21 Cannabis Cultivation Project, Coachella, Riverside County” prepared by Jericho
Systems, Inc. dated January 8, 2020. The following information is abstracted from Appendix 2a and 2b.

General Site Conditions

The existing site is surrounded by a chain link fence, except for the western boundary which is defined by
a series of metal sheets, plywood, and other items to form a sort of wall that secures the western boundary.
Access to the site was provided by the tenant through the doors/gate located along the western boundary
of the site. The project site is characterized by disturbed loose gravely soil with trash and other debris lining
the northern portion of the site along with remnants of broken down vehicles and storage areas, as well as
active heavy machinery. Dumped material lined the eastern boundary of the project area, and human
habitation was evident in various locations.
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Wildlife observed onsite included house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), common raven (Corvus corax),
domestic pigeon (Columba livia domestica), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), and mourning dove
(Zenaida macroura).

Vegetation onsite consisted of ornamentals and ruderals that grew close to the fence line, where site
compaction was at the lowest. Plants observed included Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), date palm
(Phoenix dactylifera, from nearby farm), and silk tree (Albizia julibrissin).

Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan

The project area is located within the area covered by the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP). However, it is not located in an area designated for conservation, and
implementation of the project will therefore not interfere with the goals of the CYMSHCP.

Burrowing owl (BUOW)

The field survey results for BUOW identified no evidence of BUOW individuals or sign including pellets,
feathers or white wash in the project site, there were no burrows found onsite. Per the definition provided
in the 2012 CDFG Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation, “Burrowing ow! habitat generally includes, but
is not limited to, short or sparse vegetation (at least at some time of year), presence of burrows, burrow
surrogates or presence of fossorial mammal dens, well-drained soils, and abundant and available prey.”

Therefore, the project site would not be considered suitable for BUOW for the following reasons:
o No appropriately sized mammal burrows or burrow surrogates were observed within the
project area during survey;
e No BUOW host burrowers were observed within the project area during survey; and
e No feathers, pellet castings, white-wash, or BUOW individuals were found.

Coachella Valley Fringe-toed lizard (CVFL)

CVFL occupies a specific habitat consisting of accumulations of Aeolian sand. Deeper sand deposits with
more topographic relief are preferred by the species over flatter sand sheets. Per the literature review, the
nearest documented CVFL occurrence within the project vicinity is 0.61 mile south of the project site.
However, this occurrence is a historical occurrence that has since been developed, and the occurrence
location is also now separated from the project site by a palm tree farm.

The project site predominantly consists of compacted bare ground. There is no Aeolian sand dune habitat
within the project site or immediate surrounding area. Soils on site are stabilized due to human use of the
site, including compaction from vehicle use. Therefore, the site does not contain any habitat that would be
considered suitable to support CVFL, and this species is not expected to occur within the project area.

In addition, no suitable habitat was found for any other sensitive species known to occur in the broader
project vicinity. Therefore, implementation of this project would have no effect on BUOW, CVFL or other
sensitive species. The follow up survey conducted on January 7, 2020 confirmed conditions on site have
not changed.

Conclusion and Recommendation

No suitable habitat was identified for any other sensitive species known to occur in the broader project
vicinity. Therefore, implementation of this project would have no effect on CVFL or other sensitive species,
and no impact on BUOW with the implementation of the recommended mitigation. Thus, due to the
presence of burrows that are of appropriate size for BUOW to colonize, a preconstruction survey no less
than 30 days before commencement of the construction phase of the project is recommended to ensure
that no BUOW have colonized the project area.

Impact Analysis

a. Less Than Significant Impact — Implementation of the project does not have a potential for a
significant adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on species identified as a
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candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or
by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) (formerly Department of Fish and Game)
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Though the proposed project is located within the
Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP), the project site itself is
not located within critical habitat for any species. Based on a biological field survey of the site, the
Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) and BRA Update provided as Appendices 2a and 2b
determined that because the site has been previously disturbed, and does not contain any suitable
habitat for any Federal or State listed species. Furthermore, the Biological Resources Report
concluded that the project site would not be considered suitable for burrowing owl. Therefore, the
project would have a less than significant potential to 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.

b. Less Than Significant Impact — Implementation of the proposed project will not have an adverse effect
on any riparian habitat or sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS. The project site itself consists of highly disturbed sandy
ground, with scattered vegetation and evidence of dumping use, while the vegetation observed onsite
includes Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), date palm (Phoenix dactylifera, from nearby farm), and silk
tree (Albizia julibrissin). The site has been subject to historic human disturbance and ongoing human
use. ltis surrounded by open land to the east, and active commercial junkyards surround the project
site to the north, south, and east. Based on the field survey conducted by Jericho Systems and the
information contained in Appendices 2a and 2b, no significant impacts to riparian habitat or other
sensitive communities are anticipated to occur as a result of implementation of the proposed project.

C. No Impact — According to the data gathered by Jericho Systems in Appendices 2a and 2b, no
federally protected wetlands occur within the project footprint. Therefore, implementation of the
proposed project will have no potential to impact state or federally protected wetlands (including, but
not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means. No mitigation is required.

d. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated — Based on the field survey of the project site, the
project will not substantially interfere with the movement of any native resident or migratory species
or with established native or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native nursery sites.
However, the State does protect all migratory and nesting native birds. No impacts to nesting or
migratory birds have been identified in Appendices 2a or 2b, however, the project area may include
locations that function as nesting locations for native birds. To prevent interfering with native bird
nesting, the following mitigation measure shall be implemented.

BIO-1 The State of California prohibits the “take” of active bird nests. To avoid an
illegal take of active bird nests, any grubbing, brushing or tree removal should
be conducted outside of the the State identified nesting season (Raptor
nesting season is February 15 through July 31; and migratory bird nesting
season is March 15 through September 1). Alternatively, the site shall be
evaluated by a qualified biologist prior to the initiation of ground disturbace to
determine the presence or absence of nesting birds. Active bird nests MUST
be avoided during the nesting season. If an active nest is located in the project
construction area it will be flagged and a 300-foot avoidance buffer placed
around it. No activity shall occur within the 300-foot buffer until the young
have fledged the nest.

Thus, with implementation of the above measure, any effects on wildlife movement or the use of
wildlife nursery sites can be reduced to a less than significant impact.

e. No Impact — Based on the field survey, the project footprint does not contain any biological resources,
such as trees, that might be protected by local policies or ordinances. Past grading maintenance
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activities and human disturbance of the site have eliminated any trees or other biological resources
that might be protected. With no potential for conflicts with local policies or ordinances, no mitigation
is required.

f. Less Than Significant Impact — Please refer to the discussion under response 1V(a) above. The BRA
provided as Appendices 2a and 2b concluded that the project, though located within the CVMSHCP,
is not located in an area designated for conservation, and implementation of the project will therefore
not interfere with the goals of the CVMSHCP. Therefore, the project does not have a significant
potential to conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. No further
mitigation is necessary.
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Incorporated

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the

significance of a historical resource pursuant to O X O O
§15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the

significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to [l X O O
§15064.5?

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred ] ] X ]

outside of formal cemeteries?

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES

SUBSTANTIATION: A cultural resources report has been prepared to evaluate the potential for cultural
resources to occur within the project area of potential effect entitled “Historical/Archaeological Resources
Survey Report: David Argudo Coachella Cannabis Cultivation Farm, Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 603-290-20
and -21, City of Coachella, Riverside County, California” dated December 6, 2017, prepared by CRM TECH
(Appendix 3a). The updated report is titled “Update to Historical/Archaeological Resources Survey Report
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 603-290-020 and 603-290-021 City of Coachella, Riverside County, California”
prepared by CRM TECH, dated January 16, 2020. The following information is abstracted from Appendix
3a and 3b. It provides an overview and findings regarding the cultural resources found within the project
area.

Background
The purpose of the Cultural Resources study is to provide the City with the necessary information and

analysis to determine whether the proposed project would cause substantial adverse changes to any
“historical resources” or “tribal cultural resources,” as defined by CEQA, that may exist in or around the
project area.

In order to identify such resources, CRM TECH conducted a historical/archaeological resources records
search, pursued historical background research, contacted Native American representatives, and carried
out an intensive-level field survey of the entire project area. Through the various avenues of research, this
study did not encounter any “historical resources” or “tribal cultural resources” within or adjacent to the
project area. On November 25, 2019, CRM TECH updated the results of the 2017 records search at the
Eastern Information Center (EIC), University of California, Riverside. The findings indicate that no additional
cultural resources studies have occurred in the immediate vicinity of the project area since 2017, nor have
any cultural resources been identified within or adjacent to the project boundaries.

Therefore, the conclusion of the 2017 study that the proposed development project on the property will
have No Impact on any “historical resources” (Tang et al. 2017:14) remains valid and appropriate today. As
in 2017, no further cultural resources investigation is recommended for the project unless development
plans undergo such changes as to include areas not covered by this study and the 2017 survey. However,
if buried cultural materials are encountered during any earth-moving operations associated with the project,
all work in that area should be halted or diverted until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the nature and
significance of the finds.

Impact Analysis

a&b. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated — CEQA establishes that "a project that may cause
a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a
significant effect on the environment” (PRC §21084.1). "Substantial adverse change," according to
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PRC §5020.1(q), "means demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration such that the significance
of a historical resource would be impaired.”

Per the above discussion and definition, no archaeological sites or isolates were recorded within the
project boundaries; thus, none of them requires further consideration during this study. In light of this
information and pursuant to PRC §21084.1, the following conclusions have been reached for the
project:

* No historical resources within or adjacent to the project area have any potential to be disturbed
as they are not within the proposed area in which the facilities will be constructed and developed,
and thus, the project as it is currently proposed will not cause a substantial adverse change to
any known historical resources.

* No further cultural resources investigation is necessary for the proposed project unless
construction plans undergo such changes as to include areas not covered by this study.

However, if buried cultural materials are discovered during any earth-moving operations associated
with the project, the following mitigation measure shall be implemented:

CUL-1  Should any cultural resources be encountered during construction of these
facilities, earthmoving or grading activities in the immediate area of the finds
shall be halted and an onsite inspection shall be performed immediately by a
qualified archaeologist. Responsibility for making this determination shall be
with the City’s onsite inspector. The archaeological professional shall assess
the find, determine its significance, and make recommendations for appro-
priate mitigation measures within the guidelines of the California Environ-
mental Quality Act.

With the above mitigation incorporation, as well as the mitigation identified under Tribal Cultural
Resources below, the potential for impacts to cultural resources will be reduced to a less than
significant level. No additional mitigation is required.

c. Less Than Significant Impact — As noted in the discussion above, no available information suggests
that human remains may occur within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) and the potential for such an
occurrence is considered very low. Human remains discovered during the project will need to be
treated in accordance with the provisions of HSC §7050.5 and PRC §5097.98, which is mandatory.
State law (Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code) as well as local laws requires that the
Police Department, County Sheriff and Coroner’s Office receive notification if human remains are
encountered. Compliance with these laws is considered adequate mitigation for potential impacts
and no further mitigation is required.
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VI. ENERGY: Would the project:

a) Result in a potentially significant environmental
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary

consumption of energy resources, during project [ X [ [
construction or operations?

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency? O I O O

VI. ENERGY

SUBSTANTIATION: The following information utilized in this section of the Initial Study was obtained from
the Air Quality and GHG Impact Analysis, Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Project, Coachella, California
prepared by Giroux and Associates dated February 4, 2020. This document is provided as Appendix 1 to
this document.

a. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated —The proposed project consists of a cannabis
cultivation facility. Both state and local jurisdictions require the use of renewable energy for all
commercial cannabis activities, which will lower the energy demand of cannabis cultivation to a less
than significant level.

Energy consumption encompasses many different activities. For example, construction can include
the following activities: delivery of equipment and material to a site from some location (note it also
requires energy to manufacture the equipment and material, such as harvesting, cutting and
delivering wood from its source); employee trips to work, possibly offsite for lunch (or a visit by a
catering truck), travel home, and occasionally leaving a site for an appointment or checking another
job; use of equipment onsite (electric or fuel); and sometimes demolition and disposal of construction
waste. The proposed project will employ approximately 100 employees on a typical work day,
resulting in about 100 round trips per day, which is a modest number of trips requiring energy per day
from employees. Energy consumption by equipment will be reduced through mitigation that requires
shutdowns when equipment is not in use after five minutes and ensures that equipment is operated
within proper operating parameters (tune-ups) to minimize emissions and fuel consumption. These
requirements are consistent with State and regional rules and regulations. Under the construction
scenario outlined above, the proposed project will not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
energy consumption during construction.

The project includes indoor cannabis cultivation which will involve artificial lighting which is anticipated
to utilizes wattage at a rate above twenty-five watts per square foot, temperature/ humidity/air flow
control, carbon filters, and irrigation and water treatment equipment. Additionally, the project
proposes to incorporate solar panels, LED lights, and zero emission or hybrid vehicles into their
business plan, which will reduce energy consumption for the project. The Bejarano Cannabis
Cultivation Project structures must be constructed in conformance with a variety of existing energy
efficiency regulatory requirements or guidelines including:

e Compliance California Green Building Standards Code, AKA the CALGreen Code (Title 24, Part
11), which became effective on January 1, 2017. The purpose of the CALGreen Code is to
improve public health, safety, and general welfare by enhancing the design and construction of
building through the use of building concepts encouraging sustainable construction practices.

o The provisions of the CALGreen code apply to the planning, design, operation, construction, use,
and occupancy of every newly construction building.
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e Compliance with California Energy Commission Building Energy Efficiency Standards would
ensure that the building energy use associated with the proposed project would not be wasteful
Or unnecessary.

¢ Compliance with Indoor Water use consumption reduced through the maximum fixture water use

rates.

Compliance with diversion of construction and demolition materials from landfills.

Compliance with AQMD Mandatory use of low-pollutant emitting finish materials.

Compliance with AQMD Rules 431.1 and 431.2 to reduce the release of undesirable emissions.

Compliance with diesel exhaust emissions from diesel vehicles and off-road diesel

vehicle/equipment operations.

e Compliance with these regulatory requirements for operational energy use and construction
energy use would not be wasteful or unnecessary use of energy.

Additionally, the State’s regulations require indoor cannabis cultivation, beginning January 1, 2023,
to ensure that electrical power used for commercial cannabis activity meets the average electricity
greenhouse gas emissions intensity required by their local utility provider pursuant to the California
Renewables Portfolio Standard Program, division 1, part 1, chapter 2.3, article 16 (commencing with
section 399.11) of the Public Utilities Code.

Further, Imperial Irrigation District (1ID), which is anticipated to provide electricity to the project area
once a new transformer is installed to connect this area of the City to their service area, is presently
in compliance with State renewable energy supply requirements and SCE will supply electricity to the
project. According to IID’'s website', “Located in a region with abundant sunshine, enviable
geothermal capacity, wind and other renewable potential, IID has met or exceeded all Renewable
Portfolio Standard requirements to date, procuring renewable energy from diverse sources, including
biomass, bio-waste, geothermal, hydroelectric, solar and wind.” As such, renewable energy is
abundant in the vicinity of the project.

Under the operational scenario for the proposed project, the proposed project will not result in
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary energy consumption that could result in a significant adverse
impact to energy issues based on compliance with the referenced laws, regulations and guidelines.
Please refer to the operational impacts discussion under Air Quality, issue Ili(b). Operational
emissions will be well below SCAQMD thresholds.

No mitigation beyond those identified under the Section Ill, Air Quality above are required.

b. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated — Based on the analysis in the preceding
discussion, the proposed project will not conflict with current State energy efficiency or electricity
supply requirements or any local plans or programs for renewable energy or energy efficiency
requirements. The City of Coachella has adopted State energy efficiency standards as part of its
Municipal Code. No mitigation beyond those identified above are required.

' https://www.iid.com/energy/about-iid-energy
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Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant Impact

No Impact or
Does Not Apply

VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS: Would the project:

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:

(i)  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
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

[

[

X

[

(i)  Strong seismic ground shaking?

(i) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

(iv) Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

OO o g

X O X |O

OO0 |X

O (X O |0

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable,
or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in onsite or offsite land-
slide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse?

[

X

[

[

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

SUBSTANTIATION

a.(i) Less Than Significant Impact — The project site is located in the City of Coachella, which is located
in an area with several active faults, including the San Andreas fault zone to the north and east, the
Mecca Hills fault zone to the east, and the Indio Hills fault zone to the northeast as shown on the City
of Coachella General Plan Faults and Historical (1800-2011) Seismicity Map (Figure VII-1). The
California Geologic Survey Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation Indio Quadrangle map
depicts the Alquist-Priolo fault zones in the City of Coachella area (Figure VII-2). According to Figure
VII-2, the site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo fault zone, but is located approximately 2 miles
from the nearest Alquist-Priolo fault zone. Based on the project site’s distance from the nearest fault
zone, the risk for ground rupture at the site location is low; therefore, it is not likely that future
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a.(ii)

a. (i)

a.(iv)

employees of Bejarano will be subject to seismic hazards from rupture of a known earthquake fault.
Therefore, any impacts under this issue are considered less than significant; no mitigation is required.

Less Than Significant Impact — As stated in the discussion above, several faults run through the City,
and as with much of southern California, the proposed structures will be subject to strong seismic
ground shaking impacts should any major earthquakes occur in the future, particularly due to the
site’s proximity to the San Andreas Fault Zone, which is classified as an Alquist-Priolo fault zone.
Additionally, several active Fault Zones as defined by the City of Coachella, shown in Figure VII-1,
travel through the City and surrounding area. As a result, and like all other development projects in
the City and throughout the Southern California Region, the proposed project will be required to
comply with all applicable seismic design standards contained in the 2016 California Building Code
(CBC), including Section 1613 Earthquake Loads. Compliance with the CBC will ensure that
structural integrity will be maintained in the event of an earthquake. Therefore, impacts associated
with strong ground shaking will be less than significant without mitigation.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated — According to the City of Coachella General Plan
Update 2035 EIR Liquefaction Risk map (Figure VII-3), the project is located within an area of high
liquefaction susceptibility. Due to the dense condition of the deeper alluvial sediments, the soils
beneath the site are generally not susceptible to liquefaction during seismic events. However, the
following mitigation measure shall be implemented to minimize any potential liquefaction impacts at
this site:

GEO-1  Prior to initiating grading, the site developer shall provide a geotechnical evaluation
of the potential liquefaction hazards at the site and, if a hazard exists at the proposed
project location, the evaluation shall define design measures that will ensure the
safety of any new structures in protecting human life in the event of a regional
earthquake affecting the site. The developer shall implement any design measures
required to protect human safety.

Implementation of the above mitigation measure will reduce any potential impacts to a less than
significant level and will ensure that human safety will be protected from any liquefaction hazards that
may exist at the project site.

No Impact — According to the City of Coachella General Plan Update 2035 EIR Landslide Risk map
(Figure VII-4), the proposed project site is not located in an area with any known earthquake induced
landslide hazards. Based on a site reconnaissance the project site is essentially flat. Therefore, the
project will not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death involving landslides. No impacts under this issue are anticipated and no
mitigation is required.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated — Due to the existing bladed and disturbed nature
of the project site, and the type of project being proposed, a potential for soil erosion, loss of topsaoil,
and/or placing structures on unstable soils is generally considered less than significant. The project
site is vacant with minimal non-native vegetation coverage. City grading standards, best management
practices and the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and Water Quality Management
Plan (WQMP) are required to control the potential significant erosion hazards. The topography is
generally flat with less than a 4-foot elevation change within the entirety of the site. It is anticipated
that any required soil excavation will be reused on site with any excess cut or fill that may require
removal from or transport to the site totaling no more than 2,000 cubic yards (CY). During project
construction when soils are exposed, temporary soil erosion could occur, which could be exacerbated
by rainfall. Project grading would be managed through the preparation and implementation of a
SWPPP, and will be required to implement best management practices to achieve concurrent water
quality controls after construction is completed and Bejarano is in operation. The following mitigation
measures or equivalent best management practices (BMPs) shall be implemented to address these
issues:

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES Page 33



Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation
Project TABLE OF CONTENTS

GEO-2 Stored backfill material shall be covered with water resistant material during
periods of heavy precipitation to reduce the potential for rainfall erosion of
stored backfill material. If covering is not feasible, then measures such as the
use of straw bales or sand bags shall be used to capture and hold eroded
material on the project site for future cleanup.

GEO-3 All exposed, disturbed soil (trenches, stored backfill, etc.) shall be sprayed
with water or soil binders twice a day, or more frequently if fugitive dust is
observed migrating from the site within which the Bejarano Cannabis
Cultivation Facility is being constructed.

With implementation of the above mitigation measures, implementation of the SWPPP and
associated BMPs, any impacts under this issue are considered less than significant.

C. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated — Refer to the discussion under Vli(a) above. As
discussed under issue VI(a) above, liquefaction is a concern at the site, and is a concern throughout
the portions of the City of Coachella. With the implementation of mitigation measure GEO-1 above,
prior to any construction, a geotechnical study will be prepared and any design measure identified to
increase seismic safety will be implemented. This will ensure that the soils that underlie the site will
be stable. Though subsidence can occur throughout the City of Coachella, the proposed project site
has been previously rough graded, which minimizes the potential for subsidence to occur at the
project site, furthermore the Geotechnical Investigation will identify any mitigation to address soil
constraints. Therefore, with mitigation, implementation of the proposed project will have a less than
significant potential to be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in onsite or offsite landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse.

d. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation — The site is currently vacant and the surface of
the site has been bladed in the past, with non-native vegetation throughout the project site. According
to the United States Department of Agriculture Web Soil Survey, the project APE is underlain by
Fluvents (Fluvents are the more or less freely drained Entisols that formed in recent water-deposited
sediments on flood plains, fans, and deltas along rivers and small streams?), Gilman fine sandy loam,
wet, 0-2 percent slopes, and Indio very find sandy loam, wet (Appendix 4). These soil classes are,
according to the USDA Soil Series website®**, well drained, have slow runoff, and moderate
permeability. As previously stated, liquefaction is a concern on the site; however, with the
implementation of mitigation measure GEO-1 above, any impacts from implementing the proposed
project on this site will be mitigated through the implementation of design measures designed to
protect human safety. Also, the site has been previously disturbed, which indicates that the soils
were stable enough for previous uses. Therefore, with implementation of mitigation measure GEO-
1, the development of the proposed project will not create a substantial risk to life or property by being
placed on expansive soils. No further mitigation is required.

e. No Impact - This project will be connected to the regional wastewater collection system and it will not
utilize any subsurface septic tank-leach system. Therefore, no impact to underlying soil from
wastewater disposal can occur and no mitigation is required.

f. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated — The potential for discovering paleontological
resources during development of the project is considered not likely based on the data gathered
within the Cultural Resources Report provided as Appendix 3. No unique geologic features are known
or suspected to occur on or beneath the sites. However, because these resources are located
beneath the surface and can only be discovered as a result of ground disturbance activities, the
following measure shall be implemented:

2 https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/survey/class/maps/?cid=nrcs 142p2_053597
3 https://soilseries.sc.egov.usda.gov/OSD_Docs/G/GILMAN.html
4 https://soilseries.sc.egov.usda.gov/OSD_Docs/I/INDIO.html
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GEO-4 Should any paleontological resources be encountered during construction of
these facilities, earthmoving or grading activities in the immediate area of the
finds shall be halted and an onsite inspection should be performed
immediately by a qualified paleontologist. Responsibility for making this
determination shall be with the City’s onsite inspector. The paleontological
professional shall assess the find, determine its significance, and make
recommendations for appropriate mitigation measures within the guidelines
of the California Environmental Quality Act.

With incorporation of this contingency mitigation, the potential for impact to paleontological resources
will be reduces to a less than significant level. No additional mitigation is required.
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VIIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Would the
project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the [l O X O
environment?

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

VIll. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

SUBSTANTIATION: The following information utilized in this section of the Initial Study was obtained from
the Air Quality and GHG Impact Analysis, Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Project, Coachella, California
prepared by Giroux and Associates dated February 4, 2020. This document is provided as Appendix 1 to
this document.

a&b. Less Than Significant Impact —

Global Climate Change (GCC) is defined as the change in average meteorological conditions on the earth
with respect to temperature, precipitation, and storms. Many scientists believe that the climate shift taking
place since the industrial revolution (1900) is occurring at a quicker rate and magnitude than in the past.
Scientific evidence suggests that GCC is the result of increased concentrations of greenhouse gases in the
earth’s atmosphere, including carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and fluorinated gases. Many
scientists believe that this increased rate of climate change is the result of greenhouse gases resulting from
human activity and industrialization over the past 200 years.

An individual project like the project evaluated in this Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis
cannot generate enough greenhouse gas emissions to effect a discernible change in global climate.
However, the project may participate in the potential for GCC by its incremental contribution of greenhouse
gasses combined with the cumulative increase of all other sources of greenhouse gases, which when taken
together constitute potential influences on GCC.

Significance Thresholds

In response to the requirements of SB97, the State Resources Agency developed guidelines for the
treatment of GHG emissions under CEQA. These new guidelines became state laws as part of Title 14 of
the California Code of Regulations in March 2010. The CEQA Appendix G guidelines were modified to
include GHG as a required analysis element. A project would have a potentially significant impact if it:

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

e Conflicts with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

Section 15064.4 of the Code specifies how significance of GHG emissions is to be evaluated. The process
is broken down into quantification of project-related GHG emissions, making a determination of significance,
and specification of any appropriate mitigation if impacts are found to be potentially significant. At each of
these steps, the new GHG guidelines afford the lead agency with substantial flexibility.

Emissions identification may be quantitative, qualitative or based on performance standards. CEQA
guidelines allow the lead agency to “select the model or methodology it considers most appropriate.” The
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most common practice for transportation/combustion GHG emissions quantification is to use a computer
model such as CalEEMod, as was used in the ensuing analysis.

The significance of those emissions then must be evaluated; the selection of a threshold of significance
must take into consideration what level of GHG emissions would be cumulatively considerable. The
guidelines are clear that they do not support a zero net emissions threshold. If the lead agency does not
have enough expertise in evaluating GHG impacts, it may rely on thresholds adopted by an agency with
greater expertise.

On December 5, 2008 the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted an Interim quantitative GHG Significance
Threshold for industrial projects where the SCAQMD is the lead agency (e.g., stationary source permit
projects, rules, plans, etc.) of 10,000 Metric Tons (MT) CO:2 equivalent/year. Because this project is
considered industrial, the 10,000 MT threshold was used for this project.

Project Related GHG Emissions Generated

Construction Activity GHG Emissions

The project is assumed to require less than one year for construction. During project construction, the
CalEEMod2016.3.2 computer model predicts that the construction activities will generate the annual CO2e

emissions identified in Table VIII-1.

Table VIII-1
CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (METRIC TONS CO2e)

COze
Year 2022 12.8
Amortized 7.0
Significance Threshold 10,000

*CalEEMod Output provided in appendix

SCAQMD GHG emissions policy from construction activities is to amortize emissions over a 30-year
lifetime. The amortized level is also provided. GHG impacts from construction are considered individually
less than significant.

Operational GHG Emissions

The input assumptions for operational GHG emissions calculations, and the GHG conversion from
consumption to annual regional CO2e emissions are summarized in the CalEEMo0d2016.3.2 output files
found in the appendix of the Air Quality Impact Assessment.

As discussed above, under Section Ill, Air Quality, the project would be expected employ 100 employees
and therefore generate 200 trips per day. In addition, the cultivation building is predicted to require
7,000,000 kWh/year and the emergency generator is expected to consume 1,000000 kWh/year. Water use
is estimated at 2,235,337 gallons/year.

The total operational and annualized construction emissions for the proposed project are identified in Table
VIII-2. The project GHG emissions are considered less-than-significant.
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Consumption Source
Area Sources

Energy Utilization
Mobile Source

Solid Waste Generation
Water Consumption
Construction

Total

Guideline Threshold
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Therefore, both construction and operation related emissions are below SCAQMD GHG emissions
thresholds. Impacts under these issues are considered less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Consistency with GHG Plans, Programs and Policies

In the City of Coachella’s Climate Action Plan (2014), the City proposes to set an efficiency-based
greenhouse gas reduction target of 15% below 2010 (per service population) emissions by 2020 and an

emissions reduction target of 49% (per service population) emissions by 2035.

The recent Coachella General Plan Update addresses GHG emissions as well. The General Plan Update
discusses the significance criteria proposed but not adopted by the South Coast Air Quality Management
District to evaluate air quality impacts. Since the project results in GHG emissions below the recommended
SCAQMD 10,000 metric ton threshold, for industrial use the project would not conflict with any applicable

plan, policy, or regulation to reduce GHG emissions.
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IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS:
Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

b) 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?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

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

e) For a project located 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 result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for
people residing or working in the project area?

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires?

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

SUBSTANTIATION

a&b. Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated — The project may create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials; or may 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. During construction, there is a potential for accidental release of petroleum products in
sufficient quantity to pose a significant hazard to people and the environment.
mitigation measure will be incorporated into the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
prepared for the project and implementation of this measure can reduce this potential hazard to a

less than significant level.

The following

HAZ-1  All spills or leakage of petroleum products during construction activities will
be remediated in compliance with applicable state and local regulations
regarding cleanup and disposal of the contaminant released. The contami-
nated waste will be collected and disposed of at an appropriately licensed
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disposal or treatment facility. This measure will be incorporated into the
SWPPP prepared for the Project development.

The proposed project consists of an industrial agricultural use that may include the use of cleaners,
fertilizers, solvents, and pesticides for routine cleaning and cultivation of medical marijuana. None of
these materials would be used in sufficient quantities to pose a threat to the environment or cause a
foreseeable release of hazardous materials into the environment. The handling of these hazardous
materials would comply with all Federal, State, and local laws. However, other Regional Water
Quality Control Boards, and the State Water Board has raised concerns over the potential impacts to
the watershed from cannabis-related wastewater and runoff that may contain chemicals or result in
solid and nutrient loading. The State Water Board has drafted a Cannabis Cultivation Policy® to
ensure that the diversion of water and discharge of waste associated with cannabis cultivation does
not have a negative impact on water quality, aquatic habitat, riparian habitat, wetlands, and springs.
As such, the following contingency mitigation measure shall be implemented to ensure that all
hazardous materials utilized by the cannabis cultivation operations are stored in accordance with
State and Federal laws.

HAZ-2 All pesticides shall be used and stored in a manner that prevents them from
contaminating the underlying groundwater, soils, and watershed. The
Applicant shall develop a Hazardous Materials Communication Plan (HCP) that
shall meet State Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)
standards. The HCP shall include protocols for and shall classify hazardous
materials on the project site and communicate information concerning
hazards and appropriate protective measures to employees. All employees
shall receive training based on the standards contained in the HCP prior to
handling any hazardous materials on site. The HCP will be available at the
facility manager’s office. Furthermore, all hazardous materials shall be stored
in compliance with State and Federal laws.

The State Water Board Cannabis Cultivation Policy raises not only concerns over pesticides, but also
raises concerns over improperly stored trash and biological waste based on their experience with
violations thereof by other cannabis cultivation developments. Therefore, the project shall be required
to comply with the following contingency mitigation measure that would require all trash generated
on site to be stored in accordance with State and Federal laws to prevent direct leaching or mixing of
fluids, or runoff from irrigation or storm events.

HAZ-3 All trash generated by the Applicant, including fertilizer containers, spent
growth medium, soil amendments, etc. shall be disposed of in accordance
with State and Federal law. The Applicant shall periodically (on a monthly
basis) inspect the trash disposal area(s) to verify that all trash generated by
Project operations is stored within the appropriate trash bin or container, and
shall verify that none of the trash bins or containers leak. The Applicant shall
repair any leaking trash bins or containers upon discovery of a leak.
Furthermore, the Applicant shall be required to remove solid waste
periodically (no less than once a month). Solid waste shall be disposed of or
recycled at a licensed handling facility.

According to the State’s Cannabis Cultivation Policy, “Irrigation runoff occurs when water is applied
at too great a rate or quantity. Because site runoff cannot be used by the plant, it is considered a
waste and unreasonable use of water,” and as such is considered “a threat to water quality and
designated beneficial uses.” As such, the Applicant must install a water treatment system to treat
irrigation water infused with fertilizers that will remove fertilizers and allow the water to be used again
for irrigation. Therefore, the Applicant shall adhere to the following mitigation measure:

Shttps://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/cannabis/docs/policy/final_cannabis_policy_with_attach_a.

pdf
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HAZ-4 The Applicant shall install a water treatment system to treat irrigation water
that will allow water to be used again for irrigation. Such water treatment
systems typically create concentrated levels of total dissolved solids (TDS)
and brine that must be disposed of according to State and Federal law. As
such, the Applicant shall collect the brine generated by the water treatment
system and it shall be transported and disposed of by a permitted and licensed
hazardous materials service provider.

Thus, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, the project would not create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment either through the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials, or through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment. Impacts are considered less than significant
with implementation of standards BMPs and mitigation incorporated and no further mitigation is
required.

C. No Impact — The project site is located greater than one-quarter mile from any public school. The
nearest public school—Cesar Chavez Elementary School, located at 49601 Avenida De Oro,
Coachella, CA 92236—is more than one mile southwest of the project site. Based on this information,
implementation of the project will not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.
No adverse impacts are anticipated. No additional mitigation is required.

d. No Impact — The project site has been previously bladed and is vacant containing non-native
vegetation throughout. The project will not be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites that are currently under remediation. According to the California State Water Board’s
GeoTracker website (consistent with Government Code Section 65962.5), which provides
information regarding Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST), there are no active LUST sites
located within the project site, though there is one open, but inactive, LUST cleanup site—previously
a Quail Oil gas station—Ilocated just beyond the 2,500-foot radius around the project site, located
west of Old California 86 (refer to Figures 1X-1 through IX-3). A second, closed LUST Cleanup site is
located just outside of the 2,500-foot radius around the project site. Neither of these sites has no
potential to create a hazard that would affect the operations of the proposed project. Therefore, the
proposed construction and operation of the site as the Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Facility will not
create a significant hazard to the population or to the environment from their implementation. No
impacts are anticipated. No mitigation is required.

e. No Impact — The closest airport is the Jacqueline Cochran Regional Airport located approximately 6
miles south of the project site at 56-850 Higgins Drive, Thermal, CA 92274. According to the Riverside
County Airport Land Use Commission Compatibility Map for Jacqueline Cochran Regional Airport
(Figure IX-4), the proposed project is located outside of the airport influence boundary. No private
airstrips are located in the vicinity of the project. Therefore, given that the project is not located within
an airport influence zone, construction and operation of the project at this location would not result in
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area as a result of proximity to a public
airport or private airstrip. No impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.

f. Less Than Significant Impact — The proposed project will occur entirely within the boundaries of the
project site, which is located on Harrison Street just south of Avenue 48. These roadways are not
located adjacent to any major arterial roadway, such as Highway 86 or Interstate 10 to the
north/northeast. The City of Coachella does not identify any evacuation routes within the City.
Access to the site will be provided through two entryways facing Harrison Street. The proposed onsite
parking and circulation plans will be reviewed by the local Fire Department and Police Department to
ensure that the project’'s ingress/egress are adequate for accommodating emergency vehicles.
Finally, a construction traffic plan will be required to be submitted to the Fire Department prior to
development in order to provide adequate emergency access during construction of the proposed
project. Therefore, there is no potential for the development of the project to physically interfere with
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any adopted emergency response plans, or evacuation plans. No impacts are anticipated and no
mitigation is required.

g. Less Than Significant Impact — According to the City of Coachella General Plan 2035, the area east
of the Coachella Canal is mapped as having moderate fuel rank and as such may be susceptible to
wildfires. The proposed project is located on the west side of the Coachella Canal/Whitewater River
Channel, and is in an industrial area with very little fuel load in the surrounding area that could be
susceptible to wildfires. Therefore, because the proposed project is located outside of the area
identified as a high fire hazard zone within the City’s General Plan, the proposed project has a less
than significant potential to expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires. No mitigation is required.
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X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the
project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste

discharge requirements or otherwise substantially [l X O O

degrade surface or groundwater quality?

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or

interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such ] ] X ]

the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:

(i)

result in substantial erosion or siltation onsite or
offsite? D D |z D

(ii)

substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in D D IZI D
flooding onsite or offsite?

(iii)

create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned

stormwater drainage systems or provide | X O O
substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff?; or,
(iv)  impede or redirect flood flows? O O X O
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk
release of pollutants due to project inundation? [ [ X [
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater [l O X O

management plan?

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

SUBSTANTIATION

a.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated — The proposed project is located within a
developed area within the Whitewater River watershed, which is within the Coachella Valley Planning
Area of the Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The Coachella
Water Authority (CWA) is responsible for the water supply to the City, though it pays a replenishment
charge to Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD). CWA'’s existing water system consists of different
pressure zones, groundwater wells, storage reservoirs, booster pumping stations, and distribution
facilities. CWA has one principal source of water supply, local groundwater pumped from CWA owned
and operated wells. CWA is required to meet potable water quality requirements of the Division of
Drinking Water, State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).

For a developed area, the only three sources of potential violation of water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements are from generation of municipal wastewater, stormwater runoff, and
potential discharges of pollutants, such as accidental spills. Municipal wastewater is delivered to the
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Coachella Sanitation District, which meets the waste discharge requirements imposed by the
RWQCB. Wastewater will be transported and processed at the wastewater treatment plant (WTP)
located to the south on Avenue 54. To address stormwater and accidental spills within this
environment, any new project must ensure that site development implements a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
to control potential sources of water pollution that could violate any standards or discharge
requirements during construction and a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) to ensure that
project-related after development surface runoff meets discharge requirements over the short- and
long-term. The WQMP would specify stormwater runoff permit BMPs requirements for capturing,
retaining, and treating on site stormwater once the Cannabis Cultivation Facility has been developed.
Because the project site currently consists of pervious surfaces, the project has identified onsite
drainage that will generally be directed to the onsite retention pond that will be developed as part of
the project. The WQMP prepared for the project will include measures to minimize urban runoff from
impacting receiving waters to the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP). This is a requirement of the
County and City, which enforces the RWQCB’s measure to protect the watershed. These measures
include development of a bioretention basin that will collect and treat runoff generated within the
project site. Furthermore, given that the cannabis cultivation operations will occur indoors, it is not
anticipated that any irrigation runoff will be discharged from the site. These measure can reduce
potential impacts to receiving waters to a less than significant level.

Additionally, the City will impose conditions of approval that would require compliance with its
regulations and standards related to the release of fertilizers or pesticides which may be released by
the Cannabis Cultivation Facility in its cultivation practices. The SWPPP would specify the BMPs
that the Project would be required to implement during construction activities to ensure that all
potential water pollutants of concern are prevented, minimized, and/or otherwise appropriately
treated prior to being discharged from the subject property. With implementation of these mandatory
Plans and their BMPs, as well as mitigation measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3 above, the development
of the Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Facility will not cause a violation of any water quality standards
or waste discharge requirements.

b. Less Than Significant Impact — Implementation of the proposed project will not substantially decrease
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such the project may
impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin. The project will be supplied water by the
CWA, which utilizes groundwater to supply its customers, though it pays water replenishment charges
to CVWD. The City of Coachella does not currently have water demand factors, though CVWD has
developed demand factors that are applicable to the proposed project, outlined in their Urban Water
Management Plan (2015)%. Industrial land uses such as the proposed project site are estimated to
generate an average of 1.43-acre feet per acre per year; therefore, the anticipated demand of the
10.01-acre project site is 14.31 acre feet per year (AFY). The project will include cannabis growth
within a 172,461 SF structure, of which an estimated 75% of the building area will be utilized for plant
growth. This amounts to about 2.97 acres of growing area. According to a recent publication of
Marijuana Venture, an article titled “Cannabis Cultivators’ Report on Water Usage,” which describes
cannabis water use from the perspective of the grower, one-eighth of an acre would use 24,000
gallons of water per season (about eight months or 240 days). As such, it is estimated that the
proposed project would require about 855,360 gallons of water per year or 2,343 gallons of water per
day, or about 2.63 acre feet of water per year (AFY) (2.97 + 0.125 = 23.76 x 24,000 = 570,240 x 1.5
to equal one year = 855,360). Another method in which to determine the water use for cannabis
cultivation is to utilize the average estimated water use per square foot for cannabis cultivation
projects in the Coachella Valley. Utilizing calculations from similar projects, it is anticipated that the
project would require 35.05 gallons per 1,000 square feet of greenhouse/cultivation area. This
equates to approximately 6,122.37 gallons per day (GPD), or 6.86 AFY. Therefore, utilizing either the
lower water demand estimation—2.63 AFY—or the higher water demand estimation for cannabis
cultivation—6.86 AFY—the proposed project is anticipated to require less water to operate than the

8 https://www.cvwd.org/Archive/ViewFile/ltem/331
7 https://www.marijuanaventure.com/report-on-water-usage/
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c.(ii)

c.(iii)

c.(iv)

14.31 AFY estimated for industrial land uses. As such, the proposed project is expected to have a
demand for water that is well within that which is anticipated for industrial land uses. The City of
Coachella has a Water Conservation Program that new development such as the Bejarano Cannabis
Cultivation Facility must comply with, which includes installation of water efficient irrigation systems.
Furthermore, the proposed project will install a 52,131 SF retention pond to store surface water runoff
from the site, which will recharge to the groundwater basin. Examples of these water conservation
methods include water conserving plumbing fixtures, drought tolerant landscaping, and drip irrigation
systems. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts to groundwater resources are forecast to occur
from implementing the proposed project. No mitigation is required.

Less Than Significant Impact — The proposed project is not anticipated to significantly change the
volume of flows downstream of the project site, and would not be anticipated to change the amount
of surface water in any water body in an amount that could initiate a new cycle of erosion or
sedimentation downstream of the project site. The onsite drainage will capture the incremental
increase in runoff from the project site associated with project development. Runoff will be detained
on the project site within the proposed 52,131 SF retention pond located at the eastern end of the
project site. This system has been designed to intercept the peak 100-year flow rate from the project
site. The downstream drainage system will not be altered and given the control of future surface
runoff from the project site, the potential for downstream erosion or sedimentation will be controlled
to a less than significant impact level.

Less Than Significant Impact — The proposed project will alter the existing drainage courses or
patterns onsite but will maintain the existing offsite downstream drainage system through control of
future discharges from the site, which would prevent flooding onsite or offsite from occurring. The
onsite drainage will capture the incremental increase in runoff from the project site associated with
project development, which will decrease the amount of pervious area within the site. Runoff will be
detained on the project site within the proposed 52,131 SF retention pond located at the eastern end
of the project site. This system will be designed to capture the peak 100-year flow runoff from the
project site or otherwise be detained on site and discharged in conformance with Riverside County
requirements. Thus, the implementation of onsite drainage improvements and applicable
requirements will ensure that stormwater runoff will not substantially increase the rate or volume of
runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site. Impacts under this issue are considered
less than significant with no mitigation required.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated — As indicated above, the project will not
substantially create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater capacity, or provide substantial additional sources of polluted water, particularly because
the site plan includes a 52,131 SF retention pond located at the eastern end of the project site, and
other water quality control measures that will collect on-site runoff. The project will require the
implementation of a SWPPP and WQMP, and implementation of mitigation measure HAZ-1, which
will ensure that discharge of polluted material does not occur or is remediated in the event of an
accidental spill. However, in most cases onsite surface flows will be collected and conveyed to
52,131 SF retention pond, or otherwise controlled through other water quality control measures. At
present, the site is mostly pervious and runoff is either retained on site or is directed into adjacent
public rights-of-way; thus, with the development of the site as proposed and through development of
the planned drainage systems, runoff from the site would be managed more efficiently than that which
exists at present. Thus, the implementation of onsite drainage improvements and applicable
requirements will ensure that that drainage and stormwater will not create or contribute runoff that
would exceed the capacity of existing or planned offsite stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Impacts under this issue are considered less than
significant with implementation of mitigation.

Less Than Significant Impact — The proposed project site is located adjacent to the Coachella
Stormwater Channel/Whitewater River, which is subject to overflow during periods of inclement
weather. The channel is located within a 100-year flood zone; however, the proposed project is
located in Zone X according to the City of Coachella General Plan Flood Hazard map (Figure X-1).
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Zone X corresponds to areas of 500-year flood, areas of 100-year flood with average depths of less
than 1 foot or with drainage areas less than 1 square mile, and areas protected by levees from 100-
year floods. The project site is in an area of reduced flood impact due to the presence of a levee
limiting flows during potential flood events, as shown on the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 06065C2260H (Figure X-2). Furthermore,
development of this site is not anticipated to redirect or impede flood flow within the project site,
particularly given that surface flows on site will be directed to the onsite drainage features which will
be capable of intercepting the peak 100-year flow rate from the project site or otherwise be detained
on site and discharged in conformance with Riverside County requirements. Therefore, impacts
under this issue are considered less than significant and no mitigation is required.

d. Less Than Significant Impact — As stated above, the proposed project is located adjacent to the
Coachella Stormwater Channel/Whitewater River, which is subject to overflow during periods of
inclement weather. According to the City of Coachella General Plan EIR, the Whitewater River levee
is designed to hold double the amount of water that would flow in a 100-year flood. The levee and
channelized portions of the Whitewater River are managed by the City of Coachella Engineering
Department. Potential risks and planned responses associated with failures of these systems are
addressed in the City’s Local Hazard Mitigation Plan. The proposed project is located over 100 miles
from the Pacific Ocean, therefore, there is no potential for tsunami to occur within the project area.
According to the City of Coachella General Plan EIR, the proposed project and the entirety of the City
are outside of the area that could be affected by seiche that could occur at the Salton Sea, which is
over 10 miles away. It is anticipated that through compliance with the City’s Municipal Code and
implementation of the onsite drainage system, inundation hazards within the City would be reduced
to a level of less than significant. Therefore, the potential to expose people or structures to a
significant risk of pollutants due to inundation would be minimal. No mitigation is required.

e. Less Than Significant Impact — The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) requires
governments and water agencies of high- and medium-priority basins to halt overdraft and bring
groundwater basins into balanced levels of pumping and recharge. The proposed project is located
within the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin, in the Indio Subbasin (Figure X-3), which has been
designated by the California Department of Water Resources Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Formation Notification System®, as medium priority under the SGMA. CWA is a Groundwater
Sustainability Agency (GSA), which enables it to manage a portion of the Indio/Whitewater Subbasin,
which is both adjudicated and designated as medium priority under the SGMA. According to the Indio
Subbasin Annual Report for 2017/2018°%, the GSAs that manage the Indio Subbasin have been
working to implement the goals and programs of the 2010 Coachella Valley Water Management Plan
(CVWMP) Update. WY 2016-2017 saw the highest volume of water recharged in a 12-month period.
The City of Coachella, where the project is located, has experienced water level gains during the
period. The GSAs have until Jan. 1, 2020 to have an approved Groundwater Sustainability Plan
(GSP) because the Indio Subbasin is a in overdraft (Bulletin 118 [2018]); as such, the Indio Subbasin
does not currently have an approved GSP. In a phone conversation with Ms. Berlinda Blackburn of
CWA on November 20, 2019, Ms. Blackburn indicated that CWA does not pose any conservation
measures beyond those identified by the State', which are mandatory. Compliance with the State
water conservation measures is enforced through CWA visits to operations, such as the proposed
Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Facility. Additionally, Ms. Blackburn indicated that, in her experience,
cannabis cultivation operations in Coachella have generally exceeded the State water conservations
measures, and she indicated that CWA deems these conservations measures sufficient to meet the
future SGMA objectives. Furthermore, though controlling water quality during construction and
operations through implementation of both short (SWPPP) and long (WQMP) term best management
practices at the site, the potential for conflict or obstruction of the Regional Board’s water quality
control plan or with the Indio Subbasin sustainable groundwater management plan is considered less
than significant.

8 https://sgma.water.ca.gov/webgis/?appid=SGMADataViewer#boundaries
9 https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/alternative/print/23
10 https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/conservation_portal/
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XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community? [l O O X

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a

conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation ] ] ] X

adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING

SUBSTANTIATION

a.

No Impact — The project site consists of two parcels of land, which are zoned for Wrecking Yard, and
designated Heavy Industrial. The surrounding uses include Heavy Industrial and Open Space to the
north, Open Space to the east, Heavy Industrial to the south, and Heavy Industrial to the west. The
project site is currently used for scrap metal recycling; the site has been previously bladed and
contains remnants of broken down vehicles and storage areas, as well as active heavy machinery,
with non-native vegetation throughout the site. The addition of Bejarano at this location would be
consistent with both the uses surrounding the project and the surrounding land use designations and
zoning classifications, particularly given the two previously approved cannabis cultivation operations
located within this corridor. Consequently, the development of the project site with the proposed use
will not divide any established community in any manner. Therefore, no adverse impacts under this
issue are anticipated and no mitigation is necessary.

No Impact — The project site is designated for Heavy Industrial and zoned for Wrecking Yard within
the City of Coachella. Consistent with the provisions of Coachella’s Ordinance 1083, the cultivation
of medical marijuana requires the approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) in the M-W (Wrecking
Yard) zone. With approval of the CUP application on this property, the proposed project will be fully
consistent with both the General Plan designation and Zone classification for the project site as shown
on Figure XI-1 and XI-2 which depict the City of Coachella General Plan Land Use Map and the City
of Coachella Zoning Map. Therefore, the implementation of this project at this site will be consistent
with surrounding land uses, and current use of the site. Based on this information, implementation
of the Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Project would not conflict with any applicable any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. No
impacts are anticipated under this issue and no mitigation is required.
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XIl. MINERAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the L] L] L] X
residents of the state?

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

XIl. MINERAL RESOURCES
SUBSTANTIATION:

a&b. No Impact — The proposed site for the Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Facility is in a highly disturbed
industrial area that previously contained an auto wrecking yard. The site is surrounded by
development to the north, south, and west; the Whitewater River and open space are located to the
east of the project site. According to the Map prepared for the City of Coachella General Plan EIR
depicting Mineral Resources (Figure XlI-1), the proposed project is located in Mineral Resource
Zone-1, which indicates an area where available geological information indicates that little likelihood
exists for the presence of significant mineral resources. The project is designated for Heavy Industrial
uses, and is not designated for mineral resource-related land uses. Therefore, the development of
the project will not cause any loss of mineral resource values to the region or residents of the state,
nor would it result in the loss of any locally important mineral resources identified in the City of
Coachella General Plan. No impacts would occur under this issue. No mitigation is required.
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XIll. NOISE: Would the project result in:

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of a
project in excess of standards established in the local [l X O O
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels? O O I O

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public ] ] ] X
airport or public use airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

XIll. NOISE

SUBSTANTIATION

Background
Noise is generally described as unwanted sound. Bejarano will be developed as a cannabis cultivation

farm that will consist of the following: 1 administration and facilities building, 1 building containing flower,
vegetation, and greenhouse areas, parking, security, and a 52,131 SF retention pond. The site is in a
heavily industrial area with Heavy Industrial land uses to the south, north, and west, and Open Space (the
Coachella Stormwater Channel/Whitewater River) to the east. The project site is located in an area with
intermittent heavy background noise from traffic along nearby highways and from surrounding industrial
uses, including several auto-wrecking yards.

The unit of sound pressure ratio to the faintest sound detectable to a person with normal hearing is called
a decibel (dB). Sound or noise can vary in intensity by over one million times within the range of human
hearing. A logarithmic loudness scale, similar to the Richter scale for earthquake magnitude, is therefore
used to keep sound intensity numbers at a convenient and manageable level. The human ear is not equally
sensitive to all sound frequencies within the entire spectrum. Noise levels at maximum human sensitivity
from around 500 to 2,000 cycles per second are factored more heavily into sound descriptions in a process
called “A-weighting,” written as “dBA.”

Leq is a time-averaged sound level; a single-number value that expresses the time-varying sound level for
the specified period as though it were a constant sound level with the same total sound energy as the time-
varying level. Its unit is the decibel (dB). The most common averaging period for Leq is hourly.

Because community receptors are more sensitive to unwanted noise intrusion during more sensitive
evening and nighttime hours, state law requires that an artificial dBA increment be added to quiet time noise
levels. The State of California has established guidelines for acceptable community noise levels that are
based on the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) rating scale (a 24-hour integrated noise
measurement scale). The guidelines rank noise land use compatibility in terms of "normally acceptable,"
"conditionally acceptable," and "clearly unacceptable" noise levels for various land use types. The State
Guidelines, Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Exposure, single-family homes are "normally
acceptable" in exterior noise environments up to 60 dB CNEL and "conditionally acceptable" up to 70 dB
CNEL based on this scale. Multiple family residential uses are "normally acceptable" up to 65 dB CNEL
and "conditionally acceptable” up to 70 CNEL. Schools, libraries and churches are "normally acceptable”
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up to 70 dB CNEL, as are office buildings and business, commercial and professional uses with some
structural noise attenuation.

Impact Analysis

a.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated — The proposed project is located in a highly
industrial area of development. The proposed project is located between Highway 111—about 2,000
feet to the west, and State Route 86—about 1,000 feet to the east. The nearest residences are
located to the east of the project site approximately one-half mile to the west of the project on the
opposite side of Highway 111. Background noise is anticipated to be at or lower than the City of
Coachella Municipal Code noise standard for Industrial uses (75 dBA). The proposed project site
currently serves as a scrap metal recycling facility, and as such currently generates some noise
typical of heavy industrial uses.

Short Term Noise

Short-term construction noise impacts associated with the proposed project will occur in phases as
the project site is developed. The earth-moving sources are the noisiest type of equipment typically
ranging from 82 to 85 dB at 50 feet from the source. Construction equipment generates noise that
ranges between approximately 75 and 90 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. Refer to Table XllI-1, which
shows construction equipment noise levels at 25, 50 and 100 feet from the noise source. Section
7.04.070 of the Coachella Municipal Code (CMC) specifically exempts noise sources associated with
construction, erection, demolition, alteration, repair, addition to or improvement of any building,
structure, road or improvement to realty, provided that such activities take place during daytime
hours, as follows: October 1st through April 30™": Monday — Friday: 6:00 AM to 5:30 PM, May 1st
through September 30th Monday — Friday: 5:00 AM to 7:00 PM, all year Saturday: 8:00 AM to 5:00
PM, all year Sunday: 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM, all year Holidays: 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM. The proposed
project would be constructed in compliance with the City’s Noise Performance Standards, and
therefore construction of the project would be less than significant. However, to minimize the noise
generated on the site to the extent feasible, the following mitigation measures shall be implemented:

NOI-1 All construction vehicles and fixed or mobile equipment shall be equipped
with properly operating and maintained mufflers.

NOI-2  All employees that will be exposed to noise levels greater than 75 dB over an
8-hour period shall be provided with adequate hearing protection devices to
ensure no hearing damage will result from construction activities.

NOI-3  No exterior construction activities shall occur during the hours of 5:30 PM
through 6 AM, Monday through Friday between October 1t and April 30", and
7 PM and 5 AM Monday through Friday between May 1t and September 30%;
all year between the hours of 5 PM and 8 AM on Saturdays, Sundays, and
holidays, unless a declared emergency exists.

NOI-4  Equipment not in use for five minutes shall be shut off.

NOI-5  Equipment shall be maintained and operated such that loads are secured from
rattling or banging.

NOI-6 Construction employees shall be trained in the proper operation and use of
equipment consistent with these mitigation measures, including no unneces-
sary revving of equipment.

NOI-7 The City will require that all construction equipment be operated with
mandated noise control equipment (mufflers or silencers). Enforcement will
be accomplished by random field inspections by applicant personnel during
construction activities.
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Table XllI-1
NOISE LEVELS OF CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT AT 25, 50 AND 100 FEET (in dBA Leq) FROM THE SOURCE

Equipment Noise Levels at 25 feet Noise Levels at 50 feet Noise Levels at 100 feet
Earthmoving

Front Loader 85 79 73
Backhoes 86 80 74
Dozers 86 80 74
Tractors 86 80 74
Scrapers 91 85 79
Trucks 91 85 79
Material Handling

Concrete Mixer 9 85 79
Concrete Pump 88 82 76
Crane 89 83 77
Derrick 94 88 82
Stationary Sources

Pumps 82 79 70
Generator 84 78 72
Compressors 87 81 75
Other

Saws 84 78 72
Vibrators 82 76 70

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency “Noise”

Long-Term Noise

Noise generated as a result of the project would attenuate to a less than significant level, or an
inaudible level by the time it reaches the residences one half mile to the east. The primary source of
noise generated as a result of the operation of the Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Facility will be
vehicular traffic entering, exiting and accessing the site, maintenance equipment that may be required
as needed, heating, ventilation and air conditioning units. The City of Coachella does not identify
exterior noise standards for industrial land uses, but the Coachella Land Use/Noise Compatibility
Matrix (Figure XIlI-1) defines noise levels up to 75 CNEL within commercial/industrial development
areas to be normally acceptable. The project is not anticipated to operate at a level greater than 75
CNEL. Furthermore, the project site is within an industrial land use area, in which noise levels are
generally higher than within other land use. Noise attenuates at a rate of approximately 6 to 7
decibels per doubling of distance, and much like construction noise, equipment required to operate
the Bejarano will generate some noise, anticipated to range from approximately 75 dBA to 85 dBA at
50 feet from the source. Given the distance from the nearest residence to the project site—about
2,500 feet to the west—the noise environment at the nearest residence will be well within the levels
deemed acceptable by the City. With no sensitive receptors nearby, the proposed project should not
expose of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of established standards. Thus, based
on the existing noise environment within this industrial corridor, and through the implementation of
the mitigation measures identified above, neither operation or construction of the proposed project
would violate noise standards outlined in the City of Coachella Development Code. Impacts under
this issue are considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

b. Less Than Significant Impact — Vibration is the periodic oscillation of a medium or object. The
rumbling sound caused by vibration of room surfaces is called structure borne noises. Sources of
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groundborne vibrations include natural phenomena (e.g. earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, sea waves,
landslides) or human-made causes (e.g. explosions, machinery, traffic, trains, construction
equipment). Vibration sources may be continuous or transient. Vibration is often described in units
of velocity (inches per second), and discussed in decibel (dB) units in order to compress the range
of numbers required to describe vibration. Vibration impacts related to human development are
generally associated with activities such as train operations, construction, and heavy truck
movements.

The Federal Transit Authority (FTA) Noise and Vibration Assessment'! states that in contrast to
airborne noise, ground-borne vibration is not a common environmental problem. Although the motion
of the ground may be noticeable to people outside structures, without the effects associated with the
shaking of a structure, the motion does not provoke the same adverse human reaction to people
outside. Within structures, the effects of ground-borne vibration include noticeable movement of the
building floors, rattling of windows, shaking of items on shelves or hanging on walls, and rumbling
sounds. The FTA Assessment further states that it is unusual for vibration from sources such as
buses and trucks to be perceptible, even in locations close to major roads. However, some common
sources of vibration are trains, trucks on rough roads, and construction activities, such as blasting,
pile driving, and heavy earth-moving equipment. The FTA guidelines identify a level of 80 VdB for
sensitive land uses. This threshold provides a basis for determining the relative significance of
potential project related vibration impacts.

Due to the large size of the project site, and the lack of any sensitive receptors within a reasonable
distance of the project site, the proposed project will not expose people to generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. During construction, certain construction activi-
ties have some potential to create vibration, but due to the size of the site and lack of sensitive
receptors, any impacts are considered less than significant. Furthermore, the City of Coachella
Municipal Code Section 7.04.070 places restrictions on hours of construction, which are outlined
above. The proposed project would comply with the construction hours established by the City’s
Municipal Code. Additionally, because the rubber tires and suspension systems of heavy trucks and
other on-road vehicles provide vibration isolation and reduced noise, it is unusual for on-road vehicles
to cause noticeable groundborne noise or vibration impact. Most problems with on-road vehicle-
related noise and vibration can be directly related to a pothole, bump, expansion joint, or other
discontinuity in the road surface. Smoothing a bump or filling a pothole will usually solve the problem.
The proposed project would be constructed with smooth new pavement throughout the project and
would not result in significant groundborne noise or vibration impacts from vehicular traffic. Thus, any
impacts under this issue are considered less than significant and no mitigation is required.

C. No Impact — The closest airport is the Jacqueline Cochran Regional Airport located approximately 6
miles south of the project site at 56-850 Higgins Drive, Thermal, CA 92274. According to the Riverside
County Airport Land Use Commission Compatibility Map: Noise Compatibility Contours Jacqueline
Cochran Regional Airport (Figure XIlII-2), the proposed project is located outside of the airport noise
contours. No private airstrips are located in the vicinity of the project. Therefore, given that the project
is not located within the airport noise contours, construction and operation of the project at this
location would not expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels in
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area as a result of proximity to a public
airport or private airstrip. No impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.

" https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/FTA_ Noise_and_Vibration Manual.pdf
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XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the
project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes ] ] X ]
and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement [l O O X
housing elsewhere?

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING
SUBSTANTIATION

a. Less Than Significant Impact — The proposed project will employ about 100 persons. It is unknown
whether the new employees will be drawn from the general area or will be new residents to the project
area. Relative to the total number residents of Coachella, approximately 45,635 persons in 2018
according to the SCAG 2019 Local Profile for the City of Coachella’, an increase of about 100
employees as new residents represents a minor increase in the area population. According to the
City of Coachella General Plan EIR, by 2020, an estimated 70,200 persons will reside in Coachella,
with the population growing to 128,700 persons by 2035. As such, given the current population, the
City of Coachella has planned for significant population growth to occur, and as such project related
population growth is not anticipated to be beyond that which has been planned by the City. Thus,
based on the type of project, and the small increment of potential indirect population growth the
project may generate, the population generation associated with project implementation will not
induce substantial population growth that exceeds either local or regional projections.

b. No Impact — No occupied residences are located on the project site; therefore, implementation of the
proposed project will not displace substantial numbers of existing housing or persons, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impacts will occur; therefore, no mitigation
is required.

12 https://www.scag.ca.gov/Documents/Coachella.pdf
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XV. PUBLIC SERVICES: Would the project result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered govern-
mental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:

a) Fire protection? O O X O
b) Police protection? O O X O
c) Schools? O O X O
d) Parks? O O X O

O O X O

e) Other public facilities?

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES

SUBSTANTIATION

a.

Less Than Significant Impact — The City of Coachella contracts with Riverside County Fire
Department for local fire protection services. The nearest fire station is Station 79 located at 1377
Sixth Street, approximately 2.5 miles southeast of the project site. Development of the project will
marginally increase demand for fire and emergency services within the City. Based on the location
of the nearest fire station, the project site is clearly within a distance (approximately 2.5 miles) where
any future calls can be responded to within 5 minutes, which is the City’s target response time.
Emergency access to the project site will be provided by the site entrance on Harrison Street. The Fire
Department will review the site plan to ensure that it meets applicable fire standards and regulations.
The proposed project will incrementally add to the existing demand for fire protection services.
Cumulative impacts are mitigated through the payment of the Development Impact Fee (DIF), which
contains a fire facilities component. There is no identified near term need to expand facilities in a manner
that could have adverse impacts on the environment. Any impacts are considered less than significant
and no mitigation is required.

Less Than Significant Impact — The City of Coachella Police Department operates a substation from
the Riverside County Sherriff's Department. Local headquarters for the Police area located at 82-625
Airport Boulevard, approximately 4 miles southeast of the proposed project site. The nearest police
station is the Indio Police Department, which is located at 46800 Jackson Street in the City of Indio.
This Department operates out of a single facility with response times of about three minutes for
emergency calls. At the time that the City of Coachella General Plan EIR was compiled (2012), the
Department had 36 sworn officers and two non-sworn personnel for a total of 38 positions. The
proposed project will result in a marginal increase in demand for police services. Access to the site
for Police protection services will be provided at the entrance to the project site on Harrison Street.
The proposed project will incrementally add to the existing demand for police protection services. These
incremental impacts are mitigated through the payment of the DIF, which contains a Law Enforcement
component. Therefore, with payment of DIF, impacts to police protection services are considered less
than significant.

Less Than Significant Impact — The proposed project is an industrial farming development that is not
forecast to generate any new direct demand for the area schools. The proposed project may place
additional demand on school facilities, but such demand would be indirect and speculative. The

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES Page 54




Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation
Project TABLE OF CONTENTS

Coachella Valley Unified School District (CVUSD) requires commercial industrial developments such
as the Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Facility to pay a Level Il Fee to support development of future
facilities due to development within the City. The development impact fee mitigation program of the
CVUSD adequately provides for mitigating the impacts of the proposed project in accordance with
current state law. No other mitigation is identified or needed. Since this is a mandatory requirement,
no additional mitigation measures are required to reduce school impacts of the proposed project to a
less than significant level.

d. Less Than Significant Impact — The proposed project will not directly add to the existing demand on
local recreational facilities. According to the City’'s General Plan EIR, as developments are built and
constructed, developers would be subject to all provisions of the Coachella Quimby Ordinance 868
fees to set aside land or pay in-lieu fees to provide park and recreation facilities. However, at present,
the City only requires residential development to pay Quimby Fees. Therefore, with no existing or
planned park facilities located within the project site, and no required payment of fees, the proposed
project would have a less than significant impact to parks and recreation facilities.

e. Less Than Significant Impact — Other public facilities include library and general municipal services.
Since the project will not directly induce substantial population growth, it is not forecast that the use
of such facilities will substantially increase as a result of the proposed project. Section 4.45.050(B)
of the City of Coachella Municipal Code requires developer fees for library facilities to be used for the
land acquisition and construction costs of a public library facility as part of the Riverside County
Library System. Therefore, the project will be required to contribute developer fees to library services
and these fees are considered sufficient to offset any impacts to other public facilities as a result of
implementing the project. Thus, any impacts under this issue are considered less than significant,
and no mitigation is required.
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XVI. RECREATION:

a) Would the project increase the use of existing

neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational ] ] X ]

facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or

require the construction or expansion of recreational ] ] ] X

facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

XVI. RECREATION

SUBSTANTIATION

a.

Less Than Significant Impact — The Coachella Valley Recreation and Park District (CVRPD) provides
park and recreational services for the City. The nearest park to the proposed project is Bagdouma
Park located at 84-620 Bagdad Avenue, which is approximately 3 miles east of the project site.
Bagdouma Park is a 34.3-acre community park that contains the following amenities: 7
baseball/softball fields, 3 soccer/football fields, several basketball courts, gym, swimming pool,
pavilion, playground, picnic tables, benches, and blenchers. As stated under issue XV(d), the City of
Coachella does not require commercial/industrial projects to pay Quimby Act fees dedicated to
development of City parks. Additionally, the proposed project will be developed on land that is
designated by the City’s General Plan for Heavy Industrial use, and is not listed in any planning
documents as desirable land for future park development. Therefore, the proposed project would
have a less than significant potential to physically deteriorate park or recreational facilities through
increased use. No mitigation is required.

No Impact — The proposed project consists of developing Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation within the
City of Coachella. The project will develop a cannabis cultivation farm, and will not include any
recreational facilities, nor will it require the construction of new recreational facilities or expansion of
new recreational facilities because the proposed project is not anticipated to substantially induce any
population growth. The site currently contains a scrap metal recycling facility, with no existing
recreational facilities on or near the project site, and the project site is in an area of the City that is
designated for Heavy Industrial use. As a result, no recreational facilities—existing or new—are
required to serve the project, thus any impacts under this issue are considered less than significant.
No mitigation is required.
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XVIl. TRANSPORTATION: Would the project:
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit, [l O X O
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?
b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? [ [ X [
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous inter- [l O X O
sections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
d) Result in inadequate emergency access? [l O X O

XVIl. TRANSPORTATION

SUBSTANTIATION

a.

Less Than Significant Impact — Implementation of the proposed Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation
Project will not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. The proposed project is located off of
Harrison Street just south of Avenue 48. According to the City of Coachella General Plan, Harrison
Street extends north-south and is specified in the Circulation Element as an enhanced major arterial
from Grapefruit Boulevard (Highway 111) south to Avenue 52, then as a major arterial south to Airport
Boulevard. Grapefruit Boulevard is located south of the project site’s location on Harrison Street; this
section of roadway is not heavily traveled due to the industrial nature of this corridor. The General
Plan identifies existing traffic on Harrison Street north of Avenue 50 as being capable of handling
21,900 trips per day, and operates at a Level of Service (LOS) of 0.61 C or better at present. The
2035 roadway segment LOS, as forecast in the General Plan, at Harrison Street north of Avenue 50
would be capable of handling 56,000 trips per day operating at an LOS C or better, though the
forecasted volume for 2035 is 26,600 trips, which is well below the forecasted capacity identified in
the General Plan.

The proposed project is anticipated to employ a maximum of 100 persons, which would generate an
average dalily trip rate of 2 trips per day, which would result in 200 trip ends per week day should the
project employ a maximum of 200 persons. It is anticipated that, in the future when Bejarano is set
up to receive visitors and customers that the site would receive an average of approximately 100
customers per day—no more than 50 of these trips are anticipated occur during peak AM or PM
hours. Deliveries related to operations of the proposed project are anticipated to have a potential to
occur on a daily basis, with an estimated average of 5 round trips per day. Based on this information,
the proposed project would contribute about 405 trips per day, the volume to capacity ratio would
increase from 0.61 to 0.62, which would still allow this segment of roadway to operate at an LOS C
or better, which is better than the City’s standard of a minimum LOS D or better. Furthermore, the
City of Coachella General Plan EIR states that it will implement a DIF program to establish a plan
and funding mechanism that provides for the implementation of all of the roadway improvements
identified in the Mobility Element, and thus, the proposed project will pay any applicable fees to
improve the roadways that experience greater use as a result of the project. Additionally, the City of
Coachella Development Services Department typically imposes traffic mitigation measures as part of
the conditions of approval put forth to the Planning Commission. These measures generally address
site circulation, site access, circulation in the surrounding area, etc., and are deemed sufficient to
minimize potential project related traffic impacts.

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES Page 57




Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation
Project TABLE OF CONTENTS

Implementation of the proposed project will not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The proposed
project is located within an industrial area, with limited connection to alternative forms of
transportation. There are no bike lanes adjacent to the project site, and the General Plan does not
identify any planned bicycle facilities within this corridor. Bus services are provided by SunLine
Transit Agency throughout the City of Coachella, with the nearest bus stop located north west of the
project site at Grapevine Boulevard and Avenue 48 approximately one half mile from the project site.
The City of Coachella General Plan does not identify heavy industrial and agricultural areas as the
type in which alternative modes of transportation are necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse
impacts to these alternative modes of transportation will occur and overall bus and bicycle access
should be enhanced by the proposed intersection improvements. Therefore, with minimal impacts to
the circulation system, the proposed project has a less than significant potential to conflict with a
program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway,
bicycle and pedestrian facilities. No mitigation is required.

b. Less Than Significant Impact — The proposed project would develop a Cannabis Cultivation Facility
within the City of Coachella. The City has not yet developed a threshold for vehicle miles travelled.
The proposed project is not located in close proximity to many alternative modes of transportation,
such as bike lanes, sidewalks, and transit because the project is located in an industrial corridor.
However, the proposed project will install sidewalk that will contribute to the creation of pedestrian
circulation in the project area. The type of project proposed is anticipated to continue to attract a local
clientele (within the City of Coachella), many of which would not travel a great distance to visit the
Bejarano Facility; furthermore, it is anticipated that the majority of the persons working at the
proposed facility will be residents of the City of Coachella or surrounding cities. As such, it is not
anticipated that employees or visitors will travel great distances to specifically visit this project. Given
that the proposed project is anticipated to serve the local community, the number of vehicle miles
traveled per trip generated by the project is anticipated to be minimal. The greatest distance in which
vehicles would travel to the site would occur as a result of employees and customers that may visit
from out of town as either visitors or locals from the surrounding cities, but these trips would be
minimal compared to the number of trips per day made to the site by locals on a regular basis.
Therefore, the proposed Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Project is not anticipated to result in significant
impact related to vehicle miles travelled, and thus would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b). Impacts under this issue are considered less than
significant.

c&d. Less Than Significant Impact — The proposed project will occur entirely within the project site
boundaries. However, construction activities will include curb improvements as well as installation of
a driveway and gated entryway to provide access to the site. Large trucks delivering equipment or
removing small quantities of excavated dirt or debris can enter the site without major conflicts with
the flow of traffic on the roadways used to access the site. Primary access to the site will be provided
by two new entrances on Harrison Street, which intersects Avenue 48 north of the project site. Access
to the site must comply with all City design standards, and would be reviewed by the City to ensure
that inadequate design features or incompatible uses do not occur. Both entrances to the site provide
access to the public to a small portion of the site, while a gated side entrance allows for restricted
access to the remainder of the site. Additionally, the proposed project would be required to comply
with all applicable fire code and ordinance requirements for construction and access to the site.
Emergency response and evacuation procedures would be coordinated with the City, as well as the
police and fire departments, resulting in less than significant impacts; no mitigation measures are
required.

It will not be necessary for the contractor to implement a traffic management plan, including flag-
persons or other features to control the interaction of the truck traffic and the flow of traffic on these
roadways. This is because the roadway has ample room for truck traffic, with minimal traffic conflicts
as Harrison Street does not have a heavy flow of traffic. No mitigation is required.
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Less Than
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Impact

No Impact or
Does Not Apply

IS:

XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would
the project cause a substantial change in the
significance of tribal cultural resources, defined in
Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a
site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope
of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural
value to the California Native American tribe, and that

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register ] X ] ]
of historical resources as defined in Public Resources
Code section 5020.1(k), or

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in sub-
division (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. ] X ] ]
In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead
agency shall consider the significance of the resource
to a California Native American tribe.

XVIil. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

SUBSTANTIATION

A Tribal Resource is defined in the Public Resources Code section 21074 and includes the following:

Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a
California Native American Tribe that are either of the following: included or determined to be
eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources or included in a local
register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of Section 5020.1;

A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1. In
applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1 for the purpose of this
paragraph, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resources to a California
American tribe;

A cultural landscape that meets the criteria of subdivision (a) is a tribal cultural resource to the
extent that the landscape is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the
landscape;

A historical resource described in Section 21084.1, a unique archaeological resource as defined
in subdivision (g) of Section 21083.2, or a “non-unique archaeological resource” as defined in
subdivision (h) of Section 21083.2 may also be a tribal resource if it conforms with the criteria of
subdivision (a).

a&b. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated — The project site is located within the City of
Coachella, which has been contacted pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1 by the
following California Native American tribes traditionally and cultural affiliated with the City of
Coachella: Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians, Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, Soboba
Band of Luisefio Indians, Cabazon Band of Mission Indians, and Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission
Indians. The City contacted these tribes to initiate the AB-52 process on November 26, 2019 to notify
the tribes of the proposed project through mailed letters. As stated under the Cultural Resources
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section above, the project site consists of a rough graded vacant lot with scattered vegetation
covering the site. There is a potential to unearth tribal cultural resources of importance during the
earth moving activities, which include excavation of the water retention basins that will be located on
site. During the 30-day consultation period that concluded in early January 2020, none of the five
tribes responded. As such, AB-52 concluded with no tribal input, and as such, with the implementation
of the mitigation measure CUL-1, the project has a less than significant potential to cause a
substantial change in the significance of tribal cultural resources, defined in Public Resources Code
section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in
terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to the
California Native American tribe and that is either a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion
and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the
resource to a California Native American tribe. No further mitigation is required.
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XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the
project:

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of
new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or

stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or D D |z D

telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the

project and reasonably foreseeable future development [l X O O

during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treat-
ment provider which serves or may serve the project

that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's ] [l X O

projected demand in addition to the provider's existing
commitments?

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local

standards, or in excess of the capacity of local ] ] X ]

infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management

and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid [l O X O

waste?

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

SUBSTANTIATION

a.

Water

Less Than Significant Impact — The project will be supplied water by the CWA, which utilizes
groundwater to supply its customers, though it pays water replenishment charges to CVWD. The
proposed project will utilize existing connections within the adjacent roadway to support the Bejarano
Cannabis Cultivation Activities. The project will operate under the guidelines outlined in the UWMP
and within CWAs capacity, as discussed under issue X, Hydrology above, and below under issue
XIX(b). The estimated water demand is anticipated to be below average for Industrial land uses. The
anticipated demand of water supply within CWA's retail service area is anticipated to be greater than
the demand for water in the future, which indicates that CWA has available capacity to serve the
proposed project. Therefore, development of the Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Facility would not
result in a significant environmental effect related to the relocation or construction of new or expanded
water facilities. Impacts are less than significant.

Wastewater

Less Than Significant Impact — The proposed project will develop a Cannabis Cultivation Facility
within the City of Coachella. All wastewater generated by the project, once developed, will be
delivered to the Coachella Sanitation District (CSD). The proposed project will utilize existing sewer
connections within the adjacent roadway to support the Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Activities. This
increase in wastewater generated within the City is nominal compared to the 4.9 million gallon per
day (MGD) capacity of the CSD wastewater treatment plant (WTP). The WTP treats approximately
2.9 MGD of wastewater at present, which leaves approximately 2 MGD of capacity remaining. At this
time and for the foreseeable future, CSD maintains ample capacity to treat the wastewater delivered
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from its member agencies. As such, given the nominal amount of additional wastewater generated
by the employees and visitors of the future Cannabis Cultivation Facility as a result of the proposed
project, it is not anticipated that CSD would need to expand their existing facilities beyond that which
is already planned to accommodate the wastewater generated by the proposed project. Therefore,
development of the project would not result in a significant environmental effect related to the
relocation or construction of new or expanded wastewater facilities. Impacts are less than significant.

Stormwater

Less Than Significant Impact — Please refer to the discussion under Section X, Hydrology and Water
Quality, of this Initial Study. The project design incorporates onsite drainage, which will capture the
incremental increase in runoff from the project site associated with project development. Runoff will
be detained on the project site within the proposed 52,131 SF retention pond located at the eastern
end of the project site. This system has been designed to intercept the peak 100-year flow rate from
the project site. The downstream drainage system will not be altered and given the control of future
surface runoff from the project site; therefore, surface water will be adequately managed on site and
as such, development of the project would not result in a significant environmental effect related to
the relocation or construction of new or expanded stormwater facilities. Impacts are less than
significant.

Electric Power

Less Than Significant Impact — 11D will serve the proposed project. IID intends to install a new
transformer to service this part of the City, as connection to the grid is currently not available at this
site. The proposed project will be constructed concurrent with the installation of the new transformer,
and as such, power will be provided to the project site. The installation of the transformer will result
in impacts to the environment in the form of noise, air quality and GHG emissions, etc.; however,
none of these impacts is anticipated to be significant. The provision of electricity at the project site,
as such, is anticipated to be less than significant even though extension of 1ID’s facilities is required
to serve this area. Impacts are less than significant.

Natural Gas

Less Than Significant Impact — Natural gas will be supplied by Southern California Gas. The site will
connect to the existing natural gas line in Harrison Street. This effort to connect the site to natural
gas is not anticipated to result in significant impacts, as evidenced by the discussions in preceding
sections. Therefore, development of the Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Facility would not result in a
significant environmental effect related to the relocation or construction of new or expanded natural
gas facilities. Impacts are less than significant.

Telecommunications

Less Than Significant Impact — Development of the Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Facility would
require installation of telecommunication services, including wireless internet service and phone
service. This can be accomplished through connection to existing services that are available to the
developer at the project site. Therefore, development of the Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Facility
would not result in a significant environmental effect related to the relocation or construction of new
or expanded telecommunications facilities. Impacts are less than significant.

b. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated — The Coachella Water Authority (CWA) is
responsible for the water supply for the City, though it pays a replenishment charge to Coachella
Valley Water District (CVWD). CWA'’s existing water system consists of different pressure zones,
groundwater wells, storage reservoirs, booster pumping stations, and distribution facilities. CWA has
one principal source of water supply, local groundwater pumped from CWA owned and operated
wells. CWA is required to meet water quality requirements of the RWQCB. The City of Coachella
does not currently have water demand factors, though CVWD has developed demand factors that
are applicable to the proposed project, outlined in their Urban Water Management Plan (2015).
Industrial land uses such as the proposed project site are estimated to generate an average of 1.43-
acre feet per acre per year; therefore, the anticipated demand of the 10.01-acre project site would be
14.31 AFY; however, as discussed under issue X, Hydrology above, because the project will be a
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d&e.

cannabis cultivation facility, the actual estimated water demand for cannabis is between 2.63 AFY
and 6.86 AFY. As a result, the proposed project is anticipated to require less water to operate than
the 14.31 AFY estimated for Industrial land uses. Through the payment of water standby charges,
hookup and connection fees, the impact of implementing the proposed project on water systems are
forecast to be less than significant. The CWA 2015 UWMP documents the water availability for this
project as an Industrial land use, and assesses the water availability for the whole of the CWA service
area, considering the water shortage contingency plan and demand management measures. Based
on these substantiating data, provision of domestic water supply can be accomplished without
causing significant impacts on the existing water system or existing entitlements. However, the
following mitigation measure shall be implemented to reduce consumption of potable water by the
project site:

UTL-1  If recycled water becomes available at the project site, Bejarano shall connect
to this system and utilize recycled water for landscape irrigation, and any other
feasible uses of recycled water on the project site.

With implementation of the above mitigation measures, any impacts under the above issues are
considered less than significant.

Less Than Significant Impact — The CSD WTP has a capacity of 4.9 MGD. The WTP treats
approximately 2.9 MGD of wastewater at present, which leaves approximately 2 MGD of capacity
remaining. Based on the City of Coachella 2015 Sewer System Master Plan'®, Heavy Industrial land
uses are estimated to have a wastewater flow rate of 800 gallons per day per acre. Therefore, the
10.01-acre site is anticipated to generate 8,008 gallons of wastewater per day per acre. Based on
this information, the proposed project is expected to require 0.16% of the WTP’s 4.9 MGD capacity,
which is miniscule when compared to the 2 MGD of capacity remaining during daily operations. The
Coachella WTP implements all requirements of the RWQCB, State Water Resource Control Board
and City of Coachella 2015 Sewer System Master Plan that protect water quality and monitor
wastewater discharge. Thus, the proposed project will consume some capacity of the existing Water
Reclamation Facility, but the proposed project would not result in a determination 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.

Less Than Significant Impact — The proposed project will generate demand for solid waste service
system capacity and has a potential to contribute to potentially significant cumulative demand impacts
on the solid waste system. Solid waste generation rates outlined in the City of Coachella General
Plan EIR state that industrial uses such as that which this project proposes can produce 0.0108 tons
per square foot per year (tons/sf/year). According to the site plan, the building area totals 225,705
SF, which would equate to approximately 2,437.6 tons of solid waste per year, or after an assumed
50% diversion to be recycled per the state’s solid waste diversion requirements under AB 939, the
project solid waste generation will be about 1,218.8 tons per year. With the City’s mandatory source
reduction and recycling program, the proposed project is not forecast to cause a significant adverse
impact to the waste disposal system.

The City of Coachella General Plan identifies landfills that serve the planning area. The Lamb
Canyon Sanitary Landfill and Badlands Landfill serve the project area. The Lamb Canyon Sanitary
Landfill has a maximum permitted daily capacity of 5,500 tons per day, with a permitted capacity of
38,935,653 CY, with 19,242,950 CY of capacity remaining. The Badlands landfill has a maximum
permitted daily capacity of 4,800 tons per day, with a permitted capacity of 34,400,000 CY, with
15,748,799 CY of capacity remaining. According to Jurisdiction Landfill Tonnage Reports from
Riverside County Waste Management Department, 2,037,163 total tons of solid waste was hauled to
County landfills in 2015. Therefore, the proposed project would consist of 0.053% of solid waste
generation within the County of Riverside. The City of Coachella contracts with Burrtec Waste and
Recycling Services to provide regular trash, recycling, and green waste pickup. It is not anticipated

13 https://www.coachella.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=5678
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that the project will generate a significant amount of construction waste, as the project aims to use
any excavated material on site, with a neutral amount of cut and fill. However, should the proposed
project need to remove any excess soils, the soil removal will be accomplished using trucks during
normal working hours, with a maximum of 50 round trips per day. Furthermore, any hazardous
materials collected on the project site during either construction of the project will be transported and
disposed of by a permitted and licensed hazardous materials service provider in accordance with
existing regulations. Therefore, the project is expected to comply with all regulations related to solid
waste under federal, state, and local statutes. The project is expected to comply with all regulations
related to solid waste under federal, state, and local statutes and be served by a landfill(s) with
sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs. No further
mitigation is necessary.
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Incorporated

XX. WILDFIRE: If located in or near state responsi-
bility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard
severity zones, would the project:

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency ] ] ] X

response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,

exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project ] ] ] X

occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of wildfire?

c) Require the installation or maintenance of
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks,

emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) [l O O X

that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in
temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks,

including downslope or downstream flooding or ] ] ] X

landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

XX. WILDFIRE
SUBSTANTIATION
a-d. No Impact — According to the City of Coachella General Plan 2035, the area east of the Coachella

Canal is mapped as having moderate fuel rank and as such may be susceptible to wildfires. The
proposed project is located on the west side of the Coachella Canal/Whitewater River Channel, and
is in an industrial area with very little fuel load in the surrounding area that could be susceptible to
wildfires. The proposed project is not located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified
as very high fire hazard severity zone, therefore the proposed project can have no impacts to any
wildfire issues. According to the CAL FIRE Fire Hazard Severity Zones in State Responsibility Areas
(SRA) Map of Riverside County, the proposed project is not located within a very high fire hazard
severity zone in an SRA (Figure XX-1). Furthermore, according to the CAL FIRE Fire Hazard Severity
Zones in Local Responsibility Areas (LRA) Map of Riverside County, the proposed project is not
located within a very high fire hazard severity zone in an LRA (Figure XX-2). Therefore, no impacts
under these issues are anticipated.
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XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining

levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal D IZI D D

community, substantially reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a

project are considerable when viewed in connection [l D [l O

with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?

c) Does the project have environmental effects which

will cause substantial adverse effects on human |:| IZI D D

beings, either directly or indirectly?

XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

SUBSTANTIATION

The analysis in this Initial Study and the findings reached indicate that the proposed project can be
implemented without causing any new project specific or cumulatively considerable unavoidable significant
adverse environmental impacts. Mitigation is required to control potential environmental impacts of the
proposed project to a less than significant impact level. The following findings are based on the detailed
analysis of the Initial Study of all environmental topics and the implementation of the mitigation measures
identified in the previous text and summarized following this section.

a.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated — The project has no potential to cause a
significant impact any biological or cultural resources. The project has been identified as having
minimal potential to degrade the quality of the natural environment, substantially reduce habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten
to eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal. Based on the historic disturbance of the project area, and its current
condition, the potential for impacting biological resources is low; however, mitigation has been
identified in order to protect nesting birds. The cultural resources evaluation concluded that the
project footprint does not contain any known important cultural resources, but to ensure that any
accidentally exposed subsurface cultural resources are properly handled, contingency mitigation
measures will be implemented. With incorporation of project mitigation measure all biology and
cultural resource impacts will be reduced to a less than significant level.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated — The project has 9 potential impacts that are
individually limited, but may be cumulatively considerable. These are: Air Quality, Biological
Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology/Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and
Water Quality, Noise, Tribal Cultural Resources, and Utilities and Service Systems. The project is
not considered growth-inducing, as defined by State CEQA Guidelines. These issues require the
implementation of mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less than significant level and ensure
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that cumulative effects are not cumulatively considerable. All other environmental issues were found
to have no significant impacts without implementation of mitigation. The potential cumulative
environmental effects of implementing the proposed project have been determined to be less than
considerable and thus, less than significant impacts.

C. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated — The project will achieve long-term community
goals through the provision of growth in tax dollars generated within the City. The short-term impacts
associated with the project, which are mainly construction-related impacts, are less than significant
with mitigation, and the proposed project is compatible with long-term environmental protection. The
issues of Air Quality, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Noise require the
implementation of mitigation measures to reduce human impacts to a less than significant level. All
other environmental issues were found to have no significant impacts on humans without
implementation of mitigation. The potential for direct human effects from implementing the proposed
project have been determined to be less than significant.

Conclusion

This document evaluated all CEQA issues contained in the current Initial Study Checklist form. The
evaluation determined that either no impact or less than significant impacts would be associated with the
issues of Aesthetics, Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Land Use and
Planning, Mineral Resources, Population/Housing, Public Services, Recreation, and Transportation and
Traffic. The issues of Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise, Tribal Cultural Resources, and Utilities and
Service Systems require the implementation of mitigation measures to reduce project specific and
cumulative impacts to a less than significant level. The required mitigation has been proposed in this Initial
Study to reduce impacts for these issues to a less than significant impact level.

Based on the findings in this Initial Study, the City of Coachella proposes to adopt a Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND) for the Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Project. A Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigation
Negative Declaration (NOI) will be issued for this project by the City. The Initial Study and NOI will be
circulated for 30 days of public comment. At the end of the 30-day review period, a final MND package will
be prepared and it will be reviewed by the City for possible adoption at both future Planning Commission
and City Council meetings, the dates for which has yet to be determined. If you or your agency comments
on the MND/NOI for this project, you will be notified about the meeting dates in accordance with the
requirements in Section 21092.5 of CEQA (statute).

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. Code; Sections
21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21083, 21083.05, 21083.3, 21093, 21094, 21095, and 21151, Public Resources Code; Sundstrom v.
County of Mendocino,(1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors, (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka
Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water
Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002)
102 Cal.App.4th 656.

Revised 2019
Authority: Public Resources Code sections 21083 and 21083.09
Reference: Public Resources Code sections 21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 21082.3/ 21084.2 and 21084.3
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SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES

AIR-1

AIR-2

BIO-1

CUL-1

GEO-1

GEO-2

GEO-3

Fugitive Dust Control. The following measures shall be incorporated into Project plans and
specifications for implementation:

e Apply soil stabilizers or moisten inactive areas.

o Water exposed surfaces as needed to avoid visible dust leaving the construction site
(typically 2-3 times/day).

Cover all stock piles with tarps at the end of each day or as needed.

Provide water spray during loading and unloading of earthen materials.

Minimize in-out traffic from construction zone.

Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or loose material and require all trucks to maintain at least
two feet of freeboard.

e Sweep streets daily if visible soil material is carried out from the construction site.

Exhaust Emissions Control. The following measures shall be incorporated into Project plans and

specifications for implementation:

e Utilize well-tuned off-road construction equipment.
o Establish a preference for contractors using Tier 3 or better heavy equipment.
¢ Enforce 5-minute idling limits for both on-road trucks and off-road equipment.

The State of California prohibits the “take” of active bird nests. To avoid an illegal take of active
bird nests, any grubbing, brushing or tree removal should be conducted outside of the the State
identified nesting season (Raptor nesting season is February 15 through July 31; and migratory
bird nesting season is March 15 through September 1). Alternatively, the site shall be evaluated
by a qualified biologist prior to the initiation of ground disturbace to determine the presence or
absence of nesting birds. Active bird nests MUST be avoided during the nesting season. If an
active nest is located in the project construction area it will be flagged and a 300-foot avoidance
buffer placed around it. No activity shall occur within the 300-foot buffer until the young have
fledged the nest.

Should any cultural resources be encountered during construction of these facilities, earthmoving
or grading activities in the immediate area of the finds shall be halted and an onsite inspection
shall be performed immediately by a qualified archaeologist. Responsibility for making this
determination shall be with the City’s onsite inspector. The archaeological professional shall
assess the find, determine its significance, and make recommendations for appropriate mitigation
measures within the guidelines of the California Environmental Quality Act.

Prior to initiating grading, the site developer shall provide a geotechnical evaluation of the
potential liquefaction hazards at the site and, if a hazard exists at the proposed project location,
the evaluation shall define design measures that will ensure the safety of any new structures in
protecting human life in the event of a regional earthquake affecting the site. The developer shall
implement any design measures required to protect human safety.

Stored backfill material shall be covered with water resistant material during periods of heavy
precipitation to reduce the potential for rainfall erosion of stored backfill material. If covering is
not feasible, then measures such as the use of straw bales or sand bags shall be used to capture
and hold eroded material on the project site for future cleanup.

All exposed, disturbed soil (trenches, stored backfill, etc.) shall be sprayed with water or soil
binders twice a day, or more frequently if fugitive dust is observed migrating from the site within
which the Bejarano Cannabis Cultivation Facility is being constructed.
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GEO-4

HAZ-1

HAZ-2

HAZ-3

HAZ-4

NOI-1

NOI-2

NOI-3

NOI-4

NOI-5

Should any paleontological resources be encountered during construction of these facilities,
earthmoving or grading activities in the immediate area of the finds shall be halted and an onsite
inspection should be performed immediately by a qualified paleontologist. Responsibility for
making this determination shall be with the City’s onsite inspector. The paleontological
professional shall assess the find, determine its significance, and make recommendations for
appropriate mitigation measures within the guidelines of the California Environmental Quality Act.

All spills or leakage of petroleum products during construction activities will be remediated in
compliance with applicable state and local regulations regarding cleanup and disposal of the
contaminant released. The contaminated waste will be collected and disposed of at an
appropriately licensed disposal or treatment facility. This measure will be incorporated into the
SWPPP prepared for the Project development.

All pesticides shall be used and stored in a manner that prevents them from contaminating the
underlying groundwater, soils, and watershed. The Applicant shall develop a Hazardous
Materials Communication Plan (HCP) that shall meet State Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) standards. The HCP shall include protocols for and shall classify
hazardous materials on the project site and communicate information concerning hazards and
appropriate protective measures to employees. All employees shall receive training based on the
standards contained in the HCP prior to handling any hazardous materials on site. The HCP will
be available at the facility manager’s office. Furthermore, all hazardous materials shall be stored
in compliance with State and Federal laws.

All trash generated by the Applicant, including fertilizer containers, spent growth medium, soil
amendments, etc. shall be disposed of in accordance with State and Federal law. The Applicant
shall periodically (on a monthly basis) inspect the trash disposal area(s) to verify that all trash
generated by Project operations is stored within the appropriate trash bin or container, and shall
verify that none of the trash bins or containers leak. The Applicant shall repair any leaking trash
bins or containers upon discovery of a leak. Furthermore, the Applicant shall be required to
remove solid waste periodically (no less than once a month). Solid waste shall be disposed of or
recycled at a licensed handling facility.

The Applicant shall install a water treatment system to treat irrigation water that will allow water
to be used again for irrigation. Such water treatment systems typically create concentrated levels
of total dissolved solids (TDS) and brine that must be disposed of according to State and Federal
law. As such, the Applicant shall collect the brine generated by the water treatment system and
it shall be transported and disposed of by a permitted and licensed hazardous materials service
provider.

All construction vehicles and fixed or mobile equipment shall be equipped with properly operating
and maintained mufflers.

All employees that will be exposed to noise levels greater than 75 dB over an 8-hour period shall
be provided with adequate hearing protection devices to ensure no hearing damage will result
from construction activities.

No exterior construction activities shall occur during the hours of 5:30 PM through 6 AM, Monday
through Friday between October 15t and April 30™, and 7 PM and 5 AM Monday through Friday
between May 15t and September 30'"; all year between the hours of 5 PM and 8 AM on Saturdays,
Sundays, and holidays, unless a declared emergency exists.

Equipment not in use for five minutes shall be shut off.

Equipment shall be maintained and operated such that loads are secured from rattling or banging.
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NOI-6 Construction employees shall be trained in the proper operation and use of equipment consistent
with these mitigation measures, including no unnecessary revving of equipment.

NOI-7 The City will require that all construction equipment be operated with mandated noise control
equipment (mufflers or silencers). Enforcement will be accomplished by random field inspections
by applicant personnel during construction activities.

UTL-1 If recycled water becomes available at the project site, Bejarano shall connect to this system and
utilize recycled water for landscape irrigation, and any other feasible uses of recycled water on
the project site.
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Figure 1I-1: Farmland Map
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Figure VII-2: Indio Earthquake Fault Zones
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Figure VII-3: Liquefaction Risk
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Figure VII-4: Landslide
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Figure IX-1: GeoTracker 1
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Figure IX-2: GeoTracker 2
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Figure 1X-3: GeoTracker 3
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Figure IX-4: Airport Compatibility Map
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Figure X-1: Flood Hazards
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Figure X-2: FEMA Map
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COACHELLA GENERAL PLAN UPDATE

Figure 4.5-9: Mineral Resources
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Figure XII-1: Mineral Resources
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Figure XllI-1: Coachella Land Use / Noise Compatibility Matrix
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Figure XIII-2: Airport Noise Compatibility Contours
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Kaitlyn Dodson
Figure XX-1: Wildfire SRA Map
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FIRE HAZARD SEVERITY ZONES to as Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZ), is based on data and models of, potential fuels over a 30-50

year time@zon and their associated expected fire behavior, and expected burn probabilities to quantify the likelihood
and natur vegetation fire exposure (including firebrands) to buildings. Details on the project and specific modeling
methodology can be found at http://frap.fire.ca.gov/projects/hazard/fhz.html. Local Responsibility Area VHFHSZ maps
were initially developed in the m3i9-1990§ and are now being updated based omimproved science, mapping techniques,
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In late 2005 to be effective in 2008, the California Building Commission adopted California Building Code Chapter 7A
NOH-VHFHSZG NOH-VHFHSZ 6 requiring new buildings in VH FHSZs to use ignition resistant construction methods and materials. These new codes
36 6 ! 6 Pala Mesa include provisions to improve the ignition resistance of buildings, especially from firebrands. The updated very high fire
hazard severity zones will be used by building officials for new building permits in LRA. The updated zones will also be
used to identify property whose owners must comply with natural hazards disclosure requirements at time of property
sale and 100 foot defensible space clearance. It is likely that the fire hazard severity zones will be used for.updates to
the safety element of general plans.
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This specificmap is based on a geographic information system\dataset that depicts final CAL FIRE recommendations
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review process, the details of which are available at http://frap.cdf.ca.gR{pyeiggis/hazard/btnet/ (click on "Continue

as guest without logging in"). Local government has 120 days to designate, by ordinance, very high fire hazard severity

zones within its jurisdiction after receiving the recommendation. Local government can add additional VHFHSZs.

There is no requirement for local government to report their final action to CAL FIRE when the recommended zones are
adopted. Consequently, users are directed to the appropriate local entity (county, city, fire department, or Fire 36
Protection District) to determine the status:of the local fire hazard severity zone drdinance.
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Figure XX-2: Wildfire LRA Map
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ATMOSPHERIC SETTING

The proposed project site is in the Coachella Valley Planning Area (CVPA) of the Salton Sea Air
Basin (SSAB). The SSAB was part of the Southeast Desert Air Basin (SEDAB) until May, 1996
when the SSAB was created. The project site is in the hottest and driest parts of California. The
climate is characterized by hot, dry summers and relatively mild winters. Rainfall is scant in all
seasons, so differences between the seasons are characterized principally by differences in
temperature. Average annual precipitation in the air basin ranges from 2 to 6 inches per year.

Seasonal temperature differences in the basin are large, confirming the absence of marine
influences due to the blocking action of the mountains to the west. Average monthly maximum
temperatures in the project vicinity range from 108°F in July to 57°F in January. The average
monthly minima range from about 40°F in January to about 80°F in July.

During much of the year, California is covered by a moderately intense high-pressure system. In
winter, the Pacific High retreats to the south, so that frontal systems from the North Pacific can
move onto the California coast. On average, 20 to 30 frontal systems pass through California each
winter. The first front usually arrives around the middle of October, and the average period of
frontal activity is five to six months. Most of these systems are relatively weak by the time they
reach the SSAB, however, and they become more diffuse as they move southeastward.

Spring is a transition season between the winter period of frontal activity and the generally dry
summer; some precipitation continues during the early part of the season.

During the summer, the Pacific High is well developed to the west of California, and a thermal
trough overlies the SSAB. The intensity and orientation of the trough varies from day to day.
Although the rugged mountainous country prevents a normal circulation, the influence of this
trough does permit some inter-basin exchange with coastal locations through the passes. Summer
is also the season with occasional moisture influx from the Gulfs of Mexico or California which
causes isolated thundershowers and flash flooding (the summer "monsoon").

Fall is the transition period from the hot summer back to the season of frontal activity, but it is still
very dry and temperatures are still mild.

Desert regions tend to be windy, since little friction is generated between the moving air and the
low, sparse vegetation cover. In addition, the rapid daytime heating of the lower air over the desert
leads to strong convection activity. This exchange of lower and upper air accelerates surface winds
during the warm part of the day when convection is at a maximum. During winter, however, the
rapid cooling in the surface layers at night retards this exchange of momentum, and the result is
often a high frequency of nearly calm winds, especially at night.

During all seasons, the prevailing wind direction is predominantly from the west to east. Banning
Pass is an area where air is squeezed through a narrow opening with accelerated airflow that
supports wind farms. The strong winds also occasionally lead to blowing sand that sandblasts
painted surfaces and makes driving unsafe. As the west to east winds fan out into the Coachella
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Valley, they slow down quickly. By the time the onshore flow reaches the project site, it has again
returned to its normal speed.

The mixing depth, i.e., the height available for dispersion of airborne pollutants emitted near the
surface, is limited by the occurrence of temperature inversions. A temperature inversion is a layer
of air in which the temperature increases with height. The temperature inversion conditions of the
SSAB are quite different from those of the coastal regions of California. In coastal environments,
warm, subsiding air aloft creates a lid above the shallow marine layer at the surface. The base of
this subsidence inversion is perhaps 1,500 feet above the surface in coastal portions of the Los
Angeles Basin. When a subsidence inversion exists over the desert, the height of the inversion
base lies some 6,000 to 8,000 feet above the surface.

Nighttime surface inversions in the desert are common, especially during the cooler months.
Mixing heights are predominantly 1,000 feet or less. These inversions are caused by nighttime
radiational cooling of the land surface in contact with overlying air that cools more slowly. They
tend to be destroyed early in the day in summer, due to intense solar radiation and heating of the
land surface. In winter, however, these radiation inversions tend to persist until mid-morning,
limiting mixing in the lower atmosphere to heights of 200 to 2,000 feet above the surface.
Nuisance air quality problems in the Coachella Valley, such as dust near mining operations or
odors near feedlots or wastewater plants, occur mainly late at night or early in the morning when
such radiation inversions are strongest.
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AIR QUALITY SETTING

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS (AAQS)

In order to gauge the significance of the air quality impacts of the proposed project, those impacts,
together with existing background air quality levels, must be compared to the applicable ambient
air quality standards. These standards are the levels of air quality considered safe, with an adequate
margin of safety, to protect the public health and welfare. They are designed to protect those
people most susceptible to further respiratory distress such as asthmatics, the elderly, very young
children, people already weakened by other disease or illness, and persons engaged in strenuous
work or exercise, called "sensitive receptors." Healthy adults can tolerate occasional exposure to
air pollutant concentrations considerably above these minimum standards before adverse effects
are observed. Recent research has shown, however, that chronic exposure to ozone (the primary
ingredient in photochemical smog) may lead to adverse respiratory health even at concentrations
close to the ambient standard.

National AAQS were established in 1971 for six pollution species with states retaining the option
to add other pollutants, require more stringent compliance, or to include different exposure periods.
The initial attainment deadline of 1977 was extended several times in air quality problem areas
like Southern California. In 2003, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) adopted a rule,
which extended and established a new attainment deadline for ozone for the year 2021. Because
the State of California had established AAQS several years before the federal action and because
of unique air quality problems introduced by the restrictive dispersion meteorology, there is
considerable difference between state and national clean air standards. Those standards currently
in effect in California are shown in Table 1. Sources and health effects of various pollutants are
shown in Table 2.

The Federal Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 required that the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) review all national AAQS in light of currently known health effects.
EPA was charged with modifying existing standards or promulgating new ones where appropriate.
EPA subsequently developed standards for chronic ozone exposure (8+ hours per day) and for
very small diameter particulate matter (called "PM-2.5"). New national AAQS were adopted in
1997 for these pollutants.

Planning and enforcement of the federal standards for PM-2.5 and for ozone (8-hour) were
challenged by trucking and manufacturing organizations. In a unanimous decision, the U.S.
Supreme Court ruled that EPA did not require specific congressional authorization to adopt
national clean air standards. The Court also ruled that health-based standards did not require
preparation of a cost-benefit analysis. The Court did find, however, that there was some
inconsistency between existing and "new" standards in their required attainment schedules. Such
attainment-planning schedule inconsistencies centered mainly on the 8-hour ozone standard. EPA
subsequently agreed to downgrade the attainment designation for a large number of communities
to “non-attainment” for the 8-hour ozone standard.

Coachella Cannabis AQ



Table 1
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Table 1 (continued)
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Table 2

Health Effects of Major Criteria Pollutants

Pollutants

Sources

Primary Effects

Carbon Monoxide
(CO)

Incomplete combustion of fuels and other
carbon-containing substances, such as motor
exhaust.

Natural events, such as decomposition of
organic matter.

Reduced tolerance for exercise.

Impairment of mental function.

Impairment of fetal development.

Death at high levels of exposure.
Aggravation of some heart diseases (angina).

Nitrogen Dioxide Motor vehicle exhaust. Aggravation of respiratory illness.
(NO2) High temperature stationary combustion. Reduced visibility.
Atmospheric reactions. Reduced plant growth.

Formation of acid rain.

Ozone Atmospheric reaction of organic gases with Aggravation of respiratory and

(05) nitrogen oxides in sunlight. cardiovascular diseases.
Irritation of eyes.
Impairment of cardiopulmonary function.
Plant leaf injury.

Lead (Pb) Contaminated soil. Impairment of blood function and nerve

construction.
Behavioral and hearing problems in children.

Respirable Particulate
Matter
(PM-10)

Stationary combustion of solid fuels.
Construction activities.

Industrial processes.

Atmospheric chemical reactions.

Reduced lung function.

Aggravation of the effects of gaseous
pollutants.

Aggravation of respiratory and cardio
respiratory diseases.

Increased cough and chest discomfort.
Soiling.
Reduced visibility.

Fine Particulate Matter
(PM-2.5)

Fuel combustion in motor vehicles,
equipment, and industrial sources.

Residential and agricultural burning.
Industrial processes.

Also, formed from photochemical reactions
of other pollutants, including NOx, sulfur
oxides, and organics.

Increases respiratory disease.
Lung damage.
Cancer and premature death.

Reduces visibility and results in surface
soiling.

Sulfur Dioxide
(SO2)

Combustion of sulfur-containing fossil fuels.
Smelting of sulfur-bearing metal ores.
Industrial processes.

Aggravation of respiratory diseases (asthma,
emphysema).

Reduced lung function.

Irritation of eyes.

Reduced visibility.

Plant injury.

Deterioration of metals, textiles, leather,
finishes, coatings, etc.

Source: California Air Resources Board, 2002.
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Evaluation of the most current data on the health effects of inhalation of fine particulate matter
prompted the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to recommend adoption of the statewide
PM-2.5 standard that is more stringent than the federal standard. This standard was adopted in
2002. The State PM-2.5 standard is more of a goal in that it does not have specific attainment
planning requirements like a federal clean air standard, but only requires continued progress
towards attainment.

Similarly, the ARB extensively evaluated health effects of ozone exposure. A new state standard
for an 8-hour ozone exposure was adopted in 2005, which aligned with the exposure period for the
federal 8-hour standard. The California 8-hour ozone standard of 0.07 ppm is more stringent than
the federal 8-hour standard of 0.075 ppm. The state standard, however, does not have a specific
attainment deadline. California air quality jurisdictions are required to make steady progress
towards attaining state standards, but there are no hard deadlines or any consequences of non-
attainment. During the same re-evaluation process, the ARB adopted an annual state standard for
nitrogen dioxide (NO») that is more stringent than the corresponding federal standard, and
strengthened the state one-hour NO» standard.

As part of EPA’s 2002 consent decree on clean air standards, a further review of airborne
particulate matter (PM) and human health was initiated. A substantial modification of federal
clean air standards for PM was promulgated in 2006. Standards for PM-2.5 were strengthened, a
new class of PM in the 2.5 to 10 micron size was created, some PM-10 standards were revoked,
and a distinction between rural and urban air quality was adopted. In December, 2012, the federal
annual standard for PM-2.5 was reduced from 15 pg/m?to 12 pg/m? which matches the California
AAQS. The severity of the basin’s non-attainment status for PM-2.5 may be increased by this
action and thus require accelerated planning for future PM-2.5 attainment.

In response to continuing evidence that ozone exposure at levels just meeting federal clean air
standards is demonstrably unhealthful, EPA had proposed a further strengthening of the 8-hour
standard. A new 8-hour ozone standard was adopted in 2015 after extensive analysis and public
input. The adopted national 8-hour ozone standard is 0.07 ppm which matches the current
California standard. It will require three years of ambient data collection, then 2 years of non-
attainment findings and planning protocol adoption, then several years of plan development and
approval. Final air quality plans for the new standard are likely to be adopted around 2022.
Ultimate attainment of the new standard in ozone problem areas such as Southern California might
be after 2025.

In 2010 a new federal one-hour primary standard for nitrogen dioxide (NO2) was adopted. This
standard is more stringent than the existing state standard. Based upon air quality monitoring data
in the South Coast Air Basin, the California Air Resources Board has requested the EPA to
designate the basin as being in attainment for this standard. The federal standard for sulfur dioxide
(SO.) was also recently revised. However, with minimal combustion of coal and mandatory use of
low sulfur fuels in California, SO is typically not a problem pollutant.
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BASELINE AIR QUALITY

In the CVPA portion of the SSAB, air quality planning, enforcement and monitoring
responsibilities are carried out by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).
Existing and probable future levels of air quality around the project area can be best inferred from
ambient air quality measurements conducted by the SCAQMD at the Indio and Palm Springs air
quality monitoring stations. In Indio, ozone and 10 microns or less in diameter, (respirable)
particulates called PM-10, are monitored. These two pollutants are the main air pollution problems
in the CVPA portion of the SSAB. Vehicular pollution levels such as carbon monoxide (CO) and
nitrogen dioxide (NO;) are monitored at Palm Springs. Levels of CO and NO; at the project site
are likely lower than those monitored in Palm Springs. However, because CO and NO:> levels in
Palm Springs are well within acceptable limits, their use to characterize the project site introduces
no complications. The last four years of published data from Indio and Palm Springs stations are
summarized in Table 3. The following conclusions can be drawn from this data:

Photochemical smog (ozone) levels periodically exceed standards. The 1-hour state standard was
violated less than one percent of all days in the last four years near Indio. The 8-hour state ozone
standard has been exceeded an average of nine percent of all days per year in the same time period.
The Federal eight-hour ozone standard is violated on around five percent of all days per year.
Ozone levels are much lower than 10 to 20 years ago. Attainment of all clean air standards in the
project vicinity is not likely to occur soon, but the severity and frequency of violations is expected
to continue to slowly decline during the current decade.

Carbon monoxide (CO) measurements near the project site have declined throughout the last
decade, and 8-hour CO levels were at their lowest in 2017. Federal and state CO standards have
not been exceeded in the last 10+ years. Despite continued basin-wide growth, maximum CO
levels at the closest air monitoring station are less than 25 percent of their most stringent standards
because of continued vehicular improvements.

PM-10 levels as measured at Indio, have exceeded the state 24-hour standard on 14 percent of all
measurement days in the last four years, but the national 24-hour particulate standard has not been
exceeded during the same period. The state standard is considerably more restrictive.

A fraction of PM-10 is comprised of ultra-small diameter particulates capable of being inhaled
into deep lung tissue (PM-2.5). There have no violations of the 24-hour federal PM-2.5 standard
in recent years. With dustier conditions along the I-10 Corridor, there may be occasional violations
of PM-2.5 standards at the project site.
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Table 3
Air Quality Monitoring Summary
(Days Standards Were Exceeded and Maximum Observed Concentrations 2015-2018)

Pollutant/Standard 2015 2016 2017 2018
Ozone*

1-Hour > 0.09 ppm (S) 0 2 8 4
8-Hour > 0.07 ppm (S) 12 27 44 49
8- Hour > 0.075 ppm (F) 4 12 27 28
Max. 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.093 0.099 0.107 | 0.106
Max. 8-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.085 0.089 0.093 0.091
Carbon Monoxide®

1-hour > 20. ppm (S) 0 0 0 0
8- Hour > 9. ppm (S,F) 0 0 0 0
Max 8-hour Conc. (ppm) 0.7 1.5 0.5 1.1
Nitrogen Dioxide®

1-Hour > 0.18 ppm (S) 0 0 0 0
Max 1-hour Conc. (ppm) 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04
Respirable Particulates (PM-10)?

24-hour > 50 ug/m? (S) 36/270 | 56/313 | 43/363 | 43/353
24-hour > 150 pg/m? (F) 0/270 | 0/313 | 0/363 | 0/363
Max. 24-Hr. Conc. (ug/m?) 145. 137. 128. 146.
Ultra-Fine Particulates (PM-2.5)?

24-Hour > 35 pg/m? (F) 0/94 0/115 | 0/110 | 0/122
Max. 24-Hr. Conc. (pug/m?) 24.6 25.8 18.8 28.7

(S) = state standard, (F) = federal standard
2Pata from Indio monitoring station.
®Data from Palm Springs air monitoring station.

Source: SCAQMD Air Monitoring Summaries.
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AIR QUALITY PLANNING

The Federal Clean Air Act (1977 Amendments) required that designated agencies in any area of
the nation not meeting national clean air standards must prepare a plan demonstrating the steps
that would bring the area into compliance with all national standards. The SCAB could not meet
the deadlines for ozone, nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide, or PM-10. In the SCAB, the agencies
designated by the governor to develop regional air quality plans are the SCAQMD and the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). The two agencies first adopted an Air
Quality Management Plan (AQMP) in 1979 and revised it several times as earlier attainment
forecasts were shown to be overly optimistic.

The 1990 Federal Clean Air Act Amendment (CAAA) required that all states with air-sheds with
“serious” or worse ozone problems submit a revision to the State Implementation Plan (SIP).
Amendments to the SIP have been proposed, revised and approved over the past decade. The most
current regional attainment emissions forecast for ozone precursors (ROG and NOx) and for
carbon monoxide (CO) and for particulate matter are shown in Table 4. Substantial reductions in
emissions of ROG, NOx and CO are forecast to continue throughout the next several decades.
Unless new particulate control programs are implemented, PM-10 and PM-2.5 are forecast to
slightly increase.

The Air Quality Management District (AQMD) adopted an updated clean air “blueprint” in August
2003. The 2003 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) was approved by the EPA in 2004. The
AQMP outlined the air pollution measures needed to meet federal health-based standards for ozone
by 2010 and for particulates (PM-10) by 2006. The 2003 AQMP was based upon the federal one-
hour ozone standard which was revoked late in 2005 and replaced by an 8-hour federal standard.
Because of the revocation of the hourly standard, a new air quality planning cycle was initiated.

With re-designation of the air basin as non-attainment for the 8-hour ozone standard, a new
attainment plan was developed. This plan shifted most of the one-hour ozone standard attainment
strategies to the 8-hour standard. As previously noted, the attainment date was to “slip” from 2010
to 2021. The updated attainment plan also includes strategies for ultimately meeting the federal
PM-2.5 standard.

Because projected attainment by 2021 required control technologies that did not exist yet, the
SCAQMD requested a voluntary “bump-up” from a “severe non-attainment” area to an “extreme
non-attainment” designation for ozone. The extreme designation was to allow a longer time period
for these technologies to develop. If attainment cannot be demonstrated within the specified
deadline without relying on “black-box” measures, EPA would have been required to impose
sanctions on the region had the bump-up request not been approved. In April 2010, the EPA
approved the change in the non-attainment designation from “severe-17 to “extreme.” This
reclassification set a later attainment deadline (2024), but also required the air basin to adopt even
more stringent emissions controls.
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South Coast Air Basin Emissions Forecasts (Emissions in tons/day)

Table 4

Pollutant 2015° 2020° 2025 2030°
NOx 357 289 266 257
voc 400 393 393 391
PM-10 161 165 170 172
PM-2.5 67 68 70 71

22015 Base Year.
"With current emissions reduction programs and adopted growth forecasts.
Source: California Air Resources Board, 2013 Almanac of Air Quality

In other air quality attainment plan reviews, EPA had disapproved part of the SCAB PM-2.5
attainment plan included in the AQMP. EPA stated that the current attainment plan relied on PM-
2.5 control regulations that had not yet been approved or implemented. It was expected that a
number of rules that were pending approval would remove the identified deficiencies. If these
issues were not resolved within the next several years, federal funding sanctions for transportation
projects could result. The 2012 AQMP included in the current California State Implementation
Plan (SIP) was expected to remedy identified PM-2.5 planning deficiencies.

The federal Clean Air Act requires that non-attainment air basins have EPA approved attainment
plans in place. This requirement includes the federal one-hour ozone standard even though that
standard was revoked almost ten years ago. There was no approved attainment plan for the one-
hour federal standard at the time of revocation. Through a legal quirk, the SCAQMD is now
required to develop an AQMP for the long since revoked one-hour federal ozone standard. Because
the current SIP for the basin contains a number of control measures for the 8-hour ozone standard
that are equally effective for one-hour levels, the 2012 AQMP was believed to satisfy hourly
attainment planning requirements.

AQMPs are required to be updated every three years. The 2012 AQMP was adopted in early 2013.
An updated AQMP was required for completion in 2016. The 2016 AQMP was adopted by the
SCAQMD Board in March, 2017, and has been submitted the California Air Resources Board for
forwarding to the EPA. The 2016 AQMP acknowledges that motor vehicle emissions have been
effectively controlled and that reductions in NOX, the continuing ozone problem pollutant, may
need to come from major stationary sources (power plants, refineries, landfill flares, etc.) . The
current attainment deadlines for all federal non-attainment pollutants are now as follows:

8-hour ozone (70 ppb) 2032
Annual PM-2.5 (12 pg/m®) 2025

2024 (old standard)
2023 (rescinded standard)

8-hour ozone (75 ppb)
1-hour ozone (120 ppb)
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24-hour PM-2.5 (35 pg/m*) 2019

The key challenge is that NOx emission levels, as a critical ozone precursor pollutant, are forecast
to continue to exceed the levels that would allow the above deadlines to be met. Unless additional
stringent NOx control measures are adopted and implemented, ozone attainment goals may not be
met.

The proposed project does not directly relate to the AQMP in that there are no specific air quality
programs or regulations governing cannabis projects. Conformity with adopted plans, forecasts
and programs relative to population, housing, employment and land use is the primary yardstick
by which impact significance of planned growth is determined. The SCAQMD, however, while
acknowledging that the AQMP is a growth-accommodating document, does not favor designating
regional impacts as less-than-significant just because the proposed development is consistent with
regional growth projections. Air quality impact significance for the proposed project has therefore
been analyzed on a project-specific basis.
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AIR QUALITY IMPACT

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Air quality impacts are considered “significant” if they cause clean air standards to be violated
where they are currently met, or if they ‘“substantially” contribute to an existing violation of
standards. Any substantial emissions of air contaminants for which there is no safe exposure, or
nuisance emissions such as dust or odors, would also be considered a significant impact.

Appendix G of the California CEQA Guidelines offers the following five tests of air quality impact
significance. A project would have a potentially significant impact if it would:

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

b) Resultin 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?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial
number of people?

Primary Pollutants

Air quality impacts generally occur on two scales of motion. Near an individual source of
emissions or a collection of sources such as a crowded intersection or parking lot, levels of those
pollutants that are emitted in their already unhealthful form will be highest. Carbon monoxide
(CO) is an example of such a pollutant. Primary pollutant impacts can generally be evaluated
directly in comparison to appropriate clean air standards. Violations of these standards where they
are currently met, or a measurable worsening of an existing or future violation, would be
considered a significant impact. Many particulates, especially fugitive dust emissions, are also
primary pollutants. Because of the non-attainment status of the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB)
for PM-10, an aggressive dust control program is required to control fugitive dust during project
construction.

Secondary Pollutants

Many pollutants, however, require time to transform from a more benign form to a more
unhealthful contaminant. Their impact occurs regionally far from the source. Their incremental
regional impact is minute on an individual basis and cannot be quantified except through complex
photochemical computer models. Analysis of significance of such emissions is based upon a
specified amount of emissions (pounds, tons, etc.) even though there is no way to translate those
emissions directly into a corresponding ambient air quality impact.

Because of the chemical complexity of primary versus secondary pollutants, the SCAQMD has
designated significant emissions levels as surrogates for evaluating regional air quality impact
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significance independent of chemical transformation processes. Projects in the Coachella Valley
portion of the SCAQMD with daily emissions that exceed any of the following emission
thresholds are to be considered significant under CEQA guidelines.

Table S

Daily Emissions Thresholds
Pollutant Construction! Operations?
ROG 75 75
NOx 100 100
CO 550 550
PM-10 150 150
PM-2.5 55 55
SOx 150 150
Lead 3 3

! Construction thresholds apply to both the SCAB and the Coachella Valley (Salton Sea and
Mojave Desert Air Basins.

? For Coachella Valley the mass daily emissions thresholds for operation are the same as the
construction daily emissions thresholds.

Source: SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, November, 1993 Rev.

SENSITIVE USES

The land uses surrounding the project area as follows:

North: IH Heavy Industrial/Open Space;

West: IH Heavy Industrial, further west IL Light Industrial;

South: TH Heavy Industrial, further south IL Light Industrial; and
East: Open Space, further east CE Entertainment Commercial

The closest sensitive use (residential) is more than 2,000 feet to the west, on the opposite side of
the 111.
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CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY IMPACTS

CalEEMod was developed by the SCAQMD to provide a model by which to calculate both
construction emissions and operational emissions from a variety of land use projects. It calculates
both the daily maximum and annual average emissions for criteria pollutants as well as total or
annual greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.

The proposed approximate 10-acre site is currently used as a wrecking yard and vehicular storage.
This project will be developed with 2 buildings; a 53,244 sf Headhouse and 172,461 sf Cultivation
Building. There will also be a 52,131 sfretention basin and a surface parking lot with 291 parking
spaces.

Construction is anticipated to take approximately 7-9 months with an anticipated start date in the
second quarter of 2022. Mostly earthworks will balance onsite but a maximal 2,000 CY of export
was modeled as a worst case. Estimated construction emissions were modeled using
CalEEM0d2016.3.2 to identify maximum daily emissions for each pollutant during project
construction. Construction was modeled using default construction equipment and schedule for a
project of this size as shown in Table 6.

Table 6

Construction Activity Equipment Fleet
Phase Name and Duration Equipment
3 Excavators
Demo (20 days) 1 Concrete Saw
2 Dozers
3 Dozers
4 Loader/Backhoes
1 Grader
Grading (20 days) 1 Excavator
1 Dozer
3 Loader/Backhoes
1 Crane
3 Loader/Backhoes
1 Welder
1 Generator Set
3 Forklifts
2 Pavers
Paving (20 days) 2 Paving Equipment
2 Rollers

Site Prep (10 days)

Construction (120 days)

Utilizing this indicated equipment fleet and durations shown in Table 6 the following worst-case
daily construction emissions are calculated by CalEEMod and are listed in Table 7.
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Table 7
Construction Activity Emissions
Maximum Daily Emissions (pounds/day)
Maximal Construction

Emissions ROG NOx co SO; PM-10 PM-2.5
2022 68.2 33.2 223 0.0 20.2 11.6
Unmitigated

SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55

Peak daily construction activity emissions are estimated to be below SCAQMD CEQA thresholds
without the need for added mitigation.

Construction equipment exhaust contains carcinogenic compounds within the diesel exhaust
particulates. The toxicity of diesel exhaust is evaluated relative to a 24-hour per day, 365 days per
year, 70-year lifetime exposure. The SCAQMD does not generally require the analysis of
construction-related diesel emissions relative to health risk due to the short period for which the
majority of diesel exhaust would occur. Health risk analyses are typically assessed over a 9-, 30-,
or 70-year timeframe and not over a relatively brief construction period due to the lack of health
risk associated with such a brief exposure.

LOCALIZED SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

The SCAQMD has developed analysis parameters to evaluate ambient air quality on a local level
in addition to the more regional emissions-based thresholds of significance. These analysis
elements are called Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs). LSTs were developed in response
to Governing Board’s Environmental Justice Enhancement Initiative 1-4 and the LST
methodology was provisionally adopted in October 2003 and formally approved by SCAQMD’s
Mobile Source Committee in February 2005.

Use of an LST analysis for a project is optional. For the proposed project, the primary source of
possible LST impact would be during construction. LSTs are applicable for a sensitive receptor
where it is possible that an individual could remain for 24 hours such as a residence, hospital or
convalescent facility.

LSTs are only applicable to the following criteria pollutants: oxides of nitrogen (NOXx), carbon
monoxide (CO), and particulate matter (PM-10 and PM-2.5). LSTs represent the maximum
emissions from a project that are not expected to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most
stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard, and are developed based on the
ambient concentrations of that pollutant for each source receptor area and distance to the nearest
sensitive receptor.

LST screening tables are available for 25, 50, 100, 200 and 500 meter source-receptor distances.

For this project, the closest receptor is more than 2,000 feet from the site and therefore the 500-
meter distance was used.
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The SCAQMD has issued guidance on applying CalEEMod to LSTs. LST pollutant screening
level concentration data is currently published for 1, 2 and 5 acre sites for varying distances. Using
guidance from the SCAQMD a site of 1.5 acres was used by interpolating between the 1- and 2-
acre data.

The following thresholds and emissions in Table 8 are therefore determined (pounds per day):

Table 8
LST and Project Emissions (pounds/day)
LST Coachella Valley CcoO NOx PM-10 PM-2.5
LST Threshold 25,315 751 218 108
Max On-Site Emissions 22 33 20 12

CalEEMod Output in Appendix

LSTs were compared to the maximum daily construction activities. As seen in Table 8, LST
impacts are less-than-significant.

OPERATIONAL IMPACTS

The project would be expected employ 100 employees. In addition, the cultivation building is
predicted to consume 7,000,000 kWh/year and the emergency generator is expected to consume
1,000,000 kWh/year. Water use is estimated at 2,235,337 gallons/year.

Operational emissions were calculated using CalEEMo0d2016.3.2 for a build-out year of 2022 as a
worst case. If the project does not come on-line until a later year, emissions would be slightly less
because of improvements of vehicular and equipment technology. The operational impacts are
shown in Table 9. As shown, operational emissions will not exceed applicable SCAQMD
operational emissions CEQA thresholds of significance.

Table 9
Proposed Uses Daily Operational Impacts (2022)
Operational Emissions (Ibs/day)

Source ROG NOx CcO SO PM-10 PM-2.5
Area 6.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Energy 0.1 0.6 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mobile 0.4 3.0 5.0 0.0 1.7 0.5
Total 6.8 3.6 5.6 0.0 1.7 0.5
SCAQMD

Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No

Source: CalEEMod Output in Appendix

Coachella Cannabis AQ



CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS MINIMIZATION

Construction activities are not anticipated to cause dust emissions to exceed SCAQMD CEQA
thresholds. Nevertheless, emissions minimization through enhanced dust control measures is
recommended for use because of the non-attainment status of the air basin. Recommended
measures include:

Fugitive Dust Control

e Apply soil stabilizers or moisten inactive areas.

e Water exposed surfaces as needed to avoid visible dust leaving the construction site
(typically 2-3 times/day).

e Cover all stock piles with tarps at the end of each day or as needed.
e Provide water spray during loading and unloading of earthen materials.
e Minimize in-out traffic from construction zone

e Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or loose material and require all trucks to maintain at
least two feet of freeboard

e Sweep streets daily if visible soil material is carried out from the construction site

Similarly, ozone precursor emissions (ROG and NOx) are calculated to be below SCAQMD
CEQA thresholds. However, because of the regional non-attainment for photochemical smog, the
use of reasonably available control measures for diesel exhaust is recommended. Combustion
emissions control options include:

Exhaust Emissions Control

e Utilize well-tuned off-road construction equipment.
e [Establish a preference for contractors using Tier 3 or better rated heavy equipment.

e Enforce 5-minute idling limits for both on-road trucks and off-road equipment.
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

“Greenhouse gases” (so called because of their role in trapping heat near the surface of the earth)
emitted by human activity are implicated in global climate change, commonly referred to as
“global warming.” These greenhouse gases contribute to an increase in the temperature of the
earth’s atmosphere by transparency to short wavelength visible sunlight, but near opacity to
outgoing terrestrial long wavelength heat radiation in some parts of the infrared spectrum. The
principal greenhouse gases (GHGs) are carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, ozone, and water
vapor. For purposes of planning and regulation, Section 15364.5 of the California Code of
Regulations defines GHGs to include carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons,
perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride. Fossil fuel consumption in the transportation sector (on-
road motor vehicles, off-highway mobile sources, and aircraft) is the single largest source of GHG
emissions, accounting for approximately half of GHG emissions globally. Industrial and
commercial sources are the second largest contributors of GHG emissions with about one-fourth
of total emissions.

California has passed several bills and the Governor has signed at least three executive orders
regarding greenhouse gases. GHG statues and executive orders (EO) include AB 32, SB 1368,
EO S-03-05, EO S-20-06 and EO S-01-07.

AB 32 is one of the most significant pieces of environmental legislation that California has
adopted. Among other things, it is designed to maintain California’s reputation as a “national and
international leader on energy conservation and environmental stewardship.” It will have wide-
ranging effects on California businesses and lifestyles as well as far reaching effects on other states
and countries. A unique aspect of AB 32, beyond its broad and wide-ranging mandatory provisions
and dramatic GHG reductions are the short time frames within which it must be implemented.
Major components of the AB 32 include:

e Require the monitoring and reporting of GHG emissions beginning with sources or
categories of sources that contribute the most to statewide emissions.

e Requires immediate “early action” control programs on the most readily controlled GHG
sources.

e Mandates that by 2020, California’s GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels.

e Forces an overall reduction of GHG gases in California by 25-40%, from business as usual,
to be achieved by 2020.

e Must complement efforts to achieve and maintain federal and state ambient air quality
standards and to reduce toxic air contaminants.

Statewide, the framework for developing the implementing regulations for AB 32 is under way.
Maximum GHG reductions are expected to derive from increased vehicle fuel efficiency, from
greater use of renewable energy and from increased structural energy efficiency. Additionally,
through the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR now called the Climate Action Reserve),
general and industry-specific protocols for assessing and reporting GHG emissions have been
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developed. GHG sources are categorized into direct sources (i.e. company owned) and indirect
sources (i.e. not company owned). Direct sources include combustion emissions from on-and oft-
road mobile sources, and fugitive emissions. Indirect sources include off-site electricity generation
and non-company owned mobile sources.

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

In response to the requirements of SB97, the State Resources Agency developed guidelines for the
treatment of GHG emissions under CEQA. These new guidelines became state laws as part of
Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations in March, 2010. The CEQA Appendix G guidelines
were modified to include GHG as a required analysis element. A project would have a potentially
significant impact if it:

e Generates GHG emissions, directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment, or,

e Conflicts with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted to reduce GHG emissions.

Section 15064.4 of the Code specifies how significance of GHG emissions is to be evaluated. The
process is broken down into quantification of project-related GHG emissions, making a
determination of significance, and specification of any appropriate mitigation if impacts are found
to be potentially significant. Ateach of these steps, the new GHG guidelines afford the lead agency
with substantial flexibility.

Emissions identification may be quantitative, qualitative or based on performance standards.
CEQA guidelines allow the lead agency to “select the model or methodology it considers most
appropriate.” The most common practice for transportation/combustion GHG emissions
quantification is to use a computer model such as CalEEMod, as was used in the ensuing analysis.

The significance of those emissions then must be evaluated; the selection of a threshold of
significance must take into consideration what level of GHG emissions would be cumulatively
considerable. The guidelines are clear that they do not support a zero net emissions threshold. If
the lead agency does not have enough expertise in evaluating GHG impacts, it may rely on
thresholds adopted by an agency with greater expertise.

On December 5, 2008 the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted an Interim quantitative GHG
Significance Threshold for industrial projects where the SCAQMD is the lead agency (e.g.,
stationary source permit projects, rules, plans, etc.) of 10,000 Metric Tons (MT) CO:
equivalent/year. Because this project is considered industrial, the 10,000 MT threshold was used
for this project.
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PROJECT RELATED GHG EMISSIONS GENERATION
Construction Activity GHG Emissions
The project is assumed to require less than one year for construction. During project construction,

the CalEEMo0d2016.3.2 computer model predicts that the construction activities will generate the
annual COze emissions identified in Table 10.

Table 10
Construction Emissions (Metric Tons CO:e)
COze
Year 2022 382.6
Amortized 12.8

CalEEMod Output provided in appendix

SCAQMD GHG emissions policy from construction activities is to amortize emissions over a 30-
year lifetime. The amortized level is also provided. GHG impacts from construction are considered
individually less-than-significant.

Project Operational GHG Emissions

The input assumptions for operational GHG emissions calculations, and the GHG conversion from
consumption to annual regional COze emissions are summarized in the CalEEMo0d2016.3.2 output
files found in the appendix of this report.

As discussed, the project would be expected employ 100 employees and therefore generate 200
trips per day. In addition, the cultivation building is predicted to require 7,000,000 kWh/year and
the emergency generator is expected to consume 1,000, 000 kWh/year. Water use is estimated at
2,235,337 gallons/year.

The total operational and annualized construction emissions for the proposed project are identified
in Table 11. The project GHG emissions are considered less-than-significant.

Table 11
Operational Emissions
(Metric Tons COze)
Consumption Source MT COze
Area Sources 0.0
Energy Utilization 5,146.2
Mobile Source 349.8
Solid Waste Generation 114.7
Water Consumption 19.9
Construction 12.8
Total 5,643.4

Guideline Threshold 10,000
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Consistency with GHG Plans, Programs and Policies

In the City of Coachella’s Climate Action Plan (2014), the City proposes to set an efficiency-based
greenhouse gas reduction target of 15% below 2010 (per service population) emissions by 2020
and an emissions reduction target of 49% (per service population) emissions by 2035.

The recent Coachella General Plan Update addresses GHG emissions as well. The General Plan
Update discusses the significance criteria proposed but not adopted by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District to evaluate air quality impacts. Since the project results in GHG emissions
below the recommended SCAQMD 10,000 metric ton threshold, for industrial use the project
would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation to reduce GHG emissions.

Coachella Cannabis AQ
-22-



CALEEMOD2016.3.2 COMPUTER MODEL OUTPUT

o DAILY EMISISONS

e ANNUAL EMISSIONS

Coachella Cannabis AQ
223.-



0 00°00%‘9L}

0 00'LEL‘CS

0 00°09¥2LI

0 00'v¥e‘es
uonejndod Baly 90BHNG J00|4

INd 91:€ 02¢0¢/8¢/| ‘8fed

9000

¢c0c

8¢

[4°k4
oc't
96'¢
ac't

abealoy )

(umm/ar)
Aususyu| OgN

1ea) JeuonesadQ

(sAeq) baiq uonendidaid

aoedg
ybsooo+
ybsooo+
ybsooo+

fol NE

eleq }neyag-uoN @ SjusWWos paltaug Jasn €1

(dumwyarn (dumwsan

6200 Aususyu| yHO 6'0/2L Aususyul 2090
1ou1siIg uonebiu) reuadw Auedwo) Aymnn

Gl auoz ajewnd

ve (s/w) paads puim [einy uolezjuequn

solsivloeIRY) 193l01d 1BYI0 2L

00'L62 107 Bunpred

€1'es saoeuNng jeydsy-uon Jayi0
av'ecLt |ley ON-asnoyalepn paresablyaiun
¥2'€S Ansnpuj ybi [eseuan

azIs sasM pueT

abesn pue 'L

solsualoeIRY) 199l04d O°L

Jawwng ‘Ajuno? eag uojjes-apisioniy

siqeuue) ouelelag

Jawwing ‘Ajuno) Bag UOYeS-9pISISAlY - Siqeuue) oueleleg

/2 10 | ebed

¢'€'910¢'PONTT|ED :UOISIBA PONTTIED



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 2 of 27 Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Summer

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - 53,244 headhouse, 172,461 Cultivation Greenhouse Bldg
Construction Phase - Shortened constructionphase per project schedule
Trips and VMT - max 50 workers per day

Grading - 2,000 CY grading import/export

Architectural Coating - paint headhouse

Vehicle Trips - 100 employees = 200 one-way trips

Water And Wastewater - water use of 6.86 AF/Yr = 2,235,337 gallons
Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Energy Use - 8 MW/yr

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Exterior 112,852.00 52,131.00
tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Interior 338,556.00 52,131.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 230.00 120.00
tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 6/22/2023 12/22/2022
tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 4/27/2023 11/24/2022
tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 5/25/2023 12/22/2022
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 5/26/2023 11/25/2022
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 4/28/2023 11/25/2022
tblEnergyUse NT24E 0.82 23.00

tblIEnergyUse T24E 0.37 23.00
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Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Summer

0.00

tblGrading MaterialExported 2,000.00

53,240.00

52130.00 1 ""s21s100 T

.....................................................................................

Urban

65.00

15.00

18.00

15.00

166.00

33.00

15.00

1.32
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0.68

1.68

6.97

1.68
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39,881,375.00

tbIWater . IndoorWaterUseRate 2,235,337.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary
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Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Summer

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx Cco S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2022 68.1543  33.2043  22.3375 0.0491 18.6213 1.6158 20.2371 10.0779 1.4865 11.5644 0.0000 4,831.232 4,831.232  1.2035 0.0000  4,849.377
3 3 0
Maximum 68.1543  33.2043  22.3375 0.0491 18.6213 1.6158 20.2371 10.0779 1.4865 11.5644 0.0000 4,831.232 4,831.232  1.2035 0.0000  4,849.377
3 3 0

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2022 68.1543  33.2043  22.3375 0.0491 7.6009 1.6158 9.2167 4.0202 1.4865 5.5067 0.0000 4,831.232 4,831.232  1.2035 0.0000  4,849.377
3 3 0
Maximum 68.1543  33.2043  22.3375 0.0491 7.6009 1.6158 9.2167 4.0202 1.4865 5.5067 0.0000 4,831.232 4,831.232  1.2035 0.0000  4,849.377
3 3 0
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive  Exhaust PM10 Fugitive  Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 59.18 0.00 54.46 60.11 0.00 52.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Reduction
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2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG
Category
Area 6.3603
Energy 0.0615
Mobile 0.4076
Total 6.8294

Mitigated Operational

ROG
Category
Area 6.3603
Energy 0.0615
Mobile 0.4076
Total 6.8294

NOx

5.3000e-
004
0.5587

2.9532

3.5125

NOx

5.3000e-
004
0.5587

2.9532

3.5125

Cco

0.0582

0.4693

5.0259

5.5533

co

0.0582

0.4693

5.0259

5.5533

S02

0.0000
3.3500e-
003

0.0219

0.0253

SO2

0.0000
3.3500e-
003

0.0219

0.0253
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Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Summer

Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10
Ib/day

2.1000e-
004
0.0425
1.6475 0.0143
1.6475 0.0570
Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10
Ib/day
2.1000e-
004
0.0425
1.6475 0.0143
1.6475 0.0570

PM10
Total

2.1000e-

004

0.0425

1.6618

1.7044

PM10
Total

2.1000e-

004

0.0425

1.6618

1.7044

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.4408

0.4408

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.4408

0.4408

Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2
PM2.5
2.1000e-  2.1000e-
004 004
0.0425 0.0425
0.0134 0.4542
0.0561 0.4968
Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2
PM2.5
2.1000e- 2.1000e-
004 004
0.0425 0.0425
0.0134 0.4542
0.0561 0.4968

NBio- CO2

0.1245
670.4243
2,239.448

7

2,909.997
5

NBio- CO2

0.1245
670.4243
2,239.448

7

2,909.997
5

Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

Total CO2 CH4
Ib/day
0.1245 3.3000e-
004
670.4243  0.0129
2,239.448 0.1017
7
2,909.997 0.1149
5
Total CO2 CH4
Ib/day
0.1245 3.3000e-
004
670.4243 0.0129
2,239.448 0.1017
7

2,909.997 0.1149

5

N20

0.0123

0.0123

N20

0.0123

0.0123

CO2e

0.1327
674.4083
2,241.990

5

2,916.531
4

CO2e

0.1327
674.4083
2,241.990

5

2,916.531
4
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Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Summer

ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive
PM10
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type
Number
1 Demolition Demolition
2 Site Preparation Site Preparation
3 Grading Grading
4 Building Construction Building Construction
5 Paving Paving
6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 10

Acres of Paving: 3.82

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 52,131; Non-Residential Outdoor: 52,131; Striped Parking Area: 10,112

(Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Exhaust

PM10

0.00

Start Date

4/1/2022
4/29/2022
5/13/2022
6/10/2022
11/25/2022

11/25/2022

PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.00

End Date

4/28/2022

5/12/2022

6/9/2022

11/24/2022

12/22/2022

12/22/2022

Exhaust PM2.5
PM2.5 Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Num Days Num Days Phase Description

Week
5 20
5 10
5 20
5 120
5 20
5 20

N20

0.00

CO2e

0.00
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Phase Name
Demolition
Demolition
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Grading
Grading
Grading
Grading
Building Construction
Building Construction
Building Construction
Building Construction
Building Construction
Architectural Coating
Paving
Paving
Paving

Demolition

Trips and VMT

Page 7 of 27

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Summer

Offroad Equipment Type

Concrete/Industrial Saws
Rubber Tired Dozers
Rubber Tired Dozers
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
Excavators

Graders

Rubber Tired Dozers
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
Cranes

Forklifts

Generator Sets
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
Welders

Air Compressors

Pavers

Paving Equipment

Rollers

Excavators

Amount

Usage Hours
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
7.00
8.00
8.00
7.00
8.00
6.00
8.00
8.00
8.00

8.00

Horse Power
81
247
247
97
158
187
247
97
231
89
84
97
46
78
130
132
80

158

Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

Load Factor
0.73
0.40
0.40
0.37
0.38
0.41
0.40
0.37
0.29
0.20
0.74
0.37
0.45
0.48
0.42
0.36
0.38

0.38
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Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Summer

Phase Name Offroad Equipment ~ Worker Trip ~ Vendor Trip Hauling Trip  Worker Trip Vendor Trip  Hauling Trip  Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class Vehicle Class
Demolition 6 50.00 0.00 0.00 14.60 6.20 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Site Preparation 7 50.00 0.00 0.00 14.60 6.20 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Grading 6 50.00 0.00 250.00 14.60 6.20 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Building Construction 9 100.00 50.00 0.00 14.60 6.20 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Architectural Coating 1 50.00 0.00 0.00 14.60 6.20 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Paving 6 4.00 0.00 0.00 14.60 6.20 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

3.2 Demolition - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 2.6422 25.7461 20.6429 0.0389 1.2439 1.2439 1.1564 1.1564 3,754.281 3,754.281 1.0549 3,780.652
4 4 9

Total 2.6422 25.7461 20.6429 0.0389 1.2439 1.2439 1.1564 1.1564 3,754.281 3,754.281 1.0549 3,780.652
4 4 9
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3.2 Demolition - 2022
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG
Category
Hauling 0.0000
Vendor 0.0000
Worker 0.2207
Total 0.2207

NOx

0.0000

0.0000

0.1208

0.1208

CO

0.0000

0.0000

1.6946

1.6946

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG
Category
Off-Road 2.6422
Total 2.6422

NOXx

25.7461

25.7461

CO

20.6429

20.6429

S02

0.0000

0.0000

5.1100e-

003

5.1100e-
003

802

0.0389

0.0389
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Fugitive

PM10

Exhaust
PM10

Ib/day

0.0000

0.0000

0.5551

0.5551

Fugitive
PM10

0.0000

0.0000

3.1900e-
003

3.1900e-
003

Exhaust
PM10

Ib/day

1.2439

1.2439

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.5583

0.5583

PM10
Total

1.2439

1.2439

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

0.1472

0.1472

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

2.9300e-

003

2.9300e-
003

Exhaust
PM2.5

1.1564

1.1564

PM2.5 Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.1502

0.1502

PM2.5 Total

1.1564

1.1564

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

509.5062 509.5062

509.5062 509.5062

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

3,754.281
4

3,754.281
4

CH4
Ib/day
0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000
0.0113
0.0113
CH4
Ib/day
3,754.281  1.0549
4
3,75:.281 1.0549

N20

N20

CO2e

0.0000
0.0000
509.7894

509.7894

CO2e

3,780.652
9

3,780.652
9
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3.2 Demolition - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG
Category
Hauling 0.0000
Vendor 0.0000
Worker 0.2207
Total 0.2207

3.3 Site Preparation - 2022

NOx

0.0000

0.0000

0.1208

0.1208

CO

0.0000

0.0000

1.6946

1.6946

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG
Category
Fugitive Dust
Off-Road 3.1701
Total 3.1701

NOXx

33.0835

33.0835

CO

19.6978

19.6978

S02

0.0000

0.0000

5.1100e-

003

5.1100e-
003

802

0.0380

0.0380
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Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

Ib/day

0.0000

0.0000

0.5551

0.5551

Fugitive
PM10

0.0000

0.0000

3.1900e-
003

3.1900e-
003

Exhaust
PM10

Ib/day

18.0663

18.0663

0.0000

1.6126

1.6126

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.5583

0.5583

PM10
Total

18.0663

1.6126

19.6788

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

0.1472

0.1472

Fugitive
PM2.5

9.9307

9.9307

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

2.9300e-

003

2.9300e-
003

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

1.4836

1.4836

PM2.5 Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.1502

0.1502

PM2.5 Total

9.9307

1.4836

11.4143

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

509.5062

509.5062

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

3,686.061
9

3,686.061
9

Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

CH4
Ib/day
0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000
509.5062  0.0113
509.5062 0.0113
CH4
Ib/day
0.0000
3,686.061  1.1922
9
3,683.061 1.1922

N20

N20

CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

509.7894

509.7894

CO2e

0.0000
3,715.865
5

3,715.865
5
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2022

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG
Category
Hauling 0.0000
Vendor 0.0000
Worker 0.2207
Total 0.2207

NOx

0.0000

0.0000

0.1208

0.1208

CO

0.0000

0.0000

1.6946

1.6946

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG
Category
Fugitive Dust
Off-Road 3.1701
Total 3.1701

NOXx

33.0835

33.0835

CO

19.6978

19.6978

S02

0.0000

0.0000

5.1100e-

003

5.1100e-
003

802

0.0380

0.0380
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Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

Ib/day

0.0000

0.0000

0.5551

0.5551

Fugitive
PM10

0.0000

0.0000

3.1900e-
003

3.1900e-
003

Exhaust
PM10

Ib/day

7.0458

7.0458

0.0000

1.6126

1.6126

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.5583

0.5583

PM10
Total

7.0458

1.6126

8.6584

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

0.1472

0.1472

Fugitive
PM2.5

3.8730

3.8730

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

2.9300e-

003

2.9300e-
003

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

1.4836

1.4836

PM2.5 Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.1502

0.1502

PM2.5 Total

3.8730

1.4836

5.3565

Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

509.5062

509.5062

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

3,686.061
9

3,686.061
9

CH4
Ib/day
0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000
509.5062  0.0113
509.5062 0.0113
CH4
Ib/day
0.0000
3,686.061  1.1922
9
3,683.061 1.1922

N20

N20

CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

509.7894

509.7894

CO2e

0.0000
3,715.865
5

3,715.865
5
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2022

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG
Category
Hauling 0.0000
Vendor 0.0000
Worker 0.2207
Total 0.2207

3.4 Grading - 2022

NOx

0.0000

0.0000

0.1208

0.1208

CO

0.0000

0.0000

1.6946

1.6946

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG
Category
Fugitive Dust
Off-Road 1.9486
Total 1.9486

NOXx

20.8551

20.8551

CO

15.2727

15.2727

S02

0.0000

0.0000

5.1100e-

003

5.1100e-
003

802

0.0297

0.0297
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Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

Ib/day

0.0000

0.0000

0.5551

0.5551

Fugitive
PM10

0.0000

0.0000

3.1900e-
003

3.1900e-
003

Exhaust
PM10

Ib/day

6.5650

6.5650

0.0000

0.9409

0.9409

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.5583

0.5583

PM10
Total

6.5650

0.9409

7.5059

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

0.1472

0.1472

Fugitive
PM2.5

3.3694

3.3694

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

2.9300e-

003

2.9300e-
003

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

0.8656

0.8656

PM2.5 Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.1502

0.1502

PM2.5 Total

3.3694

0.8656

4.2350

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

509.5062 509.5062

509.5062 509.5062

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

2,872.046 2,872.046

4

2,872.046 2,872.046

4

Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

CH4

Ib/day

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0113

0.0113

CH4

Ib/day

0.0000

4

4

0.9289

0.9289

N20

N20

CO2e

0.0000
0.0000
509.7894

509.7894

CO2e

0.0000
2,895.268
4

2,895.268
4
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3.4 Grading - 2022

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG
Category
Hauling 0.0572
Vendor 0.0000
Worker 0.2207
Total 0.2778

NOx

2.4756

0.0000

0.1208

2.5964

CO

0.3467

0.0000

1.6946

2.0413

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG
Category
Fugitive Dust
Off-Road 1.9486
Total 1.9486

NOXx

20.8551

20.8551

CO

15.2727

15.2727

S02

9.3000e-
003
0.0000
5.1100e-
003

0.0144

802

0.0297

0.0297
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Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Summer

Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10
Ib/day
0.2186 6.8500e-

003
0.0000 0.0000
0.5551 3.1900e-
003
0.7737 0.0100
Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10
Ib/day
2.5604 0.0000
0.9409
2.5604 0.9409

PM10
Total

0.2255

0.0000

0.5583

0.7838

PM10
Total

2.5604

0.9409

3.5012

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0599

0.0000

0.1472

0.2071

Fugitive
PM2.5

1.3141

1.3141

Exhaust
PM2.5

6.5600e-
003

0.0000

2.9300e-

003

9.4900e-
003

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

0.8656

0.8656

PM2.5 Total

0.0665

0.0000

0.1502

0.2166

PM2.5 Total

1.3141

0.8656

21797

4 4

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20
Ib/day
987.7869 987.7869  0.0557
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
509.5062 509.5062  0.0113
1,497.293 1,497.293  0.0670
1 1
Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20
Ib/day
0.0000
2,872.046 2,872.046 0.9289
4 4
2,872.046 2,872.046 0.9289

CO2e

989.1790
0.0000
509.7894

1,498.968
5

CO2e

0.0000
2,895.268
4

2,895.268
4
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3.4 Grading - 2022

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Category

Hauling

Vendor

Worker

Total

ROG

0.0572

0.0000

0.2207

0.2778

NOx

2.4756

0.0000

0.1208

2.5964

CO

0.3467

0.0000

1.6946

2.0413

3.5 Building Construction - 2022

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Category

Off-Road

Total

ROG

1.7062

1.7062

NOXx

15.6156

15.6156

CO

16.3634

16.3634

S02

9.3000e-
003
0.0000
5.1100e-
003

0.0144

802

0.0269

0.0269
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Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Summer

Fugitive

PM10

Exhaust
PM10

Ib/day

0.2186

0.0000

0.5551

0.7737

Fugitive
PM10

6.8500e-
003

0.0000

3.1900e-
003

0.0100

Exhaust
PM10

Ib/day

0.8090

0.8090

PM10
Total

0.2255

0.0000

0.5583

0.7838

PM10
Total

0.8090

0.8090

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0599

0.0000

0.1472

0.2071

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

6.5600e-
003

0.0000
2.9300e-
003

9.4900e-
003

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.7612

0.7612

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4
Ib/day
0.0665 987.7869 987.7869  0.0557
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.1502 509.5062 509.5062  0.0113
0.2166 1 ,49:.293 1 ,493.293 0.0670
PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4
Ib/day
0.7612 2,554.333 2,554.333  0.6120
6 6
0.7612 0.6120

2,554.333 2,554.333
6 6

N20

N20

CO2e

989.1790
0.0000
509.7894

1,498.968
5

CO2e

2,569.632
2

2,569.632
2
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG
Category
Hauling 0.0000
Vendor 0.1046
Worker 0.4413
Total 0.5459

NOx

0.0000

4.2491

0.2416

4.4907

CO

0.0000

0.7411

3.3892

4.1303

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG
Category
Off-Road 1.7062
Total 1.7062

NOXx

15.6156

15.6156

CO

16.3634

16.3634

S02

0.0000

0.0119

0.0102

0.0222

802

0.0269

0.0269
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Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Summer

Fugitive

PM10

0.0000

0.2878

1.1102

1.3980

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

Ib/day

0.0000

6.7200e-
003

6.3700e-
003

0.0131

Exhaust
PM10

Ib/day

0.8090

0.8090

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.2945

1.1165

1.4111

PM10
Total

0.8090

0.8090

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0829

0.2944

0.3773

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

6.4300e-
003

5.8700e-
003

0.0123

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.7612

0.7612

PM2.5 Total

0.0000

0.0893

0.3003

0.3896

PM2.5 Total

0.7612

0.7612

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20
Ib/day
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
1,257.886 1,257.886 0.0912
3 3
1,019.012 1,019.012 0.0227
3 3
2,276.898 2,276.898 0.1138
7 7
Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20
Ib/day
0.0000 2,554.333 2,554.333 0.6120
6 6

0.0000 2,554.333 2,554.333 0.6120
6 6

CO2e

0.0000
1,260.165
9
1,019.578

9

2,279.744
8

CO2e

2,569.632
2

2,569.632
2
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Category

Hauling

Vendor

Worker

Total

ROG

0.0000

0.1046

0.4413

0.5459

3.6 Paving - 2022

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Category

Off-Road

Paving

Total

ROG

1.1028

0.3432

1.4460

NOx

0.0000

4.2491

0.2416

4.4907

NOXx

11.1249

11.1249

CO

0.0000

0.7411

3.3892

4.1303

CO

14.5805

14.5805

S02

0.0000

0.0119

0.0102

0.0222

802

0.0228

0.0228
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Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Summer

Fugitive

PM10

Exhaust
PM10

Ib/day

0.0000

0.2878

1.1102

1.3980

Fugitive
PM10

0.0000

6.7200e-

003

6.3700e-
003

0.0131

Exhaust
PM10

Ib/day

0.5679

0.0000

0.5679

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.2945

1.1165

1.4111

PM10
Total

0.5679

0.0000

0.5679

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0829

0.2944

0.3773

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

6.4300e-

003

5.8700e-
003

0.0123

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.5225

0.0000

0.5225

PM2.5 Total

0.0000

0.0893

0.3003

0.3896

PM2.5 Total

0.5225

0.0000

0.5225

3 3

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20
Ib/day
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
1,257.886 1,257.886 0.0912
3 3
1,019.012 1,019.012 0.0227
3 3
2,276.898 2,276.898 0.1138
7 7
Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20
Ib/day
2,207.660 2,207.660 0.7140
3 3
0.0000
2,207.660 2,207.660 0.7140

CO2e

0.0000
1,260.165
9
1,019.578

9

2,279.744
8

CO2e

2,225.510
4
0.0000

2,225.510
4
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3.6 Paving - 2022
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Category

Hauling

Vendor

Worker

Total

ROG

0.0000

0.0000

0.0177

0.0177

NOx

0.0000

0.0000

9.6600e-
003

9.6600e-
003

CO

0.0000

0.0000

0.1356

0.1356

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Category

Off-Road

Paving

Total

ROG

1.1028

0.3432

1.4460

NOXx

11.1249

11.1249

CO

14.5805

14.5805

S02

0.0000

0.0000

4.1000e-

004

4.1000e-
004

802

0.0228

0.0228
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Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Summer

Fugitive

PM10

Exhaust
PM10

Ib/day

0.0000

0.0000

0.0444

0.0444

Fugitive
PM10

0.0000

0.0000

2.5000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

Exhaust
PM10

Ib/day

0.5679

0.0000

0.5679

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.0447

0.0447

PM10
Total

0.5679

0.0000

0.5679

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

0.0118

0.0118

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

2.3000e-

004

2.3000e-
004

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.5225

0.0000

0.5225

PM2.5 Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.0120

0.0120

PM2.5
Total

0.5225

0.0000

0.5225

Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20
Ib/day
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
40.7605  40.7605  9.1000e-
004
40.7605  40.7605 9.1000e-
004
Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20
Ib/day
0.0000 2,207.660 2,207.660  0.7140
3 3
0.0000
0.0000 2,207.660 2,207.660 0.7140

3

3

CO2e

0.0000
0.0000
40.7832

40.7832

CO2e

2,225.510
4
0.0000

2,225.510
4
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3.6 Paving - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Category

Hauling

Vendor

Worker

Total

ROG

0.0000

0.0000

0.0177

0.0177

NOx

0.0000

0.0000

9.6600e-
003

9.6600e-
003

CO

0.0000

0.0000

0.1356

0.1356

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Category

Archit. Coating

Off-Road

Total

ROG

66.2654

0.2045

66.4700

NOXx

1.4085

1.4085

CO

1.8136

1.8136

S02

0.0000

0.0000

4.1000e-

004

4.1000e-
004

802

2.9700e-
003

2.9700e-
003
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Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Summer

Fugitive

PM10

Exhaust
PM10

Ib/day

0.0000

0.0000

0.0444

0.0444

Fugitive
PM10

0.0000

0.0000

2.5000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

Exhaust
PM10

Ib/day

0.0000

0.0817

0.0817

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.0447

0.0447

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0817

0.0817

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

0.0118

0.0118

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

2.3000e-

004

2.3000e-
004

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0817

0.0817

PM2.5 Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.0120

0.0120

PM2.5 Total

0.0000

0.0817

0.0817

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

40.7605

40.7605

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

281.4481

281.4481

Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

CH4 N20
Ib/day
0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000
40.7605  9.1000e-
004
40.7605  9.1000e-
004
CH4 N20
Ib/day
0.0000
281.4481 0.0183
281.4481 0.0183

CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

40.7832

40.7832

CO2e

0.0000

281.9062

281.9062
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2022
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG
Category
Hauling 0.0000
Vendor 0.0000
Worker 0.2207
Total 0.2207

NOx

0.0000

0.0000

0.1208

0.1208

CO

0.0000

0.0000

1.6946

1.6946

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG

Category

Archit. Coating 66.2654

Off-Road 0.2045

Total 66.4700

NOXx

1.4085

1.4085

CO

1.8136

1.8136

S02

0.0000

0.0000

5.1100e-

003

5.1100e-
003

802

2.9700e-
003

2.9700e-
003
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Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Summer

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

Ib/day

0.0000

0.0000

0.5551

0.5551

Fugitive
PM10

0.0000

0.0000

3.1900e-
003

3.1900e-
003

Exhaust
PM10

Ib/day

0.0000

0.0817

0.0817

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.5583

0.5583

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0817

0.0817

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

0.1472

0.1472

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

2.9300e-

003

2.9300e-
003

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0817

0.0817

PM2.5 Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.1502

0.1502

PM2.5 Total

0.0000

0.0817

0.0817

Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

509.5062 509.5062

509.5062 509.5062

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

281.4481

281.4481

CH4
Ib/day
0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000
0.0113
0.0113
CH4
Ib/day
0.0000
281.4481 0.0183
281.4481 0.0183

N20

N20

CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

509.7894

509.7894

CO2e

0.0000

281.9062

281.9062
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG
Category
Hauling 0.0000
Vendor 0.0000
Worker 0.2207
Total 0.2207

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

NOx

0.0000

0.0000

0.1208

0.1208

CO

0.0000

0.0000

1.6946

1.6946

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

S02

0.0000

0.0000

5.1100e-
003

5.1100e-
003
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Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Summer

Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10
Ib/day
0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000
0.5551 3.1900e-

003
0.5551 3.1900e-
003

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.5583

0.5583

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

0.1472

0.1472

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

2.9300e-
003

2.9300e-
003

PM2.5 Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.1502

0.1502

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4
Ib/day
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
509.5062 509.5062 0.0113
509.5062 509.5062 0.0113

N20 CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

509.7894

509.7894
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ROG NOx CcO
Category
Mitigated 0.4076 2.9532 5.0259
Unmitigated 0.4076 2.9532 5.0259

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Land Use

General Light Industry
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

Parking Lot

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail

Total

4.3 Trip Type Information

Land Use
General Light Industry
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces
Parking Lot

Unrefrigerated_ V\_I_arehouse-No

4.4 Fleet Mix

H-W or C-W
13.80
13.80
13.80
13.80

S02

0.0219

0.0219

Page 21 of 27

Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Summer

Fugitive
PM10

Ib/day

1.6475

1.6475

Average Daily Trip Rate
Saturday

Weekday

212.96
0.00
0.00
0.00

212.96

Miles

6.20 6.20
6.20 6.20
6.20 6.20
6.20 6.20

Exhaust
PM10

0.0143

0.0143

PM10
Total

1.6618

1.6618

212.96

0.00
0.00
212.96

59.00
0.00
0.00

59.00

Sunday

Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2
PM2.5 PM2.5
0.4408 0.0134 0.4542
0.4408 0.0134 0.4542
Unmitigated
Annual VMT
212.96 772,526
0.00
0.00
0.00
212.96 772,526
Trip %
Primary
28.00 13.00 92
0.00 0.00 0
0.00 0.00 0
0.00 41.00 92

H-SorC-C H-OorC-NW H-WorC-W H-SorC-C H-OorC-NW

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20

Ib/day

2,239.448 2,239.448  0.1017

7 7

2,239.448 2,239.448  0.1017

7 7

Mitigated
Annual VMT

772,526

772,526

Trip Purpose %

Diverted
5 3

0 0
0 0
5 3

CO2e

2,241.990
5

2,241.990
5
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated

Land Use

General Light
Industry

Other Non-
Asphalt Surfaces

Parking Lot

Unrefrigerated
Warehouse-No
Rail

Total

NaturalGa

s Use

KBTU/yr

4739.45

959.161

ROG

0.0511

0.0000

0.0000

0.0103

0.0615

NOx

0.4647

0.0000

0.0000

0.0940

0.5587

(0]0]

0.3903

0.0000

0.0000

0.0790

0.4693
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Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Summer

S02

2.7900e-
003

0.0000

0.0000

5.6000e-
004

3.3500e-
003

Exhaust
PM10

Fugitive
PM10

Ib/day

0.0353

0.0000

0.0000

7.1500e-
003

0.0425

PM10
Total

0.0353

0.0000

0.0000

7.1500e-
003

0.0425

Exhaust
PM2.5

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0353

0.0000

0.0000

7.1500e-
003

0.0425

PM2.5 Total

0.0353

0.0000

0.0000

7.1500e-
003

0.0425

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

557.5818

0.0000

0.0000

112.8425

670.4243

Total CO2 CH4
Ib/day
557.5818 0.0107
0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000
112.8425 2.1600e-
003
670.4243  0.0129

N20

0.0102

0.0000

0.0000

2.0700e-
003

0.0123

CO2e

560.8952

0.0000

0.0000

113.5131

674.4083
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Mitigated
NaturalGa
s Use
Land Use kBTU/yr
General Light 4.73945
Industry
Other Non- 0
Asphalt Surfaces
Parking Lot 0
Unrefrigerated 0.959161
Warehouse-No
Rail
Total

6.0 Area Detail

ROG

0.0511

0.0000

0.0000

0.0103

0.0615

NOx

0.4647

0.0000

0.0000

0.0940

0.5587

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

(0]0]

0.3903

0.0000

0.0000

0.0790

0.4693
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S02

2.7900e-
003

0.0000

0.0000

5.6000e-
004

3.3500e-
003

Exhaust
PM10

Fugitive
PM10

Ib/day

0.0353

0.0000

0.0000

7.1500e-
003

0.0425

PM10
Total

0.0353

0.0000

0.0000

7.1500e-
003

0.0425

Exhaust
PM2.5

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0353

0.0000

0.0000

7.1500e-
003

0.0425

PM2.5 Total

0.0353

0.0000

0.0000

7.1500e-
003

0.0425

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

557.5818

0.0000

0.0000

112.8425

670.4243

Total CO2 CH4
Ib/day
557.5818 0.0107
0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000
112.8425 2.1600e-
003
670.4243  0.0129

N20

0.0102

0.0000

0.0000

2.0700e-
003

0.0123

CO2e

560.8952

0.0000

0.0000

113.5131

674.4083
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ROG NOx
Category
Mitigated 6.3603 5.3000e-
004
Unmitigated 6.3603 5.3000e-
004
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx
SubCategory
Architectural 1.4652
Coating
Consumer 4.8898
Products
Landscaping 5.4100e-  5.3000e-
003 004
Total 6.3603 5.3000e-
004

Cco

0.0582

0.0582

(0[0]

0.0582

0.0582

S02

0.0000

0.0000

S02

0.0000

0.0000
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Exhaust
PM10

Fugitive
PM10

Ib/day

2.1000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

Exhaust
PM10

Fugitive
PM10

Ib/day

0.0000

0.0000

2.1000e-

004

2.1000e-
004

PM10
Total

2.1000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0000

2.1000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

Exhaust
PM2.5

Fugitive
PM2.5

2.1000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

Exhaust
PM2.5

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

2.1000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

PM2.5
Total

2.1000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

PM2.5 Total

0.0000

0.0000

2.1000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.1245

0.1245

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.1245

0.1245

Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

CH4

Ib/day

0.1245

0.1245

3.3000e-
004

3.3000e-
004

CH4

Ib/day

0.0000

0.0000

0.1245

0.1245

3.3000e-
004

3.3000e-
004

N20

N20

CO2e

0.1327

0.1327

CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

0.1327

0.1327
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Mitigated
ROG NOx Cco S0O2
SubCategory
Architectural 1.4652
Coating
Consumer 4.8898
Products
Landscaping 5.4100e-  5.3000e- 0.0582 0.0000
003 004
Total 6.3603 5.3000e- 0.0582 0.0000
004

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Summer

Exhaust
PM10

Fugitive
PM10

Ib/day

0.0000

0.0000

2.1000e-

004

2.1000e-
004

Hours/Day

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0000

2.1000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

Page 26 of 27

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

2.1000e-

004

2.1000e-

004

Days/Year

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

2.1000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

Horse Power

0.1245

0.1245

Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

CH4 N20
Ib/day
0.0000
0.0000
0.1245 3.3000e-
004
0.1245 3.3000e-
004
Load Factor Fuel Type

CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

0.1327

0.1327



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 27 of 27 Date: 1/28/2020 3:16 PM

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Summer

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation
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Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - 53,244 headhouse, 172,461 Cultivation Greenhouse Bldg
Construction Phase - Shortened constructionphase per project schedule
Trips and VMT - max 50 workers per day

Grading - 2,000 CY grading import/export

Architectural Coating - paint headhouse

Vehicle Trips - 100 employees = 200 one-way trips

Water And Wastewater - water use of 6.86 AF/Yr = 2,235,337 gallons
Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Energy Use - 8 MW/yr

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Exterior 112,852.00 52,131.00
tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Interior 338,556.00 52,131.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 230.00 120.00
tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 6/22/2023 12/22/2022
tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 4/27/2023 11/24/2022
tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 5/25/2023 12/22/2022
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 5/26/2023 11/25/2022
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 4/28/2023 11/25/2022
tblEnergyUse NT24E 0.82 23.00

tblIEnergyUse T24E 0.37 23.00



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 3 of 34 Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

0.00

tblGrading MaterialExported 2,000.00

53,240.00

52130.00 1 ""s21s100 T

.....................................................................................

Urban

65.00

15.00

18.00

15.00

166.00

33.00

15.00

1.32

1.68

0.68

1.68

6.97

1.68

1231175000 __ + "Too0o0o 7T

39,881,375.00

tbIWater . IndoorWaterUseRate 2,235,337.00

ks raasdiaasdiaasdiacsdiaasdiaasdiansdiandiandransdiandinnsdsnnsdsnacsdsnadsnadsnadsnadaaadansn
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2.0 Emissions Summary
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Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx Cco S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2022 0.8814 1.9952 1.8802 4.2800e- 0.2602 0.0859 0.3461 0.1114 0.0803 0.1917 0.0000 380.8817 380.8817  0.0705 0.0000  382.6451
003
Maximum 0.8814 1.9952 1.8802 4.2800e- 0.2602 0.0859 0.3461 0.1114 0.0803 0.1917 0.0000 380.8817 380.8817  0.0705 0.0000  382.6451
003

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2022 0.8814 1.9952 1.8802 4.2800e- 0.1651 0.0859 0.2510 0.0606 0.0803 0.1409 0.0000  380.8814 380.8814  0.0705 0.0000  382.6448
003
Maximum 0.8814 1.9952 1.8802 4.2800e- 0.1651 0.0859 0.2510 0.0606 0.0803 0.1409 0.0000 380.8814 380.8814  0.0705 0.0000  382.6448
003
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive  Exhaust PM10 Fugitive  Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 36.57 0.00 27.49 45.63 0.00 26.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Reduction
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Quarter Start Date
1 4-1-2022
2 7-1-2022

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx
Category
Area 1.1603 5.0000e-
005
Energy 0.0112 0.1020
Mobile 0.0632 0.5474
Waste
Water
Total 1.2347 0.6494

End Date
6-30-2022
9-30-2022

Highest

Cco S02

5.2400e- 0.0000
003

0.0857 6.1000e-
004

0.8123 3.7700e-
003

0.9032 4.3800e-
003

Page 5 of 34

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
0.8947 0.8947
0.7346 0.7346
0.8947 0.8947

Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10

tons/yr

2.0000e-
005

7.7500e-
003

0.2949 2.6100e-
003
0.0000

0.0000

0.2949 0.0104

PM10
Total

2.0000e-
005

7.7500e-

003

0.2976

0.0000

0.0000

0.3053

Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20
PM2.5 PM2.5

MT/yr

2.0000e-  2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0102 0.0102 3.0000e- 0.0000
005 005 005

7.7500e-  7.7500e- 0.0000 5,135.573 5,135,573  0.1168 0.0258
003 003 9 9

0.0790 2.4400e- 0.0815 0.0000  349.3478 349.3478  0.0168 0.0000
003

0.0000 0.0000 46.3083 0.0000 46.3083 2.7367 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.7092 16.7789 17.4881 0.0732 1.8000e-
003

0.0790 0.0102 0.0892 47.0175 5,501.710 5,548.728  2.9436 0.0276
8 3

Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

CO2e

0.0108
5,146.168
8
349.7678
114.7269

19.8548

5,630.529
1
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2.2 Overall Operational
Mitigated Operational

Page 6 of 34 Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

ROG NOx Cco S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area 1.1603 5.0000e-  5.2400e- 0.0000 2.0000e-  2.0000e- 2.0000e-  2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0102 0.0102 3.0000e- 0.0000 0.0108
005 003 005 005 005 005 005
Energy 0.0112 0.1020 0.0857 6.1000e- 7.7500e-  7.7500e- 7.7500e-  7.7500e- 0.0000 5,135.573 5,135.573  0.1168 0.0258  5,146.168
004 003 003 003 003 9 9 8
Mobile 0.0632 0.5474 0.8123 3.7700e- 0.2949 2.6100e- 0.2976 0.0790 2.4400e- 0.0815 0.0000  349.3478 349.3478  0.0168 0.0000  349.7678
003 003 003
Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 46.3083 0.0000 46.3083 2.7367 0.0000 114.7269
Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.7092 16.7789 17.4881 0.0732 1.8000e-  19.8548
003
Total 1.2347 0.6494 0.9032 4.3800e- 0.2949 0.0104 0.3053 0.0790 0.0102 0.0892 47.0175 5,501.710 5,548.728  2.9436 0.0276  5,630.529
003 8 3 1
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive  Exhaust PM10 Fugitive  Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase
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Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days Num Days Phase Description
Number Week

1 Demolition Demolition 4/1/2022 4/28/2022 5 20

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 4/29/2022 5/12/2022 5 10

3 Grading Grading 5/13/2022 6/9/2022 5 20

4 Building Construction Building Construction 6/10/2022 11/24/2022 5 120

5 Paving Paving 11/25/2022 12/22/2022 5 20

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 11/25/2022 12/22/2022 5 20

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 10
Acres of Paving: 3.82

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 52,131; Non-Residential Outdoor: 52,131; Striped Parking Area: 10,112
(Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment
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Phase Name
Demolition
Demolition
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Grading
Grading
Grading
Grading
Building Construction
Building Construction
Building Construction
Building Construction
Building Construction
Architectural Coating
Paving
Paving
Paving

Demolition

Trips and VMT

Page 8 of 34

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

Offroad Equipment Type

Concrete/Industrial Saws
Rubber Tired Dozers
Rubber Tired Dozers
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
Excavators

Graders

Rubber Tired Dozers
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
Cranes

Forklifts

Generator Sets
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
Welders

Air Compressors

Pavers

Paving Equipment

Rollers

Excavators

Amount

Usage Hours
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
7.00
8.00
8.00
7.00
8.00
6.00
8.00
8.00
8.00

8.00

Horse Power
81
247
247
97
158
187
247
97
231
89
84
97
46
78
130
132
80

158

Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

Load Factor
0.73
0.40
0.40
0.37
0.38
0.41
0.40
0.37
0.29
0.20
0.74
0.37
0.45
0.48
0.42
0.36
0.38

0.38
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment ~ Worker Trip
Count Number
Demolition 6 50.00
Site Preparation 7 50.00
Grading 6 50.00
Building Construction 9 100.00
Architectural Coating 1 50.00
Paving 6 4.00

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

3.2 Demolition - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02
Category
Off-Road 0.0264 0.2575 0.2064  3.9000e-
004
Total 0.0264 0.2575 0.2064  3.9000e-

004

Page 9 of 34

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

Vendor Trip  Hauling Trip

Number Number

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 250.00

50.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

Fugitive Exhaust PM10

PM10 PM10 Total

tons/yr

0.0124 0.0124
0.0124 0.0124

Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

Worker Trip  Vendor Trip  Hauling Trip ~ Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class Vehicle Class
14.60 6.20 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
14.60 6.20 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
14.60 6.20 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
14.60 6.20 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
14.60 6.20 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
14.60 6.20 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM2.5 PM2.5
MT/yr
0.0116 0.0116 0.0000 34.0583 34.0583  9.5700e- 0.0000 34.2975
003
0.0116 0.0116 0.0000 34.0583  34.0583  9.5700e- 0.0000 34.2975
003
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3.2 Demolition - 2022
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG
Category
Hauling 0.0000
Vendor 0.0000
Worker 2.0000e-
003
Total 2.0000e-
003

NOx

0.0000

0.0000

1.2900e-
003

1.2900e-
003

CO

0.0000

0.0000

0.0144

0.0144

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG
Category
Off-Road 0.0264
Total 0.0264

NOXx

0.2575

0.2575

CO

0.2064

0.2064

S02

0.0000

0.0000

5.0000e-

005

5.0000e-
005

802

3.9000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

Page 10 of 34 Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5

tons/yr MT/yr
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
5.4600e- 3.0000e- 5.4900e- 1.4500e- 3.0000e-  1.4800e- 0.0000 4.2536 4.2536 9.0000e-

003 005 003 003 005 003 005

5.4600e- 3.0000e- 5.4900e- 1.4500e- 3.0000e- 1.4800e- 0.0000 4.2536 4.2536 9.0000e-
003 005 003 003 005 003 005

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5

tons/yr MT/yr
0.0124 0.0124 0.0116 0.0116 0.0000 34.0582  34.0582  9.5700e-
003
0.0124 0.0124 0.0116 0.0116 0.0000 34.0582  34.0582 9.5700e-
003

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N20

0.0000

0.0000

CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

4.2559

4.2559

CO2e

34.2975

34.2975
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3.2 Demolition - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Category

Hauling

Vendor

Worker

Total

3.3 Site Preparation - 2022

ROG

0.0000

0.0000

2.0000e-
003

2.0000e-
003

NOx

0.0000

0.0000

1.2900e-
003

1.2900e-
003

CO

0.0000

0.0000

0.0144

0.0144

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Category

Fugitive Dust

Off-Road

Total

ROG

0.0159

0.0159

NOXx

0.1654

0.1654

CO

0.0985

0.0985

S02

0.0000

0.0000

5.0000e-

005

5.0000e-
005

802

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10
tons/yr
0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000
5.4600e-  3.0000e-
003 005
5.4600e-  3.0000e-
003 005
Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10
tons/yr
0.0903 0.0000

8.0600e-
003

0.0903 8.0600e-
003

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0000

5.4900e-
003

5.4900e-
003

PM10
Total

0.0903

8.0600e-
003

0.0984

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000
0.0000
1.4500e-

003

1.4500e-
003

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0497

0.0497
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Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

3.0000e-

005

3.0000e-
005

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

7.4200e-

003

7.4200e-
003

PM2.5 Total

0.0000

0.0000

1.4800e-
003

1.4800e-
003

PM2.5 Total

0.0497

7.4200e-
003

0.0571

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

4.2536

4.2536

0.0000

16.7197

16.7197

Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

CH4
MT/yr
0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000
4.2536 9.0000e-
005
4.2536 9.0000e-
005
CH4
MT/yr
0.0000 0.0000
16.7197  5.4100e-
003
16.7197  5.4100e-
003

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

4.2559

4.2559

CO2e

0.0000

16.8549

16.8549
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2022

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Category

Hauling

Vendor

Worker

Total

ROG

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e-
003

1.0000e-
003

NOx

0.0000

0.0000

6.5000e-
004

6.5000e-
004

CO

0.0000

0.0000

7.2100e-
003

7.2100e-
003

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Category

Fugitive Dust

Off-Road

Total

ROG

0.0159

0.0159

NOXx

0.1654

0.1654

CO

0.0985

0.0985

S02

0.0000

0.0000

2.0000e-

005

2.0000e-
005

802

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10
tons/yr
0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000
2.7300e-  2.0000e-
003 005
2.7300e-  2.0000e-
003 005
Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10
tons/yr
0.0352 0.0000

8.0600e-
003

0.0352 8.0600e-
003

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0000

2.7500e-
003

2.7500e-
003

PM10
Total

0.0352

8.0600e-
003

0.0433

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000
0.0000
7.2000e-

004

7.2000e-
004

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0194

0.0194

Page 12 of 34

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e-

005

1.0000e-
005

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

7.4200e-

003

7.4200e-
003

PM2.5 Total

0.0000

0.0000

7.4000e-
004

7.4000e-
004

PM2.5 Total

0.0194

7.4200e-
003

0.0268

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

2.1268

2.1268

0.0000

16.7197

16.7197

Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

CH4
MT/yr
0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000
2.1268 5.0000e-
005
2.1268 5.0000e-
005
CH4
MT/yr
0.0000 0.0000
16.7197  5.4100e-
003
16.7197  5.4100e-
003

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

2.1279

2.1279

CO2e

0.0000

16.8549

16.8549
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2022

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Category

Hauling

Vendor

Worker

Total

ROG

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e-
003

1.0000e-
003

3.4 Grading - 2022

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Category

Fugitive Dust

Off-Road

Total

ROG

0.0195

0.0195

NOx

0.0000

0.0000

6.5000e-

004

6.5000e-
004

NOXx

0.2086

0.2086

CO

0.0000

0.0000

7.2100e-

003

7.2100e-
003

CO

0.1527

0.1527

S02

0.0000

0.0000

2.0000e-

005

2.0000e-
005

802

3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10
tons/yr
0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000
2.7300e-  2.0000e-
003 005
2.7300e-  2.0000e-
003 005
Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10
tons/yr
0.0657 0.0000

9.4100e-
003

0.0657 9.4100e-
003

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0000

2.7500e-
003

2.7500e-
003

PM10
Total

0.0657

9.4100e-
003

0.0751

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000
0.0000
7.2000e-

004

7.2000e-
004

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0337

0.0337
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Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e-

005

1.0000e-
005

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

8.6600e-

003

8.6600e-
003

PM2.5 Total

0.0000

0.0000

7.4000e-
004

7.4000e-
004

PM2.5
Total

0.0337

8.6600e-
003

0.0424

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

2.1268

2.1268

0.0000

26.0548

26.0548

Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

CH4

MT/yr
0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000
2.1268 5.0000e-
005
2.1268 5.0000e-
005
CH4

MT/yr
0.0000 0.0000
26.0548  8.4300e-
003
26.0548  8.4300e-
003

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

2.1279

2.1279

CO2e

0.0000

26.2654

26.2654
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Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

3.4 Grading - 2022
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 5.8000e- 0.0253 3.7100e- 9.0000e- 2.1500e- 7.0000e- 2.2200e- 5.9000e- 7.0000e-  6.6000e- 0.0000 8.8657 8.8657 5.3000e- 0.0000 8.8788
004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.0000e-  1.2900e- 0.0144 5.0000e- 5.4600e- 3.0000e- 5.4900e- 1.4500e- 3.0000e-  1.4800e- 0.0000 4.2536 4.2536 9.0000e- 0.0000 4.2559
003 003 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 005

Total 2.5800e- 0.0265 0.0181 1.4000e- 7.6100e- 1.0000e- 7.7100e- 2.0400e- 1.0000e-  2.1400e- 0.0000 13.1193  13.1193  6.2000e- 0.0000 13.1347

003 004 003 004 003 003 004 003 004

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 0.0256 0.0000 0.0256 0.0131 0.0000 0.0131 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 0.0195 0.2086 0.1527 3.0000e- 9.4100e-  9.4100e- 8.6600e-  8.6600e- 0.0000 26.0547  26.0547  8.4300e- 0.0000 26.2654
004 003 003 003 003 003
Total 0.0195 0.2086 0.1527 3.0000e- 0.0256 9.4100e- 0.0350 0.0131 8.6600e- 0.0218 0.0000 26.0547  26.0547  8.4300e- 0.0000 26.2654

004 003 003 003
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3.4 Grading - 2022

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx
Category

Hauling 5.8000e- 0.0253
004

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.0000e-  1.2900e-
003 003

Total 2.5800e- 0.0265

003

CO

3.7100e-

003

0.0000

0.0144

0.0181

3.5 Building Construction - 2022

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx
Category
Off-Road 0.1024 0.9369
Total 0.1024 0.9369

CO

0.9818

0.9818

S02

9.0000e-
005

0.0000

5.0000e-

005

1.4000e-
004

802

1.6200e-
003

1.6200e-
003

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10
tons/yr
2.1500e-  7.0000e-
003 005
0.0000 0.0000
5.4600e-  3.0000e-
003 005
7.6100e-  1.0000e-
003 004
Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10
tons/yr
0.0485
0.0485

PM10
Total

2.2200e-
003

0.0000
5.4900e-
003

7.7100e-
003

PM10
Total

0.0485

0.0485
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Fugitive
PM2.5

5.9000e-
004

0.0000
1.4500e-
003

2.0400e-
003

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

7.0000e-
005

0.0000
3.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
004

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0457

0.0457

Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

6.6000e- 0.0000
004

0.0000 0.0000

1.4800e- 0.0000
003

2.1400e- 0.0000
003

MT/yr

8.8657 8.8657 5.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
4.2536 4.2536 9.0000e-
005

13.1193 13.1193  6.2000e-
004

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

0.0457 0.0000

0.0457 0.0000

MT/yr

139.0352 139.0352  0.0333

139.0352 139.0352  0.0333

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N20

0.0000

0.0000

CO2e

8.8788

0.0000

4.2559

13.1347

CO2e

139.8679

139.8679



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2

3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Category

Hauling

Vendor

Worker

Total

ROG

0.0000
6.4200e-
003

0.0240

0.0304

NOx

0.0000

0.2561

0.0155

0.2716

CO

0.0000

0.0485

0.1730

0.2215

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Category

Off-Road

Total

ROG

0.1024

0.1024

NOXx

0.9369

0.9369

CO

0.9818

0.9818

S02

0.0000
7.0000e-
004

5.6000e-
004

1.2600e-
003

802

1.6200e-
003

1.6200e-
003

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10
tons/yr
0.0000 0.0000
0.0170 4.1000e-
004
0.0655 3.8000e-
004
0.0825 7.9000e-
004
Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10
tons/yr
0.0485
0.0485

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0174

0.0659

0.0833

PM10
Total

0.0485

0.0485

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000
4.9100e-
003

0.0174

0.0223

Fugitive
PM2.5
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Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

3.9000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

7.4000e-
004

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0457

0.0457

PM2.5 Total

0.0000

5.3100e-

003

0.0177

0.0231

PM2.5 Total

0.0457

0.0457

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

67.2967

51.0428

118.3395

139.0350

139.0350

Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

CH4
MT/yr
0.0000 0.0000
67.2967  5.2100e-
003
51.0428  1.1100e-
003
118.3395 6.3200e-
003
CH4
MT/yr
139.0350  0.0333
139.0350  0.0333

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N20

0.0000

0.0000

CO2e

0.0000

67.4271

51.0705

118.4976

CO2e

139.8677

139.8677
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Category

Hauling

Vendor

Worker

Total

ROG

0.0000
6.4200e-
003

0.0240

0.0304

3.6 Paving - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Category

Off-Road

Paving

Total

ROG

0.0110

3.4300e-

003

0.0145

NOx

0.0000

0.2561

0.0155

0.2716

NOXx

0.1113

0.1113

CO

0.0000

0.0485

0.1730

0.2215

CO

0.1458

0.1458

S02

0.0000
7.0000e-
004

5.6000e-
004

1.2600e-
003

802

2.3000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10
tons/yr
0.0000 0.0000
0.0170 4.1000e-
004
0.0655 3.8000e-
004
0.0825 7.9000e-
004
Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10
tons/yr
5.6800e-
003
0.0000
5.6800e-
003

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0174

0.0659

0.0833

PM10
Total

5.6800e-

003

0.0000

5.6800e-

003

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000
4.9100e-
003

0.0174

0.0223

Fugitive
PM2.5
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Exhaust PM2.5 Total
PM2.5
0.0000 0.0000
3.9000e-  5.3100e-
004 003
3.5000e- 0.0177
004
7.4000e- 0.0231
004
Exhaust PM2.5 Total
PM2.5
5.2200e-  5.2200e-
003 003
0.0000 0.0000
5.2200e-  5.2200e-
003 003

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

67.2967

51.0428

118.3395

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

20.0276

0.0000

20.0276

Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

CH4

MT/yr
0.0000 0.0000
67.2967  5.2100e-
003
51.0428  1.1100e-
003
118.3395 6.3200e-
003
CH4

MT/yr
20.0276  6.4800e-
003
0.0000 0.0000
20.0276  6.4800e-
003

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

CO2e

0.0000

67.4271

51.0705

118.4976

CO2e

20.1895

0.0000

20.1895
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3.6 Paving - 2022
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Category

Hauling

Vendor

Worker

Total

ROG

0.0000

0.0000

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

NOx

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

CO

0.0000

0.0000

1.1500e-
003

1.1500e-
003

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Category

Off-Road

Paving

Total

ROG

0.0110

3.4300e-
003

0.0145

NOXx

0.1113

0.1113

CO

0.1458

0.1458

S02

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

802

2.3000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

Page 18 of 34

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
tons/yr MT/yr
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
4.4000e- 0.0000 4.4000e-  1.2000e- 0.0000 1.2000e- 0.0000 0.3403 0.3403 1.0000e-
004 004 004 004 005
4.4000e- 0.0000 4.4000e- 1.2000e- 0.0000 1.2000e- 0.0000 0.3403 0.3403 1.0000e-
004 004 004 004 005
Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
tons/yr MT/yr
5.6800e-  5.6800e- 5.2200e-  5.2200e- 0.0000 20.0275  20.0275  6.4800e-
003 003 003 003 003
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
5.6800e- 5.6800e- 5.2200e-  5.2200e- 0.0000 20.0275  20.0275  6.4800e-
003 003 003 003 003

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

0.3405

0.3405

CO2e

20.1895

0.0000

20.1895
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3.6 Paving - 2022

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG
Category
Hauling 0.0000
Vendor 0.0000
Worker 1.6000e-
004
Total 1.6000e-
004

NOx

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

CO

0.0000

0.0000

1.1500e-
003

1.1500e-
003

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG

Category

Archit. Coating 0.6627

Off-Road 2.0500e-
003
Total 0.6647

NOXx

0.0141

0.0141

CO

0.0181

0.0181

S02

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

802

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005
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Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5

tons/yr MT/yr
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
4.4000e- 0.0000 4.4000e-  1.2000e- 0.0000 1.2000e- 0.0000 0.3403 0.3403 1.0000e-

004 004 004 004 005

4.4000e- 0.0000 4.4000e-  1.2000e- 0.0000 1.2000e- 0.0000 0.3403 0.3403 1.0000e-
004 004 004 004 005

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5

tons/yr MT/yr
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
8.2000e-  8.2000e- 8.2000e-  8.2000e- 0.0000 2.5533 2.5533 1.7000e-
004 004 004 004 004
8.2000e-  8.2000e- 8.2000e-  8.2000e- 0.0000 2.5533 2.5533 1.7000e-
004 004 004 004 004

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

0.3405

0.3405

CO2e

0.0000

2.5574

2.5574
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2022
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Category

Hauling

Vendor

Worker

Total

ROG

0.0000

0.0000

2.0000e-
003

2.0000e-
003

NOx

0.0000

0.0000

1.2900e-
003

1.2900e-
003

CO

0.0000

0.0000

0.0144

0.0144

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Category

Archit. Coating

Off-Road

Total

ROG

0.6627

2.0500e-
003

0.6647

NOXx

0.0141

0.0141

CO

0.0181

0.0181

S02

0.0000

0.0000

5.0000e-

005

5.0000e-
005

802

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

Page 20 of 34

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
tons/yr MT/yr
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
5.4600e- 3.0000e- 5.4900e- 1.4500e- 3.0000e-  1.4800e- 0.0000 4.2536 4.2536 9.0000e-
003 005 003 003 005 003 005
5.4600e- 3.0000e- 5.4900e- 1.4500e- 3.0000e- 1.4800e- 0.0000 4.2536 4.2536 9.0000e-
003 005 003 003 005 003 005
Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
tons/yr MT/yr
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
8.2000e-  8.2000e- 8.2000e-  8.2000e- 0.0000 2.5533 2.5533 1.7000e-
004 004 004 004 004
8.2000e-  8.2000e- 8.2000e-  8.2000e- 0.0000 2.5533 2.5533 1.7000e-
004 004 004 004 004

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

4.2559

4.2559

CO2e

0.0000

2.5574

2.5574
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Category

Hauling

Vendor

Worker

Total

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

ROG

0.0000

0.0000

2.0000e-
003

2.0000e-
003

NOx

0.0000

0.0000

1.2900e-
003

1.2900e-
003

CO

0.0000

0.0000

0.0144

0.0144

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

S02

0.0000

0.0000

5.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005
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Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
tons/yr MT/yr
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
5.4600e- 3.0000e- 5.4900e- 1.4500e- 3.0000e-  1.4800e- 0.0000 4.2536 4.2536 9.0000e-
003 005 003 003 005 003 005
5.4600e- 3.0000e- 5.4900e- 1.4500e- 3.0000e- 1.4800e- 0.0000 4.2536 4.2536 9.0000e-
003 005 003 003 005 003 005

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

4.2559

4.2559
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ROG NOx CcO
Category
Mitigated 0.0632 0.5474 0.8123
Unmitigated 0.0632 0.5474 0.8123

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Land Use

General Light Industry
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces
Parking Lot
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail
Total

4.3 Trip Type Information

Land Use H-W or C-W
General Light Industry 13.80
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 13.80
Parking Lot 13.80
Unrefrigerated_V\_I_arehouse-No 13.80

4.4 Fleet Mix

Page 22 of 34
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S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
tons/yr
3.7700e- 0.2949 2.6100e- 0.2976 0.0790 2.4400e-
003 003 003
3.7700e- 0.2949 2.6100e- 0.2976 0.0790 2.4400e-
003 003 003
Average Daily Trip Rate
Weekday Saturday Sunday
212.96 212.96 212.96
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
212.96 212.96 212.96
Miles Trip %
H-SorC-C H-OorC-NW H-WorC-W H-SorC-C H-O
6.20 6.20 59.00 28.00
6.20 6.20 0.00 0.00
6.20 6.20 0.00 0.00
6.20 6.20 59.00 0.00

PM2.5 Bio- CO2
Total
0.0815 0.0000
0.0815 0.0000
Unmitigated
Annual VMT
772,526
772,526
or C-NW Primary
13.00 92
0.00 0
0.00 0
41.00 92

Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20
MT/yr
349.3478 349.3478 0.0168 0.0000
349.3478 349.3478 0.0168 0.0000
Mitigated
Annual VMT
772,526
772,526
Trip Purpose %
Diverted Pass-by
5 3
0 (0]
0 0
5 3

CO2e

349.7678

349.7678
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Land Use
General Light Industry

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces
Parking Lot
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No
Rail

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

LDA
0.545527

0.545527
0.545527

0.545527

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx

Category

Electricity
Mitigated

Electricity
Unmitigated
NaturalGas 0.0112

Mitigated
NaturalGas 0.0112
Unmitigated

0.1020

0.1020

CO

0.0857

0.0857

LDTA1
0.036856

0.036856
0.036856

0.036856

802

6.1000e-
004

6.1000e-
004
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LDT2 MDV
0.186032 0.115338
0.186032 0.115338
0.186032 0.115338
0.186032 0.115338

Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10
tons/yr

0.0000
0.0000
7.7500e-
003
7.7500e-
003

LHD1
0.015222

0.015222
0.015222

0.015222

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0000

7.7500e-
003

7.7500e-
003

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY
0.004970 0.017525 0.069528 0.001397 0.001160 0.004547
0.004970 0.017525 0.069528 0.001397 0.001160 0.004547
0.004970 0.017525 0.069528 0.001397 0.001160 0.004547
0.004970 0.017525 0.069528 0.001397 0.001160 0.004547
Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4
PM2.5 PM2.5
MT/yr
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 5,024.577 5,024.577  0.1147
7 7
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 5,024.577 5,024.577  0.1147
7 7
7.7500e-  7.7500e- 0.0000 110.9963 110.9963 2.1300e-
003 003 003
7.7500e-  7.7500e- 0.0000 110.9963 110.9963 2.1300e-
003 003 003

SBUS
0.000932

0.000932
0.000932

0.000932

N20

0.0237

0.0237

2.0300e-
003

2.0300e-
003

Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

MH
0.000965

0.000965
0.000965

0.000965

CO2e

5,034.513
0

5,034.513
0

111.6559

111.6559
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated

Land Use

General Light
Industry

Other Non-
Asphalt Surfaces

Parking Lot

Unrefrigerated
Warehouse-No
Rail

Total

NaturalGa ROG

s Use
kBTU/yr
1.7299% 9.3300e-
+006 003
0 0.0000
0 0.0000
350094 1.8900e-
003
0.0112

NOx

0.0848

0.0000

0.0000

0.0172

0.1020

(0]0]

0.0712

0.0000

0.0000

0.0144

0.0857
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S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
tons/yr MT/yr
5.1000e- 6.4400e-  6.4400e- 6.4400e-  6.4400e- 0.0000 92.3139  1.7700e-
004 003 003 003 003 003
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
1.0000e- 1.3000e-  1.3000e- 1.3000e-  1.3000e- 0.0000 18.6823  3.6000e-
004 003 003 003 003 004
6.1000e- 7.7400e-  7.7400e- 7.7400e-  7.7400e- 0.0000 110.9963 2.1300e-
004 003 003 003 003 003

Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

N20

1.6900e-
003

0.0000

0.0000

3.4000e-
004

2.0300e-
003

CO2e

92.8625

0.0000

0.0000

18.7934

111.6559
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Mitigated

Land Use

General Light
Industry

Other Non-
Asphalt Surfaces

Parking Lot

Unrefrigerated
Warehouse-No
Rail

Total

NaturalGa ROG

s Use
kBTU/yr
1.7299% 9.3300e-
+006 003
0 0.0000
0 0.0000
350094 1.8900e-
003
0.0112

NOx

0.0848

0.0000

0.0000

0.0172

0.1020

(0]0]

0.0712

0.0000

0.0000

0.0144

0.0857
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S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
tons/yr MT/yr
5.1000e- 6.4400e-  6.4400e- 6.4400e-  6.4400e- 0.0000 92.3139  1.7700e-
004 003 003 003 003 003
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
1.0000e- 1.3000e-  1.3000e- 1.3000e-  1.3000e- 0.0000 18.6823  3.6000e-
004 003 003 003 003 004
6.1000e- 7.7400e-  7.7400e- 7.7400e-  7.7400e- 0.0000 110.9963 2.1300e-
004 003 003 003 003 003

Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

N20

1.6900e-
003

0.0000

0.0000

3.4000e-
004

2.0300e-
003

CO2e

92.8625

0.0000

0.0000

18.7934

111.6559
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated
Electricity — Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

General Light 540427 311.5400 7.1100e- 1.4700e- 312.1560

Industry 003 003
Other Non- 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces
Parking Lot 40740 23.4854  5.4000e- 1.1000e-  23.5319
004 004
Unrefrigerated ~ 8.13494e  4,689.552  0.1070 0.0221 4,698.825
Warehouse-No +006 2 1
Rail
Total 5,024.577  0.1147 0.0237 5,034.513

7 0

Page 26 of 34
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Mitigated
Electricity — Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

General Light 540427 311.5400 7.1100e- 1.4700e- 312.1560

Industry 003 003
Other Non- 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces
Parking Lot 40740 23.4854  5.4000e- 1.1000e-  23.5319
004 004
Unrefrigerated ~ 8.13494e  4,689.552  0.1070 0.0221 4,698.825
Warehouse-No +006 2 1
Rail
Total 5,024.577  0.1147 0.0237 5,034.513
7 0

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM
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ROG NOx
Category
Mitigated 1.1603 5.0000e-
005
Unmitigated 1.1603 5.0000e-
005
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx
SubCategory
Architectural 0.2674
Coating
Consumer 0.8924
Products
Landscaping 4.9000e-  5.0000e-
004 005
Total 1.1603 5.0000e-

005

Cco

5.2400e-
003

5.2400e-
003

(0[0]

5.2400e-
003

5.2400e-
003

S02

0.0000

0.0000

S02

0.0000

0.0000
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Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
tons/yr MT/yr
2.0000e-  2.0000e- 2.0000e-  2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0102 0.0102 3.0000e-
005 005 005 005 005
2.0000e-  2.0000e- 2.0000e-  2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0102 0.0102 3.0000e-
005 005 005 005 005
Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
tons/yr MT/yr
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
2.0000e-  2.0000e- 2.0000e-  2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0102 0.0102 3.0000e-
005 005 005 005 005
2.0000e- 2.0000e- 2.0000e-  2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0102 0.0102 3.0000e-
005 005 005 005 005

N20

0.0000

0.0000

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

CO2e

0.0108

0.0108

CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

0.0108

0.0108
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6.2 Area by SubCategory
Mitigated
ROG NOx
SubCategory
Architectural 0.2674
Coating
Consumer 0.8924
Products

Landscaping 4.9000e-
004

Total 1.1603

7.0 Water Detail

5.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

Cco

5.2400e-
003

5.2400e-
003

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
tons/yr MT/yr
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 2.0000e-  2.0000e- 2.0000e-  2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0102 0.0102 3.0000e-
005 005 005 005 005
0.0000 2.0000e- 2.0000e- 2.0000e-  2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0102 0.0102 3.0000e-
005 005 005 005 005

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM

CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

0.0108

0.0108
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Total CO2
Category
Mitigated 17.4881
Unmitigated 17.4881

7.2 Water by Land Use

Unmitigated
Indoor/Out
door Use
Land Use Mgal
General Light 0/0
Industry
Other Non- 0/0

Asphalt Surfaces

Parking Lot 0/0

Unrefrigerated ~ 2.23534 /
Warehouse-No 0
Rail

Total

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

CH4 N20 CO2e
MT/yr
0.0732 1.8000e-  19.8548
003
0.0732 1.8000e-  19.8548
003
Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
MT/yr
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
17.4881 0.0732 1.8000e-  19.8548
003
17.4881 0.0732 1.8000e-  19.8548

003

Date: 1/28/2020 3:17 PM
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Mitigated
Indoor/Out
door Use
Land Use Magal
General Light 0/0
Industry
Other Non- 0/0
Asphalt Surfaces
Parking Lot 0/0

Unrefrigerated  2.23534 /
Warehouse-No 0
Rail

Total

8.0 Waste Detail

Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

17.4881

17.4881

CH4

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0732

0.0732

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

N20

MT/yr

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

1.8000e-
003

1.8000e-
003

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

19.8548

19.8548

Page 31 of 34
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Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
MT/yr
Mitigated 46.3083 2.7367 0.0000 114.7269
Unmitigated 46.3083 2.7367 0.0000 114.7269
8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
General Light 66.02 13.4015 0.7920 0.0000
Industry
Other Non- 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces
Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Unrefrigerated 162.11 32.9069 1.9447 0.0000
Warehouse-No
Rail
Total 46.3083 2.7367 0.0000

Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

CO2e

33.2016

0.0000

0.0000

81.5254

114.7269

Page 32 of 34
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Bejarano Cannabis - Riverside-Salton Sea County, Annual

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Mitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
General Light 66.02 13.4015 0.7920 0.0000 33.2016
Industry
Other Non- 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces
Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unrefrigerated 162.11 32.9069 1.9447 0.0000 81.5254
Warehouse-No
Rail

Total 46.3083 2.7367 0.0000 114.7269

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment
Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment
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Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation
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T ERICHOYSYSTEMS

INCORPORATED

47 1st Street, Suite 1
Redlands, CA 92373-4601
(909) 915-5900

October 27, 2017

Tom Dodson

Tom Dodson and Associates
1905 Business Center Drive
San Bernardino, CA 92408

RE:  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT
PROPOSED 20 & 21 CANNABIS CULTIVATION PROJECT
COACHELLA, RIVERSIDE COUNTY

Dear Mr. Dodson:

This memo report contains the findings of Jericho Systems, Inc. (Jericho’s) biological resources
assessment for the proposed 20 & 21 Cannabis Cultivation Project (Project) for the City of Coachella.
The proposed Project would create facilities for the growing and care of cannabis plants for future
distribution.

The purpose of this biological resources assessment is to identify the potential for sensitive biological
species or habitat to occur on the Project site and area of construction impact with a special focus on
species known to occur locally and regionally. Jericho conducted a literature review and a field survey of
the 8.5-acre area site using 15 meter transects to ensure full view of the site. Site photos from the field
survey can be found in Appendix A and Figures in Appendix B.

The literature review was conducted prior to the field survey and consisted of searching the California
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Environmental
Conservation Online System (USFWS ECOS) for potential for sensitive biological resources known or
documented to occur in the area. A full list of the results of the databases searches and the potential of
those species to occur on the project site is located in Appendix C. Of the sensitive species that occur in
the general area of the project site, burrowing owl (4Athene cuniculara; BUOW), a California Species of
Special Concern (SSC), and Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard (Uma inornata; CVFL), listed by the
federal government as Threatened and by the state of California as Endangered, have a moderate potential
to occur in the project vicinity.

PROJECT LOCATION

The 8.5-acre Project site is generally located south of Highway 86, in Coachella, Riverside County,
California. The project site is shown on the /ndio quadrangle of the United States Geological Survey’s
(USGS) 7.5-minute topographic map series in the Northwest corner of Section 32, Township 5 South,
Range 8 East. It is specifically located on the east side of Harrison Street, south of the southeast corner of
Avenue 48 and Harrison Street. The site and its vicinity are characterized as existing industrial uses,
primarily vehicle and metal recycling. The site is bounded on the north and south by industrial use, on the
east by a flood control channel, and on the west by Harrison Street. Other uses in the vicinity include a
palm tree farm located approximately 600 feet to the south and general commercial and low-density
residential approximately 2,500 feet to the southwest and west.
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Hydrologically, the Project site is in the town of Indio White Water River sub watershed (HSA 719.47) of
the Middle White-Water River watershed (HUC 181001010705). The soil on site as classified as Flovent
Flood Plains gravelly sand as well as Gilman fine sandy loam, wet with 0-2% slopes that are moderately
well drained. Gilman silt loam is also found onsite with 0-2% slopes and is also moderately well drained.
Both types of soil are associated with alluvial fans.

METHODS

The field survey was then conducted by Jericho biologist Shannon Dye and field technician Bailey
Bingham on October 18, 2017 between the hours of 8 am and 9 am. The weather was clear with sparse
cloud coverage, with the temperature at 64° Fahrenheit and wind speeds of 0 to 5 mph.

Ms. Dye and Ms. Bingham walked the survey area at 50-foot (15 meter) intervals, which provided 100
percent visual coverage of the ground surface, recording wildlife and plant species observed.

Due to the potential presence of BUOW in the area, as identified by the literature review, the field survey
was also structured, in part, to detect BUOW. The survey consisted of walking transects spaced to
provide 100 percent visual coverage of the project site. Each area was carefully examined for any
indicators of BUOW presence, including molted feathers, cast pellets, burrows, owl whitewash, and
BUOW individuals.

RESULTS

The existing site is surrounded by a chain link fence, except for the western boundary which is defined by
a series of metal sheets, plywood, and other items to form a sort of wall to that secures the western
boundary. Access to the site was provided by the tenant through the doors/gate located along the western
boundary of the site. The Project site is characterized by disturbed loose gravely soil with trash and other
debris lining the northern portion of the site along with remnants of broken down vehicles and storage
areas, as well as active heavy machinery. Dumped material lined the eastern boundary of the project area,
and human habitation was evident in various locations (See Appendix A).

Wildlife observed onsite included house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), common raven (Corvus corax),
domestic pigeon (Columba livia domestica), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), and mourning dove
(Zenaida macroura).

Vegetation onsite consisted of ornamentals and ruderals that grew close to the fence line, where site
compaction was at the lowest. Plants observed included Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), date palm
(Phoenix dactylifera, from nearby farm), and silk tree (4/bizia julibrissin).

Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
The project area is located within the area covered by the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat

Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP). However, it is not located in an area designated for conservation, and
implementation of the project will therefore not interfere with the goals of the CVMSHCP.
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Burrowing owl

The field survey results for BUOW identified no evidence of BUOW individuals or sign including pellets,
feathers or white wash in the Project site, there were no burrows found onsite. Per the definition provided
in the 2012 CDFG Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation, “Burrowing owl habitat generally
includes, but is not limited to, short or sparse vegetation (at least at some time of year), presence of
burrows, burrow surrogates or presence of fossorial mammal dens, well-drained soils, and abundant and
available prey.”

Therefore, the project site would not be considered suitable for BUOW for the following reasons:

o No appropriately sized mammal burrows or burrow surrogates were observed within the
project area during survey;

e No BUOW host burrowers were observed within the Project area during survey; and

e No feathers, pellet castings, white-wash, or BUOW individuals were found.

Coachella Valley Fringe-toed lizard (CVFL)

CVFL occupies a specific habitat consisting of accumulations of Aeolian sand. Deeper sand deposits with
more topographic relief are preferred by the species over flatter sand sheets. (USFWS 2010). Per the
literature review, the nearest documented CVFL occurrence within the project vicinity is 0.61 mile south
of the project site. However, this occurrence is a historical occurrence that has since been developed, and
the occurrence location is also now separated from the Project site by a palm tree farm.

The Project site predominantly consists of compacted bare ground. There is no Aeolian sand dune habitat
within the project site or immediate surrounding area. Soils on site are stabilized due to human use of the
site, including compaction from vehicle use. Therefore, the site does not contain any habitat that would
be considered suitable to support CVFL, and this species is not expected to occur within the project area.

In addition, no suitable habitat was found for any other sensitive species known to occur in the broader
project vicinity. Therefore, implementation of this project would have no effect on BUOW, CVFL or
other sensitive species.

Please do not hesitate to contact me at (909) 915-5900 should you have any questions or require further
information.

Sincerely,

Aty

Shay Lawrey
President
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Photo 1. Typical
ground structure and
wall surrounding
project site

Photo 2. Heavy
machinery onsite.
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Photo 3. Dumping and
human habitation at
eastern edge of site

Photo 4. Typical
compacted earth on
project site
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Photo 5. Vegetation

growing along fence

line, including non-
native palm
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Figure 1. Regional Overview and Site Vicinity
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Figure 2. Aerial Map of Project Site
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Figure 3. Topographic View
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Figure 4. BUOW and CVFL Occurrences
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Abronia villosa var.
aurita

chaparral
sand-verbena

Astragalus Coachella
lentiginosus var. Valley milk-
coachellae vetch
Astragalus preussii Lancaster
var. laxiflorus milk-vetch
Astragalus gravel milk-
sabulonum vetch
burrowin
Athene cunicularia &
owl

Buteo regalis

ferruginous
hawk

I glandular
Ditaxis claryana o
4 ditaxis

Eumops perotis western
californicus mastiff bat

. . western
Lasiurus xanthinus

yellow bat

None/None

Endangered/N
one

None/None

None/None

None/None

None/None

None/None

None/None

None/None

G5T2T3, S2
CNPS 1B.1

G5T1, S1
CNPS 1B.2

G4T2, S1
CNPS 1B.1

G4GS5, S2
CNPS 2B.2

G4, S3
SSC

G4, S354

G3G4, 52
CNPS 2B.2

G5T4, S354
SSC

G5, S3
SSC

Chaparral, coastal scrub, desert dunes. Sandy
areas. -60-1570 m.

Sonoran Desert scrub, desert dunes. Sandy
flats, washes, outwash fans, sometimes on
dunes. 35-695 m.

Chenopod scrub. Alkaline clay flats or gravelly
or sandy washes and along draws in gullied
badlands. 700-735 m in California.

Desert dunes, Mojavean desert scrub, Sonoran
Desert scrub. Sandy or gravelly flats, washes,
and roadsides. -60-885 m.

Open, dry annual or perennial grasslands,
deserts, and scrublands characterized by low-
growing vegetation. Subterranean nester,
dependent upon burrowing mammals, most
notably, the California ground squirrel.

Open grasslands, sagebrush flats, desert scrub,
low foothills and fringes of pinyon and juniper
habitats. Eats mostly lagomorphs, ground
squirrels, and mice. Population trends may
follow lagomorph population cycles.
Mojavean desert scrub, Sonoran Desert scrub.
In dry washes and on rocky hillsides. Sandy
soils. 0-465 m.

Many open, semi-arid to arid habitats, including
conifer & deciduous woodlands, coastal scrub,
grasslands, chaparral, etc. Roosts in crevices in
cliff faces, high buildings, trees and tunnels.

Found in valley foothill riparian, desert riparian,
desert wash, and palm oasis habitats. Roosts in

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.
Site is outside elevational range
for this species. Potential for
this species to occur is low.

Site is outside elevational range
for this species. Potential for
this species to occur is low.
Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.
Suitable habitat for this species
does not onsite. Predators,
including domestic dogs, are
present in the immediate
vicinity and no sign was
detected during surveys. Species
is absent from site.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.

Site is outside elevational range
for this species. Potential for
this species to occur is low.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.
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Macrobaenetes
valgum

Perognathus
longimembris
bangsi

Phrynosoma mcallii

Polioptila melanura

Pyrocephalus
rubinus

Taxidea taxus

Coachella
giant sand
treader
cricket

Palm Springs
pocket
mouse

flat-tailed
horned lizard

black-tailed
gnatcatcher

vermilion
flycatcher

American
badger

None/None

None/None

None/None

None/None

None/None

None/None

G1G2, 5182

G5T2, S2
SSC

G3, 52
SSC

G5, 5354

G5, 5253
SSC

G5, S3
SSC

trees, particularly palms. Forages over water
and among trees.

Known from the sand dune ridges near
Coachella Valley. Population size regulated by
amount of annual rainfall; some spots favor
permanent habitation where springs dampen
sand.

Desert riparian, desert scrub, desert wash and
sagebrush habitats. Most common in creosote-
dominated desert scrub. Rarely found on rocky
sites. Occurs in all canopy coverage classes.
Restricted to desert washes and desert flats in
central Riverside, eastern San Diego, and
Imperial counties. Critical habitat element is
fine sand, into which lizards burrow to avoid
temperature extremes; requires vegetative
cover and ants.

Primarily inhabits wooded desert wash habitats;
also occurs in desert scrub habitat, especially in
winter. Nests in desert washes containing
mesquite, palo verde, ironwood, acacia; absent
from areas where salt cedar introduced.
During nesting, inhabits desert riparian adjacent
to irrigated fields, irrigation ditches, pastures,
and other open, mesic areas. Nest in
cottonwood, willow, mesquite, and other large
desert riparian trees.

Most abundant in drier open stages of most
shrub, forest, and herbaceous habitats, with
friable soils. Needs sufficient food, friable soils
and open, uncultivated ground. Preys on
burrowing rodents. Digs burrows.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.
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Toxostoma crissale

Toxostoma lecontei

Uma inornata

Xerospermophilus
tereticaudus chlorus

Crissal
thrasher

Le Conte's
thrasher

Coachella
Valley fringe-
toed lizard

Palm Springs
round-tailed
ground
squirrel

None/None

None/None

Threatened/En
dangered

None/None

G5, S3
SSC

G4, S3
SSC

G1Q,S1

G5T2Q, S2
SSC

Resident of southeastern deserts in desert
riparian and desert wash habitats. Nests in
dense vegetation along streams/washes;
mesquite, screwbean mesquite, ironwood,
catclaw, acacia, arrowweed, willow.

Desert resident; primarily of open desert wash,
desert scrub, alkali desert scrub, and desert
succulent scrub habitats. Commonly nests in a
dense, spiny shrub or densely branched cactus
in desert wash habitat, usually 2-8 feet above
ground.

Limited to sandy areas in the Coachella Valley,
Riverside County. Requires fine, loose,
windblown sand (for burrowing), interspersed

with hardpan and widely-spaced desert shrubs.

Restricted to the Coachella Valley. Prefers
desert succulent scrub, desert wash, desert
scrub, alkali scrub, and levees. Prefers open,
flat, grassy areas in fine-textured, sandy soil.
Density correlated with winter rainfall.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.
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Tom Dodson

Tom Dodson and Associates
1905 Business Center Drive
San Bernardino, CA 92408

RE:  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT 2020 UPDATE
PROPOSED 20 & 21 CANNABIS CULTIVATION PROJECT
COACHELLA, RIVERSIDE COUNTY

Dear Mr. Dodson:

This memo report contains the findings of Jericho Systems, Inc. (Jericho’s) 2020 updated biological
resources assessment for the proposed 20 & 21 Cannabis Cultivation Project (Project) for the City of
Coachella. The proposed Project would create facilities for the growing and care of cannabis plants for
future distribution.

The purpose of this update is to verify that no change in circumstances related to biological resources has
occurred since the last survey performed in October 2017. Jericho conducted a literature review and a
field survey of the 8.5-acre area site using 15 meter transects to ensure full view of the site. Site photos
from the field survey can be found in Appendix A and Figures in Appendix B.

The literature review was conducted prior to the field survey and consisted of searching the California
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Environmental
Conservation Online System (USFWS ECOS) for potential for sensitive biological resources known or
documented to occur in the area. A full list of the results of the databases searches and the potential of
those species to occur on the project site is located in Appendix C. Of the sensitive species that occur in
the general area of the project site, burrowing owl (Athene cuniculara; BUOW), a California Species of
Special Concern (SSC), and Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard (Uma inornata; CVFL), listed by the
federal government as Threatened and by the state of California as Endangered, have a moderate potential
to occur in the project vicinity.

PROJECT LOCATION

The 8.5-acre Project site is generally located south of Highway 86, in Coachella, Riverside County,
California. The project site is shown on the /ndio quadrangle of the United States Geological Survey’s
(USGS) 7.5-minute topographic map series in the Northwest corner of Section 32, Township 5 South,
Range 8 East. It is specifically located on the east side of Harrison Street, south of the southeast corner of
Avenue 48 and Harrison Street. The site and its vicinity are characterized as existing industrial uses,
primarily vehicle and metal recycling. The site is bounded on the north and south by industrial use, on the
east by a flood control channel, and on the west by Harrison Street. Other uses in the vicinity include a
palm tree farm located approximately 600 feet to the south and general commercial and low-density
residential approximately 2,500 feet to the southwest and west.
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Hydrologically, the Project site is in the town of Indio White Water River sub watershed (HSA 719.47) of
the Middle White-Water River watershed (HUC 181001010705). The soil on site as classified as Flovent
Flood Plains gravelly sand as well as Gilman fine sandy loam, wet with 0-2% slopes that are moderately
well drained. Gilman silt loam is also found onsite with 0-2% slopes and is also moderately well drained.
Both types of soil are associated with alluvial fans.

METHODS

Jericho conducted the previous survey on October 18, 2017. The site was surveyed again on January 7,
2020 by Jericho biologist Christian Nordal to revalidate the 2017 findings.

Mr. Nordal walked the survey area at 50-foot (15 meter) intervals, which provided 100 percent visual
coverage of the ground surface, recording wildlife and plant species observed.

Due to the potential presence of BUOW in the area, as identified by the literature review, the field survey
was also structured, in part, to detect BUOW. The survey consisted of walking transects spaced to
provide 100 percent visual coverage of the project site. Each area was carefully examined for any
indicators of BUOW presence, including molted feathers, cast pellets, burrows, owl whitewash, and
BUOW individuals.

RESULTS

The existing site is surrounded by a chain link fence, except for the western boundary which is defined by
a series of metal sheets, plywood, and other items to form a sort of wall to that secures the western
boundary. Access to the site was provided by the tenant through the doors/gate located along the western
boundary of the site. The Project site is characterized by disturbed loose gravely soil with trash and other
debris lining the northern portion of the site along with remnants of broken down vehicles and storage
areas, as well as active heavy machinery. Dumped material lined the eastern boundary of the project area,
and human habitation was evident in various locations (See Appendix A).

Wildlife observed onsite included house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), common raven (Corvus corax),
domestic pigeon (Columba livia domestica), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), and mourning dove
(Zenaida macroura).

Vegetation onsite consisted of ornamentals and ruderals that grew close to the fence line, where site
compaction was at the lowest. Plants observed included Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), date palm
(Phoenix dactylifera, from nearby farm), and silk tree (4/bizia julibrissin).

Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan

The project area is located within the area covered by the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP). However, it is not located in an area designated for conservation, and
implementation of the project will therefore not interfere with the goals of the CVMSHCP.

Burrowing owl

The field survey results for BUOW identified no evidence of BUOW individuals or sign including pellets,
feathers or white wash in the Project site, there were no burrows found onsite. Per the definition provided
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in the 2012 CDFG Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation, “Burrowing owl habitat generally
includes, but is not limited to, short or sparse vegetation (at least at some time of year), presence of
burrows, burrow surrogates or presence of fossorial mammal dens, well-drained soils, and abundant and
available prey.”

Therefore, the project site would not be considered suitable for BUOW for the following reasons:

e No appropriately sized mammal burrows or burrow surrogates were observed within the
project area during survey;

e No BUOW host burrowers were observed within the Project area during survey; and

e No feathers, pellet castings, white-wash, or BUOW individuals were found.

Coachella Valley Fringe-toed lizard (CVFL)

CVFL occupies a specific habitat consisting of accumulations of Aeolian sand. Deeper sand deposits with
more topographic relief are preferred by the species over flatter sand sheets. (USFWS 2010). Per the
literature review, the nearest documented CVFL occurrence within the project vicinity is 0.61 mile south
of the project site. However, this occurrence is a historical occurrence that has since been developed, and
the occurrence location is also now separated from the Project site by a palm tree farm.

The Project site predominantly consists of compacted bare ground. There is no Aeolian sand dune habitat
within the project site or immediate surrounding area. Soils on site are stabilized due to human use of the
site, including compaction from vehicle use. Therefore, the site does not contain any habitat that would
be considered suitable to support CVFL, and this species is not expected to occur within the project area.

In addition, no suitable habitat was found for any other sensitive species known to occur in the broader
project vicinity. Therefore, implementation of this project would have no effect on BUOW, CVFL or
other sensitive species. The follow up survey conducted on January 7, 2020 confirmed conditions on site
have not changed.

Please do not hesitate to contact me at (909) 915-5900 should you have any questions or require further
information.

Sincerely,

Aty

Shay Lawrey
President
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Appendix A-Site Photos

Photo 1. Typical
ground structure and
wall surrounding
project site.
(photo from 2017)

Photo 2. Heavy
machinery onsite.
(photo from 2017)
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Photo 3. Dumping and
human habitation at
eastern edge of site.

(photo from 2017)

Photo 4. Typical
compacted earth on
project site.
(photo from 2017)
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Photo 5. Vegetation
growing along fence
line, including non-
native palm.
(photo from 2017)

Photo 6. Typical
compacted ground and
dumping on site
(Photo from
January 7, 2020)
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Photo 7. Vegetation
growing within the
parcel
(Photo from
January 7, 2020)

Photo 8. Typical
equipment left on site
(Photo from
January 7, 2020)
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Figure 1. Regional Overview and Site Vicinity
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Figure 2. Aerial Map of Project Site
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Figure 3. Topographic View
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Suitable habitat for this species

Abronia villosa var. chaparral G5T2T3, S2 Chaparral, coastal scrub, desert dunes. Sandy . .
, None/None does not occur onsite. Potential
aurita sand-verbena CNPS 1B.1 areas. -60-1570 m. . . .
for this species to occur is low.
Astrgga/us Coachelljc\ Endangered/N  GST1, 51 Sonoran Desert scrub, desert dune.s. Sandy Site is.outsid.e eIevatior.1aI range
lentiginosus var. Valley milk- flats, washes, outwash fans, sometimes on for this species. Potential for
one CNPS 1B.2 . - .
coachellae vetch dunes. 35-695 m. this species to occur is low.
Astragalus preussii Lancaster G4T2, 51 Chenopod scrub. Alkaline clay fIats. or gr?velly Site |s.out5|d.e eIevatlor.1aI range
. . None/None or sandy washes and along draws in gullied for this species. Potential for
var. laxiflorus milk-vetch CNPS 1B.1 . . . . . .
badlands. 700-735 m in California. this species to occur is low.
Astragalus gravel milk- G4GS5, 52 Desert dunes, Mojavean desert scrub, Sonoran  Suitable habitat for.thls speags
None/None Desert scrub. Sandy or gravelly flats, washes, does not occur onsite. Potential
sabulonum vetch CNPS 2B.2 . . . .
and roadsides. -60-885 m. for this species to occur is low.
Suitable habitat for this species
Open, dry annual or perennial grasslands, does not onsite. Predators,
burrowin G4 S3 deserts, and scrublands characterized by low- including domestic dogs, are
Athene cunicularia owl & None/None SSCIZ growing vegetation. Subterranean nester, present in the immediate
dependent upon burrowing mammals, most vicinity and no sign was
notably, the California ground squirrel. detected during surveys. Species
is absent from site.
Open grasslands, sagebrush flats, desert scrub,
ferruginous low foothills and fringes of pinyon and juniper Suitable habitat for this species
Buteo regalis hawkg None/None G4, S354 habitats. Eats mostly lagomorphs, ground does not occur onsite. Potential
squirrels, and mice. Population trends may for this species to occur is low.
follow lagomorph population cycles.
Mojavean desert scrub, Sonoran Desert scrub. Site is outside elevational range
L glandular G3G4, S2 I . . .
Ditaxis claryana o None/None In dry washes and on rocky hillsides. Sandy for this species. Potential for
ditaxis CNPS 2B.2 . . . .
soils. 0-465 m. this species to occur is low.
M i-arid to arid habitats, includi
. ar.my opern, sgml arato andnabitats, INCIUCING g, ;416 habitat for this species
Eumops perotis western G5T4, S354 conifer & deciduous woodlands, coastal scrub, . .
e ) None/None ) o does not occur onsite. Potential
californicus mastiff bat SSC grasslands, chaparral, etc. Roosts in crevices in

cliff faces, high buildings, trees and tunnels.

for this species to occur is low.
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Lasiurus xanthinus

Macrobaenetes

valgum

Perognathus
longimembris
bangsi

Phrynosoma mcallii

Polioptila melanura

Pyrocephalus
rubinus

Taxidea taxus

western
yellow bat

Coachella
giant sand
treader
cricket

Palm Springs
pocket
mouse

flat-tailed
horned lizard

black-tailed
gnatcatcher

vermilion
flycatcher

American
badger

None/None

None/None

None/None

None/None

None/None

None/None

None/None

G5, S3
SSC

G1G2, 5182

G5T2, S2
SSC

G3, 52
SSC

G5, 5354

G5, 5253
SSC

G5, S3
SSC

Found in valley foothill riparian, desert riparian,
desert wash, and palm oasis habitats. Roosts in
trees, particularly palms. Forages over water
and among trees.

Known from the sand dune ridges near
Coachella Valley. Population size regulated by
amount of annual rainfall; some spots favor
permanent habitation where springs dampen
sand.

Desert riparian, desert scrub, desert wash and
sagebrush habitats. Most common in creosote-
dominated desert scrub. Rarely found on rocky
sites. Occurs in all canopy coverage classes.
Restricted to desert washes and desert flats in
central Riverside, eastern San Diego, and
Imperial counties. Critical habitat element is
fine sand, into which lizards burrow to avoid
temperature extremes; requires vegetative
cover and ants.

Primarily inhabits wooded desert wash habitats;
also occurs in desert scrub habitat, especially in
winter. Nests in desert washes containing
mesquite, palo verde, ironwood, acacia; absent
from areas where salt cedar introduced.

During nesting, inhabits desert riparian adjacent
to irrigated fields, irrigation ditches, pastures,
and other open, mesic areas. Nest in
cottonwood, willow, mesquite, and other large
desert riparian trees.

Most abundant in drier open stages of most
shrub, forest, and herbaceous habitats, with
friable soils. Needs sufficient food, friable soils
and open, uncultivated ground. Preys on
burrowing rodents. Digs burrows.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.
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Toxostoma crissale

Toxostoma lecontei

Uma inornata

Xerospermophilus
tereticaudus chlorus

Crissal
thrasher

Le Conte's
thrasher

Coachella
Valley fringe-
toed lizard

Palm Springs
round-tailed
ground
squirrel

None/None

None/None

Threatened/En
dangered

None/None

G5, S3
SSC

G4, S3
SSC

G1Q,S1

G5T2Q, S2
SSC

Resident of southeastern deserts in desert
riparian and desert wash habitats. Nests in
dense vegetation along streams/washes;
mesquite, screwbean mesquite, ironwood,
catclaw, acacia, arrowweed, willow.

Desert resident; primarily of open desert wash,
desert scrub, alkali desert scrub, and desert
succulent scrub habitats. Commonly nests in a
dense, spiny shrub or densely branched cactus
in desert wash habitat, usually 2-8 feet above
ground.

Limited to sandy areas in the Coachella Valley,
Riverside County. Requires fine, loose,
windblown sand (for burrowing), interspersed

with hardpan and widely-spaced desert shrubs.

Restricted to the Coachella Valley. Prefers
desert succulent scrub, desert wash, desert
scrub, alkali scrub, and levees. Prefers open,
flat, grassy areas in fine-textured, sandy soil.
Density correlated with winter rainfall.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.

Suitable habitat for this species
does not occur onsite. Potential
for this species to occur is low.
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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Between October and December 2017, at the request of Tom Dodson and Associates,
CRM TECH performed a cultural resources study on approximately eight acres of
partially developed land in the City of Coachella, Riverside County, California. The
subject property of the study consists of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 603-290-20 and -
21, located on the east side of Harrison Street and to the south of Avenue 48, in the
northwest quarter of Section 32, T5S R8E, San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian.

The study is part of the environmental review process for the proposed David Argudo
Coachella Cannabis Cultivation Farm project, which entails the construction of an
indoor cultivation facility on the property. The City of Coachella, as the lead agency
for the project, required the study in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). The purpose of the study is to provide the City with the necessary
information and analysis to determine whether the proposed project would cause
substantial adverse changes to any “historical resources” or “tribal cultural resources,”
as defined by CEQA, that may exist in or around the project area.

In order to identify such resources, CRM TECH conducted a historical/archaeological
resources records search, pursued historical background research, contacted Native
American representatives, and carried out an intensive-level field survey of the entire
project area. Through the various avenues of research, this study did not encounter any
“historical resources” or “tribal cultural resources” within or adjacent to the project
area. Therefore, CRM TECH recommends to the City of Coachella a finding of No
Impact on cultural resources, pending the completion of Native American consultation
process by the City pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 to ensure the proper identification of
potential “tribal cultural resources.”

In light of the results of the study, CRM TECH recommends no other cultural resources
investigation for the project unless development plans undergo such changes as to
include areas not covered by this study. If buried cultural materials are encountered
inadvertently during any earth-moving operations associated with the project, all work
within 50 feet of the discovery should be halted or diverted until a qualified
archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance of the finds. Human remains
discovered during the project will need to be treated in accordance with the provisions
of HSC §7050.5 and PRC §5097.98.
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INTRODUCTION

Between October and December 2017, at the request of Tom Dodson and Associates, CRM TECH
performed a cultural resources study on approximately eight acres of partially developed land in the
City of Coachella, Riverside County, California (Fig. 1). The subject property of the study consists
of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 603-290-20 and -21, located on the east side of Harrison Street and to
the south of Avenue 48, in the northwest quarter of Section 32, T5S R8E, San Bernardino Baseline
and Meridian (Figs. 2, 3).

The study is part of the environmental review process for the proposed David Argudo Coachella
Cannabis Cultivation Farm project, which entails the construction of an indoor cultivation facility on
the property. The City of Coachella, as the lead agency for the project, required the study in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; PRC §21000, et seq.). The
purpose of the study is to provide the City with the necessary information and analysis to determine
whether the proposed project would cause substantial adverse changes to any “historical resources”
or “tribal cultural resources,” as defined by CEQA, that may exist in or around the project area.

In order to identify such resources, CRM TECH conducted a historical/archaeological resources
records search, pursued historical background research, contacted Native American representatives,
and carried out an intensive-level field survey of the entire project area. The following report is a
complete account of the methods, results, and final conclusion of the study. Personnel who
participated in the study are named in the appropriate sections below, and their qualifications are
provided in Appendix 1.

Figure 1. Project vicinity. (Based on USGS Salton Sea, Calif.-Ariz. and Santa Ana, Calif., 1:250,000 quadrangles
[USGS 1969; 1979])



Figure 2. Project area. (Based on USGS Indio, Calif., 1:24,000 quadrangle [USGS 1972])



Figure 3. Aerial view of the project area.



SETTING
CURRENT NATURAL SETTING

The City of Coachella is located in the Coachella Valley, a northwest-southeast trending desert
valley that constitutes the western end of the Colorado Desert. Dictated by this geographic setting,
the climate and environment of the region are typical of southern California’s desert country, marked
by extremes in temperature and aridity. Temperatures in the region reach over 120 degrees in
summer, and dip to freezing in winter. Average annual precipitation is less than five inches, and the
average annual evaporation rate exceeds three feet.

Situated between Harrison Street on the west and the Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel/
Whitewater River on the east, the project area is currently occupied by a materials recycling yard,
with similar businesses on adjacent land to the north and the south, as well as across Harrison Street
to the west (Fig. 3). The surrounding area features a mixture of light industrial properties,
agricultural fields, and undeveloped land (Fig. 3). The northern portion of the project area is mostly
vacant, while the southern portion contains the main facilities of the business, including a trailer and
several metal canopies. The ground surface is partially paved with concrete or covered with
imported gravel, and disabled motor vehicles, shipping crates, and piles of construction debris are
scattered throughout the property (Fig. 4).

The terrain in the project area is relatively level with a very slight incline to the west, and the
elevations on the property range approximately from 51 feet to 56 feet below mean sea level. Soil in

Figure 4. Overview of the project area. (View to the northwest; photograph taken on October 18, 2017)



the vicinity consists of fine-grained sands mixed with silt and freshwater mollusk shells, suggesting
the presence of lakebed deposits from Holocene Lake Cahuilla, and the surface soils have been
extensively disturbed. In its native state, the area would have been a part of the creosote bush scrub
plant community, an open and sparse habitat with an abundance of bare soil between plants. Only a
scattered growth of palms, Russian thistle/tumbleweed, and ruderal grasses was observed within
project boundaries during this survey (Fig. 4).

In past centuries, Native lifeways in the Coachella Valley was greatly influenced by the lacustral
intervals—i.e., inundation and subsequent desiccation—of Holocene Lake Cahuilla, an ancient
freshwater lake that repeatedly filled the present-day Salton Basin between 900 and 1700 A.D. The
shoreline of Lake Cahuilla during its last high stand is estimated to have been along the contour line
at 42 feet above mean sea level. Located 100 feet below the shoreline in elevation, the project area
would be fully submerged by Holocene Lake Cahuilla during the last high stand.

CULTURAL SETTING
Prehistoric Context

Numerous investigations on the history of cultural development in southern California have led
researchers to propose a number of cultural chronologies for the desert regions. A specific cultural
sequence for the Colorado Desert was offered by Schaefer (1994) on the basis of the many
archaeological studies conducted in the area. The earliest time period identified is the Paleoindian
(ca. 8,000 to 10,000-12,000 years ago), when “small, mobile bands” of hunters and gatherers, who
relied on a variety of small and large game animals as well as wild plants for subsistence, roamed the
region (ibid.:63). These small groups settled “on mesas and terraces overlooking larger washes”
(ibid.:64). The artifact assemblage of that period typically consists of very simple stone tools,
“cleared circles, rock rings, [and] some geoglyph types” (ibid.).

The Early Archaic Period follows and dates to ca. 8,000 to 4,000 years ago. It appears that a
decrease in population density occurred at this time and that the indigenous groups of the area relied
more on foraging than hunting. Very few archaeological remains have been identified to this time
period. The ensuing Late Archaic Period (ca. 4,000 to 1,500 years ago) is characterized by
continued low population densities and groups of “flexible” sizes that settled near available seasonal
food resources and relied on “opportunistic”” hunting of game animals. Groundstone artifacts for
food processing were prominent during this time period.

The most recent period in Schaefer’s scheme, the Late Prehistoric, dates from ca. 1,500 years ago to
the time of the Spanish missions, and saw the continuation of the seasonal settlement pattern.
Peoples of the Late Prehistoric Period were associated with the Patayan cultural pattern and relied
more heavily on the availability of seasonal “wild plants and animal resources” (Schaefer 1994:66).
It was during this period that brown and buff ware ceramics were introduced into the region.

The shores of Holocene Lake Cahuilla, during times of its presence, attracted much settlement and
resource procurement activities. In times of the lake’s desiccation and absence, according to
Schaefer (1994:66), the Native people moved away from its receding shores towards rivers, streams,
and mountains. Numerous archaeological sites dating to the last high stand of Holocene Lake



Cabhuilla, roughly between 900 and 1700 A.D., have been identified along its former shoreline.
Testing and mitigative excavations at these sites have recovered brown and buff ware ceramics, a
variety of groundstone and projectile point types, ornaments, and cremation remains.

Ethnohistoric Context

The Coachella Valley is a historical center of Native American settlement, where U.S. surveyors
noted large numbers of Indian villages and rancherias, occupied by the Cahuilla people, in the mid-
19th century. The Takic-speaking Cahuilla are generally divided by anthropologists into three
groups, according to their geographic setting: the Pass Cahuilla of the San Gorgonio Pass-Palm
Springs area, the Mountain Cahuilla of the San Jacinto and Santa Rosa Mountains and the Cahuilla
Valley, and the Desert Cahuilla of the eastern Coachella Valley. The basic written sources on
Cabhuilla culture and history include Kroeber (1925), Strong (1929), and Bean (1978). The following
ethnohistoric discussion is based primarily on these sources.

The Cahuilla did not have a single name that referred to an all-inclusive tribal affiliation. Instead,
membership was in terms of lineages or clans. Each lineage or clan belonged to one of two main
divisions of the people, known as moieties. Members of clans in one moiety had to marry into clans
from the other moiety. Individual clans had villages, or central places, and territories they called
their own, for purposes of hunting game, gathering food, or utilizing other necessary resources.
They interacted with other clans through trade, intermarriage, and ceremonies.

The Cahuilla were primarily hunters and gatherers who exploited nearly all of the resources
available in a highly developed seasonal mobility system. They were adapted to the arid conditions
of the desert floor, the lacustral cycles of Holocene Lake Cahuilla, and the environments of the
nearby mountains. When the lake was full, or nearly full, the Cahuilla would take advantage of the
resources presented by the body of fresh water. Once the lake had desiccated, they utilized the
available terrestrial resources. They also migrated to the higher elevations of the nearby mountains
to take advantage of the resources and cooler temperatures available in that environment.

The Cahuilla collected roots, fruits, and seeds, including acorns and mesquite beans, and hunted
deer, antelope, big horn sheep, rabbits, wood rats and, when Holocene Lake Cahuilla was present,
fish and waterfowls with throwing sticks, clubs, nets, traps, snares, as well as bows and arrow (Bean
1978; CSRI2002). Common tools and utensils included manos and metates, mortars and pestles,
hammerstones, fire drills, awls, arrow-straighteners, and stone knives and scrapers. These lithic
tools were made from locally available material as well as exotic material procured through trade or
travel. They also used wood, horn, and bone spoons and stirrers; baskets for winnowing, leaching,
grinding, transporting, parching, storing, and cooking; and pottery vessels for carrying water,
storage, cooking, and serving food and drink (ibid.).

Population data prior to European contact is almost impossible to obtain, but estimates range from
3,600 to as high as 10,000 persons. During the 19th century, however, the Cahuilla population was
decimated as a result of European diseases, most notably smallpox, for which Native people had no
immunity. Today, Native Americans of Pass or Desert Cahuilla heritage are mostly affiliated with
one or more of the Indian reservations in and near the Coachella Valley, including Cabazon, Torres
Martinez, Augustine, Agua Caliente, and Morongo.



Historic Context

In 1823-1825, José Romero, José Maria Estudillo, and Romualdo Pacheco became the first noted
European explorers to travel through the Coachella Valley when they led a series of expeditions in
search of a route to Yuma (Johnston 1987:92-95). Due to its harsh environment, few non-Indians
ventured into the desert valley during the Mexican and early American periods, except those who
traveled along the established trails. The most important of these trails was the Cocomaricopa Trail,
an ancient Indian trading route that was “discovered” in 1862 by William David Bradshaw and
known after that as the Bradshaw Trail (Gunther 1984:71; Ross 1992:25). In much of the Coachella
Valley, this historic wagon road traversed a similar course to that of present-day Highway 111.
During the 1860s-1870s, the Bradshaw Trail served as the main thoroughfare between coastal
southern California and the Colorado River, until the completion of the Southern Pacific Railroad in
1876-1877 brought an end to its heyday (Johnston 1987:185).

Non-Indian settlement in the Coachella Valley began in the 1870s with the establishment of
railroad stations along the Southern Pacific Railroad, and spread further in the 1880s after public
land was opened for claims under the Homestead Act, the Desert Land Act, and other federal land
laws (Laflin 1998:35-36; Robinson 1948:169-171). Farming became the dominant economic
activity in the valley thanks to the development of underground water sources, often in the form of
artesian wells. Around the turn of the century, the date palm was introduced into the Coachella
Valley, and by the late 1910s dates were the main agricultural crop and the tree an iconic image
celebrating the region as the “Arabia of America” (Shields Date Gardens 1957). Then, starting in
the 1920s, a new industry featuring equestrian camps, resorts, hotels, and eventually country clubs
began to spread throughout the Coachella Valley, transforming it into southern California’s
premier winter retreat.

The City of Coachella traces its roots to a siding on the Southern Pacific Railroad, known originally
as Woodspur. In 1901-1902, a townsite was developed around the siding, and a new name for the
locale, Coachella, was coined from Coahuilla and Conchilla, two names that had been used
alternatively for the Coachella Valley (Gunther 1984:121-122). The Coachella post office was
established in late 1901, and the plat of the townsite was filed by the Coachella Land and Water
Company the next year. The town was incorporated in 1946 as the 12th city in Riverside County,

and since then has grown into a city of more than 29 square miles and a population of more than
45,000 (City of Coachella 2016).

RESEARCH METHODS
RECORDS SEARCH

On October 9, 2017, CRM TECH archaeologist Nina Gallardo completed the records search at the
Eastern Information Center (EIC), University of California, Riverside. During the records search,
Gallardo examined maps and records on file at the EIC for previously identified cultural resources
and existing cultural resources reports within a one-mile radius of the project area. Previously
identified cultural resources include properties designated as California Historical Landmarks, Points
of Historical Interest, or Riverside County Landmarks, as well as those listed in the National



Register of Historic Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, or the California
Historical Resources Inventory.

HISTORICAL RESEARCH

Historical background research for this study was conducted by CRM TECH principal investigator/
historian Bai “Tom” Tang. In addition to published literature in local and regional history, sources
consulted during the research included the U.S. General Land Office (GLO) land survey plat maps
dated 1856-1914, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps dated 1904-1979, and aerial
photographs taken in 1953-2017. The historic maps are collected at the Science Library of the
University of California, Riverside, and the California Desert District of the U.S. Bureau of Land
Management, located in Moreno Valley. The aerial photographs are available at the NETR Online
website and through the Google Earth software.

NATIVE AMERICAN PARTICIPATION

On October 10, 2017, CRM TECH submitted a written request to the State of California’s Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for a records search in the commission’s sacred lands file.
Following the NAHC’s recommendations and previously established consultation protocol, CRM
TECH further contacted a total of 37 Native American representatives in the region in writing on
October 17 for additional information on potential Native American cultural resources in the project
vicinity. In addition, CRM TECH notified the Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians of the
upcoming archaeological fieldwork in writing on October 10 and the Cabazon Band of Mission
Indians by telephone on October 16, and invited tribal participation. Written correspondence between
CRM TECH and the Native American representatives is attached to this report in Appendix 2.

FIELD SURVEY

On October 18, 2017, CRM TECH archaeologist Ben Kerridge carried out the intensive-level field
survey of the project area. The survey was completed on foot by walking a series of parallel north-
south transects spaced 15 meters (approximately 50 feet) apart. In this way, the ground surface in
the entire project area was systematically and carefully examined for any evidence of human
activities dating to the prehistoric or historic period (i.e., 50 years ago or older). Visibility of the
native ground surface soils ranged from good (75-90%) in the unpaved portions of the southern half
to poor (0-20%) in the northern half.

RESULTS AND FINDINGS
RECORDS SEARCH

According to EIC records, the project area had not been surveyed for cultural resources prior to this
study, and no cultural resources had been recorded within the project boundaries. Outside the
project boundaries but within the one-mile scope of the records search, EIC records show more than
35 previous cultural resources studies on various tracts of land and linear features, the nearest being
a property across Harrison Street to the west (Fig. 5). In all, roughly 75% of the land within the
scope of the records search has been surveyed, which resulted in the identification of 41 historical/



Figure 5. Previous cultural resources studies in the vicinity of the project area, listed by EIC file number. Locations of
historical/archaeological sites are not shown as a protective measure.



archaeological sites and 13 isolates—i.e., localities with fewer than three artifacts—within the one-
mile radius.

All of the isolates and 31 of the known sites are of prehistoric—i.e., Native American—origin,
consisting predominantly of scattered ceramic, flaked-stone, and/or groundstone artifacts but also
including more substantial finds such as habitation debris, hearths, campsites, and a possible village
site. These prehistoric archaeological resources were concentrated particularly along the Whitewater
River, now the Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel, just to the east of the project location. The
nearest among them, Site 33-002985, was recorded less than 0.2 mile to the east, across the
Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel, and was described in 1984-1990 as a 210x160-meter
habitation site with a possible cremation (Dominici et al. 1984; White 1990).

The other 10 previously recorded sites dated to the historic period and included buildings, refuse
scatters, and various linear infrastructure features such as the Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel,
Dillon Highway (now Dillon Road), and the Southern Pacific (now Union Pacific) Railroad. Among
these, the nearest to the project location is the Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel, which lies
immediately outside the eastern project boundary.

Constructed along the natural course of the Whitewater River by the Coachella Valley Water District
and its predecessors between the 1910s and the 1940s, the Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel
was recorded into the California Historical Resources Inventory as Site 33-017259/33-017913 in
2008-2012, but was determined not to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places or the
California Register of Historical Resources (Ballester et al. 2008:2; McDougal and Hamilton 2009:3;
Inoway and Smallwood 2012:2). None of the other recorded sites or isolates was found within or
immediately adjacent to the project area, and thus none of them requires further consideration during
this study.

HISTORICAL RESEARCH

Historical sources consulted for this study suggest that the project area is relatively low in sensitivity
for cultural resources from the historic period, as no evidence of any settlement or development
activities was reported on the property between the 1850s and the 1950s (Figs. 6-9; NETR Online
1953). In the 1850s, a well of “good water,” presumably a typical Desert Cahuilla walk-in well, was
noted approximately a quarter-mile to the northwest (Fig. 6). By 1941, however, the nearest man-
made features known to be present in the project vicinity were the levees of the Coachella Valley
Stormwater Channel, the Southern Pacific Railroad (built in 1876-1877), Dillon Highway (built in
the 1930s), and the unpaved forerunner of Harrison Street (Fig. 8).

In 1953, the land across Harrison Street was under use as agricultural fields, but the project area
remained undeveloped desert land, largely in its natural state (NETR Online 1953). Between the
1950s and the 1970s, automobile wrecking and storage became the prevailing land use along this
segment of Harrison Street, and the eastern half of the project area was evidently used for that
purpose at least by 1972 (NETR Online 1972). A lone building was present in the southwestern
corner of the project area by that time, but was removed some time later (USGS 1972; NETR Online
1996-2012; Google Earth 1996-2012). By 2012, the trailer and the metal canopies on the property
today had become the only permanent features within the project boundaries, along with the various
walls and fences (Google Earth 2012-2017).
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Figure 6. The project area and vicinity in 1855-1856. Figure 7. The project area and vicinity in 1903-1911.
(Source: GLO 1856a-1856d) (Source: GLO 1903; 1909; 1914a; 1914b)

Figure 8. The project area and vicinity in 1941. (Source:  Figure 9. The project area and vicinity in 1953-1956.
USGS 1941) (Source: USGS 1956)
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NATIVE AMERICAN PARTICIPATION

In response to CRM TECH’s inquiry, the NAHC reported in a letter dated October 11, 2017, that the
sacred lands record search identified sites of Native American origin in the project vicinity, but did
not specify the number, locations, or nature of the sites. The NAHC recommended that the Cabazon
Band of Mission Indians be contacted for further information, and further provided a list of other
local Native American representatives to be consulted (see App. 2).

Upon receiving the NAHC’s reply, CRM TECH contacted Judy Stapp, Cultural Director for the
Cabazon Band, by telephone on October 16, 2017. On October 17, CRM TECH sent written
requests for comments to 29 of the 32 individuals on the NAHC’s referral list and the organizations
they represent (see App. 2). The other three persons, John Perada of the Los Coyotes Band of
Cahuilla and Cupefio Indians, Nick Elliott of the Manzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Nation, and Julie
Hagen of the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians, no longer serve the tribes as spokespersons on
cultural resources issues, according previous tribal responses. As recommended by the appropriate
tribal government staff, Judy Stapp and the following designated spokespersons for the tribes were
also contacted in writing:

David L. Saldivar, Tribal Government Affairs Manager, Augustine Band of Cahuilla Indians;
Bobby Ray Esparza, Cultural Director, Cahuilla Band of Indians;

Desiderio Vela, Environmental Program Manager, Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians;
Veronica Santos, Cultural Resource Coordinator, Manzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Nation;
Raymond Huaute, Cultural Resources Specialist, Morongo Band of Mission Indians;
Gabriella Rubalcava, Environmental Director, Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians;

Ernest Pingleton, Cultural Resources Manager, Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians.

As of this time, five tribal representatives have responded in writing (see App. 2). Among them,
Judy Stapp of the Cabazon Band of Mission Indians stated that the tribe has no specific information
on any sites of Native American cultural value within the project area. However, in light of the
previous discovery of prehistoric sites nearby, Ms. Stapp suggested that archaeological monitoring
be implemented during ground-disturbing activities at the project location. When reached by
telephone on October 16, Ms. Stapp indicated that the Cabazon Band did not have a tribal monitor
available to participate in the archaeological field survey, and deferred to the Torres Martinez Desert
Cahuilla Indians for that.

Three of the other tribal representatives who responded, Katie Croft of the Agua Caliente Band of
Cahuilla Indians, Amanda Vance of the Augustine Band of Cahuilla Indians, and Ray Teran of the
Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians, expressed no specific concerns over this project and deferred to
other tribes located in closer proximity to the project area, such as the Cabazon Band and the
Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians. Nevertheless, Ms. Vance and Mr. Teran requested to
be notified if any cultural resources were discovered, and Ms. Vance encouraged Native American
monitoring of the project.

Sarah Bliss, Tribal Cultural Specialist for the Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians, stated
that the tribe was aware of an additional cultural resource within one mile of the project location that

12



the EIC might not have records of, but had no information on any cultural resources within the
project boundaries. Citing cultural sensitivity of the general vicinity, Ms. Bliss recommended Native
American monitoring during the project and requested a copy of this report for tribal review.

FIELD SURVEY

The field survey encountered no buildings, structures, objects, sites, features, or artifact deposits of
prehistoric or historical origin within or adjacent to the project area. As demonstrated by the historic
maps and aerial photographs, all existing buildings and structures on the property today postdate
1972, and no identifiable remnants of the building known to be located in the southwestern corner of
the property in 1972 were observed during the survey. The ground surface in virtually the entire
project area has been disturbed by construction and other activities on the property since the 1950s,
which greatly reduces the archaeological sensitivity of the surface and near surface soils. Scattered
modern refuse and abandoned motor vehicles litter much of the project area, but none of the items is
of any historical or archaeological interest.

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study is to identify any cultural resources within or adjacent to the project area
and to assist the City of Coachella in determining whether such resources meet the official definition
of “historical resources” or “tribal cultural resources,” as provided in the California Public Resources
Code, in particular CEQA. According to PRC §5020.1(j), “historical resource’ includes, but is not
limited to, any object, building, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which is historically or
archaeologically significant, or is significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic,
agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California.”

More specifically, CEQA guidelines state that the term “historical resources” applies to any such
resources listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, included in a local register of historical resources, or determined to be historically
significant by the lead agency (Title 14 CCR §15064.5(a)(1)-(3)). Regarding the proper criteria for
the evaluation of historical significance, CEQA guidelines mandate that “generally a resource shall
be considered by the lead agency to be ‘historically significant’ if the resource meets the criteria for
listing on the California Register of Historical Resources” (Title 14 CCR §15064.5(a)(3)). A
resource may be listed in the California Register if it meets any of the following criteria:

(1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage.

(2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.

(3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or
represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values.

(4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. (PRC
§5024.1(c))

For “tribal cultural resources,” PRC §21074, enacted and codified as part of a 2014 amendment to
CEQA through Assembly Bill 52, provides the statutory definition as follows:
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“Tribal cultural resources” are either of the following:

(1) Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe that are either of the following:

(A) Included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical
Resources.

(B) Included in a local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of Section
5020.1.

(2) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1. In applying the
criteria set forth in subdivision (¢) of Section 5024.1 for the purposes of this paragraph, the lead
agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.

The results of this study have established that no potential ‘“historical resources” or “tribal cultural
resources” were previously recorded within or adjacent to the project area, and none was
encountered during the present survey. In addition, Native American input during this study did not
identify any specific sites of traditional cultural value within project boundaries, and historic maps
show no notable cultural features within the project area during the 1850s-1950s era.

Based on these findings, and in light of the criteria listed above, the present study concludes that no
“historical resources” exist within or adjacent to the project area, nor have any “tribal cultural
resources’” been identified. The final determination on the presence or absence of “tribal cultural
resources” in the project area, however, will need to be made by the City of Coachella upon
completion of the government-to-government consultations that the City will be conducting with
pertinent Native American tribes pursuant to provisions of Assembly Bill 52.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CEQA establishes that a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
“historical resource” or a “tribal cultural resource” is a project that may have a significant effect on
the environment (PRC §21084.1-2). “Substantial adverse change,” according to PRC §5020.1(q),
“means demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration such that the significance of a historical
resource would be impaired.”

In summary of the research results outlined above, no “historical resources” or “tribal cultural
resources,” as defined by CEQA, were encountered within or adjacent to the project area during this
study. Therefore, CRM TECH presents the following recommendations to the City of Coachella:

e A finding of No Impact on cultural resources appears to be appropriate for this project, pending
the completion of Native American consultation process by the City of Coachella pursuant to
Assembly Bill 52 to ensure the proper identification of potential “tribal cultural resources.”

e No other cultural resources investigation will be necessary for the proposed project unless
development plans undergo such changes as to include areas not covered by this study.

e [f buried cultural materials are discovered inadvertently during any earth-moving operations
associated with the project, all work within 50 feet of the discovery should be halted or diverted
until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance of the finds.
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e [f human remains are discovered, HSC §7050.5 prohibits any further disturbance until the
Riverside County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to the origin. Human remains of
Native American origin will need to be treated per consultations among the Most Likely
Descendant, the City of Coachella, and the project proponent in accordance with PRC §5097.98.
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APPENDIX 1:
PERSONNEL QUALIFICATIONS

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR/HISTORIAN
Bai “Tom” Tang, M. A.

Education

1988-1993  Graduate Program in Public History/Historic Preservation, UC Riverside.

1987 M.A., American History, Yale University, New Haven, Connecticut.

1982 B.A., History, Northwestern University, Xi’an, China.

2000 “Introduction to Section 106 Review,” presented by the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation and the University of Nevada, Reno.

1994 “Assessing the Significance of Historic Archaeological Sites,” presented by the

Historic Preservation Program, University of Nevada, Reno.
Professional Experience

2002- Principal Investigator, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, California.

1993-2002 Project Historian/Architectural Historian, CRM TECH, Riverside, California.
1993-1997 Project Historian, Greenwood and Associates, Pacific Palisades, California.
1991-1993  Project Historian, Archaeological Research Unit, UC Riverside.

1990 Intern Researcher, California State Office of Historic Preservation, Sacramento.
1990-1992  Teaching Assistant, History of Modern World, UC Riverside.

1988-1993 Research Assistant, American Social History, UC Riverside.

1985-1988  Research Assistant, Modern Chinese History, Yale University.

1985-1986  Teaching Assistant, Modern Chinese History, Yale University.

1982-1985  Lecturer, History, Xi’an Foreign Languages Institute, Xi’an, China.

Cultural Resources Management Reports
Preliminary Analyses and Recommendations Regarding California’s Cultural Resources Inventory
System (with Special Reference to Condition 14 of NPS 1990 Program Review Report). California

State Office of Historic Preservation working paper, Sacramento, September 1990.

Numerous cultural resources management reports with the Archaeological Research Unit,
Greenwood and Associates, and CRM TECH, since October 1991.
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PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR/ARCHAEOLOGIST
Michael Hogan, Ph.D., RPA*

Education

1991 Ph.D., Anthropology, University of California, Riverside.

1981 B.S., Anthropology, University of California, Riverside; with honors.

1980-1981 Education Abroad Program, Lima, Peru.

2002 Section 106—National Historic Preservation Act: Federal Law at the Local Level.
UCLA Extension Course #888.

2002 “Recognizing Historic Artifacts,” workshop presented by Richard Norwood,
Historical Archaeologist.

2002 “Wending Your Way through the Regulatory Maze,” symposium presented by the
Association of Environmental Professionals.

1992 “Southern California Ceramics Workshop,” presented by Jerry Schaefer.

1992 “Historic Artifact Workshop,” presented by Anne Duffield-Stoll.

Professional Experience

2002- Principal Investigator, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, California.

1999-2002 Project Archaeologist/Field Director, CRM TECH, Riverside.

1996-1998 Project Director and Ethnographer, Statistical Research, Inc., Redlands.

1992-1998  Assistant Research Anthropologist, University of California, Riverside

1992-1995  Project Director, Archaeological Research Unit, U. C. Riverside.

1993-1994  Adjunct Professor, Riverside Community College, Mt. San Jacinto College, U.C.
Riverside, Chapman University, and San Bernardino Valley College.

1991-1992 Crew Chief, Archaeological Research Unit, U. C. Riverside.

1984-1998  Archaeological Technician, Field Director, and Project Director for various southern
California cultural resources management firms.

Research Interests

Cultural Resource Management, Southern Californian Archaeology, Settlement and Exchange
Patterns, Specialization and Stratification, Culture Change, Native American Culture, Cultural
Diversity.

Cultural Resources Management Reports

Author and co-author of, contributor to, and principal investigator for numerous cultural resources
management study reports since 1986.

Memberships
* Register of Professional Archaeologists; Society for American Archaeology; Society for California

Archaeology; Pacific Coast Archaeological Society; Coachella Valley Archaeological Society.
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PROJECT ARCHAEOLOGIST/REPORT WRITER
Deirdre Encarnacion, M.A.

Education

2003 M.A., Anthropology, San Diego State University, California.

2000 B.A., Anthropology, minor in Biology, with honors; San Diego State University,
California.

1993 A.A., Communications, Nassau Community College, Garden City, N.Y.

2001 Archaeological Field School, San Diego State University.

2000 Archaeological Field School, San Diego State University.

Professional Experience

2004- Project Archaeologist/Report Writer, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, California.
2001-2003  Part-time Lecturer, San Diego State University, California.

2001 Research Assistant for Dr. Lynn Gamble, San Diego State University.

2001 Archaeological Collection Catalog, SDSU Foundation.

Memberships

Society for California Archaeology; Society for Hawaiian Archaeology; California Native Plant
Society.
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PROJECT ARCHAEOLOGIST

Ben Kerridge, M.A.
Education
2014 Archaeological Field School, Institute for Field Research, Kephallenia, Greece.
2010 M.A., Anthropology, California State University, Fullerton.
2009 Project Management Training, Project Management Institute/CH2M HILL.
2004 B.A., Anthropology, California State University, Fullerton.
Professional Experience
2015- Project Archaeologist/Report Writer, CRM TECH, Colton, California.
2015 Teaching Assistant, Institute for Field Research, Kephallenia, Greece.
2009-2014  Publications Delivery Manager, CH2M HILL, Santa Ana, California.
2010- Naturalist, Newport Bay Conservancy, Newport Beach, California.

2009-2010  Senior Commentator, GameReplays.org.

2006-2009 Technical Publishing Specialist, CH2M HILL, Santa Ana, California.

2002-2007  Host and Head Writer, The Rational Voice Radio Program, Titan Radio, California
State University, Fullerton.

2002-2006  English Composition/College Preparation Tutor, Various Locations, California.

Memberships

Society for California Archaeology; Pacific Coast Archaeological Society

PROJECT ARCHAEOLOGIST/NATIVE AMERICAN LIAISON

Nina Gallardo, B.A.
Education
2004 B.A., Anthropology/Law and Society, University of California, Riverside.
Honors and Awards
2000 Dean’s Honors List, University of California, Riverside.
Professional Experience
2004- Project Archaeologist, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, California.
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APPENDIX 2

CORRESPONDENCE WITH
NATIVE AMERICAN REPRESENTATIVES*

* A total of 37 local Native American representatives were contacted; a sample letter is included in this report.
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SACRED LANDS FILE & NATIVE AMERICAN CONTACTS LIST REQUEST

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
1550 Harbor Blvd., Suite 100
West Sacramento, CA 95691
(916)373-3710
(916)373-5471 Fax
nahc@pacbell.net

Project:_Two Proposed Marijuana Farms Projects; Assessor’s Parcel Map No. 603-290-005, -020,
and -021 (CRM TECH No. 3275)

County:_Riverside

USGS Quadrangle Name:_Indio, Calif.

Township_5 South Range 8 East SB BM; Section(s) 32

Company/Firm/Agency: CRM TECH

Contact Person: Nina Gallardo

Street Address: 1016 E. Cooley Drive, Suite A/B

City:_Colton, CA Zip:_92324

Phone:_(909) 824-6400 Fax:_(909) 824-6405

Email: ngallardo@crmtech.us

Project Description:_The primary component of the project is to construct two medial marijuana
cultivation facilities on approximately 18.94 acres of land located between Harrison Street and the
Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel, south of Avenue 48 (APNs 603-290-005, -020, and -021),
in the City of Coachella, Riverside County, California.

October 10, 2017



From: Nina Gallardo <ngallardo@crmtech.us>

Sent: Tuesday, October 10, 2017 2:19 PM

To: Michael Mirelez

Subject: Cultural Study & Participation in Fieldwork for Two Proposed Marijuana Farms Projects;
Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 603-290-005, -020, and -021 in the City of Coachella, Riverside
County (CRM TECH No. 3275)

Hello,

I’m emailing to inform you that CRM TECH will be conducting a cultural study for two proposed
marijuana farms projects on Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 603-290-005, -020, and -021 in the City of
Coachella, Riverside County (CRM TECH No. 3275). In an earlier email, I stated that these parcels
are located north and south of the Coachella Blooms Project (CRM TECH No. 3271) and we are
hoping to conduct both survey on the same day. I’m contacting you to see if the tribe would like to
participate in the field survey, and we will contact the tribe again when we have a specific time and
date for the fieldwork confirmed with the client. We would also appreciate any information
regarding the project area. We will be sending an NA scoping letter with additional information in a
few weeks. I’m attaching the proposed project area map and other information.

Thank you for your time and input on this project.

Nina Gallardo









Native American Heritage Commission
Native American Contact List

Los Coyotes Band of Mission

Riverside County
10M11/2017

Morongo Band of Mission

Indians Indians

John Perada, Environmental Denisa Torres, Cuitural Resources

Director Manager

P. O.Box 189 Cahuilia 12700 Pumarra Rroad Cahuilla

Warner Springs, CA, 92086 Banning, CA, 92220 Serrano

Phone: (760) 782 - 0712 Phone: (951) 849 - 8807

Fax: {760) 782-2730 Fax: (951) 922-8146
dtorres@morongo-nsn.gov

Los Coyotes Band of Mission Ramona Band of Cahuilla

Indians Mission Indians

Shane Chapparosa, Chairperson Joseph Hamilton, Chairperson

P.O. Box 189 Cahuilla P.O. Box 391670 Cahuilla

Warner Springs, CA, 92086-0189 Anza, CA, 92539

Phone: (760) 782 - 0711 Phone: (951) 763 - 4105

Fax: (760) 782-0712 Fax: (951) 763-4325

Chapparosa@msn.com admin@ramonatribe.com

Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay Ramona Band of Cahuilla

Nation Mission Indians

Angeia Elliott Santos, Chairperson John Gomez, Environmental

P.0O. Box 1302 Kumeyaay Coordinator

Boulevard, CA, 91905 P. O. Box 391670 Cahuilla

Phone: {(619) 766 - 4930 Anza, CA, 92539

Fax: (619) 7664957 Phone: (951) 763 - 4105
Fax: {951) 7634325
jgomez@ramonatribe.com

Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay

Nation San Pasqual Band of Mission

Nick Elliott, Cultural Resources Indians

Coordinator Allen E. Lawson, Chairperson

P. O. Box 1302 Kumeyaay P.O. w365 Kumeyaay

Boulevard, CA, 91905 Valley Center, CA, 92082

Phone: (619) 766 - 4930 Phone: (760) 749 - 3200

Fax: (619) 7664957 Fax: (760} 749-3876

nickmepa@yahoo.com allenl@sanpasqualtribe.org

Morongo Band of Mission San Pasqual Band of Mission

Indians Indians

Robert Martin, Chairperson John Flores, Environmental

ATAN Mimamera DeaaAAd ﬁ.-..L.I..:II__ n__]__lr_ .

uanriny, win, Iccew acidig . \J. DUX 002 numeyaay

Phone: (951) 849 - 8807
Fax: (951) 922-8146

Valley Center, CA, 92082
Phone: (760) 749 - 3200
Fax: (760) 749-3876
johnf@sanpasqualtribe.org

This list is current only as of the date of this decument, Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory respansibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of
the Health and Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resource Section 5097.98 of the Public Rescurces Code.

This list & only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to.cultural resources assessment for the proposed Twe Proposed Marjjuana Farms
Projects, Riverside County.
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October 17, 2017

Jeff Grubbe, Chairperson

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians
5401 Dinah Shore Drive

Palm Springs, CA 92264

RE: Two Proposed Marijuana Farm Projects
Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 603-290-005, -020, and -021
20.6 Acres in the City of Coachella
Riverside County, California
CRM TECH Contract #3275

Dear Mr. Grubbe:

I am writing to bring your attention to ongoing CEQA-compliance studies for the proposed projects
referenced above. The projects entail the construction of two indoor medical marijuana cultivation
farms on approximately 20.6 acres of land (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers [APN] 603-290-005, -020,
and -021) located between Harrison Street and the Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel, south of
Avenue 48. The accompanying map, based on the USGS Indio, Calif., 7.5° quadrangle, depicts the
location of the project areas in Section 32, TSS R8E, SBBM. The project on APN 603-290-005,
known as the High Hampton Coachella Cannabis Farm, consists of 10.82 acres of vacant land that
was previously used as a wrecking yard. The project on APNs 603-290-020, and -021, known as the
David Argudo Coachella Cannabis Cultivation Farm, consists of 9.68 acres of land currently in use
as a recycling facility.

According to records on file at the Eastern Information Center (EIC), there are no known historical/
archaeological sites within the boundaries of the project areas. Outside the project boundaries but
within a one-mile radius, EIC records show that 43 historical/archaeological sites and 13 isolates—
1.e., localities with fewer than three artifacts—were previously recorded. Of these, 31 of the sites and
all of the isolates were of prehistoric—i.e., Native American—origin, mainly consisting of ceramic
scatters, lithic scatters, and habitation debris, the most common type of prehistoric cultural features
in the Coachella Valley area. These sites were concentrated along the Coachella Valley Stormwater
Channel/Whitewater River located to the east of the project areas. Recorded closest to the High
Hampton Farms project area was Site 33-004130, a small prehistoric occupation area located about
50 feet to the southeast. Recorded closest to the David Argudo Farm was Site 33-002985, located
about 0.25 mile to the east and described as a small occupation site with a possible cremation. The
13 isolates were described as a quartz lithic point, ceramic sherds, a core, a flake, and a few metates.
The other 12 sites dated to the historic period and included buildings, refuse scatters, the Coachella
Stormwater Channel/Whitewater River, Dillon Highway, and the Union Pacific Railroad.

In a letter dated October 11, 2017, the Native American Heritage Commission reports that the sacred
lands record search identified Native American cultural resources located within the project areas,
but recommends that the Cabazon Band of Mission Indians be contacted for further information on
cultural resources (see attached). Therefore, as part of the cultural resources study for these projects,
[ am writing to request your input on potential Native American cultural resources in or near the



project areas. CRM TECH will revisit the project area if there is any additional information
regarding specific cultural sites that may be located on the property and may be impacted by the
proposed projects.

Please respond at your earliest convenience if you have any specific knowledge of sacred/religious
sites or other sites of Native American traditional cultural value in or near the project areas, or any
other information to consider during the cultural resources investigations. Any information or
concerns may be forwarded to CRM TECH by telephone, e-mail, facsimile, or standard mail.
Requests for documentation or information we cannot provide will be forwarded to our client and/or
the lead agency, namely the City of Coachella.

We would also like to clarify that, as the cultural resources consultant for the project, CRM TECH is
not involved in the AB 52-compliance process or in government-to-government consultations. The
purpose of this letter is to seek any information that you may have to help us determine if there are
cultural resources in or near the project area that we should be aware of and to help us assess the
sensitivity of the project areas. Thank you for your time and effort in addressing this important
matter.

Respectfully,

Nina Gallardo

Project Archaeologist/Native American liaison
CRM TECH

Email: ngallardo@crmtech.us

Encl.: NAHC response letter and project location map



PQ Box 908

Alpine, CA 91903

‘ #1 Viejas Grade Road

LRIBAL WOVERNMENT Alpine, CA 91901

Phone: 6194453810
Fax: 6194455337

viejas.com

October 17, 2017

Nina Gallardo :

Project Archaeologist/Native American Liaison
CRM TECH

1016 E. Cooley Drive, Suite A/B

Coiton, CA 92324

Re: Two Proposed Marijuana Farms Project

Dear Ms. Gallardo,

The Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians ("Viejas”) has reviewed the proposed project and
at this time we have determined that the project site has little cultural significance or ties
to Viejas. We further recommend that you contact the tribe(s) closest to the cuitural
resources. We, however, request to be informed of any new developments such as
inadvertent discovery of cuitural artifacts, cremation sites, or human remains in order for
us to reevaluate our participation in the government-to-government consultation
process.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have further questions. Please call Ernest
Pingleton at 619-659-2314 or me at 619-659-2312, or email, epingleton@viejas-nsn.gov
or teran@viejas-nsn.gov. Thank you.

Resource Management



AUGUSTINE BAND OF CAHUILLA INDIANS
PO Box 846  84-481 Avenue 54  Coachella CA 92236
Telephone: (760) 398-4722
Fax (760) 369-7161
Tribal Chairperson: Amanda Vance

T— Tribal Vice-Chairperson: William Vance

October 24, 2017

Nina Gallardo

CRM Tech

1016 E. Cooley Drive, Ste. A/B
Colton, CA 92324

RE: CRM TECH Contract #: 3275

Dear Ms. (zallardo-

Thank you for the opportunity to offer input concerning the development of the above-identified
project. We appreciate your sensitivity to the cultural resources that may be impacted by your
project, and the importance of these cultural resources to the Native American peoples that have
occupied the land surrounding the area of your project for thousands of years. Unfortunately,
increased development and lack of sensitivity to cultural resources has resulted in many
significant cultural resources being destroyed or substantially altered and impacted. Your
invitation to consult on this project is greatly appreciated.

At this time we are unaware of specific cultural resources that may be affected by the proposed
project. We encourage you to contact other Native American Tribes and individuals within the
immediate vicinity of the project site that may have specific information concerning cultural
resources that may be located in the area. We also encourage you to contract with a monitor who
1s ~malified  Native American cultural resources identification and who is able to be present on-
site full-time during the pre-construction and construction phase of the project. Please notify us
immediately should you discover any cultural resources during the development of this project.

Tribal Chairperson



October 26, 2017

Nina Gallardo

CRM TECH

1016 E. Cooley Drive, Suite A/B
Colton, CA 92324

Re.: Two Proposed Marijuana Farm Projects
Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 603-290-005, -020, and 021
20.6 Acres in the City of Coachella
Riverside County, Califarnia
CRM TECH Centract #3275

Dear Ms. Gallardo:

Thank you for contacting the Cabazon Band of Mission Indians concerning cultural resource
information relative to the above referenced project.

The project is located outside of the Tribe’s current reservation boundaries. The Tribe has no
specific archival information on the site indicating that it may be a sacred/religious site or other
site of Native American traditional cultural value within the project area. Due to the discovery of
prehistoric sites in close proximity to the project, suggesting a heightened potential for other sites
to be present, the Cabazon Band suggests there be an archaeologist on site during all ground
disturbing activities to monitor for the discovery of unknown cultural resources.

We look forward to ¢ itinued collaboral ninthep servation cultural resourc or « of
traditional cultural importance.

Best regards,

P

Judy Stapp
Director of Cultural Affairs

84-245 INDIO SPRINGS PARKWAY + INDIO, CALIFORNIA 92203-34YY * /0U.342.£5Y93 * FAAL {OU.O4(.{ 00U



From: Sarah Bliss <sbliss@spotlight29.com>
Sent: Friday, November 3, 2017 2:27 PM
To: ‘ngallardo@crmtech.us’

Cec: TNP Consultation

Subject: CRM TECH Contract 3275

Hello Nina,

In regards to the David Argudo Coachella Cannabis Cultivation Farm Project and the High Hampton
Coachella Cannabis Farm Project, the Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) is aware of (1)
additional cultural resources within one-mile of the project areas that may not be recorded at the
EIC. The Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) is not aware of any additional cultural
resources or any Tribal Cultural Resources, as defined California Public Resources Code § 21074 (a)
(1) (A)-(B), within the project areas.

For the David Argudo Coachella Cannabis Cultivation Farm Project, the tribe will recommend tribal
monitoring as it is within a culturally sensitive area and there is a sensitive site in the vicinity of the
project area. Additionally, the THPO will request the completed Cultural Report from the City of
Coachella and provide additional recommendations when it is completed.

While not within a culturally sensitive area the High Hampton Coachella Cannabis Farm Project is
located in very close to a prehistoric occupation area, which the Tribe is concerned with. For the
High Hampton Coachella Cannabis Farm Project, the THPO will request the completed Cultural
Report for the City of Coachella and provide additional recommendations when it is completed.

Thank you,

Sarah Bliss

Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians
Tribal Cultural Specialist

46-200 Harrison Place, Coachella, CA 92236
Ofc: (760) 863-2489

E-mail: sbliss@?29palmsbomi-nsn.gov



November 06, 2017 03-017-2017-009

[VIA EMAIL TO:ngallardo@crmtech.us]
CRM TECH

Ms. Nina Gallardo

1016 E. Cooley Drive, Suite A/B

Colton, CA 92324

Re: Marijuana Farms, 603-290-005, 603-290-020, 603-290-021, CRM TECH# 3275
Dear Ms. Nina Gallardo,

The Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians (ACBCI) appreciates your efforts to include the
Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) in the Marijuana Farms, 603-290-005, 603-290-020,
603-290-021 project. The project area is not located within the boundaries of the ACBCI
Reservation. However, it is within the Tribe’s Traditional Use Area. For this reason, the ACBCI
THPO requests the following:

*At this time ACBCI defers to the Cabazon Band of Mission Indians. This letter
shall conclude our consultation efforts.

*At this time ACBCI defers to the Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians.
This letter shall conclude our consultation efforts.

Again, the Agua Caliente appreciates your interest in our cultural heritage. If you have questions
or require additional information, please call me at (760)699-6829. You may also email me at
ACBCI-THPO@aguacaliente.net.

Cordially,

Katie Croft

Cultural Resources Manager
Tribal Historic Preservation Office
AGUA CALIENTE BAND

OF CAHUILLA INDIANS



>N CRM TECH
1016 E. Cooley Drive, Suite A/B
Colton, CA 92324

January 16, 2020

Kaitlyn Dodson-Hamilton, Vice President
Tom Dodson and Associates

2150 N. Arrowhead Avenue

San Bernardino, CA 92405

Re: Update to Historical/Archaeological Resources Survey Report
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 603-290-020 and 603-290-021
City of Coachella, Riverside County, California
CRM TECH Contract No. 3566

Dear Kaitlyn:

At your request, we have completed a historical/archaeological resources records search and a
field inspection on approximately eight acres of partially developed land in the City of
Coachella, Riverside County, California. The project area for the study consists of Assessor’s
Parcel Numbers 603-290-020 and 603-290-021, located on the east side of Harrison Street and to
the south of Avenue 48, in the northwest quarter of Section 32, T5S R8E, San Bernardino
Baseline and Meridian (Fig. 1).

As you know, the project area was previously the subject of a standard Phase I cultural resources
survey that our firm completed in 2017 (Tang et al. 2017; see attachment). The survey was
conducted for the proposed construction of an indoor cannabis cultivation facility on the
property, as required by the City of Coachella in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). The scope of the 2017 study included a similar records search, historical
background research, Native American scoping, and an intensive-level field survey. Throughout
the course of the study, no “historical resources” or “tribal cultural resources,” as defined by
CEQA, were identified within or adjacent to the project area (ibid.:14).

Because the 2017 study is now more than two years old, the City of Coachella has required it to
be updated to refresh and reexamine the findings, and the research procedures implemented
during this study are intended to fulfil that requirement. A summary of the methods and results
of these procedures are presented in the sections below.

Records Search

On November 25, 2019, CRM TECH archaeologist Nina Gallardo, B.A., updated the results of
the 2017 records search at the Eastern Information Center (EIC), University of California,
Riverside. The findings indicate that no additional cultural resources studies have occurred in
the immediate vicinity of the project area since 2017, nor have any cultural resources been
identified within or adjacent to the project boundaries.

Tel: 909 824 6400 Fax: 909 824 6405



Figure 1. Project area. (Based on USGS Indio, Calif., 7.5’ quadrangle, 1972 edition)



In a one-mile radius of the project location, 11 cultural resources studies have been reported to
the EIC since 2017 (Fig. 2), resulting in the identification and recordation four additional
historical/archaeological sites within the scope of the records search, in comparison to the 41
sites and 13 isolates reported in 2017 (Tang et al. 2017:8-10). All four of the newly recorded
sites dated to the historic period and consisted of linear features of the historical infrastructure,
including segments of Avenue 48, Avenue 50, Tyler Street, and a power transmission line. All
of these sites were recorded well over a half-mile from the project area. Therefore, none of them
requires further consideration during this study.

Field Inspection

On December 11, 2019, CRM TECH archaeologist Daniel Ballester, M.S., carried out a
reconnaissance-level field survey of the project area. Because the ground surface in virtually the
entire project area has been extensively disturbed by construction, automobile wrecking, and
other activities since the 1950s (Tang et al. 2017:10; Fig. 3), and given the negative finding two
years ago, a more intensive field survey effort was deemed unnecessary. During the survey, it
was observed that the condition of the project area remains essentially unchanged since 2017.
Once again, no evidence of any human activities dating to the prehistoric or historic period was
observed on the property.

Summary and Conclusion

In summary, the research procedures completed during this study have confirmed that no
“historical resources” are present within or adjacent to the project area. Therefore, the
conclusion of the 2017 study that the proposed development project on the property will have No
Impact on any “historical resources” (Tang et al. 2017:14) remains valid and appropriate today.
As in 2017, no further cultural resources investigation is recommended for the project unless
development plans undergo such changes as to include areas not covered by this study and the
2017 survey. However, if buried cultural materials are encountered during any earth-moving
operations associated with the project, all work in that area should be halted or diverted until a
qualified archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance of the finds.

Thank you for this opportunity to be of service. Should you have any questions or need
additional information, please feel free to contact our office.

Sincerely,

Bai “Tom” Tang, M. A.
Principal, CRM TECH



Figure 2. Previous cultural resources studies in the vicinity of the project area, listed by EIC file number (cf. Tang
et al. 2017:9).



Figure 3. Overview of the current condition of the project area. (Photograph taken on December 11, 2019, view to
the west)
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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Between October and December 2017, at the request of Tom Dodson and Associates,
CRM TECH performed a cultural resources study on approximately eight acres of
partially developed land in the City of Coachella, Riverside County, California. The
subject property of the study consists of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 603-290-20 and -
21, located on the east side of Harrison Street and to the south of Avenue 48, in the
northwest quarter of Section 32, T5S R8E, San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian.

The study is part of the environmental review process for the proposed David Argudo
Coachella Cannabis Cultivation Farm project, which entails the construction of an
indoor cultivation facility on the property. The City of Coachella, as the lead agency
for the project, required the study in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). The purpose of the study is to provide the City with the necessary
information and analysis to determine whether the proposed project would cause
substantial adverse changes to any “historical resources” or “tribal cultural resources,”
as defined by CEQA, that may exist in or around the project area.

In order to identify such resources, CRM TECH conducted a historical/archaeological
resources records search, pursued historical background research, contacted Native
American representatives, and carried out an intensive-level field survey of the entire
project area. Through the various avenues of research, this study did not encounter any
“historical resources” or “tribal cultural resources” within or adjacent to the project
area. Therefore, CRM TECH recommends to the City of Coachella a finding of No
Impact on cultural resources, pending the completion of Native American consultation
process by the City pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 to ensure the proper identification of
potential “tribal cultural resources.”

In light of the results of the study, CRM TECH recommends no other cultural resources
investigation for the project unless development plans undergo such changes as to
include areas not covered by this study. If buried cultural materials are encountered
inadvertently during any earth-moving operations associated with the project, all work
within 50 feet of the discovery should be halted or diverted until a qualified
archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance of the finds. Human remains
discovered during the project will need to be treated in accordance with the provisions
of HSC §7050.5 and PRC §5097.98.
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INTRODUCTION

Between October and December 2017, at the request of Tom Dodson and Associates, CRM TECH
performed a cultural resources study on approximately eight acres of partially developed land in the
City of Coachella, Riverside County, California (Fig. 1). The subject property of the study consists
of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 603-290-20 and -21, located on the east side of Harrison Street and to
the south of Avenue 48, in the northwest quarter of Section 32, T5S R8E, San Bernardino Baseline
and Meridian (Figs. 2, 3).

The study is part of the environmental review process for the proposed David Argudo Coachella
Cannabis Cultivation Farm project, which entails the construction of an indoor cultivation facility on
the property. The City of Coachella, as the lead agency for the project, required the study in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; PRC §21000, et seq.). The
purpose of the study is to provide the City with the necessary information and analysis to determine
whether the proposed project would cause substantial adverse changes to any “historical resources”
or “tribal cultural resources,” as defined by CEQA, that may exist in or around the project area.

In order to identify such resources, CRM TECH conducted a historical/archaeological resources
records search, pursued historical background research, contacted Native American representatives,
and carried out an intensive-level field survey of the entire project area. The following report is a
complete account of the methods, results, and final conclusion of the study. Personnel who
participated in the study are named in the appropriate sections below, and their qualifications are
provided in Appendix 1.

Figure 1. Project vicinity. (Based on USGS Salton Sea, Calif.-Ariz. and Santa Ana, Calif., 1:250,000 quadrangles
[USGS 1969; 1979])



Figure 2. Project area. (Based on USGS Indio, Calif., 1:24,000 quadrangle [USGS 1972])



Figure 3. Aerial view of the project area.



SETTING
CURRENT NATURAL SETTING

The City of Coachella is located in the Coachella Valley, a northwest-southeast trending desert
valley that constitutes the western end of the Colorado Desert. Dictated by this geographic setting,
the climate and environment of the region are typical of southern California’s desert country, marked
by extremes in temperature and aridity. Temperatures in the region reach over 120 degrees in
summer, and dip to freezing in winter. Average annual precipitation is less than five inches, and the
average annual evaporation rate exceeds three feet.

Situated between Harrison Street on the west and the Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel/
Whitewater River on the east, the project area is currently occupied by a materials recycling yard,
with similar businesses on adjacent land to the north and the south, as well as across Harrison Street
to the west (Fig. 3). The surrounding area features a mixture of light industrial properties,
agricultural fields, and undeveloped land (Fig. 3). The northern portion of the project area is mostly
vacant, while the southern portion contains the main facilities of the business, including a trailer and
several metal canopies. The ground surface is partially paved with concrete or covered with
imported gravel, and disabled motor vehicles, shipping crates, and piles of construction debris are
scattered throughout the property (Fig. 4).

The terrain in the project area is relatively level with a very slight incline to the west, and the
elevations on the property range approximately from 51 feet to 56 feet below mean sea level. Soil in

Figure 4. Overview of the project area. (View to the northwest; photograph taken on October 18, 2017)



the vicinity consists of fine-grained sands mixed with silt and freshwater mollusk shells, suggesting
the presence of lakebed deposits from Holocene Lake Cahuilla, and the surface soils have been
extensively disturbed. In its native state, the area would have been a part of the creosote bush scrub
plant community, an open and sparse habitat with an abundance of bare soil between plants. Only a
scattered growth of palms, Russian thistle/tumbleweed, and ruderal grasses was observed within
project boundaries during this survey (Fig. 4).

In past centuries, Native lifeways in the Coachella Valley was greatly influenced by the lacustral
intervals—i.e., inundation and subsequent desiccation—of Holocene Lake Cahuilla, an ancient
freshwater lake that repeatedly filled the present-day Salton Basin between 900 and 1700 A.D. The
shoreline of Lake Cahuilla during its last high stand is estimated to have been along the contour line
at 42 feet above mean sea level. Located 100 feet below the shoreline in elevation, the project area
would be fully submerged by Holocene Lake Cahuilla during the last high stand.

CULTURAL SETTING
Prehistoric Context

Numerous investigations on the history of cultural development in southern California have led
researchers to propose a number of cultural chronologies for the desert regions. A specific cultural
sequence for the Colorado Desert was offered by Schaefer (1994) on the basis of the many
archaeological studies conducted in the area. The earliest time period identified is the Paleoindian
(ca. 8,000 to 10,000-12,000 years ago), when “small, mobile bands” of hunters and gatherers, who
relied on a variety of small and large game animals as well as wild plants for subsistence, roamed the
region (ibid.:63). These small groups settled “on mesas and terraces overlooking larger washes”
(ibid.:64). The artifact assemblage of that period typically consists of very simple stone tools,
“cleared circles, rock rings, [and] some geoglyph types” (ibid.).

The Early Archaic Period follows and dates to ca. 8,000 to 4,000 years ago. It appears that a
decrease in population density occurred at this time and that the indigenous groups of the area relied
more on foraging than hunting. Very few archaeological remains have been identified to this time
period. The ensuing Late Archaic Period (ca. 4,000 to 1,500 years ago) is characterized by
continued low population densities and groups of “flexible” sizes that settled near available seasonal
food resources and relied on “opportunistic”” hunting of game animals. Groundstone artifacts for
food processing were prominent during this time period.

The most recent period in Schaefer’s scheme, the Late Prehistoric, dates from ca. 1,500 years ago to
the time of the Spanish missions, and saw the continuation of the seasonal settlement pattern.
Peoples of the Late Prehistoric Period were associated with the Patayan cultural pattern and relied
more heavily on the availability of seasonal “wild plants and animal resources” (Schaefer 1994:66).
It was during this period that brown and buff ware ceramics were introduced into the region.

The shores of Holocene Lake Cahuilla, during times of its presence, attracted much settlement and
resource procurement activities. In times of the lake’s desiccation and absence, according to
Schaefer (1994:66), the Native people moved away from its receding shores towards rivers, streams,
and mountains. Numerous archaeological sites dating to the last high stand of Holocene Lake



Cabhuilla, roughly between 900 and 1700 A.D., have been identified along its former shoreline.
Testing and mitigative excavations at these sites have recovered brown and buff ware ceramics, a
variety of groundstone and projectile point types, ornaments, and cremation remains.

Ethnohistoric Context

The Coachella Valley is a historical center of Native American settlement, where U.S. surveyors
noted large numbers of Indian villages and rancherias, occupied by the Cahuilla people, in the mid-
19th century. The Takic-speaking Cahuilla are generally divided by anthropologists into three
groups, according to their geographic setting: the Pass Cahuilla of the San Gorgonio Pass-Palm
Springs area, the Mountain Cahuilla of the San Jacinto and Santa Rosa Mountains and the Cahuilla
Valley, and the Desert Cahuilla of the eastern Coachella Valley. The basic written sources on
Cabhuilla culture and history include Kroeber (1925), Strong (1929), and Bean (1978). The following
ethnohistoric discussion is based primarily on these sources.

The Cahuilla did not have a single name that referred to an all-inclusive tribal affiliation. Instead,
membership was in terms of lineages or clans. Each lineage or clan belonged to one of two main
divisions of the people, known as moieties. Members of clans in one moiety had to marry into clans
from the other moiety. Individual clans had villages, or central places, and territories they called
their own, for purposes of hunting game, gathering food, or utilizing other necessary resources.
They interacted with other clans through trade, intermarriage, and ceremonies.

The Cahuilla were primarily hunters and gatherers who exploited nearly all of the resources
available in a highly developed seasonal mobility system. They were adapted to the arid conditions
of the desert floor, the lacustral cycles of Holocene Lake Cahuilla, and the environments of the
nearby mountains. When the lake was full, or nearly full, the Cahuilla would take advantage of the
resources presented by the body of fresh water. Once the lake had desiccated, they utilized the
available terrestrial resources. They also migrated to the higher elevations of the nearby mountains
to take advantage of the resources and cooler temperatures available in that environment.

The Cahuilla collected roots, fruits, and seeds, including acorns and mesquite beans, and hunted
deer, antelope, big horn sheep, rabbits, wood rats and, when Holocene Lake Cahuilla was present,
fish and waterfowls with throwing sticks, clubs, nets, traps, snares, as well as bows and arrow (Bean
1978; CSRI2002). Common tools and utensils included manos and metates, mortars and pestles,
hammerstones, fire drills, awls, arrow-straighteners, and stone knives and scrapers. These lithic
tools were made from locally available material as well as exotic material procured through trade or
travel. They also used wood, horn, and bone spoons and stirrers; baskets for winnowing, leaching,
grinding, transporting, parching, storing, and cooking; and pottery vessels for carrying water,
storage, cooking, and serving food and drink (ibid.).

Population data prior to European contact is almost impossible to obtain, but estimates range from
3,600 to as high as 10,000 persons. During the 19th century, however, the Cahuilla population was
decimated as a result of European diseases, most notably smallpox, for which Native people had no
immunity. Today, Native Americans of Pass or Desert Cahuilla heritage are mostly affiliated with
one or more of the Indian reservations in and near the Coachella Valley, including Cabazon, Torres
Martinez, Augustine, Agua Caliente, and Morongo.



Historic Context

In 1823-1825, José Romero, José Maria Estudillo, and Romualdo Pacheco became the first noted
European explorers to travel through the Coachella Valley when they led a series of expeditions in
search of a route to Yuma (Johnston 1987:92-95). Due to its harsh environment, few non-Indians
ventured into the desert valley during the Mexican and early American periods, except those who
traveled along the established trails. The most important of these trails was the Cocomaricopa Trail,
an ancient Indian trading route that was “discovered” in 1862 by William David Bradshaw and
known after that as the Bradshaw Trail (Gunther 1984:71; Ross 1992:25). In much of the Coachella
Valley, this historic wagon road traversed a similar course to that of present-day Highway 111.
During the 1860s-1870s, the Bradshaw Trail served as the main thoroughfare between coastal
southern California and the Colorado River, until the completion of the Southern Pacific Railroad in
1876-1877 brought an end to its heyday (Johnston 1987:185).

Non-Indian settlement in the Coachella Valley began in the 1870s with the establishment of
railroad stations along the Southern Pacific Railroad, and spread further in the 1880s after public
land was opened for claims under the Homestead Act, the Desert Land Act, and other federal land
laws (Laflin 1998:35-36; Robinson 1948:169-171). Farming became the dominant economic
activity in the valley thanks to the development of underground water sources, often in the form of
artesian wells. Around the turn of the century, the date palm was introduced into the Coachella
Valley, and by the late 1910s dates were the main agricultural crop and the tree an iconic image
celebrating the region as the “Arabia of America” (Shields Date Gardens 1957). Then, starting in
the 1920s, a new industry featuring equestrian camps, resorts, hotels, and eventually country clubs
began to spread throughout the Coachella Valley, transforming it into southern California’s
premier winter retreat.

The City of Coachella traces its roots to a siding on the Southern Pacific Railroad, known originally
as Woodspur. In 1901-1902, a townsite was developed around the siding, and a new name for the
locale, Coachella, was coined from Coahuilla and Conchilla, two names that had been used
alternatively for the Coachella Valley (Gunther 1984:121-122). The Coachella post office was
established in late 1901, and the plat of the townsite was filed by the Coachella Land and Water
Company the next year. The town was incorporated in 1946 as the 12th city in Riverside County,

and since then has grown into a city of more than 29 square miles and a population of more than
45,000 (City of Coachella 2016).

RESEARCH METHODS
RECORDS SEARCH

On October 9, 2017, CRM TECH archaeologist Nina Gallardo completed the records search at the
Eastern Information Center (EIC), University of California, Riverside. During the records search,
Gallardo examined maps and records on file at the EIC for previously identified cultural resources
and existing cultural resources reports within a one-mile radius of the project area. Previously
identified cultural resources include properties designated as California Historical Landmarks, Points
of Historical Interest, or Riverside County Landmarks, as well as those listed in the National



Register of Historic Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, or the California
Historical Resources Inventory.

HISTORICAL RESEARCH

Historical background research for this study was conducted by CRM TECH principal investigator/
historian Bai “Tom” Tang. In addition to published literature in local and regional history, sources
consulted during the research included the U.S. General Land Office (GLO) land survey plat maps
dated 1856-1914, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps dated 1904-1979, and aerial
photographs taken in 1953-2017. The historic maps are collected at the Science Library of the
University of California, Riverside, and the California Desert District of the U.S. Bureau of Land
Management, located in Moreno Valley. The aerial photographs are available at the NETR Online
website and through the Google Earth software.

NATIVE AMERICAN PARTICIPATION

On October 10, 2017, CRM TECH submitted a written request to the State of California’s Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for a records search in the commission’s sacred lands file.
Following the NAHC’s recommendations and previously established consultation protocol, CRM
TECH further contacted a total of 37 Native American representatives in the region in writing on
October 17 for additional information on potential Native American cultural resources in the project
vicinity. In addition, CRM TECH notified the Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians of the
upcoming archaeological fieldwork in writing on October 10 and the Cabazon Band of Mission
Indians by telephone on October 16, and invited tribal participation. Written correspondence between
CRM TECH and the Native American representatives is attached to this report in Appendix 2.

FIELD SURVEY

On October 18, 2017, CRM TECH archaeologist Ben Kerridge carried out the intensive-level field
survey of the project area. The survey was completed on foot by walking a series of parallel north-
south transects spaced 15 meters (approximately 50 feet) apart. In this way, the ground surface in
the entire project area was systematically and carefully examined for any evidence of human
activities dating to the prehistoric or historic period (i.e., 50 years ago or older). Visibility of the
native ground surface soils ranged from good (75-90%) in the unpaved portions of the southern half
to poor (0-20%) in the northern half.

RESULTS AND FINDINGS
RECORDS SEARCH

According to EIC records, the project area had not been surveyed for cultural resources prior to this
study, and no cultural resources had been recorded within the project boundaries. Outside the
project boundaries but within the one-mile scope of the records search, EIC records show more than
35 previous cultural resources studies on various tracts of land and linear features, the nearest being
a property across Harrison Street to the west (Fig. 5). In all, roughly 75% of the land within the
scope of the records search has been surveyed, which resulted in the identification of 41 historical/



Figure 5. Previous cultural resources studies in the vicinity of the project area, listed by EIC file number. Locations of
historical/archaeological sites are not shown as a protective measure.



archaeological sites and 13 isolates—i.e., localities with fewer than three artifacts—within the one-
mile radius.

All of the isolates and 31 of the known sites are of prehistoric—i.e., Native American—origin,
consisting predominantly of scattered ceramic, flaked-stone, and/or groundstone artifacts but also
including more substantial finds such as habitation debris, hearths, campsites, and a possible village
site. These prehistoric archaeological resources were concentrated particularly along the Whitewater
River, now the Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel, just to the east of the project location. The
nearest among them, Site 33-002985, was recorded less than 0.2 mile to the east, across the
Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel, and was described in 1984-1990 as a 210x160-meter
habitation site with a possible cremation (Dominici et al. 1984; White 1990).

The other 10 previously recorded sites dated to the historic period and included buildings, refuse
scatters, and various linear infrastructure features such as the Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel,
Dillon Highway (now Dillon Road), and the Southern Pacific (now Union Pacific) Railroad. Among
these, the nearest to the project location is the Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel, which lies
immediately outside the eastern project boundary.

Constructed along the natural course of the Whitewater River by the Coachella Valley Water District
and its predecessors between the 1910s and the 1940s, the Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel
was recorded into the California Historical Resources Inventory as Site 33-017259/33-017913 in
2008-2012, but was determined not to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places or the
California Register of Historical Resources (Ballester et al. 2008:2; McDougal and Hamilton 2009:3;
Inoway and Smallwood 2012:2). None of the other recorded sites or isolates was found within or
immediately adjacent to the project area, and thus none of them requires further consideration during
this study.

HISTORICAL RESEARCH

Historical sources consulted for this study suggest that the project area is relatively low in sensitivity
for cultural resources from the historic period, as no evidence of any settlement or development
activities was reported on the property between the 1850s and the 1950s (Figs. 6-9; NETR Online
1953). In the 1850s, a well of “good water,” presumably a typical Desert Cahuilla walk-in well, was
noted approximately a quarter-mile to the northwest (Fig. 6). By 1941, however, the nearest man-
made features known to be present in the project vicinity were the levees of the Coachella Valley
Stormwater Channel, the Southern Pacific Railroad (built in 1876-1877), Dillon Highway (built in
the 1930s), and the unpaved forerunner of Harrison Street (Fig. 8).

In 1953, the land across Harrison Street was under use as agricultural fields, but the project area
remained undeveloped desert land, largely in its natural state (NETR Online 1953). Between the
1950s and the 1970s, automobile wrecking and storage became the prevailing land use along this
segment of Harrison Street, and the eastern half of the project area was evidently used for that
purpose at least by 1972 (NETR Online 1972). A lone building was present in the southwestern
corner of the project area by that time, but was removed some time later (USGS 1972; NETR Online
1996-2012; Google Earth 1996-2012). By 2012, the trailer and the metal canopies on the property
today had become the only permanent features within the project boundaries, along with the various
walls and fences (Google Earth 2012-2017).
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Figure 6. The project area and vicinity in 1855-1856. Figure 7. The project area and vicinity in 1903-1911.
(Source: GLO 1856a-1856d) (Source: GLO 1903; 1909; 1914a; 1914b)

Figure 8. The project area and vicinity in 1941. (Source:  Figure 9. The project area and vicinity in 1953-1956.
USGS 1941) (Source: USGS 1956)
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NATIVE AMERICAN PARTICIPATION

In response to CRM TECH’s inquiry, the NAHC reported in a letter dated October 11, 2017, that the
sacred lands record search identified sites of Native American origin in the project vicinity, but did
not specify the number, locations, or nature of the sites. The NAHC recommended that the Cabazon
Band of Mission Indians be contacted for further information, and further provided a list of other
local Native American representatives to be consulted (see App. 2).

Upon receiving the NAHC’s reply, CRM TECH contacted Judy Stapp, Cultural Director for the
Cabazon Band, by telephone on October 16, 2017. On October 17, CRM TECH sent written
requests for comments to 29 of the 32 individuals on the NAHC’s referral list and the organizations
they represent (see App. 2). The other three persons, John Perada of the Los Coyotes Band of
Cahuilla and Cupefio Indians, Nick Elliott of the Manzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Nation, and Julie
Hagen of the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians, no longer serve the tribes as spokespersons on
cultural resources issues, according previous tribal responses. As recommended by the appropriate
tribal government staff, Judy Stapp and the following designated spokespersons for the tribes were
also contacted in writing:

David L. Saldivar, Tribal Government Affairs Manager, Augustine Band of Cahuilla Indians;
Bobby Ray Esparza, Cultural Director, Cahuilla Band of Indians;

Desiderio Vela, Environmental Program Manager, Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians;
Veronica Santos, Cultural Resource Coordinator, Manzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Nation;
Raymond Huaute, Cultural Resources Specialist, Morongo Band of Mission Indians;
Gabriella Rubalcava, Environmental Director, Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians;

Ernest Pingleton, Cultural Resources Manager, Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians.

As of this time, five tribal representatives have responded in writing (see App. 2). Among them,
Judy Stapp of the Cabazon Band of Mission Indians stated that the tribe has no specific information
on any sites of Native American cultural value within the project area. However, in light of the
previous discovery of prehistoric sites nearby, Ms. Stapp suggested that archaeological monitoring
be implemented during ground-disturbing activities at the project location. When reached by
telephone on October 16, Ms. Stapp indicated that the Cabazon Band did not have a tribal monitor
available to participate in the archaeological field survey, and deferred to the Torres Martinez Desert
Cahuilla Indians for that.

Three of the other tribal representatives who responded, Katie Croft of the Agua Caliente Band of
Cahuilla Indians, Amanda Vance of the Augustine Band of Cahuilla Indians, and Ray Teran of the
Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians, expressed no specific concerns over this project and deferred to
other tribes located in closer proximity to the project area, such as the Cabazon Band and the
Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians. Nevertheless, Ms. Vance and Mr. Teran requested to
be notified if any cultural resources were discovered, and Ms. Vance encouraged Native American
monitoring of the project.

Sarah Bliss, Tribal Cultural Specialist for the Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians, stated
that the tribe was aware of an additional cultural resource within one mile of the project location that
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the EIC might not have records of, but had no information on any cultural resources within the
project boundaries. Citing cultural sensitivity of the general vicinity, Ms. Bliss recommended Native
American monitoring during the project and requested a copy of this report for tribal review.

FIELD SURVEY

The field survey encountered no buildings, structures, objects, sites, features, or artifact deposits of
prehistoric or historical origin within or adjacent to the project area. As demonstrated by the historic
maps and aerial photographs, all existing buildings and structures on the property today postdate
1972, and no identifiable remnants of the building known to be located in the southwestern corner of
the property in 1972 were observed during the survey. The ground surface in virtually the entire
project area has been disturbed by construction and other activities on the property since the 1950s,
which greatly reduces the archaeological sensitivity of the surface and near surface soils. Scattered
modern refuse and abandoned motor vehicles litter much of the project area, but none of the items is
of any historical or archaeological interest.

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study is to identify any cultural resources within or adjacent to the project area
and to assist the City of Coachella in determining whether such resources meet the official definition
of “historical resources” or “tribal cultural resources,” as provided in the California Public Resources
Code, in particular CEQA. According to PRC §5020.1(j), “historical resource’ includes, but is not
limited to, any object, building, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which is historically or
archaeologically significant, or is significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic,
agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California.”

More specifically, CEQA guidelines state that the term “historical resources” applies to any such
resources listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, included in a local register of historical resources, or determined to be historically
significant by the lead agency (Title 14 CCR §15064.5(a)(1)-(3)). Regarding the proper criteria for
the evaluation of historical significance, CEQA guidelines mandate that “generally a resource shall
be considered by the lead agency to be ‘historically significant’ if the resource meets the criteria for
listing on the California Register of Historical Resources” (Title 14 CCR §15064.5(a)(3)). A
resource may be listed in the California Register if it meets any of the following criteria:

(1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage.

(2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.

(3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or
represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values.

(4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. (PRC
§5024.1(c))

For “tribal cultural resources,” PRC §21074, enacted and codified as part of a 2014 amendment to
CEQA through Assembly Bill 52, provides the statutory definition as follows:
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“Tribal cultural resources” are either of the following:

(1) Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe that are either of the following:

(A) Included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical
Resources.

(B) Included in a local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of Section
5020.1.

(2) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1. In applying the
criteria set forth in subdivision (¢) of Section 5024.1 for the purposes of this paragraph, the lead
agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.

The results of this study have established that no potential ‘“historical resources” or “tribal cultural
resources” were previously recorded within or adjacent to the project area, and none was
encountered during the present survey. In addition, Native American input during this study did not
identify any specific sites of traditional cultural value within project boundaries, and historic maps
show no notable cultural features within the project area during the 1850s-1950s era.

Based on these findings, and in light of the criteria listed above, the present study concludes that no
“historical resources” exist within or adjacent to the project area, nor have any “tribal cultural
resources’” been identified. The final determination on the presence or absence of “tribal cultural
resources” in the project area, however, will need to be made by the City of Coachella upon
completion of the government-to-government consultations that the City will be conducting with
pertinent Native American tribes pursuant to provisions of Assembly Bill 52.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CEQA establishes that a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
“historical resource” or a “tribal cultural resource” is a project that may have a significant effect on
the environment (PRC §21084.1-2). “Substantial adverse change,” according to PRC §5020.1(q),
“means demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration such that the significance of a historical
resource would be impaired.”

In summary of the research results outlined above, no “historical resources” or “tribal cultural
resources,” as defined by CEQA, were encountered within or adjacent to the project area during this
study. Therefore, CRM TECH presents the following recommendations to the City of Coachella:

e A finding of No Impact on cultural resources appears to be appropriate for this project, pending
the completion of Native American consultation process by the City of Coachella pursuant to
Assembly Bill 52 to ensure the proper identification of potential “tribal cultural resources.”

e No other cultural resources investigation will be necessary for the proposed project unless
development plans undergo such changes as to include areas not covered by this study.

e [f buried cultural materials are discovered inadvertently during any earth-moving operations
associated with the project, all work within 50 feet of the discovery should be halted or diverted
until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance of the finds.
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e [f human remains are discovered, HSC §7050.5 prohibits any further disturbance until the
Riverside County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to the origin. Human remains of
Native American origin will need to be treated per consultations among the Most Likely
Descendant, the City of Coachella, and the project proponent in accordance with PRC §5097.98.
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APPENDIX 1:
PERSONNEL QUALIFICATIONS

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR/HISTORIAN
Bai “Tom” Tang, M. A.

Education

1988-1993  Graduate Program in Public History/Historic Preservation, UC Riverside.

1987 M.A., American History, Yale University, New Haven, Connecticut.

1982 B.A., History, Northwestern University, Xi’an, China.

2000 “Introduction to Section 106 Review,” presented by the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation and the University of Nevada, Reno.

1994 “Assessing the Significance of Historic Archaeological Sites,” presented by the

Historic Preservation Program, University of Nevada, Reno.
Professional Experience

2002- Principal Investigator, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, California.

1993-2002 Project Historian/Architectural Historian, CRM TECH, Riverside, California.
1993-1997 Project Historian, Greenwood and Associates, Pacific Palisades, California.
1991-1993  Project Historian, Archaeological Research Unit, UC Riverside.

1990 Intern Researcher, California State Office of Historic Preservation, Sacramento.
1990-1992  Teaching Assistant, History of Modern World, UC Riverside.

1988-1993 Research Assistant, American Social History, UC Riverside.

1985-1988  Research Assistant, Modern Chinese History, Yale University.

1985-1986  Teaching Assistant, Modern Chinese History, Yale University.

1982-1985  Lecturer, History, Xi’an Foreign Languages Institute, Xi’an, China.

Cultural Resources Management Reports
Preliminary Analyses and Recommendations Regarding California’s Cultural Resources Inventory
System (with Special Reference to Condition 14 of NPS 1990 Program Review Report). California

State Office of Historic Preservation working paper, Sacramento, September 1990.

Numerous cultural resources management reports with the Archaeological Research Unit,
Greenwood and Associates, and CRM TECH, since October 1991.
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PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR/ARCHAEOLOGIST
Michael Hogan, Ph.D., RPA*

Education

1991 Ph.D., Anthropology, University of California, Riverside.

1981 B.S., Anthropology, University of California, Riverside; with honors.

1980-1981 Education Abroad Program, Lima, Peru.

2002 Section 106—National Historic Preservation Act: Federal Law at the Local Level.
UCLA Extension Course #888.

2002 “Recognizing Historic Artifacts,” workshop presented by Richard Norwood,
Historical Archaeologist.

2002 “Wending Your Way through the Regulatory Maze,” symposium presented by the
Association of Environmental Professionals.

1992 “Southern California Ceramics Workshop,” presented by Jerry Schaefer.

1992 “Historic Artifact Workshop,” presented by Anne Duffield-Stoll.

Professional Experience

2002- Principal Investigator, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, California.

1999-2002 Project Archaeologist/Field Director, CRM TECH, Riverside.

1996-1998 Project Director and Ethnographer, Statistical Research, Inc., Redlands.

1992-1998  Assistant Research Anthropologist, University of California, Riverside

1992-1995  Project Director, Archaeological Research Unit, U. C. Riverside.

1993-1994  Adjunct Professor, Riverside Community College, Mt. San Jacinto College, U.C.
Riverside, Chapman University, and San Bernardino Valley College.

1991-1992 Crew Chief, Archaeological Research Unit, U. C. Riverside.

1984-1998  Archaeological Technician, Field Director, and Project Director for various southern
California cultural resources management firms.

Research Interests

Cultural Resource Management, Southern Californian Archaeology, Settlement and Exchange
Patterns, Specialization and Stratification, Culture Change, Native American Culture, Cultural
Diversity.

Cultural Resources Management Reports

Author and co-author of, contributor to, and principal investigator for numerous cultural resources
management study reports since 1986.

Memberships
* Register of Professional Archaeologists; Society for American Archaeology; Society for California

Archaeology; Pacific Coast Archaeological Society; Coachella Valley Archaeological Society.
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PROJECT ARCHAEOLOGIST/REPORT WRITER
Deirdre Encarnacion, M.A.

Education

2003 M.A., Anthropology, San Diego State University, California.

2000 B.A., Anthropology, minor in Biology, with honors; San Diego State University,
California.

1993 A.A., Communications, Nassau Community College, Garden City, N.Y.

2001 Archaeological Field School, San Diego State University.

2000 Archaeological Field School, San Diego State University.

Professional Experience

2004- Project Archaeologist/Report Writer, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, California.
2001-2003  Part-time Lecturer, San Diego State University, California.

2001 Research Assistant for Dr. Lynn Gamble, San Diego State University.

2001 Archaeological Collection Catalog, SDSU Foundation.

Memberships

Society for California Archaeology; Society for Hawaiian Archaeology; California Native Plant
Society.
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PROJECT ARCHAEOLOGIST

Ben Kerridge, M.A.
Education
2014 Archaeological Field School, Institute for Field Research, Kephallenia, Greece.
2010 M.A., Anthropology, California State University, Fullerton.
2009 Project Management Training, Project Management Institute/CH2M HILL.
2004 B.A., Anthropology, California State University, Fullerton.
Professional Experience
2015- Project Archaeologist/Report Writer, CRM TECH, Colton, California.
2015 Teaching Assistant, Institute for Field Research, Kephallenia, Greece.
2009-2014  Publications Delivery Manager, CH2M HILL, Santa Ana, California.
2010- Naturalist, Newport Bay Conservancy, Newport Beach, California.

2009-2010  Senior Commentator, GameReplays.org.

2006-2009 Technical Publishing Specialist, CH2M HILL, Santa Ana, California.

2002-2007  Host and Head Writer, The Rational Voice Radio Program, Titan Radio, California
State University, Fullerton.

2002-2006  English Composition/College Preparation Tutor, Various Locations, California.

Memberships

Society for California Archaeology; Pacific Coast Archaeological Society

PROJECT ARCHAEOLOGIST/NATIVE AMERICAN LIAISON

Nina Gallardo, B.A.
Education
2004 B.A., Anthropology/Law and Society, University of California, Riverside.
Honors and Awards
2000 Dean’s Honors List, University of California, Riverside.
Professional Experience
2004- Project Archaeologist, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, California.
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APPENDIX 2

CORRESPONDENCE WITH
NATIVE AMERICAN REPRESENTATIVES*

* A total of 37 local Native American representatives were contacted; a sample letter is included in this report.
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SACRED LANDS FILE & NATIVE AMERICAN CONTACTS LIST REQUEST

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
1550 Harbor Blvd., Suite 100
West Sacramento, CA 95691
(916)373-3710
(916)373-5471 Fax
nahc@pacbell.net

Project:_Two Proposed Marijuana Farms Projects; Assessor’s Parcel Map No. 603-290-005, -020,
and -021 (CRM TECH No. 3275)

County:_Riverside

USGS Quadrangle Name:_Indio, Calif.

Township_5 South Range 8 East SB BM; Section(s) 32

Company/Firm/Agency: CRM TECH

Contact Person: Nina Gallardo

Street Address: 1016 E. Cooley Drive, Suite A/B

City:_Colton, CA Zip:_92324

Phone:_(909) 824-6400 Fax:_(909) 824-6405

Email: ngallardo@crmtech.us

Project Description:_The primary component of the project is to construct two medial marijuana
cultivation facilities on approximately 18.94 acres of land located between Harrison Street and the
Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel, south of Avenue 48 (APNs 603-290-005, -020, and -021),
in the City of Coachella, Riverside County, California.

October 10, 2017



From: Nina Gallardo <ngallardo@crmtech.us>

Sent: Tuesday, October 10, 2017 2:19 PM

To: Michael Mirelez

Subject: Cultural Study & Participation in Fieldwork for Two Proposed Marijuana Farms Projects;
Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 603-290-005, -020, and -021 in the City of Coachella, Riverside
County (CRM TECH No. 3275)

Hello,

I’m emailing to inform you that CRM TECH will be conducting a cultural study for two proposed
marijuana farms projects on Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 603-290-005, -020, and -021 in the City of
Coachella, Riverside County (CRM TECH No. 3275). In an earlier email, I stated that these parcels
are located north and south of the Coachella Blooms Project (CRM TECH No. 3271) and we are
hoping to conduct both survey on the same day. I’m contacting you to see if the tribe would like to
participate in the field survey, and we will contact the tribe again when we have a specific time and
date for the fieldwork confirmed with the client. We would also appreciate any information
regarding the project area. We will be sending an NA scoping letter with additional information in a
few weeks. I’m attaching the proposed project area map and other information.

Thank you for your time and input on this project.

Nina Gallardo









Native American Heritage Commission
Native American Contact List

Los Coyotes Band of Mission

Riverside County
10M11/2017

Morongo Band of Mission

Indians Indians

John Perada, Environmental Denisa Torres, Cuitural Resources

Director Manager

P. O.Box 189 Cahuilia 12700 Pumarra Rroad Cahuilla

Warner Springs, CA, 92086 Banning, CA, 92220 Serrano

Phone: (760) 782 - 0712 Phone: (951) 849 - 8807

Fax: {760) 782-2730 Fax: (951) 922-8146
dtorres@morongo-nsn.gov

Los Coyotes Band of Mission Ramona Band of Cahuilla

Indians Mission Indians

Shane Chapparosa, Chairperson Joseph Hamilton, Chairperson

P.O. Box 189 Cahuilla P.O. Box 391670 Cahuilla

Warner Springs, CA, 92086-0189 Anza, CA, 92539

Phone: (760) 782 - 0711 Phone: (951) 763 - 4105

Fax: (760) 782-0712 Fax: (951) 763-4325

Chapparosa@msn.com admin@ramonatribe.com

Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay Ramona Band of Cahuilla

Nation Mission Indians

Angeia Elliott Santos, Chairperson John Gomez, Environmental

P.0O. Box 1302 Kumeyaay Coordinator

Boulevard, CA, 91905 P. O. Box 391670 Cahuilla

Phone: {(619) 766 - 4930 Anza, CA, 92539

Fax: (619) 7664957 Phone: (951) 763 - 4105
Fax: {951) 7634325
jgomez@ramonatribe.com

Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay

Nation San Pasqual Band of Mission

Nick Elliott, Cultural Resources Indians

Coordinator Allen E. Lawson, Chairperson

P. O. Box 1302 Kumeyaay P.O. w365 Kumeyaay

Boulevard, CA, 91905 Valley Center, CA, 92082

Phone: (619) 766 - 4930 Phone: (760) 749 - 3200

Fax: (619) 7664957 Fax: (760} 749-3876

nickmepa@yahoo.com allenl@sanpasqualtribe.org

Morongo Band of Mission San Pasqual Band of Mission

Indians Indians

Robert Martin, Chairperson John Flores, Environmental
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Phone: (951) 849 - 8807
Fax: (951) 922-8146

Valley Center, CA, 92082
Phone: (760) 749 - 3200
Fax: (760) 749-3876
johnf@sanpasqualtribe.org

This list is current only as of the date of this decument, Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory respansibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of
the Health and Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resource Section 5097.98 of the Public Rescurces Code.
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October 17, 2017

Jeff Grubbe, Chairperson

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians
5401 Dinah Shore Drive

Palm Springs, CA 92264

RE: Two Proposed Marijuana Farm Projects
Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 603-290-005, -020, and -021
20.6 Acres in the City of Coachella
Riverside County, California
CRM TECH Contract #3275

Dear Mr. Grubbe:

I am writing to bring your attention to ongoing CEQA-compliance studies for the proposed projects
referenced above. The projects entail the construction of two indoor medical marijuana cultivation
farms on approximately 20.6 acres of land (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers [APN] 603-290-005, -020,
and -021) located between Harrison Street and the Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel, south of
Avenue 48. The accompanying map, based on the USGS Indio, Calif., 7.5° quadrangle, depicts the
location of the project areas in Section 32, TSS R8E, SBBM. The project on APN 603-290-005,
known as the High Hampton Coachella Cannabis Farm, consists of 10.82 acres of vacant land that
was previously used as a wrecking yard. The project on APNs 603-290-020, and -021, known as the
David Argudo Coachella Cannabis Cultivation Farm, consists of 9.68 acres of land currently in use
as a recycling facility.

According to records on file at the Eastern Information Center (EIC), there are no known historical/
archaeological sites within the boundaries of the project areas. Outside the project boundaries but
within a one-mile radius, EIC records show that 43 historical/archaeological sites and 13 isolates—
1.e., localities with fewer than three artifacts—were previously recorded. Of these, 31 of the sites and
all of the isolates were of prehistoric—i.e., Native American—origin, mainly consisting of ceramic
scatters, lithic scatters, and habitation debris, the most common type of prehistoric cultural features
in the Coachella Valley area. These sites were concentrated along the Coachella Valley Stormwater
Channel/Whitewater River located to the east of the project areas. Recorded closest to the High
Hampton Farms project area was Site 33-004130, a small prehistoric occupation area located about
50 feet to the southeast. Recorded closest to the David Argudo Farm was Site 33-002985, located
about 0.25 mile to the east and described as a small occupation site with a possible cremation. The
13 isolates were described as a quartz lithic point, ceramic sherds, a core, a flake, and a few metates.
The other 12 sites dated to the historic period and included buildings, refuse scatters, the Coachella
Stormwater Channel/Whitewater River, Dillon Highway, and the Union Pacific Railroad.

In a letter dated October 11, 2017, the Native American Heritage Commission reports that the sacred
lands record search identified Native American cultural resources located within the project areas,
but recommends that the Cabazon Band of Mission Indians be contacted for further information on
cultural resources (see attached). Therefore, as part of the cultural resources study for these projects,
[ am writing to request your input on potential Native American cultural resources in or near the



project areas. CRM TECH will revisit the project area if there is any additional information
regarding specific cultural sites that may be located on the property and may be impacted by the
proposed projects.

Please respond at your earliest convenience if you have any specific knowledge of sacred/religious
sites or other sites of Native American traditional cultural value in or near the project areas, or any
other information to consider during the cultural resources investigations. Any information or
concerns may be forwarded to CRM TECH by telephone, e-mail, facsimile, or standard mail.
Requests for documentation or information we cannot provide will be forwarded to our client and/or
the lead agency, namely the City of Coachella.

We would also like to clarify that, as the cultural resources consultant for the project, CRM TECH is
not involved in the AB 52-compliance process or in government-to-government consultations. The
purpose of this letter is to seek any information that you may have to help us determine if there are
cultural resources in or near the project area that we should be aware of and to help us assess the
sensitivity of the project areas. Thank you for your time and effort in addressing this important
matter.

Respectfully,

Nina Gallardo

Project Archaeologist/Native American liaison
CRM TECH

Email: ngallardo@crmtech.us

Encl.: NAHC response letter and project location map



PQ Box 908

Alpine, CA 91903

‘ #1 Viejas Grade Road

LRIBAL WOVERNMENT Alpine, CA 91901

Phone: 6194453810
Fax: 6194455337

viejas.com

October 17, 2017

Nina Gallardo :

Project Archaeologist/Native American Liaison
CRM TECH

1016 E. Cooley Drive, Suite A/B

Coiton, CA 92324

Re: Two Proposed Marijuana Farms Project

Dear Ms. Gallardo,

The Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians ("Viejas”) has reviewed the proposed project and
at this time we have determined that the project site has little cultural significance or ties
to Viejas. We further recommend that you contact the tribe(s) closest to the cuitural
resources. We, however, request to be informed of any new developments such as
inadvertent discovery of cuitural artifacts, cremation sites, or human remains in order for
us to reevaluate our participation in the government-to-government consultation
process.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have further questions. Please call Ernest
Pingleton at 619-659-2314 or me at 619-659-2312, or email, epingleton@viejas-nsn.gov
or teran@viejas-nsn.gov. Thank you.

Resource Management



AUGUSTINE BAND OF CAHUILLA INDIANS
PO Box 846  84-481 Avenue 54  Coachella CA 92236
Telephone: (760) 398-4722
Fax (760) 369-7161
Tribal Chairperson: Amanda Vance

T— Tribal Vice-Chairperson: William Vance

October 24, 2017

Nina Gallardo

CRM Tech

1016 E. Cooley Drive, Ste. A/B
Colton, CA 92324

RE: CRM TECH Contract #: 3275

Dear Ms. (zallardo-

Thank you for the opportunity to offer input concerning the development of the above-identified
project. We appreciate your sensitivity to the cultural resources that may be impacted by your
project, and the importance of these cultural resources to the Native American peoples that have
occupied the land surrounding the area of your project for thousands of years. Unfortunately,
increased development and lack of sensitivity to cultural resources has resulted in many
significant cultural resources being destroyed or substantially altered and impacted. Your
invitation to consult on this project is greatly appreciated.

At this time we are unaware of specific cultural resources that may be affected by the proposed
project. We encourage you to contact other Native American Tribes and individuals within the
immediate vicinity of the project site that may have specific information concerning cultural
resources that may be located in the area. We also encourage you to contract with a monitor who
1s ~1alified  Native American cultural resources identification and who is able to be present on-
site full-time during the pre-construction and construction phase of the project. Please notify us
immediately should you discover any cultural resources during the development of this project.

Tribal Chairperson



October 26, 2017

Nina Gallardo

CRM TECH

1016 E. Cooley Drive, Suite A/B
Colton, CA 92324

Re.: Two Proposed Marijuana Farm Projects
Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 603-290-005, -020, and 021
20.6 Acres in the City of Coachella
Riverside County, Califarnia
CRM TECH Centract #3275

Dear Ms. Gallardo:

Thank you for contacting the Cabazon Band of Mission Indians concerning cultural resource
information relative to the above referenced project.

The project is located outside of the Tribe’s current reservation boundaries. The Tribe has no
specific archival information on the site indicating that it may be a sacred/religious site or other
site of Native American traditional cultural value within the project area. Due to the discovery of
prehistoric sites in close proximity to the project, suggesting a heightened potential for other sites
to be present, the Cabazon Band suggests there be an archaeologist on site during all ground
disturbing activities to monitor for the discovery of unknown cultural resources.

We look forward to ¢ itinued collaboral ninthep servation cultural resourc or « of
traditional cultural importance.

Best regards,

P

Judy Stapp
Director of Cultural Affairs

84-245 INDIO SPRINGS PARKWAY + INDIO, CALIFORNIA 92203-34YY * /0U.342.£5Y93 * FAAL {OU.O4(.{ 00U



From: Sarah Bliss <sbliss@spotlight29.com>
Sent: Friday, November 3, 2017 2:27 PM
To: ‘ngallardo@crmtech.us’

Cec: TNP Consultation

Subject: CRM TECH Contract 3275

Hello Nina,

In regards to the David Argudo Coachella Cannabis Cultivation Farm Project and the High Hampton
Coachella Cannabis Farm Project, the Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) is aware of (1)
additional cultural resources within one-mile of the project areas that may not be recorded at the
EIC. The Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) is not aware of any additional cultural
resources or any Tribal Cultural Resources, as defined California Public Resources Code § 21074 (a)
(1) (A)-(B), within the project areas.

For the David Argudo Coachella Cannabis Cultivation Farm Project, the tribe will recommend tribal
monitoring as it is within a culturally sensitive area and there is a sensitive site in the vicinity of the
project area. Additionally, the THPO will request the completed Cultural Report from the City of
Coachella and provide additional recommendations when it is completed.

While not within a culturally sensitive area the High Hampton Coachella Cannabis Farm Project is
located in very close to a prehistoric occupation area, which the Tribe is concerned with. For the
High Hampton Coachella Cannabis Farm Project, the THPO will request the completed Cultural
Report for the City of Coachella and provide additional recommendations when it is completed.

Thank you,

Sarah Bliss

Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians
Tribal Cultural Specialist

46-200 Harrison Place, Coachella, CA 92236
Ofc: (760) 863-2489

E-mail: sbliss@?29palmsbomi-nsn.gov



November 06, 2017 03-017-2017-009

[VIA EMAIL TO:ngallardo@crmtech.us]
CRM TECH

Ms. Nina Gallardo

1016 E. Cooley Drive, Suite A/B

Colton, CA 92324

Re: Marijuana Farms, 603-290-005, 603-290-020, 603-290-021, CRM TECH# 3275
Dear Ms. Nina Gallardo,

The Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians (ACBCI) appreciates your efforts to include the
Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) in the Marijuana Farms, 603-290-005, 603-290-020,
603-290-021 project. The project area is not located within the boundaries of the ACBCI
Reservation. However, it is within the Tribe’s Traditional Use Area. For this reason, the ACBCI
THPO requests the following:

*At this time ACBCI defers to the Cabazon Band of Mission Indians. This letter
shall conclude our consultation efforts.

*At this time ACBCI defers to the Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians.
This letter shall conclude our consultation efforts.

Again, the Agua Caliente appreciates your interest in our cultural heritage. If you have questions
or require additional information, please call me at (760)699-6829. You may also email me at
ACBCI-THPO@aguacaliente.net.

Cordially,

Katie Croft

Cultural Resources Manager
Tribal Historic Preservation Office
AGUA CALIENTE BAND

OF CAHUILLA INDIANS
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Area of Interest (AOIl)

Soil Map—Riverside County, Coachella Valley Area, California

MAP LEGEND

Soils

Area of Interest (AOI)

Soil Map Unit Polygons
Soil Map Unit Lines

Soil Map Unit Points

Special Point Features

Blowout

Borrow Pit

Clay Spot

Closed Depression
Gravel Pit

Gravelly Spot
Landfill

Lava Flow

Marsh or swamp
Mine or Quarry
Miscellaneous Water
Perennial Water
Rock Outcrop

Saline Spot

Sandy Spot
Severely Eroded Spot
Sinkhole

Slide or Slip

Sodic Spot

(20 + 21)

Spoil Area
Stony Spot
Very Stony Spot
Wet Spot

Other

Special Line Features

Water Features

Streams and Canals

Transportation

Rails

Interstate Highways
US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Background

Aerial Photography

MAP INFORMATION

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
1:24,000.

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil
line placement. The maps do not show the small areas of
contrasting soils that could have been shown at a more detailed
scale.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: Riverside County, Coachella Valley Area,
California
Survey Area Data: Version 8, Sep 12, 2016

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Jan 22, 2015—Feb
10, 2015

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Conservation Service
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Soil Map—Riverside County, Coachella Valley Area, California

Map Unit Legend

Map Unit Symbol
Fe
GcA

It

Totals for Area of Interest
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Riverside County, Coachella Valley Area, California (CA680)

Map Unit Name Acres in AOI
Fluvents

Gilman fine sandy loam, wet, 0
to 2 percent slopes

Indio very fine sandy loam, wet
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