
Dillon Road

!"̀$

?u

AÌ

A¦

Mo
nte

rey
 A

ve
nu

e

AÌ

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE

CATHEDRAL CITY

PALM SPRINGS

INDIO

 

INDIO

DESERT HOT SPRINGS

PALM DESERT

INDIAN WELLS

COACHELLA

RANCHO MIRAGE

PALM DESERT

RANCHO MIRAGE

 

PALM SPRINGS

 

PALM SPRINGS

5

3632

2729

21

16

36

16

9

77

1516

10

2019

25

2319

131517

29

21

17

8

6 4 3 2

88

2466 24

34

262830

242220

1418

11 1210

32 34353432

29 283030 26 2628

20 22242220 24

1814 1418

101210 12

Planned Land Use
AGUA CALIENTE TRIBAL HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN EIS

Figure 3-18

Job No: TSC-07     Date: 07/26/07

µ
I:\ArcGIS\T\TSC-07 AguaCaliente\Map\EIS\062207\Fig3-18_LandUse_PlanArea.mxd -EV

Sources: County of Riverside 2003, City of Cathedral City 2002, City of Rancho Mirage 2006,
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Notes: Land use designations are not illustrated for cities outside the Plan Area.
Zoning designations are shown for lands on the Reservation that do not have uses designated in the applicable general plans.









 

4.1-4   Agua Caliente Tribal Habitat Conservation Plan EIS / August 2007 

Table 4.0-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS (continued) 

 

Alternatives 

Issue 
Alternative 1 (Preferred 
Alternative) – Approval 
and Implementation of 

the THCP 

Alternative 2 – 
No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 3 – 
Continue to 

Implement THCP 
Without Section 

10(a) Permit 

Alternative 4 – 
Peninsular Bighorn 

Sheep Impact 
Avoidance Alternative 

Socioeconomics (continued) 

Employment 

Potential for minor reduction 
in future employment 
opportunities within the Plan 
Area because less land would 
be available for development 

Would not affect job 
growth 

Potential for minor 
reduction in future 
employment 
opportunities within the 
Plan Area because less 
land would be available 
for development 

Potential for minor 
reduction in future 
employment opportunities 
within the Plan Area 
because less land would be 
available for development 

Population growth 

Potential for slightly reduced 
population growth due to 
less land available for future 
development 

Would not affect 
population growth 

Potential for slightly 
reduced population 
growth due to less land 
available for future 
development 

Potential for slightly 
reduced population growth 
due to less land available 
for future development 

Environmental Justice 

No high or adverse effects to 
low-income or minority 
populations; minor beneficial 
impact would result from 
restoring Tribal sovereignty. 

No high or adverse 
effects to low-income or 
minority populations 

No high or adverse 
effects to low-income or 
minority populations 

No high or adverse effects 
to low-income or minority 
populations; minor 
beneficial impact would 
result from restoring Tribal 
sovereignty. 

* Impact calculations reflect the maximum development impact (excluding existing urban areas) that would be allowed under the terms of the THCP that would be 
implemented under each alternative (except No Action).  Additional regulatory and engineering constraints could result in further minimization of impacts under all 
alternatives.  Because the amount of impact and conservation that would occur under the No Action Alternative would be determined entirely by future entitlement 
processes (no THCP would be in effect), they cannot be predicted at this time. 

** Assumes the maximum allowable development allowable under each alternative would occur.  If less development occurs, less land would be required for dedication 
to the Habitat Preserve as mitigation. 




