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Tania Flores

From: Cheri Flores

Sent: Monday, October 27, 2025 11:39 AM
To: Mary Mann; Tania Flores

Cc: Consulting Planner; Planning WebMail
Subject: RE: Coral Mountain Documents
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hello Mary,

| wanted to address your questions in your email below. Please see the responses
below in yellow highlight. Thank you.

Cheri L. Flores | Interim Design and Development
] Director
d/ m City of La Quinta
78495 Calle Tampico La Quinta, CA 92253
Ph. 760-777-7067

— CALIFORNIA —— .
www.laquintaca.gov

From: Cheri Flores <clflores@laquintaca.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, October 22, 2025 9:17 AM

To: Mary Mann <maryhpmann@gmail.com>; Tania Flores <tflores@laquintaca.gov>

Cc: Consulting Planner <ConsultingPlanner@laquintaca.gov>; Planning WebMail <Planning@laquintaca.gov>
Subject: RE: Coral Mountain Documents

Hello Mary,
Thank you for sending these over. We will include this in the public record for the
meeting.

Cheri L. Flores | Interim Design and Development
[ ] Director
a/ m City of La Quinta
78495 Calle Tampico La Quinta, CA 92253
Ph. 760-777-7067

—— CALIFORNIA — .
CALIFORNIA www.laquintaca.gov

From: Mary Mann <maryhpmann@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 22, 2025 8:22 AM

To: Tania Flores <tflores@laquintaca.gov>

Cc: Cheri Flores <clflores@laquintaca.gov>; Consulting Planner <ConsultingPlanner@laquintaca.gov>; Planning WebMail




<Planning@laquintaca.gov>
Subject: Re: Coral Mountain Documents

EXTERNAL: This message originated outside of the City of La Quinta. Please use proper judgement and caution when opening
attachments, clicking links or responding to requests for information.

You don't often get email from maryhpmann@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Cheri,

Thanks for speaking with me at the CC meeting yesterday. | have started a list of questions regarding the
Tract Map and development permit applications, so this can be considered communication on the
scheduled Hearing on October 28.

Sending to you as a start of my questions and comments on these applications.

Tract map Note 6: Refers to lot Y- as having an easement for a trail. Lot Y on the map is on the northern

side of the property, so may be mislabeled, supposed to refer to lot “Al”?

Note 6 is shown at the location of the ftrail. It is somewhat confusing, because it has a
triangle around it like the easement notes, but it is shown on the western boundary of
the project, where the trail currently exists.

Considering thatis the case please explain where the trail would go. The line of the fence as shown
would require the trail either outside of the fence or over the rocky area. (this is further shown in site
development permit, which is not clarifying). This the fence line and trail directly impacts a

Unique Geologic Feature, Cultural and Historical resources that are currently visited by 10s-100 visitors
a week. This was not considered in the underlying EIR. Further Environmental Assessment is needed to
determine a way for intended development to proceed while respecting the existing environment and
many community resources it provides.

What is meant by Environmentally Sensitive areas noted in tract map and documents?

See response above. The trail will continue in its existing location. It will be located west of the PBS fence,
as shown in detail E, on page L3.01 of the SDP 2025-0001 plant set.

As it relates to the rock art which is to be protected in the ESAs, the archaeologist established their
locations. The reason for their protection is because they have been subject to vandalism and damage by
trail users and others, and they must be protected during construction. The ESAs will be recorded on the
property when the Final Map is complete, and will protect the land in perpetuity. The EIR considered
these areas specifically, which resulted in Mitigation Measure CUL-5, which requires that ESAs be
established to protect these resources.

What led to this definition and why is it only defined for the small areas shown, when the conditions
along the entire toe of slope are similar including bat and bird nesting grounds, unique geologic features
and archaeological artifacts? Is there a planning document that explains what considerations would be
made during construction and ongoing use within and adjacent to these areas that was submitted with
the application?



The ESAs were established by the archaeologist and the Agua Caliente Band of
Cahuilla Indians (ACBCI), and are applied specifically to protect the archaeological
resources on the edge of the site. Mitigation measures in the Biological Resources
section of the EIR require that bats and nesting birds be protected through surveys to
make sure that they are not present, but do not require the establishment of ESAS.

As it relates to ongoing use, the project site is private property. Public use is neither
guaranteed nor expected. The City has requested, and the applicant has agreed to
provide for the continuation of the trail use on their private property. However, the trail
is not located on public land, and even where it occurs on Federal land owned by the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to the southeast, is not a designated public trail.

CVWD above ground water conveyance infrastructure at about the marking for “AH” on the 1st page of
tract map is not particularly noted, since this is a public water supply, how will this infrastructure remain
accessible for maintenance and monitoring, safety throughway in disasters, and availability of our water
supply? It does not seem to be considered at all here or in the underlying EIR. This is a concern for Safety
and the security of our water supply. Has applicant supplied any dues diligence plans, agreements
negotiations with CVWD to show that the concerns and requirements provided in EIR and development
agreement are being met regarding existing infrastructure, as well as the requested new ells to be drilled
and water conservation and recycling measures to be implemented? Please make these available for
viewing

There are no above ground CVWOD facilities on the property. There are agricultural tile
lines on the site, which are underground and will not be disturbed. The developer has
been coordinating with CVWD, and must get approval from CVWD for their plans.

One of the TCR Mitigation measures in Dev. Agreement required a Rock Art Management Plan, where can
| find this, who has reviewed? Also what is the status of recordation of the Environmentally Sensitive
Areas. Have these sites been nominated to the National Register of Historic Places as also stated under
mitigation measures. Because the rock art will be directly impacted by the implementation of the
proposed maps and development plan this will need to be vetted and implemented prior to any
disturbance.

The Rock Art Management Plan and the National Register (NR) nomination are both
under review by ACBCI. When their review is complete, the Management Plan will be
implemented, and the NR nomination will be submitted. The rock art is located in the
ESA areas, and will be protected by fencing during construction. The Management
Plan will determine whether the rock art will be fenced for protection in the long term.

Was a traffic plan included with this application? It is unclear how the different egress
and access points to the development will be, please clarify. It seems imprudent not to have access from
Avenue 58.

A traffic study was prepared for the EIR, and a follow-up memo was submitted for the
current application. Access to the site will be from a main gate on Madison Street.
Emergency access will be provided on the southeast portion of the site, north of Calle
Conchita. Commercial access is planned for the future commercial lot on Avenue 58.
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Given that the property onthe NW is designated a park and has the current public access to the public
lands why is there not an access point from the development onto these lands. This will surely be a
desire of future residents of that development and would make sense for future build out. This should be
looked into further to have better alignment with the City General Plan and spirit of agreements with City,
DRD and other agencies.

The land to the northwest is not owned by the developer or the City, but by the BLM.
The project provides the trail through the project that outlets onto this property. The
City has no control on whether, or when Desert Recreation District (DRD) implements
its plans for the park.

From the detail map Sheet 3 on west site where the proposed fence runs NS, there housing lots
somewhat set back from the proposed fence lineare adjacent will there be an additional interior wall, if
so what is the purpose/need of the fence at this location? How will the current access road from 58th
along this line be treated? Is this part of the park? More details are needed to determine if this is
appropriate to be approved.

Only the fence is planned on the west boundary, not a wall. It’s location and purpose
were determined by the City, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
and the developer during the EIR process. It is being installed to prevent bighorn
sheep from accessing the property.

There is no public road from Avenue 58 west of the Cantera development. The BLM
and DRD may choose to include a road at this location when the park is developed.
This project does not interfere with the development of the park, which will be a
completely separate undertaking by DRD.

Referring the triangle 9 on tract map- ingress and egress easement how will this be maintained what will
boundary be between existing (walled) development (erroneously marked vacant on map) and lots Z, X
and Y and boundary? Says will incorporate the neighbor wall, will there be a gate to allow ingress and
egress? This is a safety concern and homeowners access issue.

The easement occurs on both the Cantera project map and this map. It is not planned
for immediate use, but could provide emergency access between the developments.

What improvements are planned for the end of Ave. 607 Do they take into account concerns of current
residents, users of the area and the new neighborhood going in now on the corner of 60/Mad?

Avenue 60 will be extended as a public street to a point 100 feet west of the CVYWD well site that is
provided within the project, and will be designed with a hammerhead at the western end for emergency
vehicle turnaround.

A symbol for different types of gates are given on page 24 of the Golf course site development plan. | do
not see their actual locations on the map, please clarify the locations and what the gates would be for. Is
there a back up document that explains what these gates are for and how they will be used?

The symbols reference the sheep fencing. The gates will be identified and located in
final landscaping plans, when the specifics have been worked out with CDFW.

Thanks,



Mary

Mary Mann, La Quinta Resident
775-527-8963
maryhpmann@gmail.com

On Mon, Oct 20, 2025 at 1:39 PM Tania Flores <tflores@laquintaca.gov> wrote:

Good afternoon,

| have updated the Club at Coral Mountain webpage to include the following documents:

Tentative Tract Map 2025-0001

Site Development Permit 2025-0001

Site Development Permit 2025-0002

| believe these are the documents you were requesting when you came in this afternoon.

Thank you.
0 Tania Flores, CMC | Administrative Technician
a/ m Design & Development Department
CALIFORNIA —— City of La Quinta

78495 Calle Tampico | La Quinta, CA 92253
Ph. (760) 777-7023

TFlores@LaQuintaCA.gov

www.LaQuintaCA.gov






