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Section 1.0 Introduction 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

The City of Beaumont has prepared this Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) in compliance with the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the Beaumont Summit Station Project (Project). The City 

is required, after completion of a DEIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2021090378), to consult with and obtain 

comments from public agencies having jurisdiction by law with respect to the Project and provide the 

general public with an opportunity to comment on the DEIR. This FEIR has been prepared to respond to 

comments received on the DEIR, which was circulated for public review from April 21, 2022 through 

June 6, 2022. The preceding Table of Contents provides a list of all persons, organizations, and public 

agencies who commented on the DEIR. 

The City will evaluate comments on environmental issues from persons who reviewed the DEIR and will 

prepare a written response, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088(a).  The written response must address 

any significant environmental issues raised. In addition, there must be a good faith and reasoned analysis 

in the written response. However, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues 

associated with the Project and do not need to provide all the information requested by commenters, as 

long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (State CEQA Guidelines §15204, §15088). 

Those comments are responded to in Section 2.0, Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to 

Comments.  

State CEQA Guidelines §15088 recommends that where a response to comment makes important changes 

in the information contain in the text of the DEIR, that the Lead Agency either revise the text of the DEIR 

or include marginal notes showing that information. Added or modified text is shown in Section 3.0, 

Errata, by underlining (example) while deleted text is shown by striking (example). The additional 

information, corrections, and clarifications are not considered to substantively affect the conclusions 

within the EIR and therefore the City has determined that recirculation of the DEIR is not required as none 

of the criteria for recirculation under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 have been met. 

CEQA Guidelines §15132 indicates that the contents of a FEIR shall consist of: 

(a)  The DEIR or a revision of the draft. 

(b)  Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR either verbatim or in summary. 

(c)  A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the DEIR. 

(d)  The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 

consultation process. 

(e)  Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088(b), the City will provide written responses to comments to any public 

agency that commented on the DEIR, at least ten (10) days prior to the City Council consideration of 

certifying the EIR as adequate under CEQA. Written responses to comments will also be provided to 
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non-public agency individuals, organizations, and entities that commended on the DEIR. In addition, the 

FEIR will be made available to the general public at the City’s Planning Division office and on the City’s 

website a minimum of 10 days prior to the Planning Commission public hearing.  

The FEIR, along with other relevant information and public testimony at the Planning Commission and City 

Council’s public hearings, will be considered by the City’s Council. Next, the Planning Commission would 

recommend EIR certification and Project approval to the City Council.  

1.2 ORGANIZATION OF EIR 

This FEIR provides the requisite information required under CEQA and is organized as follows: 

• Section 1.0: Introduction. This section provides an introduction to the FEIR, including the 

requirements under CEQA, the organization of the document, as well as a brief summary of the 

CEQA process activities to date. 

• Section 2.0: Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments. This section provides a list 

of public agencies, organizations, and individuals commenting on the DEIR, provides a copy of 

each written comment received, and any response required under CEQA. 

• Section 3.0: Errata to the Draft EIR. This section presents clarifications, amplifications, and 

insignificant modifications to the EIR, identifying revisions to the text of the document.  

1.3 CEQA PROCESS HISTORY 

The City has complied with relevant Public Resources Code provisions and CEQA Guidelines regarding the 

preparation and processing of the Project EIR. A brief summary of the Project’s CEQA process is as follows: 

• A Notice of Preparation (NOP) informing interested parties and agencies of the Project was 

distributed on September 22, 2021. 

• Written and verbal comments were given at a public scoping meeting held for the Project on 

October 7, 2021. 

• Following a Notice of Completion (NOC), the DEIR and Notice of Availability was distributed for 

public review and comment for a 45-day period, beginning April 21, 2022. The public review 

period closed on June 6, 2022. 

1.4 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR 

As previously stated, Section 3.0, Errata to the Draft EIR, details the changes to the DEIR. In response to 

public comments, text changes have been made to DEIR sections to clarify and amplify the analysis or 

mitigation measures, and to make insignificant modifications to the DEIR. This information does not rise 

to the level of significant new information as the resulting impact analysis and alternatives considered 

remain essentially unchanged, and no new or more severe impacts have been identified. These changes 

do not warrant DEIR recirculation pursuant to California Public Resources Code §21092.1 and CEQA 

Guidelines §15088.5. As discussed herein and as elaborated upon in the respective Response to 

Comments, none of the clarifications or changes made in the Errata reflect a new significant 

environmental impact, a “substantial increase” in the severity of an environmental impact for which 
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mitigation is not proposed, or a new feasible alternative or mitigation measure that would clearly lessen 

significant environmental impacts but is not adopted, nor do the Errata reflect a “fundamentally flawed” 

or “conclusory” DEIR. In all cases, as discussed in individual responses to comments and DEIR Errata, these 

minor clarifications and modifications do not identify new or substantially more severe environmental 

impacts that the City has not committed to mitigate. Therefore, the public has not been deprived of a 

meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or an 

unadopted feasible Project alternative or mitigation measure. Instead, the information added supports 

the existing analysis and conclusions, and responds to inquiries made from commenters. Therefore, this 

FEIR is not subject to recirculation prior to certification.  

CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 describes when an EIR requires recirculation prior to certification, stating in 

part: 

“(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is 

added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for 

public review under Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, 

the term "information" can include changes in the project or environmental setting 

as well as additional data or other information. New information added to an EIR is 

not "significant" unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a 

meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental 

effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including 

a feasible project alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to 

implement. “Significant new information” requiring recirculation include, for 

example, a disclosure showing that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from 

a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result 

unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of 

insignificance. 

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 

from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental 

impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to apply it.  

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory 

in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded 

(Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043). 

(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely 

clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.” 
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Section 2.0 Comments and Responses to Draft EIR 

This section includes all comments received by the City on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), 

including written comments and comments submitted online via email to the City. The City circulated the 

DEIR for a 45-day review period as required by CEQA. The review period ran from April 21, 2022 through 

June 6, 2022. 

2.1 INTRODUCTION TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15132, Table 2.0-1, Comments from Public Agencies and 

Organizations below provides a list of those parties that provided written comments on the DEIR during 

the public review period. Copies of the written comments are provided in this section and have been 

annotated with the assigned letter along with a number for each comment. Each comment is followed by 

a written response which corresponds to each commenter.  

Table 2.0-1: Comments from Public Agencies and Organizations 

Reference Commenter Date 

State 

S1 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Heather Pert, Acting Environmental Program Manager 
June 06, 2022 

Regional 

R1 

Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Terri S. Reeder, PG, CEG, CHG 

Supervisor, Coastal Waters Planning and CEQA Section 

May 12, 2022 

R2  
South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Dung Nguyen 
May 13, 2022 

R3 
Riverside Transit Agency 

Mauricio Alvarez, Planning Analyst 
April 22, 2022 

Local 

L1 
County of Riverside, Department of Environmental Health 

Kristine Kim, REHS 
May 04, 2022 

L2 
Beaumont Unified School District, Facilities & Planning Team 

Diane Mendez 
April 21, 2022 

L3 
City of Calimesa 

Kelly Lucia, M. URP., Planning Manager 
June 06, 2022 

Tribal 

T1 

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, Tribal Historic 

Preservation Office 

Arysa Gonzalez Romero, Cultural Resources Analyst 

May 20, 2022 

Organizations/Interested Parties 

O1 

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, Attorneys at Law 

Sheila M. Sannadan, Legal Assistant 

Lorrie J. LeLe, Legal Assistant 

May 09, 2022 
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Reference Commenter Date 

O2 
Mitchell M. Tsai, Attorney at Law 

Malou Reyes, Paralegal 
June 06, 2022 

O3 
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, Attorneys at Law 

Tara C. Rengifo, Alisha C. Pember,  
June 02, 2022 

O4 
Cherry Valley Acres and Neighbors 

Pat Doherty, Treasurer 
May 30, 2022 

O5 

Solera Oak Valley Greens Association, Board of Directors 

Christine Rodgers, Vice President of Large Scale Community 

Management 

May 18, 2022 

O6 
Center for Biological Diversity, Urban Wildlands Program 

Hallie Kutak, Senior Conservation Advocate 
May 12, 2022 

O7 
Blum Collins & Ho, LLP., Attorneys at Law 

Gary Ho 
June 06, 2022 

General Public 

G1 Sonny Lee April 21, 2022 

G2 Mary Daniel May 01, 2022 

G3 Allan Lovelace April 23, 2022 

G4 Gayla Faux April 25, 2022 

G5 Dolores Weitz April 22, 2022 

G6 Pablo Soto April 22, 2022 

G7 Steven Mehlman April 25, 2022 

G8 Richard Hobson April 27, 2022 

G9 Eugene DeFouw June 01, 2022 

G10 Carol Marquez June 06, 2022 

G11 Kathleen Schneider June 01, 2022 

G12 Roger Thompson May 31, 2022 

G13 Linda Amarante May 30, 2022 

G14 Helen Messrah May 30, 2022 

G15 Gerald Griffin May 28, 2022 

G16 Mark and Audrey Larsh May 28, 2022 

G17  Patricia Skriletz April 27, 2022 

G18 Patricia Norcutt April 28, 2022 

G19  John and Sandra Stearn May 26, 2022 

G20 Wiltraud Dukes May 25, 2022 

G21 Janet Hawkesworth May 25, 2022 

G22 Lane Joel May 25, 2022 

G23 Kevin Trudgeon May 24, 2022 

G24 Joyce Bartholomew May 24, 2022 

G25 Sharon Geiser May 24, 2022 

G26 Julio and Gwen Clementin May 23, 2022 

G27 Penny Key May 23, 2022 

G28 Steve Rutledge  May 23, 2022 
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Reference Commenter Date 

G29 Bettie Erickson May 22, 2022 

G30 Diane Gell May 22, 2022 

G31 Ronnie Zacker May 21, 2022 

G32 Tim Pavlian May 21, 2022 

G33 Michael Tulledge May 21, 2022 

G34 Carol Ennis May 21, 2022 

G35 Albert Sanderson May 20, 2022 

G36 Phil and Carolyn Bonanno May 20, 2022 

G37 Cathy Frates May 20, 2022 

G38 Lisa and Tony Lucchesi May 20, 2022 

G39 Ann C. Hasbargen May 20, 2022 

G40 Jonathon Lanza May 18, 2022 

G41 Rafael Gutierrez May 17, 2022 

G42 Joanna Gutierrez May 17, 2022 

G43 Charles and Hildegard Davis May 17, 2022 

G44 James and Peggy Rockwell May 15, 2022 

G45 Joseph Leon May 14, 2022 

G46 Mel and Cecilia Irwin May 14, 2022 

G47 George J. Newlin May 14, 2022 

G48 Ron Bogle May 13, 2022 

G49 Shirley Slick May 13, 2022 

G50 Marcia Beyer-Casem May 12, 2022 

G51 Kathleen Maroste May 12, 2022 

G52 David L. Scott May 12, 2022 

G53 Vallarie Clegg May 11, 2022 

G54 David and Mary Burke May 11, 2022 

G55 James Gleason May 11, 2022 

G56 Joel Sr. May 11, 2022 

G57 Arthur Wallace May 11, 2022 

G58 Mike May 11, 2022 

G59 Lisa Mertins May 09, 2022 

G60 Jon Elliott  May 06, 2022 

G61 Julienne LeMaster May 06, 2022 

G62 Katherine Edwards May 05, 2022 

G63 Harry and Nadine Fieger May 05, 2022 

G64 Janice Kuhn May 04, 2022 

G65 Sarah Godbold May 04, 2022 

G66 Deborah Holley May 04, 2022 

G67 Mary Anne Pickett May 04, 2022 

G68 Dan Merritt May 04, 2022 

G69 Holly and Jerry Liversage May 04, 2022 

G70 Russell Buckland April 29, 2022 
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Reference Commenter Date 

G71 Geoffrey Wilson April 28, 2022 

G72 Rick Craven April 28, 2022 

G73 Fran Krieger June 01, 2022 

G74 Debbie Connor June 01, 2022 

G75 Susan Cunningham June 02, 2022 

G76 Cindi Deats June 02, 2022 

G77 Barbara Searcy June 02, 2022 

G78 Laura Ramirez June 02, 2022 

G79 Gregory and Deborah Chamberlin June 02, 2022 

G80 Jerry and Gladi Wilmes June 02, 2022 

G81 Anita Finkelstein June 02, 2022 

G82 Diana Tull June 02, 2022 

G83 Ryan Fuentes June 02, 2022 

G84 Brad McDuffee June 03, 2022 

G85 Kathy Krause June 03, 2022 

G86 Bud Charlick June 03, 2022 

G87 Gary M. Stoh June 03, 2022 

G88 Paula Walek June 03, 2022 

G89 Maureen Imoe June 04, 2022 

G90 Linda Clark June 04, 2022 

G91 Jean Bowman June 04, 2022 

G92 Jesse Donardt June 04, 2022 

G93 Barbara and Wayne Otte June 04, 2022 

G94 Shelia Kelly June 04, 2022 

G95 Donna Littlefield June 04, 2022 

G96 Dr. Helmuth and Susan Fritz June 04, 2022 

G97 Catherine Frates June 04, 2022 

G98 Richard Bennecke June 05, 2022 

G99 Sharon Sylva June 05, 2022 

G100 Robert Radabaugh and Rachel Lyon June 05, 2022 

G101 Katuria Julius June 05, 2022 

G102 John Mitchell June 05, 2022 

G103 Diane Franklin June 05, 2022 

G104 Jerrie Offerdahl June 05, 2022 

G105 Caroline Sherwood June 05, 2022 

G106 Doris Foreman June 05, 2022 

G107 Joe Rose June 05, 2022 

G108 Gail West June 06, 2022 

G109 James and Susan Karalun June 06, 2022 

G110 Ronald and Debbie Monroe June 06, 2022 

G111 Michael Collins June 06, 2022 

G112 Sharon Sylva June 05, 2022 
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Reference Commenter Date 

G113 Mary L. Noll June 06, 2022 

G114 Jodi Lindman June 06, 2022 

G115 Laura Welch June 06, 2022 

G116 Dennis James June 06, 2022 

G117 James and Sherri Andervich June 06, 2022 

G118 Russell Thompson June 06, 2022 

G119 Carlos Gutierrez June 06, 2022 

G120 Judith Kropf June 06, 2022 

G121 Susan Gagnon June 06, 2022 

G122 Nancy Carroll June 06, 2022 

G123 Ron Roy June 06, 2022 

G124 Blair M. Ball June 06, 2022 

G125 Nancy Hall June 06, 2022 

G126 Jeff Hewitt June 06, 2022 

G127 Penny Quinn June 06, 2022 

G128 Julie Janesin June 06, 2022 

G129 Lori Ellison June 06, 2022 

General Public Late Letters 

G130 Jennie Rose Sylva June 07, 2022 

G131 Adam Salcido June 07, 2022 
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Comment Letter S1 – California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Heather Pert, Acting Environmental Program Manager 
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Responses to Comment Letter S1 – California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Heather Pert, Acting Environmental Program Manager 

S1-1 Comment noted. 

S1-2 Comment noted. 

S1-3 Comment noted. 

S1-4 Comment noted. A DBESP was prepared as part of the DEIR. Refer to Appendix C3 of the DEIR. 

Additionally, the DEIR has been revised to include a mitigation measure for agency DBESP 

review and comment period. Refer to Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR. 

S1-5 Refer to response to comment S1-4 above. 

S1-6 Comment noted. The DEIR has been revised to include a new mitigation measure to include 

protection for Planning Area 3 under a legal instrument such as a conservation easement, deed 

restriction, or other appropriate mechanism. Refer to Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR. 

S1-7 Comment noted. The DEIR has been revised to include a mitigation proposal that satisfies 

CDFW, RWQCB, and USACE's mitigation requirements. A pre-application meeting with the 

regulatory agencies will be requested to clarify potential compensatory mitigation 

opportunities. Refer to Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR. 

S1-8 Refer to response to comment S1-7, above. 

S1-9 The Biological Resources Assessment (Appendix C1 of the DEIR) and EIR burrowing owl pre-

construction mitigation measure have been revised per the commenter’s request. Refer to 

Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR. 

S1-10 The Biological Resources Assessment (Appendix C1 of the DEIR) and EIR nesting bird mitigation 

measure have been revised per the commenter’s request. Refer to Section 3.0, Errata, of this 

FEIR. 

S1-11 Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter R1 – Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Terri S. Reeder, PG, CEG, CHG 

Supervisor, Coastal Waters Planning and CEQA Section 
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Responses to Comment Letter R1 – Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Terri S. Reeder, PG, CEG, CHG Supervisor, Coastal Waters 

Planning and CEQA Section 

R1-1 This comment acknowledges that the Regional Water Quality Control Board, (Santa Ana 

Water Board) has received the DEIR. The commentor also acknowledges the location of the 

Project. 

R1-2 The commentor is describing the Project, as identified in the DEIR.  

R1-3 Comment noted. 

R1-4 Comment noted. In light of RWQCB's comments on the DEIR for this specific project and 

associated on-site aquatic resources, the pending RWQCB application and DEIR has been 

updated to reflect that the on-site jurisdiction for the RWQCB and CDFW are the same. Refer 

to Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR. 

R1-5 Comment noted. 

R1-6 Comment noted. The prior project 401 Certification was not implemented and has expired. A 

new application with filing fee and project fee will be submitted after a Consultation meeting 

with the Corps of Engineers. A new application will be submitted to the RWQCB. 

R1-7 Comment noted. The Biological Resources Assessment (Appendix C1) and the DEIR has been 

revised to include a mitigation proposal that satisfies CDFW, RWQCB, and USACE's mitigation 

requirements. A pre-application meeting with the regulatory agencies will be requested to 

clarify potential compensatory mitigation opportunities.  Refer to Section 3.0, Errata, of this 

FEIR. 

R1-8 Refer to response to comment R1-7 above. Additionally, as identified on page 6-19 of the DEIR, 

under the Reduced Building Intensity Alternative, the construction footprint would be smaller 

due to the 15 percent reduction in e-commerce building space and associated amenities. This 

would result in a smaller area of disturbance, leading to a reduction in impact to floodplain 

and hydrological resources, and water quality due to reduced grading, excavation, or 

construction activities. As with the proposed Project, mitigation measures would not be 

required to reduce hydrology and water quality impacts to a level of less than significant. 

Lesser impacts would occur with implementation of the Alternative 2 due to the reduced 

footprint. Additionally, the DEIR also determined that the Reduced Building Intensity 

Alternative would also be the environmentally superior Alternative because it would reduce 

some of the potentially significant impacts of the proposed Project. However, while the 

Reduced Building Intensity Alternative is the environmentally superior Alternative, it is not 

capable of meeting all of the basic objectives of the Project.  
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Comment Letter R2 – South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Dung Nguyen 
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Responses to Comment Letter R2 – South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Dung Nguyen 

R2-1 Comment noted. The City sent the requested information to South Coast Air Quality 

Management District (SCAQMD) on May 5, 2022, and again on May 13, 2022 once the SCAQMD 

had trouble accessing the files. SCAQMD acknowledges the receipt of the information they 

requested. 
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Comment Letter R3 – Riverside Transit Agency 

Mauricio Alvarez, Planning Analyst 
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Responses to Comment Letter R3 – Riverside Transit Authority  

Mauricio Alvarez, Planning Analyst 

R3-1 Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter L1 – County of Riverside, Department of Environmental Health 

Kristine Kim, REHS 
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Responses to Comment Letter L1 – County of Riverside, Department of Environmental Health 

Kristine Kim, REHS 

L1-1 Comment noted. 

L1-2 Comment noted. 

L1-3 Comment noted. Should the Project be approved, the Applicant will be required to pay all 

applicable fees to the County of Riverside Department of Health.  

L1-4 Comment noted. 

L1-5 Comment noted. 

L1-6 Comment noted. 

L1-7 Comment noted. The City acknowledges the fees presented by the County of Riverside 

Department of Health. 
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Comment Letter L2 – Beaumont Unified School District, Facilities & Planning Team 

Diane Mendez 
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Responses to Comment Letter L2 – County Beaumont Unified School District  

Facilities & Planning Team  

Diane Mendez 

L2-1 Comment noted. As identified on page 7-4 of the DEIR, the Project Applicant would be required 

to pay school mitigation fees should the Project be approved. The Project applicant would be 

required to pay the District’s current developer impact fees for commercial/industrial use in 

effect at the time of submitting the building permit application.  

L2-2 Refer to response to comment L2-1. 
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Comment Letter L3 – City of Calimesa 

Kelly Lucia, M. URP., Planning Manager 
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Responses to Comment Letter L3 – City of Calimesa 

Kelly Lucia, M. URP., Planning Manager  

L3-1 Comment noted. 

L3-2 Comment noted. 

L3-3 Comment noted. 

L3-4 Comment noted. The Project Applicant has committed to work with the City of Calimesa on 

entering into an agreement for future improvements. Discussions have already begun with the 

City of Calimesa and the Project Applicant as of June 8, 2022.  

L3-5 Comment noted. The commentor is restating the Project components as described in the DEIR. 

L3-6 Comment noted.  

L3-7 The three major driveways have been analyzed as a conservative approach. Minor access 

points were not analyzed. Reference to the fourth project driveway on Cherry Boulevard has 

been added to the Project Description section of the Traffic Study (Page 1).  Refer to 

Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR. 

L3-8 Refer to response to comment L3-7, above. The driveway analysis has been updated to reflect 

cumulative project volumes. Refer to Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR. 

L3-9 The queueing results are provided in the Vistro worksheets in Appendix D of the Traffic Study. 

See Table A for a summary of the Interstate I-10 queueing results located in Section 3.0, Errata, 

of this FEIR. As shown in the table, the Project would not cause the deficiency and will pay its 

fair share fees and TUMF toward interim interchange improvements and ultimate interchange 

improvements, which will be coordinated with City of Calimesa.  

Fair share fees and TUMF toward interim interchange improvements and ultimate interchange 

improvements are currently being coordinated with City of Calimesa. 

L3-10 The DEIR and VMT analysis disclose the Project’s VMT impacts, and feasible mitigation 

measures have been identified.  

As shown on page 6 of the VMT memo (Dated February 1, 2022), the Project would provide 

transportation demand management (TDM)/VMT Mitigation Measures as noted below:  

• Provide a transportation information center and on-site TDM coordinator to educate 

residents, employers, employees, and visitors of surrounding transportation options.  

• Promote bicycling and walking through design features such as showers for employees, 

self-service bicycle repair area, etc. around the Project site. 
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• Each building shall provide secure bicycle storage space equivalent to two percent of the 

automobile parking spaces provided. 

• Each building shall provide a minimum of two shower and changing facilities within 

200 yards of a building entrance. 

• Provide on-site car share amenities for employees who make only occasional use of a 

vehicle, as well as others who would like occasional access to a vehicle of a different type 

than they use day-to-day. 

• Promote and support carpool/vanpool/rideshare use through parking incentives and 

administrative support, such as ride-matching service. 

• Incorporate incentives for using alternative travel modes, such as preferential load/unload 

areas or convenient designated parking spaces for carpool/vanpool users.  

• Provide meal options on-site or shuttles between the facility and nearby meal destinations. 

• Each building shall provide preferred parking for electric, low‐emitting and fuel-efficient 

vehicles equivalent to at least eight percent of the required number of parking spaces.  

L3-11 Per CEQA Guidelines, Level of Service is not considered as a CEQA impact. Therefore, the 

analysis was done for General Plan consistency, and the Projects fair share toward these 

improvements will be conditions of approval and not mitigation measures.  

L3-12 As stated on page 10 of the traffic study, existing PM peak hour counts were not adjusted as 

they were higher than the historical counts grown to 2021. As a conservative approach, the 

higher volumes were used. 

L3-13 Figure 4 and the Existing Conditions analysis has been updated accordingly. Subsequent 

scenarios (Opening Year and Horizon Year) reflected the correct northbound approach peak 

hour volumes in the analysis at Intersection #2 (I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Boulevard). 

L3-14 A 2.0% growth factor was agreed upon in the approved scoping agreement by the City of 

Beaumont prior to beginning the traffic analysis. Additionally, cumulative project traffic for 

nearby development projects were analyzed as well.  

L3-15 The study intersections were studied as isolated intersections. Adding 100 trips to intersection 

#1 to balance the volumes with intersection #2 would not change the Level of Service value at 

intersection #1. The Vistro worksheet with this modification is provided as an attachment for 

reference.  

Compared to the Interstate 10/Cherry Valley Boulevard Interchange Project Proposed 
Mitigated Negative Declaration analysis, the Beaumont Summit Station Project yielded 

comparable traffic volumes. The resulting Level of Service for Horizon Year 2045 was as 

follows: 

• I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Blvd: AM – LOS C; PM – LOS B 
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• I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Blvd: AM – LOS B; PM – LOS A 

L3-16 Comment noted; the Project Applicant is currently coordinating with City of Calimesa on fair-

share costs. 

L3-17 The recommended improvements for the interchange are consistent with the interim 

improvements in the San Gorgonio Crossing conditions of approval. The project team is 

coordinating with the City of Calimesa on a development agreement to determine fair-share 

costs and the Project’s contribution towards the I-10/Cherry Valley interchange 

improvements.  

L3-18 For the interim condition the Project will pay fair share toward the following improvements, 

which are consistent with the San Gorgonio Crossings improvements: 

• #1 – I-10 EB Ramps at Cherry Valley Blvd 

o Install a traffic signal 

o Add a westbound left-turn lane 

o Add an eastbound right-turn lane 

o Add a southbound right-turn lane 

• #2 – I-10 WB Ramps at Cherry Valley Blvd 

o Install a traffic signal 

o Add a northbound left-turn lane 

o Add an eastbound left-turn lane 

o Add a westbound right-turn lane 

L3-19 As identified on page 4.11-33 of the DEIR, noise impacts would be less than significant with the 

exception of cumulative off-site traffic noise along Cherry Valley Boulevard (from Project 

access to Hannon Road, from Hannon Road to Union Street, and from Union Street to Nancy 

Avenue). Cumulative traffic noise impacts would occur primarily as a result of increased traffic 

on local roadways due to buildout of the proposed Project and other projects in the vicinity. 

Noise levels along the affected segments of Cherry Valley Boulevard would be Conditionally 

Acceptable. However, mitigation was determined to be infeasible to reduce mobile traffic 

noise to Normally Acceptable levels in accordance with the Land Use Compatibility standards.   

L3-20 Refer to response to comment L3-19, above. 

L3-21 The proposed Project is comprised of 188 acres. The previously approved Sunny-Cal Specific 

Plan Project encompassed 200 acres. Clarification to the acreage of the Project identified on 

page 2-1 of the DEIR has been clarified in Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR. 

L3-22 The DEIR is considered a Project EIR, separate from any of the previously prepared CEQA 

documents for the Sunny-Cal Specific Plan Project. As identified on page 2-1 of the DEIR, this 
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EIR is intended to serve as the primary environmental document for all entitlements associated 

with the Project, including all discretionary approvals requested or required to implement the 

Project. The City, as Lead Agency, can approve subsequent actions without additional 

environmental documentation unless otherwise required by § 21166 of the CEQA Statutes and 

§ 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines. The discussion of CEQA Statutes § 21166 and CEQA Guidelines 

§ 15162 was included to discuss future tiering off the Project DEIR, and not for purposes of the 

DEIR tiering off the previously prepared Sunny-Cal Specific Plan EIR. 

L3-23 Comment noted. The City respectfully disagrees, as the DEIR does not tier off the Sunny-Cal 

Specific Plan EIR nor does it utilize technical studies prepared as part of that EIR.  

L3-24 Comment noted. Section 2 of the DEIR does in fact reference the Beaumont General Plan 

Update (Beaumont 2040 Plan) and corresponding EIR for the General Plan Update. The link in 

the DEIR also is correct and corresponds with the most recent Beaumont 2040 Plan and 

General Plan EIR 

L3-25 The Sustainable Beaumont: The City’s Roadmap to Greenhouse Gas Reductions was utilized in 

the preparation of the DEIR. Refer to page 4.7-24 for a discussion of this document and its 

incorporation into the DEIR. 

L3-26 The proposed Project does not include entitlements, approvals, nor an environmental analysis 

of the 12 acres previously approved as part of the Sunny-Cal Specific Plan. The Project 

Applicant does not own nor control that portion of the previously approved Specific Plan.  As 

such, the previously approved entitlements for that portion of the site would remain.  

L3-27 The Project Design Features would be included as Conditions of Approval and would be 

enforced by the City of Beaumont. 

L3-28 Comment noted. The Project Objectives were selected in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 

§ 15124 (b). The Project implements the goals and policies of the City’s General Plan, as 

amended; serves as an extension of the General Plan; and, can be used as both a policy and a 

regulatory document. The purpose of this Project is to implement the vision laid out in the 

Project objectives by providing development standards, and design guidelines to direct future 

development within the Project area.  

L3-29 Comment noted. The DEIR contains multiple exhibits, along with a narrative description, that 

identifies the exact location of the proposed Project. In particular, Exhibit 3.0-2 shows a clear 

depiction of the exact location of the Project site.  

L3-30 Refer to response to comment L3-26, above. Exhibit 3.0-4 of the DEIR clearly identifies that 

the panhandle piece of the Sunny-Cal Specific Plan is not included in the proposed Project.  

L3-31 The Project Standard Conditions would be included as Conditions of Approval and would be 

enforced by the City of Beaumont. 
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L3-32 The commenter requests that the emissions reductions provided through implementation of 

mitigation measures MM AQ-1 through MM AQ-6 be quantified. As discussed in Section 4.2 

of the DEIR, MM AQ-1 requires that off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater 

than 50 horsepower meet California Air Resources Board Tier 4 Final off-road emissions 

standards. MM AQ-2 requires the use of “super-compliant” low VOC paints that consist of no 

greater than 10 g/L of VOC. Table 4.2-8 and Table 4.2-9 show construction emissions prior to 

and after implementation of MM AQ-1 and MM AQ-2 for Phase 1 and Phase 2 construction, 

respectively. Therefore, the  reduction provided by MM AQ-1 and MM AQ-2 have been 

quantified and presented in the DEIR. 

MM AQ-3 requires the implementation of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 

program to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips. Table 4.2-10 and Table 4.2-11 show Phase 1 

operational emission prior to and after implementation of MM AQ-3, respectively. Therefore, 

the reduction provided by MM AQ-3 has been quantified and presented in the DEIR.  

MM AQ-4 requires charging stations and infrastructure to support future electric vehicle 

demand to reduce mobile emissions. This measure would support the reduction of emissions 

in the long term. However, it would be speculative to determine how many gasoline- or diesel-

powered vehicles would be replaced by electric vehicles as a result of implementation of 

MM AQ-4. MM AQ-5 prohibits idling when engines are not in use. Similar to MM AQ-4, it 

would be speculative to determine what level of emissions reductions would be provided by 

MM AQ-5. Therefore, as a conservative measure, no emissions reduction credits were taken 

for either MM AQ-4 or MM AQ-5. 

MM AQ-6 incentivizes the use of cleaner operating trucks that would facilitate compliance 

with SCAQMD Rule 2035. As discussed in the DEIR, because the nature, timing, and extent of 

the incorporation of zero emission and near zero emission vehicles cannot be determined at 

this time, no emissions reduction credits from implementation of MM AQ-6 were applied. 

because the Project is being built to specification and the future tenant(s ) of the Project are 

unknown at the time of this writing. Accordingly, it is unknown if the ultimate tenant will 

operate its own fleet. Moreover, most warehouse operators have no control over the trucks 

entering and exiting their facilities. Consequently, it is infeasible to require trucks with 

particular emission profiles (e.g., ZE, NZE, or 2010+ model year trucks) to visit the Project. 

Additionally, while heavy duty ZE vehicles are available, they are not commercially available 

yet in great numbers in the classifications needed to serve the future users of this site. Also, 

refer to response to comment O3-73. 

L3-33 The commenter states that revisions to the air quality analysis may be required based on 

comments to the transportation information. Trip generation and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 

associated with the Project, which is required for the analysis of air quality impacts, would not 

be affected by the commenter’s comments on the transportation analysis. Therefore, no 

adjustment or revision to the air quality modeling is required. 

L3-34 Refer to response to comment L3-34. 
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L3-35 Comment noted. Clarification has been added to MM CUL-1 and MM CUL-2 of the DEIR. Refer 

to Section 3.0, Errata, of this FEIR. 

L3-36  PaleoWest is aware that an archaeological resource survey was completed on the Project area 

in 2013. The records search conducted for that effort did not identify any cultural resources 

within the Project area and no resources were documented during the survey effort; refer to 

Appendix D of the DEIR for additional information. 

In compliance with PRC § 21080.3.1(b), formal notification has been provided to California 

Native American tribal representatives which may have interest in projects within the 

geographic area traditionally and culturally affiliated with the tribe. Native American groups 

may have knowledge about cultural resources in the area and may have concerns about 

adverse effects from development on tribal cultural resources (TCRs) as defined in PRC 

§ 21074. The NAHC was contacted on April 28, 2021, for a review of the Sacred Land File (SLF) 

search.  

The SLF search did not return any information of Native American cultural resources 

(e.g., traditional use or gathering area, place of religious or sacred activity, etc.) within the 

immediate vicinity of the Project APE. The NAHC responded on May 17, 2021, noting that the 

SLF returned negative results. However, NAHC noted that the absence of specific site 

information in the SLF does not indicate the absence of TCRs within the Project area of 

potential effect (APE). The NAHC requested 23 individuals representing 15 Native American 

tribal groups be contacted to elicit information regarding cultural resource issues related to 

the Project. Outreach letters to the 15 recommended tribal groups were sent on June 17, 2021. 

These letters were followed up by phone calls on July 2, 2021. 

As of July 2021, the following five responses have been received:  

• The Quechan Historic Preservation Department sent an email indicating the Tribe does not 

wish to comment on the Project and stating they defer to more local tribes.  

• Mr. Ryan Nordness, Cultural Resource Analyst for the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians 

(SMBMI), stated that the Project area is not located within the Serrano ancestral territory. 

As such, the Tribe will not be requesting to receive consulting party status with the lead 

agency and do not wish to participate in scoping, development, or review of documents for 

the Project.  

• The Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians responded by stating that the Project area is not within 

the Tribe’s specific area of historic interest and as such, they do not have any information 

to provide and defer to a closer tribe to the Project area.  

• Mr. Paul Macarro, Cultural Resources Coordinator for the Pechanga Band of Luiseno 

Indians, responded via phone call and stated that the Project area is outside of the Tribe’s 

ancestral territory and therefore, the Tribe has no comment to provide for the Project.  

• Mr. Mark Cochrane, Co-Chairperson for the Serrano Nation of Mission Indians, stated that 

he did not have any comments to provide for the Project but requested that the Serrano 
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Nation, either himself or Mr. Wayne Walker, be notified if any cultural material is 

encountered during construction. 

Based on the lack of TCRs found during the site visit, the lack of TCRs noted by NAHC and the 

SLF search, and the lack of tribal interest for the APE from tribes, it is concluded that tribal 

consultation has officially concluded. Additionally, based on the aforementioned, the Project 

would not be developed in an area listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR, or in a local register 

of historical resources as defined in Public Resources, and nor is the Project site anticipated to 

contain a TCR. 

L3-37 As described on page 4.6-23 of the DEIR, the surface and subsurface soils are comprised of 

cement/concrete, artificial fill, alluvium, and older alluvium. Older granitic and metamorphic 

bedrock that have a very low paleontological resource potential due to the heat and pressure 

of their formation. Due to the presence of older alluvium soils throughout the Project site, 

there is a high possibility of paleontological resources that may be disturbed during 

construction. Therefore, with implementation of MM GEO-2 (Paleontological Construction 

Monitoring and Compliance Program), construction of the Project components would not 

destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature, thereby reducing  

any potential impacts to a less than significant level. 

L3-38 Comment noted. Clarification has been added to MM GEO-1 of the DEIR. Refer to Section 3.0, 

Errata, of this FEIR. 

L3-39 The commenter disagrees that the use of carbon offsets to mitigation GHG emission is not a 

viable option. It is acknowledged that the use of carbon offsets is allowable as CEQA mitigation. 

Purchased offset credits must be genuine, quantifiable, additional,  and verifiable. Even offset 

credits purchased from CARB-approved offset project registries have been determined to not 

adequately assure that purchased offset credits accurately and reliably represent actual 

emissions reductions or cannot guarantee that such reductions are additional to any reduction 

that would occur under business-as-usual operations and reductions required by law. As 

discussed in Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the DEIR, offsets purchased from 

CARB’s approved offset project registries could be determined to not adequately assure that 

purchased offset credits accurately and reliably represent actual emissions reductions or 

cannot guarantee that such reductions are additional to any reduction that would occur under 

business-as-usual operations and reductions required by law. In addition, the City of 

Beaumont, the lead agency for the Project and the entity responsible for enforcing any 

mitigation measures incorporated into the Project to potentially reduce impacts, has no 

enforcement authority over offset credits that fund carbon reduction projects outside of the 

City. Many offset credits “sell” reductions in emissions generated outside of California, which 

may not be genuine or verifiable. Therefore, as a conservative measure, the use of carbon 

offsets has not been considered for the Project.  

L3-40 The comment suggests that the DEIR consider measures identified within the California Air 

Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas 

Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Change Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and 
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Equity (2021 CAPCOA Handbook) to reduce GHG emissions. As discussed in Section 4.7 of the 

DEIR and shown in Table 4.7-14, all feasible mitigation and design features have been 

implemented, which includes all applicable measures recommended in the 2021 CAPCOA 

Handbook. Standard Condition SC GHG-2 requires that the Project be designed to have 

15 percent of the roof area “solar ready” and mitigation measure MM GHG-1 requires the 

installation of solar photovoltaic panels or other renewable energy generation on-site, 

consistent with measure E-9-A (Establish Onsite Renewable Energy Systems – Generic). 

Standard condition SC GHG-3 requires adherence to the City’s Water Efficient Landscape 

Requirements (Section 17.06.030 of the City’s Municipal Code), which is consistent with 

measure W-5 (Design Water Efficient Landscapes). Standard Condition SC GHG-4 requires the 

installation of water efficient fixtures, which is consistent with measure W-4 (Require Low-

Flow Water Fixtures). Standard Condition SC GHG-8 requires the future installation of electric 

vehicle supply equipment, consistent with measure T-13 (Provide Electric Vehicle Charging 

Infrastructure). Mitigation measure MM-GHG-4 requires the use of electrically powered 

landscaping equipment, consistent with measure LL-1 (Replace Gas Powered Landscape 

Equipment with Zero-Emission Landscape Equipment). Mitigation measure MM AQ-3 requires 

the implementation of a transportation demand management program, consistent with trip 

reduction program measures. In addition, the Project would achieve Leadership in Energy and 

Environmental Design (LEED) certification and meet or exceed CALGreen Tier 2 standards in 

effect at the time of building permit applicable, as required by mitigation measure MM GHG-2.  

As shown in Table 4.7-14, approximately 93 percent of opening year buildout emissions and 

approximately 98 percent of 2040 buildout emissions are from on-road mobile sources. The 

City does not have regulatory authority to control tailpipe emissions. The implementation of a 

TDM program and the installation of infrastructure for electric vehicle charging capabilities 

would reduce mobile emissions to the extent feasible. As demonstrated, the Project would 

implement all applicable on-site measures and would reduce GHG emissions to the extent 

feasible. 

L3-41 As identified on page 4.8-22 of the DEIR, as part of the Phase I ESA research, VERTEX submitted 

a public records request to the County of Riverside Department of Environmental Health – 

Hazardous Materials Certified Unified Program Agency for the site parcels on March 12, 2021. 

The records provided indicate the following: 

• One 10,000-gallon double walled steel UST 

• One 1,000-gallon double-walled steel UST 

• One 550- gallon double walled steel UST  

The research revealed that these USTs were removed from the site in January 1994. 

Confirmation sampling indicated relatively low concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons as 

diesel, as gasoline, benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes were detected below the 

USTs. On September 20, 1994, the County of Riverside Department of Environmental Health 

granted “no further action” for the removed USTs which included the following statement: 

“Additionally, be advised that changes in the present or proposed use of the site may require 
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further site characterization and mitigation activity. It is the property owner’s responsibility to 

notify this agency of any changes in report content, future contamination findings, or site 

usage.” Findings revealed that available materials did not indicate if excavated soil was 

disposed off-site or re-used to backfill the UST excavations. Based on this information and the 

conditions indicated in the “no further action letter,” the former USTs represent a CREC in 

connection with the Project site. As such, no mitigation is required. 

L3-42 Comment noted. Clarification has been added to MM HAZ-1 of the DEIR. Refer to Section 3.0, 

Errata, of this FEIR. 

L3-43 This conclusion was based on the fact that the Phase I ESA performed in conformance with the 

scope and limitations of ASTM E 1527-13, Standard Practice for ESAs concluded that no 

evidence of RECs, CREC or HRECs in connection with the site, except for the following:  

• Based on the reported contamination and the conditions indicated in the no further action 

letter, the former USTs represent a CREC in connection with the site. However, MM HAZ-1 

is recommended. 

The Project does not include any RECs and is not part of the Cortese List. Additionally, with 

implementation of MM HAZ-1, the Project create a less than significant impact regarding the 

creation of a significant hazard to the public or the environment.  Refer to Section 4.8, Hazards 

and Hazardous Materials, for additional information. 

L3-44 All applicable General Plan goals and policies are identified in each of the environmental 

resource sections of the DEIR.  

On October 9, 2019, the California Legislature adopted Senate Bill 330 (SB330) which, among 

other things, adopted Government Code Section 66300, declared a housing crisis in the State 

of California and imposed certain requirements designed to streamline the construction of 

new housing, and prevent the loss of existing housing and land available for future residential 

use, unless replaced in other areas of the affected jurisdiction to ensure no net loss in 

residential capacity. SB330 became effective on January 1, 2020. 

In compliance with SB330, City staff has adopted an amendment to the municipal code, adding 

Chapter 17.20 “No Net Loss Program” for SB 330. The provisions of Chapter 17.20 ensure that 

rezoning actions do not result in a net loss of residential capacity within the City of Beaumont. 

The No Net Loss Program (Program) creates a mechanism by which the City can approve a less 

intensive non-residential use and concurrently make available the residential capacity that 

would otherwise be lost through the proposed density bonus specified in the Program. The 

City’s Planning Department will publish the number of available units on the City’s website. 

The Program allows for developers of land currently zoned Traditional Neighborhood (TN), 

Residential Multiple-Family (MFR), Downtown Residential Multi-Family (DMF), Sixth Street 

Mixed Use Residential (SSMU-R) and Transit Oriented Development Overlay (TOD) to request 

a density bonus subject to the number of units available. In the Residential Traditional 

Neighborhood (RTN) zone a bonus of up to 10% may be requested. In the Residential Multiple-

Family (MFR), Downtown Residential Multi-Family (DMF), Sixth Street Mixed Use Residential 
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(SSMU-R) or Transit Oriented Development Overlay (TOD) zones a bonus of up to 20% may be 

requested. If no units are available a density bonus pursuant to this provision may not be 

requested. 

Under the existing Sunny-Cal Specific Plan, the Project site was proposed to accommodate 560 

low density residential development units. In accordance with SB 330 and City Municipal Code 

Chapter 17.20, concurrent with approval of the Project entitlements and change from 

residential to non-residential (e-commerce, commercial and open space) uses, these 560 

residential units that would otherwise be lost will instead be “banked” by the City and made 

available to applicants for future projects located within the TN, MFR, DMG, SSMU-R and TOD 

zones that are seeking, and eligible for, a density bonus as part of the No Net Loss Program.  

Therefore, the Project will be compliant with SB 330, and no further analysis is warranted.  

L3-45 The commenter states that revisions to the noise analysis may be required based on comments 

to the transportation information.  

L3-46 Refer to response to comment L3-44, above. 

L3-47 Refer to response to comment L3-44, above. 

L3-48 Refer to response to comment L3-27, above. 

L3-49 Refer to responses to comments L3-20 through L3-27, above. 

L3-50 Refer to responses to comments L3-12 through L3-20, above. 

L3-51 The commenter notes that a maximum 10 percent VMT reduction is achievable with the TDM 

plan and that with implementation of MM AQ-3, impacts related to VMT would be significant 

and. As discussed in Section 4.15 of the DEIR, the commenter is correct and transportation 

impacts related to VMT would remain significant and unavoidable even with implementation 

of MM AQ-3. The comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or 

raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further response is necessary.  

L3-52 Refer to response to comment L3-36 above.  

L3-53 Pursuant to PRC 21100 and in accordance with the guidance in CEQA Guidelines §15126.6, the 

City conducted an alternatives analysis that includes a range of reasonable alternatives that 

would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project consistent with CEQA 

§15124(b), while avoiding or lessening impacts. See DEIR Section 6 for a discussion of 

alternatives considered. The context of an environmentally superior alternative is based on the 

consideration of several factors including the reduction of environmental impacts to a less than 

significant level, the Project objectives, and an alternative’s ability to fulfill the objectives with 

minimal impacts to the existing site and surrounding environment.  Specifically, Alternative 2 

would not meet Objective #5.  



Beaumont Summit Station Project  

Final Environmental Impact Report  Section 2.0 – Comments and Responses to Draft EIR 

 

City of Beaumont  July 2022 

2.0-83 

L3-54 Comment noted. 

L3-55 Refer to response to comment L3-39 regarding carbon offsets. 
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Comment Letter T1 – Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, Tribal Historic Preservation Office 

Arysa Gonzalez Romero, Cultural Resources Analyst 
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Responses to Comment Letter T1 – Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, Tribal Historic 

Preservation Office  

Arysa Gonzalez Romero, Cultural Resources Analyst 

T1-1 Comment noted.  

T1-2 Comment noted.  

T1-3 Comment noted.  
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