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Project Objective Discussion

4. Locate new employment-generating
development in undeveloped areas of the City’s
SOl near major transportation corridors to
ensure connectivity with existing uses,
services, and infrastructure.

5. Ensure complementary aesthetics of new
development with the natural environment
through proper site design, building height,
building materials, colors, and landscaping.

6. Ensure new  development  considers
compatibility ~with  sensitive users and
incorporates project features that reduce
potential environmental impacts to adjacent
uses.

7. Implement new light industrial uses, providing
local and regional construction employment
opportunities.

7.5 REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would reduce building intensity on the Development Site by 30
percent for a maximum buildout of 3,628,024 square feet of industrial warehouse space (i.e., 30 percent
reduction from the proposed project’s maximum buildout of 5,182,891 square feet). The proposed
buildings would be proportionately reduced, including warehouse/office space squate footages and
dock doors. Provided vehicular and trailer parking spaces would also be proportionally reduced while
maintaining consistency with the City’s minimum parking standards. Nevertheless, mass grading of
the entire Development Site would still occur. All on- and off-site circulation and utility improvements
proposed by the project would remain the same. The proposed annexation would also similarly occur.
This alternative was selected for further analysis to determine whether reducing building intensity
would result in a substantial reduction or elimination of the project’s significant and unavoidable air
quality, GHG, noise, and/or VMT impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Density
Alternative would require the following City discretionary approvals: General Plan Amendment, Pre-
Zone, Subdivision, and Development Agreement(s).

The following discussion evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with the Reduced
Intensity Alternative, as compared to impacts from the proposed project.

IMPACT COMPARISON TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
Land Use and Planning

Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would require the same
discretionary approvals, including a General Plan Amendment, Pre-Zone, Subdivision, and
Development Agreement(s). While the overall intensity of the proposed development would be
reduced under this alternative, the proposed industrial uses are the same, and therefore land use
impacts would be similar to the proposed project. As such, impacts would be less than significant and
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this alternative would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior to the proposed project in this
regard.

Aesthetics/Light and Glare

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would reduce overall intensity of the proposed development.
Specifically, this alternative would provide 30 percent less building square footage, with building
massing proportionately reduced. The aesthetic character of the industrial development under this
alternative would remain similar, as architectural and building features and light and glare impacts
would be similar to the proposed project. Maximum building heights under this alternative are
anticipated to be the same as the proposed project (50 feet) to accommodate operational requirements
of end users. Additionally, this alternative would be required to comply with the same applicable
Municipal Code requirements governing scenic quality and light and glare, as well as the development
standards of the Manufacturing (M) zone. Overall, impacts would be less than significant and, as the
development and associated building massing would be reduced, the Reduced Intensity Alternative
would be environmentally superior to the proposed project.

Biological Resources

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would require mass grading of the entire Development Site and
thus, involve the same ground-disturbing activities as the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative
would have similar impacts on species covered by the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP), including impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee, burrowing owls, nesting birds,
and roosting bats. Such activities, including site grading and vegetation clearing, would also impact
waters under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). However, implementation of all project mitigation measures
would also reduce the alternative’s impacts to less than significant levels. During operation, this
alternative would permit industrial uses similar to the proposed project, and as such has the same
potential to impact the MSHCP and jurisdictional waters as the proposed project. However,
implementation of project mitigation measures, including payment of MSHCP development fees,
would reduce such impacts to less than significant levels. Therefore, this alternative would be neither
environmentally superior nor inferior.

Tribal and Cultural Resources

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would involve the same ground-disturbing activities as the
proposed project and would therefore have the same potential to impact tribal and cultural resources.
As three of the identified 16 cultural resources identified on-site are considered eligible for the
California Register of Historical Resources and are considered potential historical resources for the
purposes of CEQA, this alternative would require the same mitigation measures as the proposed
project in order to reduce impacts to less than significant levels, and therefore this alternative would
be neither environmentally superior nor inferior.

Geology and Soils

Compared to the proposed project, development of the Reduced Intensity Alternative has the same
potential to encounter potentially significant hazards on-site related to liquefaction, lateral spreading,

Public Review Draft | June 2026 7-11 Alternatives to the Proposed Project



Environmental Impact Report
Beaumont Heights Business Centre Project
BEAUMONT £ !

—CALIFORNIA—

subsidence, and collapsable soils, and would require similar mitigation to reduce such impacts. As the
same industrial uses would be permitted, operational impacts of this alternative would not differ from
the proposed project. While reduced intensity may result in a smaller building footprint, mass grading
of the entire Development Site would still be required and thus, there would be similar potential to
impact previously undiscovered paleontological resources within the project area. Implementation of
mitigation measures would ensure that impacts related to paleontological resources would be reduced
to less than significant levels, similar to the proposed project. Thus, this alternative would be neither
environmentally superior nor inferior to the proposed project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would introduce new industrial structures on
previously undeveloped land, thereby increasing impervious surfaces on-site compared to existing
conditions, as well as potentially altering site drainage. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would
require mass grading of the entire Development Site and thus, involve the same ground-disturbing
activities as the proposed project. Development under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be
required to mitigate specific hydrologic impacts pursuant to all applicable federal, State, and local
stormwater regulations and requirements, including the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) and Municipal Separate Storm System (MS4) permits requirements (i.e., preparing
and implementing a project-specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan [SWPPP], Water Quality
Management Plan [WQMP], and associated best management practices [BMPs] and/or low impact
development [LID] features). Upon compliance, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result
in violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade water quality, similar to the proposed project. Impacts would be less than significant and the
Reduced Intensity Alternative would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same potential to expose workers
to hazards involving asbestos containing materials (ACMs) and/or lead based paints (LBPs) as the
proposed project; compliance with existing regulations related to ACMs and LBPs would reduce
potential impacts in this regard to a less than significant level. Similar industrial uses would be
permitted under the proposed project and this alternative. Therefore, impacts related to hazards and
hazardous materials would be similar under both scenarios and result in less-than-significant impacts
following implementation of mitigation related to construction traffic management. This alternative
would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior.

Population and Housing

The proposed project would introduce up to 5,182,891 square feet of industrial use, which would
result in up to 6,114 additional employees in the City. In comparison, the Reduced Intensity
Alternative would introduce up to 3,628,024 square feet of industrial use, which is approximately 30
percent less than the proposed project buildout and would therefore create proportionally fewer jobs
(approximately 4,279 jobs). As project growth was determined to be within General Plan EIR buildout
assumptions for the 2040 buildout year at the City level, and within SCAG’s 2050 growth forecasts
for the County, it is therefore not considered unplanned growth; similarly, the growth anticipated by
the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be within those projections as well. While both the proposed
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project and the alternative would improve the City’s existing jobs/housing balance of 1.23 (23,700
jobs/19,199 dwelling units) to 1.55 (29,814 jobs/19,199 dwelling units) and 1.46 (27,979 jobs/19,199
dwelling units), respectively, this alternative would not provide as many jobs as the proposed project;
however, both would still result in less-than-significant impacts related to population growth. As such,
the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior.

Public Services and Recreation

Similar industrial uses would be permitted under the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to the
proposed project. However, with a reduced development intensity and less employees on-site,
potential impacts related to public services and recreation would be slightly reduced. This alternative
would also be required to pay its fair share of development fee payments; these fees fund the
enhancement of facilities such as, but not limited to, fire and police protection facilities, parks, public
facilities, and schools. As such, impacts would be less than significant and this alternative would be
environmentally superior.

Utilities and Service Systems

Given the reduction in development intensity, this alternative would generate proportionally less
wastewater, water demand, solid waste, and electricity and gas demands. Thus, impacts would be less
than significant and this alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed project.

Wildfire

The project site is located within a VHFHSZ. The same industrial uses would be permitted under the
alternative as the proposed project. In addition, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would require mass
grading of the entire Development Site and thus, involve the same ground-disturbing activities as the
proposed project. Similar fire reduction project design features, including fire-resistant buildings, fuel
modification zones, hardscape and landscaping improvements, and detention basins, would be
implemented under this alternative. Therefore, impacts related to wildfire would be similar under both
scenarios and result in less-than-significant impacts following implementation of mitigation related to
construction traffic management. This alternative would be neither environmentally supetior nor
inferior.

Transportation

According to the Beaumont Heights Business Center 1V'ehicle Miles Traveled (1VMT) CEQA Alternatives
Assessment VMT Alternatives Memo), prepared by Urban Crossroads, dated December 18, 2025, and
included as part of Appendix 11.15, Alternatives Analysis Memos, the Reduced Intensity Alternative
would result in a net reduction in trip generation of approximately 4,914 trips per day, including 571
fewer truck trips in comparison to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced
Intensity Alternative is a speculative industrial development, and as such, the same two tenant use
options (Tenant Use Option A and Tenant Use Option B) were considered. Option A is based on a
trip length of 94.48 miles and Option B is based on a trip length of 95.70 miles. As discussed in the
VMT Alternatives Memo, estimated VMT for Option A under the Reduced Intensity Alternative
would be approximately 378,180 VMT, and estimated VMT under Option B would be approximately
394,564. As such, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in higher average weekday VMT
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than the proposed project (approximately 295,552 VMT for Option A and approximately 312,311
VMT for Option B). Impacts would similarly be significant and unavoidable. Thus, this alternative
would be environmentally inferior.

Air Quality

According to the Beaunmont Heights Business Center AQ, GHG, & HRA CEQA Alternatives Assessment
(AQ/GHG/HRA Alternatives Memo), prepared by Urban Crossroads, dated December 18, 2025,
and included as part of Appendix 11.15, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in a net
reduction in trip generation of approximately 4,914 trips per day, including 571 fewer truck trips in
comparison to the proposed project. As such, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in lower
Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) emissions and therefore lower cancer and non-cancer health risks
for nearby residents, workers, and schoolchildren than the proposed project.

As mentioned, the project includes two tenant use options (Tenant Use Option A and Tenant Use
Option B) that have been evaluated to determine a range of impacts that could occur based on
different truck trip lengths. Option A is based on a trip length of 94.48 miles and Option B is based
on a trip length of 95.70 miles, and both would affect the Mobile Source Category for operational air
quality emissions. Based on the AQ/GHG/HRA Alternatives Memo, for both Options A and B, the
Reduced Intensity Alternative would exceed the numerical thresholds of significance for emissions of
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate
matter (PMio), and PM,sduring both the summer and winter season, similar to the proposed project;
refer to Table 7-2, Reduced Intensity Alternative — Total Regional Operational Emissions (Option A), and Table
7-3, Reduced Intensity Alternative — Total Regional Operational Emissions (Option B).

Table 7-2
Reduced Intensity Alternative — Total Regional Operational Emissions (Option A)

S Emissions (pounds per day)
ouree voC NOx co SOx PMo |  PMas
Summer
Mobile Source 41.91 270.39 667.35 4.39 290.50 78.83
Area Source 114.20 1.33 157.79 0.01 0.28 0.21
Stationary Source 1.97 5.50 5.02 0.01 0.29 0.29
On-Site Equipment 1.64 5.25 230.23 0.00 0.41 0.38
Total Maximum Daily Emission 159.72 282.48 1,060.39 4.41 291.49 79.71
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? YES YES YES NO YES YES
Winter
Mobile Source 40.48 283.78 545.78 4.27 290.51 78.83
Area Source 88.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Stationary Source 1.97 5.50 5.02 0.01 0.29 0.29
On-Site Equipment 1.64 5.25 230.23 0.00 0.41 0.38
Total Maximum Daily Emission 132.36 294.54 781.03 4.28 291.21 79.50
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? YES YES YES NO YES YES
Source: Refer to Appendix 11.15.
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Table 7-3
Reduced Intensity Alternative — Total Regional Operational Emissions (Option B)
Emissions (pounds per da
Source VOC | NOX | Cco ; [ Iosox . [ PMI0 | PM25
Summer
Mobile Source 43.52 287.05 688.45 4.57 304.47 82.80
Area Source 114.20 1.33 157.79 0.01 0.28 0.21
Stationary Source 19.56 84.18 49.88 0.09 2.88 2.88
On-Site Equipment 1.64 5.25 230.23 0.00 0.41 0.38
TRU Source 46.35 38.68 5.92 0.00 0.43 0.40
Total Maximum Daily 225.27 416.49 1,132.27 4.67 308.47 86.67
Emission
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? YES YES YES NO YES YES
Winter

Mobile Source 42.07 301.19 564.56 4.44 304.47 82.81
Area Source 88.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Stationary Source 19.56 84.18 49.88 0.09 2.88 2.88
On-Site Equipment 1.64 5.25 230.23 0.00 0.41 0.38
TRU Source 46.35 38.68 5.92 0.00 043 0.40
Total Maximum Daily 197.89 429.30 850.59 4.54 308.19 86.46
Emission
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? YES YES YES NO YES YES
Source: Refer to Appendix 11.15.

Opverall, although this alternative would be environmentally superior due to lower DPM emissions
and associated health risks, the significant and unavoidable impacts identified under the proposed
project would remain.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

As described above in the Transportation and Air Quality analyses, the Reduced Intensity Alternative
would result in fewer daily trips, including truck trips, and was modeled using Options A and B for
different truck trip lengths. For Option A, the proposed project was determined to result in
approximately 102,164.45 metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCOze) per year, which would
exceed the significance threshold of 3,000 MTCOze per year. As discussed in the AQ/GHG/HRA
Alternatives Memo, for Option A, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would also exceed the
significance threshold of 3,000 MTCOze per year but would only result in approximately 71,750.72
MTCO:ze per year; refer to Table 7-4, Reduced Intensity Alternative— GHG Emissions (Option A).
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Table 7-4
Reduced Intensity Alternative — GHG Emissions (Option A)
Source Emissions (metric tons per year)
CO: CHq4 N20 Refrigerants Total COze
Annual construction-related emissions 507.73 0.01 0.02 0.26 515.77
amortized over 30 years
Mobile Source 64,973.44 1.22 6.89 51.55 67,109.71
Area Source 73.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 73.84
Energy Source 2,219.93 0.28 0.03 0.00 2,237.10
Water Source 49.08 0.44 0.01 0.00 63.49
Waste Source 304.30 30.41 0.00 0.00 1,064.63
Stationary Source 22.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 22.92
On-Site Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 663.25
Total CO2e (All Sources) 71,750.72
Source: Refer to Appendix 11.15.

For Option B, the proposed project was determined to result in approximately 111,854.08 MTCOze
per year, which would exceed the significance threshold of 3,000 MTCO:e per year. For Option B,
the Reduced Intensity Alternative would also exceed the significance threshold of 3,000 MTCO.e per
year but would only result in approximately 78,594.90 MTCOxe per year; refer to Table 7-5, Reduced

Intensity Alternative — GHG Emissions (Option B).

Table 7-5

Reduced Intensity Alternative — GHG Emissions (Option B)

Source Emissions (metric tons per year)

CO; CHa N20 Refrigerants Total COze
Annual construction-related emissions 507.73 0.01 0.02 0.26 515.77
amortized over 30 years
Mobile Source 68,465.32 1.27 7.22 57.21 70,704.83
Area Source 73.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 73.84
Energy Source 3,649.73 0.46 0.06 0.00 3,677.95
Water Source 49.08 0.44 0.01 0.00 63.49
Waste Source 304.30 30.41 0.00 0.00 1,064.63
Stationary Source 226.96 0.01 0.00 0.00 227.71
On-Site Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 663.25
TRU Source 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,485.29
Total CO2e (All Sources) 78,594.90
Source: Refer to Appendix 11.15.

As such, this alternative would be environmentally superior; however, the significant and unavoidable
impact identified under the proposed project would remain.

Energy
Given the reduction in development intensity, this alternative would consume proportionally less

energy from natural gas and electricity sources. Thus, impacts would be less than significant and this
alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed project.
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Noise

Given the reduction in building intensity, this alternative would involve a shorter construction period
and thus would result in less construction noise than the proposed project. As discussed in the
Transportation analysis, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in a net reduction in vehicle
trip generation, including truck trips. As such, this alternative would result in less operational noise
compared to the proposed project. Impacts would be less than significant and the Reduced Intensity
Alternative would be environmentally superior.

RELATIONSHIP TO THE PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The Reduced Density Alternative would achieve the project’s basic objectives but not to the extent of
the proposed project; refer to Table 7-6, Reduced Intensity Alternative and Project Objectives.

Table 7-6
Reduced Intensity Alternative and Project Objectives

Project Objective

Discussion

. Consistent with the General Plan, provide
employment-generating uses to enhance
economic growth and development in the City
while diversifying the City’s job base.

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide up to 3,990,000 square
feet of industrial uses; this is the same permitted use as the proposed
project and is considered an employment-generating use. However,
buildout of this alternative represents a 30 percent reduction in building
intensity and would therefore provide proportionately less jobs than the
proposed project. As such, the alternative achieves this objective, but not
to the extent of the proposed project.

. Encourage fiscal performance within the City
that provides fiscal and economic resiliency to
the City.

Similar to Objective 1, while the alternative would provide employment-
generating uses that would improve the City’s fiscal performance and
economic resilience, this would not occur to the extent of the proposed
project given the 30 percent reduction in development potential.

. Implement infrastructure improvements within

This alternative would annex the project site into the City of Beaumont
and develop new industrial warehouse uses on the currently undeveloped
site. This alternative would also implement utility and roadway
improvements along SR-79, California Avenue, and to the east through
the Harmony Haven Children and Youth Center, which would encourage
future development. Overall, this alternative achieves this objective.

the Citys SOl to encourage future
development.
. Locate new employment-generating

development in undeveloped areas of the City's
SOl near major transportation corridors to
ensure connectivity with existing uses,
services, and infrastructure.

As outlined under Objectives 1 and 2, this alternative would provide
employment-generating uses but would not create as many jobs or
provide the same industrial capacity as the proposed project. However,
as outlined under Objective 3, this alternative would develop within the
City’s SOI near major transportation corridors (i.e., SR-79) and implement
roadway and utility improvements similar to the proposed project. Overall,
the alternative would achieve this objective but to a lesser extent than the
proposed project.

. Ensure complementary aesthetics of new
development with the natural environment
through proper site design, building height,
building materials, colors, and landscaping.

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would construct an industrial
development similar to the proposed project, but at a reduced intensity.
This alternative would provide similar building height, architectural
features, and landscaping as the proposed project in a manner that meets
the applicable M zone development standards. Overall, this alternative
would achieve this objective.
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Project Objective Discussion

0. £nsure . new development  considers The same inaustral warenouse Uses would pe permitted under the
compatibility ~with sensitive users and | Reduced Intensity Alternative; therefore, as analyzed above,
incorporates project features that reduce | environmental impacts to adjacent sensitive uses would be similar as the
potential environmental impacts to adjacent | proposed project. Overall, this alternative would achieve this objective.
uses.

7. Implement new light industrial uses, providing | This alternative would permit the same industrial use as the proposed
local and regional construction employment | project, which would generate construction jobs. However, buildout of this
opportunities. alternative represents a 30 percent reduction in building intensity and

would therefore require proportionally less construction labor than the
proposed project. Overall, the alternative would achieve this objective but
to a lesser extent than the proposed project.

7.6 INDUSTRIAL/URBAN VILLAGE ALTERNATIVE

The Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would provide a mix of land uses that include: a) the
proposed project’s industrial use (which would require a General Plan Amendment); and b)
development consistent with the City’s Urban Village (UV) land use designation, which is consistent
with the existing Beaumont General Plan designation for the site. Within the Development Site, this
alternative would accommodate 50 percent of the proposed project’s maximum industrial buildout
(2,591,445 square feet), 25 percent regional serving commercial use (maximum 1.0 FAR), and 25
percent high density residential use (12-24 dwelling units per acre). The 2,591,445 square feet of
industrial space includes a proportional reduction in associated office space and loading dock doors.
Both the regional serving commercial and high density residential uses are allowable uses under the
UV land use designation. Parking for the I and UV land use designations would be provided to meet
the City’s minimum parking standards. Table 7-7, Industrial/ Urban 1 illage Alternative Maxcimum Buildont
Assumptions, details the maximum buildout assumptions under the Industrial/Urban Village
Alternative in comparison to the proposed project.

Table 7-7
Industrial/Urban Village Alternative Maximum Buildout Assumptions
Proposed Project Industrial/Urban Village Alternative
Land Use Acres Maximum Acres Maximum Maximum
Buildout Density! Buildout

Industrial (1) 385.6 5,182,891 SF 192.8 - 2,591,445 SF2
Urban Village (UV)

Regional Serving Commercial - -- 96.4 1.0 FAR 4,199,184 SF3

High Density Residential -- - 96.4 12-24 du/ac 2,314 units?
TOTAL 385.6 5,182,891 SF 385.6 -

Notes: SF = square feet; FAR = floor area ratio; du/ac = dwelling units per acre

! Maximum densities for the Urban Village land use designation are based on Beaumont General Plan Table 3.3, Land Use Designations.
2 Assumes 50 percent of the proposed project's maximum industrial buildout (i.e., 50 percent of 5,182,891 square feet).

3 Utilizes maximum density for maximum buildout calculation.

Mass grading of the entire Development Site would occur, and anticipated site improvements would
be similar to the proposed project to accommodate buildout under this alternative. The proposed
annexation would also occur. Similar to the proposed project, the Industrial/Urban Village Alternative
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would require the following City discretionary approvals: General Plan Amendment, Pre-Zone,
Subdivision, and Development Agreement(s).

The following discussion evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with the
Industrial/Urban Village Alternative, as compared to impacts from the proposed project.

IMPACT COMPARISON TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Land Use and Planning

As stated, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts with regards to land use
and planning and would be consistent with applicable land use planning policies, including the
Beaumont General Plan, Municipal Code, and the 2024-2050 RTP/SCS. Similar to the proposed
project, the Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would develop industrial uses and therefore would
require the same discretionary approvals, including General Plan Amendment, Pre-Zone, Subdivision,
and Development Agreement(s). However, this alternative would also provide residential and
commercial uses consistent with the site’s existing UV land use designation. As such, additional
Beaumont General Plan and 2024-2050 RTP/SCS policies would be applicable, specifically related to
housing, mixed-use, transit-oriented development, and multi-modal transportation. Overall, since a
portion of the site under this alternative would be consistent with the City’s existing UV General Plan
designation, it would provide land use policy consistency beyond what the proposed project would
provide. Impacts would be less than significant and this alternative would be environmentally superior.

Aesthetics/Light and Glare

The proposed project was determined to result in less-than-significant impacts related to aesthetics
based on the project’s 5,182,891 square feet of industrial uses. The Industrial/Urban Village
Alternative would construct over 6.79 million square feet combined of industrial and regional serving
commercial uses, as well as 2,314 dwelling units. The mix of land uses proposed under this alternative
could result in a change in aesthetics of the overall buildout compared to the proposed project that is
neither environmentally superior nor inferior. This alternative would result in greater development
intensity than the project. Nevertheless, similar to the proposed project, development under the
alternative would be required to comply with applicable Municipal Code requirements governing
scenic quality and light and glare, as well as the development standards for Industrial and UV land use
designations. Overall, impacts would be less than significant and the Industrial/Urban Village
Alternative would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior to the proposed project.

Biological Resources

During construction, the Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would similarly require mass grading of
the entire Development Site and be required to implement mitigation measures to reduce biological
resources impacts to less than significant levels, similar to the proposed project. The introduction of
commercial and residential uses on-site would not result in a greater impact to biological resources
on-site compared to the project’s industrial use. Overall, implementation of project mitigation
measures, including payment of MSHCP development fees, would reduce impacts to less than
significant levels. Therefore, this alternative would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior.
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Tribal and Cultural Resources

Similar to the proposed project, the Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would require mass grading
of the entire Development Site and thus, has the potential to adversely impact known and unknown
cultural and tribal cultural resources on-site. Implementation of mitigation measures would ensure
that impacts related to cultural and tribal cultural resources are reduced to less than significant levels,
similar to the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative would be neither environmentally superior
nor inferior.

Geology and Soils

The Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would require mass grading of the entire Development Site
and thus, involve the same ground-disturbing activities as the proposed project. The Industrial/Urban
Village Alternative would require similar grading activities as the proposed project, and as such would
have the same potential for discovery of unknown paleontological resources located within the project
area. Implementation of project mitigation measures would ensure that impacts related to
paleontological resources are reduced to less than significant levels, similar to the proposed project.
The potential to encounter potentially significant hazards on-site related to liquefaction, lateral
spreading, subsidence, and collapsible soils, is the same for this alternative as the proposed project
and would require similar mitigation to reduce such impacts. While this alternative would introduce
habitable structures on-site, thereby increasing the risk of human exposure to geologic hazards, such
hazards would be minimized upon compliance with the applicable California Building Code (CBC)
standards at the time of development. Thus, impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels
and this alternative would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior to the proposed project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would require mass grading of the entire Development Site
and thus, involve the same ground-disturbing activities as the proposed project. Similar to the
proposed project, this alternative would develop on currently vacant land, thereby increasing
impervious surfaces compared to existing conditions, as well as potentially altering site drainage. The
Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would construct over 6.79 million square feet combined of
industrial and regional serving commercial uses, as well as 2,314 dwelling units, compared to the
5,182,891 square feet of industrial development proposed by the project. However, development
under the Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would be requited to mitigate specific hydrologic
impacts pursuant to all applicable federal, State, and local stormwater regulations and requirements,
including the NPDES and MS4 permits requirements (i.e., preparing and implementing a project-
specific SWPPP, WQMP, and associated BMPs and/or LID features) similat to the proposed project.
Upon compliance, the Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would not result in violation of water
quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water quality,
similar to the proposed project. Thus, impacts would be less than significant and the Industrial/Urban
Village Alternative would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would require mass grading of the entire Development Site
and thus, involve the same ground-disturbing activities as the proposed project. Construction of the
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Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would have the same potential to expose workers to hazards
involving ACMs and/or LBPs associated with on-site miscellaneous debris from illegal dumping as
the proposed project; compliance with existing regulations related to ACMs and LBPs would reduce
potential impacts in this regard to a less than significant level. Similar industrial uses would be
permitted under the proposed project and this alternative, but the Industrial/Urban Village Alternative
would also accommodate development of commercial and residential uses. However, hazardous
materials typically associated with commercial and residential uses are minimal and would be required
to comply with applicable laws and regulations related to the protection of the public’s health and
safety from the use and storage of hazardous materials. Therefore, impacts related to hazards and
hazardous materials would be similar under both scenarios and result in less-than-significant impacts
following mitigation related to construction traffic management. This alternative would be neither
environmentally superior nor inferior.

Population and Housing

The proposed project would introduce up to 5,182,891 square feet of industrial use, which would
result in up to 6,114 additional employees in the City. In comparison, the Industrial/Urban Village
Alternative would construct over 6.79 million square feet combined of industrial and regional serving
commercial uses, as well as 2,314 dwelling units — this represents an increase in housing stock
compared to the proposed project, and likely an increase in job and population growth compared to
the proposed project. Specifically, based on the City’s current average household size of 3.05, the 2,314
additional dwelling units would result in up to 7,058 additional residents within Beaumont. The
addition of approximately 1.6 million additional square feet of nonresidential development would also
result in more job growth compared to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, this
growth would fall within General Plan EIR buildout assumptions (2040) for the City and SCAG
growth forecasts (2050) for the County, and thus, would not be considered substantial unplanned
growth. However, while new housing could be beneficial, the City is already projected to have a low
jobs/housing ratio, indicating a decline in employment with the City and shortfall in local jobs; the
Industrial/Urban Village Alternative’s introduction of additional housing, if disproportionate to new
jobs, could further decrease this ratio. Nonetheless, by developing housing adjacent to employment-
generating industrial and commercial uses, this alternative would potentially allow residents to work
where they live, which is an overall benefit. As such, impacts would be less than significant and the
Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior to the
proposed project.

Public Services and Recreation

The Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would directly result in population growth with the
introduction of new housing. Thus, this alternative would directly generate an increase in demand for
public setvices and parks and recreational facilities. Similar to the project, the Industrial/Urban Village
Alternative would be required to pay its fair share of development fees. These fees fund the
enhancement of facilities such as, but not limited to, fire and police protection facilities, parks, public
facilities, and schools; these fees would also mitigate potentially significant impacts to public services
and recreation, similar to the proposed project. Overall, impacts would be less than significant;
however, given the increased development intensity, this alternative would be environmentally
inferior.
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Utilities and Service Systems

Given the increase in development intensity and introduction of new commercial and residential uses,
this alternative would demand proportionally more water, electricity, and natural gas services, and
generate more wastewater and solid waste. Specifically, commercial and residential uses are more
water-, wastewater-, and solid waste-intensive uses compared to industrial. Further, the residential uses
would increase demand for natural gas. While impacts would be less than significant, this alternative
would be environmentally inferior to the proposed project.

Wildfire

The Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would require mass grading of the entire Development Site
and thus, involve the same ground-disturbing activities as the proposed project. While this alternative
would result in greater development intensity than the proposed project, this factor would not
necessarily pose a greater risk related to exacerbating existing wildfire hazards. The Industrial/Urban
Village Alternative would be required to implement similar fire risk reducing features, including fire-
resistant buildings, fuel modification zones, hardscape and landscaping improvements, and detention
basins,. Similar to the proposed project, implementation of mitigation related to construction traffic
management would reduce impacts to less than significant levels. As such, this alternative would be
neither environmentally superior nor inferior.

Transportation

As discussed in the VMT Alternatives Memo, the Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would result
in a net increase in trip generation of approximately 78,657 trips per day, but 951 fewer truck trips in
comparison to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Industrial/Urban Village
Alternative is a speculative development, and as such the same two tenant use options (Tenant Use
Option A and Tenant Use Option B) were considered. Option A is based on a trip length of 94.48
miles and Option B is based on a trip length of 95.70 miles. Estimated VMT for Option A under the
Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would be approximately 1,791,762 VMT, and estimated VMT
under Option B would be approximately 1,802,880 VMT; refer to Appendix 11.15. As such, the
Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would result in higher average weekday VMT than the proposed
project (approximately 295,552 VMT for Option A and approximately 312,311 VMT for Option B).
Thus, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, and this alternative would be
environmentally inferior.

Air Quality

As discussed in the AQ/GHG/HRA Alternatives Memo, the Industrial/Urban Village Alternative
would result in a net increase in trip generation of approximately 78,657 trips per day, but 951 fewer
truck trips in comparison to the proposed project. As such, the Industrial/Urban Village Alternative
would result in lower DPM emissions and therefore lower cancer and non-cancer health risks for
nearby residents, workers, and schoolchildren than the proposed project.

As mentioned previously, the proposed project included two options (Options A and B) that have
been evaluated to determine a range of impacts that could occur based on different truck trip lengths.
Option A is based on a trip length of 94.48 miles and Option B is based on a trip length of 95.70
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miles, and both would affect the Mobile Source Category for operational air quality emissions. Based
on the AQ/GHG/HRA Alternatives Memo, for both Options A and B, the Industrial/Urban Village
Alternative would exceed the numerical thresholds of significance for emissions of VOCs, NOx, CO,
PM.o, and PM,s during both the summer and winter season, similar to the proposed project; refer to
Table 7-8, Industrial/ Urban 1 illage Alternative — Total Regional Operational Emissions (Option A), and Table
7-9, Industrial/ Urban Village Alternative — Total Regional Operational Emissions (Option B).

Table 7-8
Industrial/Urban Village Alternative — Total Regional Operational Emissions (Option A)

Source Emissions (pounds per day)
voC | NOx | CcO | SOx | PMw | PMas
Summer
Mobile Source 748.35 1,005.74 9,344.90 29.96 2,858.71 739.77
Area Source 275.21 3.70 427.20 0.02 0.58 0.44
Energy Source 0.81 14.21 8.82 0.09 112 1.12
Stationary Source 1.97 5.50 5.02 0.01 0.29 0.29
On-Site Equipment 1.17 3.75 164.45 0.00 0.29 0.27
Total Maximum Daily 1,027.51 1,032.91 9,950.38 30.08 2,860.99 741.89
Emission
SCAQMD Regional 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold
Threshold Exceeded? YES YES YES NO YES YES
Winter
Mobile Source 713.57 1,074.60 7,642.29 28.20 2,858.72 739.77
Area Source 215.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy Source 0.81 14.21 8.82 0.09 1.12 1.12
Stationary Source 1.97 5.50 5.02 0.01 0.29 0.29
On-Site Equipment 1.17 3.75 164.45 0.00 0.29 0.27
Total Maximum Daily 932.85 1,098.07 7,820.58 28.30 2,860.42 741.45
Emission
SCAQMD Regional 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold
Threshold Exceeded? YES YES YES NO YES YES
Source: Refer to Appendix 11.15.
Table 7-9
Industrial/Urban Village Alternative — Total Regional Operational Emissions (Option B)
Emissions (pounds per da
SR VOC NOx co(Io P S0r : [ PMw | PWs
Summer
Mobile Source 749.47 1,017.59 9,358.65 30.08 2,868.28 742.51
Area Source 275.21 3.70 427.20 0.02 0.58 0.44
Energy Source 0.81 14.21 8.82 0.09 1.12 1.12
Stationary Source 19.56 84.18 49.88 0.09 2.88 2.88
On-Site Equipment 117 3.75 164.45 0.00 0.29 0.27
TRU Source 33.11 27.63 4.23 0.00 0.31 0.29
Total Maximum Daily 1,079.33 1,151.07 10,013.22 30.28 2,873.46 747.50
Emission
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Source voC NOx co SOx Pl PMzs
SCAQMD Regional 20 00 000 50 190 90
Threshold
Threshold Exceeded? YES YES YES NO YES YES

Winter
Mobile Source 714.66 1,086.99 7,654.69 28.32 2,868.28 742.51
Area Source 215.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy Source 0.81 14.21 8.82 0.09 1.12 1.12
Stationary Source 19.56 84.18 49.88 0.09 2.88 2.88
On-Site Equipment 1.17 3.75 164.46 0.00 0.31 0.29
Total Maximum Daily 984.64 1,216,76 7,882.06 28.50 2,872.88 747.06
Emission
SCAQMD Regional 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold
Threshold Exceeded? YES YES YES NO YES YES
Source: Refer to Appendix 11.15.

Overall, this alternative would environmentally superior due to reduced DPM emissions and
associated lower health risks; however, the significant and unavoidable impact identified under the
proposed project would remain.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

As desctibed above in the Transportation and Air Quality analyses, the Industrial/Urban Village
Alternative would result in more daily trips, but fewer truck trips, and was modeled using Options A
and B for different truck trip lengths. For Option A, the proposed project was determined to result
in approximately 102,164.45 MTCOse per year, which would exceed the significance threshold of
3,000 MTCOze per yeat. As discussed in the AQ/GHG/HRA Alternatives Memo, for Option A, the
Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would also exceed the significance threshold of 3,000 MTCO.e
per year and would result in approximately 280,130.90 MTCOze per year; refer to Table 7-10,
Industrial/ Urban 1 illage Alternative — GHG Emissions (Option A).

Table 7-10
Industrial/Urban Village Alternative — GHG Emissions (Option A)

Source Emissions (metric tons per year)

CO; CH4 N20 Refrigerants Total COze
Annual construction-related emissions 507.73 0.01 0.02 0.26 515.77
amortized over 30 years
Mobile Source 259,697.18 7.77 14.11 219.04 264,314.00
Area Source 177.52 0.01 0.00 0.00 178.16
Energy Source 10,954.43 1.28 0.13 0.00 11,024.76
Water Source 489.85 13.54 0.33 0.00 925.50
Waste Source 763.45 76.30 0.00 0.00 2,671.04
Refrigeration 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 5.00
Stationary Source 22.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 22.92
On-Site Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 473.75
Total COze (All Sources) 280,130.90
Source: Refer to Appendix 11.15.
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For Option B, the proposed project was determined to result in approximately 111,854.08 MTCOze
per year, which would exceed the significance threshold of 3,000 MTCOze per year. For Option B,
the Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would also exceed the significance threshold of 3,000
MTCOze per year and would result in approximately 284,975.03 MTCOze per year; refer to Table 7-
11, Industrial/ Urban Village Alternative — GHG Emissions (Option B).

Table 7-11
Industrial/Urban Village Alternative — GHG Emissions (Option B)

Emissions (metric tons per year)

Source co, CH No | ReMEert | o coge
Annual construction-related 507.73 0.01 0.02 0.26 515.77
emissions amortized over 30 years
Mobile Source 262,088.96 7.80 14.34 223.01 266,778.87
Area Source 177.52 0.01 0.00 0.00 178.16
Energy Source 11,975.71 1.40 0.14 0.00 12,053.94
Water Source 489.85 13.54 0.33 0.00 925.50
Waste Source 763.45 76.30 0.00 0.00 2,671.04
Refrigeration 0.00 0.00 0.00 89.37 89.37
Stationary Source 226.96 0.01 0.00 0.00 227.71
On-Site Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 473.75
TRU Source 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,060.92
Total COze (All Sources) 248,975.03
Source: Refer to Appendix 11.15.

As such, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, and this alternative would be
environmentally inferior.

Energy

Given the increase in development intensity and introduction of new residential and commercial uses,
this alternative would consume proportionally more energy in the form of natural gas and electricity.
While impacts would be less than significant, this alternative would be environmentally inferior to the
proposed project.

Noise

Given the increase in building intensity, this alternative would require a longer construction phase and
thus would result in more construction noise than the proposed project. As discussed in the
Transportation analysis, the Industrial/Urban Village would also result in more daily vehicle trips.
Therefore, this alternative would result in greater operational noise compared to the proposed project.
Therefore, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable and the Industrial/Urban Village
Alternative would be environmentally inferior.
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RELATIONSHIP TO THE PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would achieve the project’s basic objectives but not to the
extent of the proposed project; refer to Table 7-12, Industrial/ Urban 1 illage Alternative and Project

Objectives.

Table 7-12

Industrial/Urban Village Alternative and Project Objectives

Project Objective

Discussion

. Consistent with the General Plan, provide
employment-generating uses to enhance
economic growth and development in the City
while diversifying the City’s job base.

. Encourage fiscal performance within the City
that provides fiscal and economic resiliency to
the City.

. Implement infrastructure improvements within

the Citys SOl to encourage future
development.
. Locate new employment-generating

development in undeveloped areas of the City’s
SOl near major transportation corridors to
ensure connectivity with existing uses,
services, and infrastructure.

This alternative would annex the project site into the City and develop
over 7.05 million square feet of industrial and commercial uses on
currently undeveloped land; these uses generate both employment and
revenue. The alternative would also implement utility and roadway
improvements along SR-79, which would encourage future development.
Overall, this alternative achieves these objectives.

. Ensure complementary aesthetics of new
development with the natural environment
through proper site design, building height,
building materials, colors, and landscaping.

The Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would develop industrial
warehouse uses similar to the proposed project, as well as commercial
and residential uses consistent with the site’s Beaumont General Plan UV
land use designation. The alternative would provide site design and
landscaping consistent with Industrial and UV land use designations.
Overall, this alternative would achieve this objective.

. Ensure

new  development  considers
compatibility ~with  sensitive users and
incorporates project features that reduce
potential environmental impacts to adjacent
uses.

The Industrial/Urban Village Alternative would permit the same industrial
uses as the proposed project, but at half the intensity; however, the overall
development intensity of the alternative, including commercial and
residential uses, would be larger than the proposed project. So, while
impacts related to adjacent industrial and sensitive land uses may be
reduced, general impacts related to sensitive land uses could be more
severe. Overall, the alternative would achieve this objective but to a lesser
extent than the proposed project.

. Implement new light industrial uses, providing
local and regional construction employment
opportunities.

This alternative would construct over 7.05 million square feet of industrial
and commercial uses on currently undeveloped land, which would create
construction employment opportunities comparable to the proposed
project. Overall, this alternative would achieve this objective.

1.7 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR

ALTERNATIVE

Table 7-13, Comparison of Alternatives, summarizes the comparative analysis presented above (i.e., the
alternatives compared to the proposed project).
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Table 7-13
Comparison of Alternatives

Sections No Project/No . Reduced Int.ensity IndustriaIIUrba!n Village
Development Alternative Alternative Alternative

Land Use and Planning N4 = 4
Aesthetics/Light and Glare 4 N4 =
Biological Resources N4 = =
Tribal and Cultural Resources ' = =
Geology and Soils 4 = =
Hydrology and Water Quality 4 = =
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 4 = =
Population and Housing = = =
Public Services and Recreation Y N4 A
Utilities and Service Systems N N4 A
Wildfire A = =
Transportation ¥ A A
Air Quality v+ N4 N4
Greenhouse Gas Emissions A N4 A
Energy N4 N4 A
Noise ¥ 4 A
* Indicates elimination of a significant and unavoidable impact.
A Indicates an impact that is greater than the proposed project (environmentally inferior).
v Indicates an impact that is less than the proposed project (environmentally superior).
= Indicates an impact that is equal to the proposed project (neither environmentally superior nor inferior).

Review of Table 7-13 indicates the No Project/No Development Alternative is the environmentally
superior alternative, as it would avoid or lessen most of the project’s environmental impacts.
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), “if the environmentally superior alternative is the
‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the
other alternatives.” Accordingly, the Reduced Intensity Alternative is considered environmentally
superior to the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would be environmentally
superior to the proposed project with regards to aesthetics, public services and recreation, utilities and
services systems, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, energy, and noise; would be environmentally
inferior with regards to transportation; and result in similar environmental impacts to the remaining
topical areas; refer to Table 7-13.

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would reduce building intensity on the Development Site by 30
percent for a maximum buildout of 3,628,024 square feet of industrial warehouse space (i.e., 30 percent
reduction from the proposed project’s maximum buildout of 5,182,891 square feet). This alternative
would provide an employment-generating use, annex land into the City, and provide utility and
roadway improvements, which would collectively improve connectivity and provide an economic
benefit. However, the reduced development footprint would proportionately reduce the number of
jobs provided by the alternative, which would lessen the alternative’s ability to improve the City’s job
base and economy compared to the proposed project (Objective Nos. 1, 2, 4, and 7).
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This alternative would meet the remaining project objectives. Specifically, this alternative would
implement infrastructure improvements within the City’s SOI to encourage future development
(Objective No. 3) and provide a complementary design that is compatible with adjacent uses
(Objective Nos. 5 and 6).

Overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would achieve the project’s basic objectives but not to the
extent of the proposed project.

Public Review Draft | June 2026 7-28 Alternatives to the Proposed Project



Environmental Impact Report
Beaumont Heights Business Centre Project
BEAUMONT £ !

—CALIFORNIA—

8.0 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE
SIGNIFICANT

During preparation of this EIR, the City of Beaumont conducted an analysis of the proposed project’s
effect on specific environmental topic areas, included as part of the Environmental Checklist form
presented in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. Through the course of this evaluation, certain impacts
were identified as “less than significant” or “no impact” due to the inability of a project of this scope
to yield such impacts or the absence of project characteristics producing effects of this type. These
effects are not required to be included in the EIR’s primary environmental analysis sections (Section
5.1 through 5.16). In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15128, the following discussion
includes a brief description of potential impacts found to be less than significant or result in no impact.
The lettered analyses under each topical area directly correspond to their order in CEQ.A Guidelines
Appendix G.

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 timbetland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to
Information compiled by the California Department of Forestty 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 Farmiand Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resonrces
Agency, to non-agricultural nse?

No Impact. Portions within the Development Site and utility improvement areas are designated
Farmland of Local Importance." However, none of the project site is designated as Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. Additionally, the County General Plan, Pass
Area Plan, and Beaumont General Plan do not designate the project site as Agriculture.

The project site is entirely vacant and undeveloped. No agricultural production occurs on-site, and the
site is not used as a food or crop production source for the area or region; therefore, project
implementation would not remove any agricultural operations as this activity does not occur on-site.
Additionally, the Beaumont General Plan does not require the preservation of designated farmland,
and no portion of the project site is planned for agricultural use under the Beaumont General Plan
Land Use Map. Further, the proposed annexation of the Development Site and Construction
Staging/Earthwork Balance Area into the City under an Industrial land use designation and the

1 California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, California
Important Farmland Finder, https:/ /maps.conservaton.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/, accessed September 26, 2024.
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proposed pre-zoning of the project site to Manufacturing (M) would still conditionally permit certain
agricultural uses. Therefore, project implementation would not convert mapped farmland to a non-
agricultural use. No impacts would occur in this regard.

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

No Impact. The City does not designate any lands specifically and exclusively for agricultural use.
Additionally, according to the California Department of Conservation, the project site is not under a
Williamson Act contract.” Thus, project implementation would not conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. No impact would occur in this regard.

¢) Conflict with existing goning for, or cause rexoning 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 Impact. The City does not have existing zoning designations for forest land, timberland, or
timberland production. Thus, project implementation would not result in the rezoning of forest land,
timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production. No impact would occur in this regard.

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

No Impact. Refer to response to Agriculture and Forestry Resources (c), above.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

¢) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resonrces, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

No Impact. The City does not have any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.
However, tree removal regulations within the County are detailed in Riverside County Ordinance No.
499 (related to tree removal along County highway right-of-ways), Ordinance No. 559 (related to tree
removal on any parcel or property greater than 0.5-acre in size, located in an area above 5,000 feet in
elevation and within the unincorporated area of the County), and the Riverside County Oak Tree
Management Guidelines (related to oak woodlands treatment and preservation).

No trees are proposed to be removed within the County of Riverside right-of-way. As detailed in the
Biological Resources Report, the project site is located 2,700 feet above mean sea level (i.e., below
5,000 feet in elevation) and no regulated oak species occur on-site; refer to Appendix 11.2, Biological
Resources Reports. The removal of primarily eucalyptus and ornamental trees would not conflict with
any County protected tree ordinance or oak tree management guidelines. Further, as analyzed in
Section 5.1, Land Use and Planning, the project would be consistent with applicable General Plan
Conservation and Open Space Element policies; refer to Table 5.1-1, Beaumont General Plan Project
Consistency Analysis. No impacts would occur in this regard.

2 California Department of Conservation, The Williamson Act Status Report 2020-21, 2022.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

¢) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Ground disturbing activities associated with the proposed
development could encounter human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.
However, if human remains are found, those remains would require proper treatment, in accordance
with applicable laws. State of California Public Resources Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5
through 7055 describe the general provisions for human remains. Specifically, Health and Safety Code
Section 7050.5 describes the requirements if any human remains are accidentally discovered during
excavation of a site. As required by State law, the requirements and procedures set forth in Section
5097.98 of the California Public Resources Code would be implemented, including notification of the
County Coroner, notification of the Native American Heritage Commission, and consultation with
the individual identified by the Native American Heritage Commission to be the most likely
descendant. If human remains are found during excavation, excavation must stop near the find and
any area that is reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent remains until the County Coroner has been
called out, the remains have been investigated, and appropriate recommendations have been made for
the treatment and disposition of the remains. Following compliance with the aforementioned
regulations, impacts related to the disturbance of human remains would be less than significant.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a)(i)  Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthqnarke
Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known
Sfanlt?

No Impact. Based on the Geotechnical Investigation, the project site is not located in an Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and thus, the potential for ground rupture at the site due to faulting is
considered unlikely; refer to Appendix 11.4, Geotechnical Investigation/ Paleontological Resources Assessment.
The two segments of the Beaumont Plains Fault Zone that pass through the site are not considered
to be Holocene active and thus, are not subject to Alquist-Priolo Farthquake Fault Zoning Act
development restrictions. No impact would occur in this regard.

a)(iv)  Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving landslides?

No Impact. Landslides, slope failures, and mudflows of earth materials generally occur where slopes
are steep and/or the earth materials are too weak to support themselves. Based on the Geotechnical
Investigation, landslides have not been mapped or encountered within the project site during recent
and past investigations of the site. As such, project implementation would not expose people or
structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
landslides. No impact would occur in this regard.
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¢) 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?

No Impact. The project would not involve the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems. Thus, no impacts would occur in this regard.

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?

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Limited amounts of some hazardous materials could be used in the
short-term demolition and construction of the project, including demolition of building materials,
standard construction materials (e.g.,, paints and solvents), and vehicle fuel, and other hazardous
materials. The routine transportation, use, and disposal of these materials would be required to adhere
to State and local standards and regulations for handling, storage, and disposal of hazardous
substances. Upon compliance with the existing State and local procedures that are intended to
minimize potential health risks associated with their use, impacts associated with the handling, storage,
and transport of these hazardous materials during construction would be less than significant.

Project operations as an industrial development may also require the storage of hazardous materials.
As such, the proposed project would be subject to compliance with existing regulations, standards,
and guidelines established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), State, County of
Riverside, and the City of Beaumont related to the storage, use, transport, and disposal of hazardous
substances/waste. Specifically, the project is subject to compliance with existing hazardous materials
regulations, which are codified in California Code of Regulations Title 8, Industrial Relations, Title 22
Division 4.5, Environmental Health Standards for the Management of Hazardous Waste, and Title 49, and their
enabling legislations set forth in Health and Safety Code Chapter 6.95, Hazgardons Materials Release
Response Plans and Inventory. Any business that handles more than threshold quantities of a Regulated
Substance (RS) must develop a Risk Management Plan (RMP) in accordance with the California
Accidental Release Prevention Program (CalARP). The RMP is implemented to prevent or mitigate
releases of regulated substances that could have off-site consequences. The RMP must contain an off-
site consequence analysis, a five-year accident history, an accident prevention program, an emergency
response program, and a certification of the truth and accuracy of the submitted information.
Businesses are required to submit their plans to the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA), which
would make the plans available to emergency response personnel. Upon compliance with applicable
laws and regulations governing the wuse, storage, and transportation of hazardous
substances/materials, operational impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

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

No Impact. The closest school to the project site is the Mojave River Academy at 77 Beaumont
Avenue, approximately 0.7-mile to the north. As such, no impacts would occur in this regard.
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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?

No Impact. According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Beaumont Heights Business Centre,
prepared by Michael Baker International, and dated June 13, 2024, the project site is not currently
located on a site included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5; refer to Appendix 11.6, Phase I ESA. No impacts would occur in this regard.

¢) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
wmiles of a public airport or public use airport, result in a safety hazgard or excessive noise for people residing or
working in the project area?

No Impact. The Banning Municipal Airport, located at 200 South Hathaway Street in the City of
Banning, is located approximately 6.75 miles to the east of the project site. According to the Riverside
County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, the project site is not located within the noise compatibility
contours or airspace plan of the Banning Municipal Airport.” As such, the proposed project would
not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area. No
impacts would occur in this regard.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche ones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?

No Impact. Flooding can occur during and immediately after periods of heavy rain fall, or from
tsunamis, seiches, or dam failure. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA),
portions of the project site within City limits are located in flood Zone X: Other Flood Areas, which
are areas of 0.2 percent chance annual flood; areas of one percent annual chance flood with average
depths of less than one foot or with drainage areas less than one square mile; or areas protected by
levees from one percent annual chance flood.* However, these areas are limited to proposed utility
and transportation improvements and outside of the proposed Development Site. The Beaumont
General Plan EIR Figure 5.9-3, Flood Hazard Zones, depicts the City’s SOI, including the project site,
as being outside of a flood hazard zone.

Tsunamis are large waves caused by the sudden displacement of water that results from an underwater
earthquake, landslide, or volcanic eruption. Tsunamis generally affect low-lying areas along the
coastline. The project site is located over 50 miles inland, and not located within a designated Tsunami
Hazard Area. Thus, tsunamis are not a potential hazard.

Seiches are oscillating standing waves generated by two waves traveling in opposite directions in an
enclosed body of water. They can be caused by wind or earthquake-related ground shaking. The
project site is not in close proximity to any large bodies of water. Thus, seiches are not a potential
hazard. Dam failure is the structural collapse of a dam that releases the water stored in the reservoir
behind the dam. A dam failure is usually the result of the age of the structure, inadequate spillway

3 County of Riverside Airport Land Use Commission, Réverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan,
October 14, 2004.
4 Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Insurance Rate Map for Riverside County, California, and

Incorporated Areas, Map #06065C0811G, effective August 28, 2008.
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capacity used in construction, or structural damage caused by an earthquake or flood. Perris Dam is
located approximately 9 miles west of the project site, and Lakeview Dam is located approximately 9
miles southwest of the project site; the dams are designated Extremely High and High for inundation,
respectively.” However, given the distance and intervening topography between these dams and the
project site, dam failure is not a potential hazard. Overall, no impacts would occur in this regard.

LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community?

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The key factor with respect to this threshold is the potential to
create physical barriers that change the connectivity between areas of a community to the extent that
persons are separated from other areas of the community. The proposed project would not physically
divide an established community as the site consists of vacant and undeveloped land with the
exception of improved segments of SR-79, California Avenue, and a proposed utility corridor through
the Harmony Haven Children and Youth Center property. In order to accommodate operations of
the proposed industrial development, the project would require installation of water, wastewater, and
electrical facilities within California Avenue to provide new connections from the project site to
existing facilities within East 1st Street, north of the site, as well as require installation of water and
recycled water pipelines through approximately 4.27 acres of the Harmony Haven Children and Youth
Center property to connect to existing Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District (BCVWD)
infrastructure within Manzanita Park Road to the east of the project site. While installation of these
utilities could temporarily impact traffic flow in the area, these facilities would be located underground,
and the ground surface would be restored to its existing condition at project completion and would
not result in any physical division of the existing area. Impacts in this regard would be less than
significant.

MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that wonld be of value to the region and the
residents of the State?

No Impact. According to the General Plan EIR, there have been no significant amounts of mineral
deposits found in the City. Additionally, there are no delineated sites of locations of mineral resources
with the City and its SOI. As depicted on General Plan EIR Figure 5.11-1, Mineral Resource Zones, the
northern portion of the project site (i.e., majority of the development site) is located in Mineral
Resource Zone (MRZ) 3 where the significance of mineral deposits is undetermined; the southern
portion of the project site is located in an unstudied area (i.e., no MRZ designation). Thus, no impacts
would occur in this regard.

5 California Department of Water Resources, Dan Breach Inundation Map Web Publisher, February 24, 2020,
https:/ /fmds.watet.ca.gov/webgis/Pappid=dam_prototype_v2, accessed December 5, 2024.
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b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general
plan, specific plan or other land nse plan?

No Impact. Refer to response to Mineral Resources(a). No locally-important mineral resource
recovery sites are located within the project site. Thus, project implementation would not result in the
loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site and no impact would occur.

NOISE. Would the project:

¢) 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 airport or public use airport, expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

No Impact. The Banning Municipal Airport, located at 200 South Hathaway Street in the City of
Banning, is located approximately 6.75 miles to the east of the project site. According to the Riverside
County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, the project site is not located within the noise compatibility
contours or airspace plan of the Banning Municipal Airport.® As such, the proposed project would
not expose people working at the project site to excessive airport noise. No impacts would occur in
this regard.

POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

No Impact. There are no existing residences within the project site. Thus, the proposed industrial
development would not displace any existing housing that would necessitate the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere. No impacts would occur in this regard.

6 County of Riverside Airport Land Use Commission, Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan,
October 14, 2004.

Public Review Draft | June 2026 8-7 Effects Found Not to Be Significant



Environmental Impact Report
Beaumont Heights Business Centre Project
BEAUMONT £ !

—CALIFORNIA—

This page intentionally left blank.

Public Review Draft | June 2026 8-8 Effects Found Not to Be Significant



Environmental Impact Report
Beaumont Heights Business Centre Project
BEAUMONT £ !

—CALIFORNIA—

9.0 ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS
CONSULTED

LEAD AGENCY

City of Beaumont
550 East 6th Street
Beaumont, California 92223

Elizabeth Gibbs, City Manager
Melody Arechiga, Senior Planner
Jillian Fountain, Assistant Planner

PROJECT APPLICANT

Orbis Real Estate Partners
280 Newport Center Drive, Suite 240
Newport Beach, California 92660

Grant Ross, Managing Partner
Asia Reeves, Development Associate

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT PREPARERS

Michael Baker International
5 Hutton Centre Drive, Suite 500
Santa Ana, California 92707

Alan Ashimine, Environmental Project Manager
Frances Yau, AICP, Senior Environmental Analyst
Winnie Woo, Environmental Analyst

Allie Beanregard, Environmental Analyst

Eddie Torres, Technical Studies Manager

Darshan Shivaiah, Air Quality/ GHG/ Energy/ Noise Specialist
Mare Beberec, Archaeology Practice I ead

Peter Kiloess, PhD, Principal Paleontologist

Travis Whitney, Regulatory Services Technical Manager
Kristen Bogue, Photosimulations| Hazards Specialist
Jeanette Cappiello, Graphic Artist

Public Review Draft | June 2026 9-1 Organizations and Persons Consulted



Environmental Impact Report
Beaumont Heights Business Centre Project

BEAUMONT

—CALIFORNIA—

TECHNICAL CONSULTANTS

Cadre Environmental
701 Palomar Airport Road, Suite 300
Catlsbad, California 92011

Ruben Ramirez, Research Biologist

Digital Preview
11250 North River Bend Trail
Prescott, Arizona 86305

Richard Jobhnston, Owner

Southern California Geotechnical, Inc.
22885 Savi Ranch Parkway, Suite E
Yorba Linda, California 92887

Robert G. Trazo, GE, Principal Engineer
Daniel W. Nielsen, GE, Senior Engineer
Daryl Kas, CEG, Senior Geologist

Pacific Advanced Civil Engineering, Inc.

17520 Newhope Street, Suite 200
Fountain Valley, CA 92708

Rebecca Kinney, PE, CEM Senior Project Manager
Rianne Okamoto, EIT

Urban Crossroads
20341 SW Birch Street
Newport Beach, California 92660

Avric Evatt, President

Haseeb Qureshi, Principal

Charlene So, PE, Principal

Bill Lawson, PE, INCE, Principal
Michael Tirobn, Environmental Scientist
Alex So, Senior Associate

Robert V'n, PE, Senior Traffic Engineer
Ali Dadabhoy, Air Quality Analyst

Public Review Draft | June 2026 9-2

Organizations and Persons Consulted



Environmental Impact Report

Beaumont Heights Business Centre Project
BEAUMONT g ]

—CALIFORNIA—

10.0 BIBLIOGRAPHY

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District, 2020 Urban W ater Management Plan, September 2021.

Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District, Wi/l Serve Letter, Beaumont Heights Business Center, Beaumont,
CA, June 11, 2025.

Beaumont Library District, About the Library, https:/ /www.mybld.org/about-the-library, accessed
January 5, 2026.

Beaumont Police Department, Annual Report 2023,
https:/ /www.flipsnack.com/beaumontgov/beaumont-police-department-2023-annual-
report/ full-view.html, accessed January 5, 2026.

Beaumont Police Department, Citizen RIMS interactive map,
https://beaumont.crimegraphics.com/2013/default.aspxrInitial Tab=1, accessed December 13,
2024.

Beaumont Unified School District, Developer Fees,
https:/ /www.beaumontusd.us/apps/pages/Developer_Fees, accessed November 5, 2024.

Beaumont Unified School District, District Boundaries,

https:/ /www.beaumontusd.us/apps/pages/School_Boundary_Information, accessed December
13, 2024,

Beaumont Unified School District, SchoolSite Locator Interactive Map,
https:/ /www.schoolsitelocator.com/apps/beaumont/, accessed November 5, 2024.

Cadre Environmental, Beaumont Heights Business Centre Project, Unincorporated Riverside County,
California — Biological Resources Technical Report, January 2026.

Cadre Environmental, Beaumont Heights Business Centre Project, Unincorporated Riverside County,
California — MSHCP Consistency Analysis, January 2026.

Cadre Environmental, Beaumont Heights Business Centre Project, Unincorporated Riverside County,
California — MSHCP DBESP, January 2026.

Cadre Environmental, Beaumont Heights Business Centre Project Site — MSHCP Focused Burrowing Owl
Survey Report, November 18, 2024.

Cadre Environmental, Beaumont Heights Business Centre Project Site — MSHCP Narrow Endemic Sensitive
Plant Survey Report, August 5, 2024.

California Air Resources Board, AQMIS Air Quality and Meteorological Information’s Systems,
https:/ /www.arb.ca.gov/aqmis2/aqdselect.php, accessed November 11, 2024.

Public Review Draft | June 2026 10-1 Bibliography



Environmental Impact Report
Beaumont Heights Business Centre Project
BEAUMONT £ !

—CALIFORNIA—

15. California Air Resoutrces Board, EMFEAC2021 »1.0.2., https://atb.ca.gov/emfac/emissions-
inventory/, accessed November 18, 2024.

16. California Air Resources Board, IADAM  Air  Quality Data Statistics,
http:/ /www.arb.ca.gov/adam/, accessed November 11, 2024.

17. California ~ Air  Resources  Board, Table of  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards,
https:/ /ww2.atb.ca.gov/sites/default/ files /2024-
08/AAQSY20Table_ ADA_FINAL_07222024.pdf, July 16, 2024.

18. California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, California
Important Farmland Finder, https:/ /maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/, accessed September
26, 2024.

19. California Department of Conservation, The Williamson Act Status Report 2020-21, 2022.

20. California Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the
State, January 2021-2024, with 2020 Benchmark, May 2024.

21. California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, [urisdiction Disposal By Facility,
Disposal dnring 2019 Sor Beanmont,
https:/ /www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral /DisposalReporting/Destination/DisposalByFacility
, accessed October 3, 2024.

22. California Department of Resoutces Recycling and Recovery, SWIS Facility/ Site  Search,
https:/ /www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/Site/Search, accessed October 3, 2024.

23. California Department of Tax and Fee Administration, Net Taxable Gasoline Gallons, available at:
https:/ /www.cdtfa.ca.gov/taxes-and-fees/spftrpts.htm, accessed October 31, 2024.

24. California Department of Transportation, Scenic Highways,
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-landscape-architecture-and-community-livability /lap-
liv-i-scenic-highways, accessed November 13, 2024.

25. California Department of Transportation, Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, April 2020.

26. California Department of Water Resources, California’s Groundwater (Bulletin 118): Hydrologic Region
South Coast, Upper Santa Ana 1 alley Groundwater Basin, San Timoteo Subbasin, updated February 27,
2004.

27. California Department of Water Resources, Daw Breach Inundation Map Web Publisher, February 24,

2020, https://fmds.water.ca.gov/webgis/Pappid=dam_prototype_v2, accessed December 5,
2024.

28. California Department of Water Resources, SGM.A Basin  Prioritization  Dashboard,
https://gis.watet.ca.gov/app/bp2018-dashboard/p1/, accessed December 5, 2024.

Public Review Draft | June 2026 10-2 Bibliography



Environmental Impact Report
Beaumont Heights Business Centre Project
BEAUMONT £ !

—CALIFORNIA—

29. California Department of Water Resources, State Water Project,
https:/ /water.ca.gov/programs/state-water-project, accessed December 12, 2024.

30. California Energy Commission, 2023 Integrated Energy Policy Report, page 130, February 14, 2024.

31. California Energy Commission, FElectricity Consumption, https://www.energy.ca.gov/data-
reports/energy-almanac/ california-electricity-data/ california-energy-consumption-dashboards-0,
accessed August 28, 2025.

32. California Energy Commission, Natural Gas Consumption, https://www.energy.ca.gov/data-
reports/energy-almanac/ california-electricity-data/ california-energy-consumption-dashboards-0,
accessed August 28, 2025.

33. California Energy Commission, Supply and Demand of Natural Gas in  California,
https:/ /www.energy.ca.gov/data-reports/energy-almanac/ californias-natural-gas-
market/supply-and-demand-natural-gas-california, accessed November 18, 2024.

34. California Employment Development Department, Labor Market Information Division, Monthly Labor
Force Data for Cities and Census Designated Places (CDP) July 2024 - Preliminary, August 16, 2024.

35. California ~ Environmental =~ Protection  Agency,  Cortese  List  Data  Resources,
https:/ /calepa.ca.gov/sitecleanup/ corteselist/, accessed November 21, 2024, 2024.

36. California Environmental Protection Agency, Cortese List Data Resources, List of Leaking Underground
Storage Tank Sites  from the State Water Board’s GeoTracker database,
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/search?"CMD=search&case_number=&business_name=
&main_street_name=&city=&zip=&county=&SITE_TYPE=LUFT&oilfield=&STATUS=&B
RANCH=&MASTER_BASE=&Search=Search, accessed November 21, 2024.

37. CalRecycle, Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rates,
https:/ /www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/WasteCharacterization/General /Rates, accessed October 8,

2024.

38. City of Beaumont, Beaumont Municipal Code (current through Ordinance No. 1188), adopted
September 2, 2025.

39. City of Beaumont, Ci#y of Beanmont General Plan, December 1, 2020.

40. City of Beaumont, City of Beanmont General Plan Final Program Environmental Impact Report (State
Clearinghonse No. 2018031022), October 2020.

41. City of Beaumont, Community Development Department, Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report, Beaumont General Plan Update (Beanmont 2040 Plan) and Revisions to the Zoning Ordinance and
Zoning Map, September 8, 2020.

42. City of Beaumont, City of Beaumont 1ocal Hazard Mitigation Plan, May 2017.

43. City of Beaumont, Development Impact Fee Nexus Study Update, May 31, 2024.

Public Review Draft | June 2026 10-3 Bibliography



Environmental Impact Report

Beaumont Heights Business Centre Project
BEAUMONT g ]

—CALIFORNIA—

44,

45.

406.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

City of Beaumont, Orchard Logistic Center Environmental Impact Report SCH No. 2022070351,
November 2023.

City of Beaumont, Parks & Community Services Master Plan, June 2025.

City of Beaumont, Wastewater, https:/ /www.beaumontca.gov/1126/Wastewatet, accessed
November 21, 2024.

City of Beaumont, Wastewater, Lift Station Service Areas,
https:/ /www.beaumontca.gov/1126/Wastewater, accessed November 7, 2024.
City of Beaumont, Wastewater Master Plan, August 2021.

County of Riverside, County of Riverside General Plan, December 8, 2015.

City of Beaumont, Development Related Fee Schedule,
https:/ /www.beaumontca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/2313/Development-Fee-Schedule-
Planning-Public-Works-Building--Fire’bidld=, accessed December 9, 2024.

County of Riverside, The Pass Area Plan, September 28, 2021.

County of Riverside, Riverside County Code of Ordinances (codified ordinances through October 7, 2025),
updated November 19, 2025.

County of Riverside Airport Land Use Commission, Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility
Plan, October 14, 2004.

County of Riverside Operational Area, Multi-Jurisdictional Iocal Hazard Mitigation Plan, April 2023.
CR Associates, Beaumont Heights Fire Evacuation Analysis — Technical Memorandum, January 9, 2020.
Cyril M. Harris, Handbook of Noise Control, 1979.

Dibblee, T. W., and Minch, J. A., Geologic map of the Beaumont gquadrangle, Riverside County, California,
Dibblee Geological Foundation Map DF-114, scale 1:24,000, 2003.

Dudek, Beaumont Heights Business Centre Fire Protection Plan, January 2026.
Dudek, Beanmont Heights Project Wildfire Evacuation Study, January 2026.

Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Insurance Rate Map for Riverside County, California,
and Incorporated Areas, Map #06065C0811G, effective August 28, 2008.

Google Earth, 2024.

Lancaster, J. T., C. A. Hayhurst, and T. L. Bedrossian, Pre/iminary geologic map of the Quaternary surficial
deposits in southern California Palm Springs 30° X 60’ quadrangle, California Geological Society Special Report
217, scale 1:100,000, 2012.

Public Review Draft | June 2026 10-4 Bibliography



Environmental Impact Report
Beaumont Heights Business Centre Project
BEAUMONT £ !

—CALIFORNIA—

63. Michael Baker International, Aqguatic Resources Delineation of State and Federal Jurisdictional Waters for
the Beaumont Heights Business Centre Project — City of Beaumont, Riverside County, California, November
2024.

64. Michael Baker International, Beawumont Heights Business Centre Project Cultural Resonrces Assessment,
August 2025.

65. Michael Baker International, Beawumont Heights Business Centre Project Paleontological Resources
Identification, August 2025.

66. Michael Baker International, Beawumont Heights Business Centre Project Phase 1 Environmental Site
Assessment, June 13, 2024 (revised December 22, 2025).

67. Michael Baker International, Water Supply Assessment Beaunmont Heights Business Center, April 2025.

68. Pacific Advanced Civil Engineering, Inc., Beaunmont Heights Preliminary Water Quality Management
Plan, September 2025.

69. Pacific Advanced Civil Engineering, Inc., Preliminary Hydrology Report: Beanmont Heights Preliminary
Drainage, September 2025.

70. Riverside County Fire, Fire Stations, https://www.rvcfire.org/resources/ fire-stations, accessed
November 5, 2024.

71. Riverside LAFCO, City of Beaumont and Sphere of  Influence, https://lafco.org/wp-
content/uploads/documents/city-boundary-and-soi-maps/Beaumont%206-12-18.pdf, accessed
December 13, 2024.

72. Southern California Association of Governments, Connect SoCal 2024 Demographics & Growth
Forecast Technical Report, April 4, 2024.

73. Southern California Association of Governments, Pre-Certified 1ocal Housing Data for the City of
Beaumont, updated April 2021.

74. Southern California Geotechnical, Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Industrial Development SCE
Beaumont Avenue (Highway 79) and Laird Street, Riverside County (Beanmont Area), California, September
25, 2024 (revised January 15, 2020).

75. South Coast Air Quality Management District, South Coast AQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds,
revised March 2023.

76. Urban Crossroads, Beaumont Heights Business Center Traffic Analysis, September 23, 2025.
77. Utban Crossroads, Beaumont Heights 1 ehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis, August 13, 2025.

78. Urban Crossroads, Beaumont Heights Business Centre Air Quality Impact Analysis, December 19, 2025.

Public Review Draft | June 2026 10-5 Bibliography



Environmental Impact Report

Beaumont Heights Business Centre Project
BEAUMONT g ]

—CALIFORNIA—

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

Urban Crossroads, Beaumont Heights Business Center AQ, GHG, & HRA CEQA Alternatives
Assessment, December 18, 2025.

Urban Crossroads, Beaumont Heights Business Center Comparative Health Impact, Zero-Emission Truck
Feasibility, GHG Mitigation, and Energy Cumnlative Impact Analysis, October 1, 2025.

Urban Crossroads, Beaumwont Heights Business Centre Construction and Operational Health Risk Assessment,
December 19, 2025.

Urban Crossroads, Beaumont Heights Business Centre Energy Analysis, December 19, 2025.
Urban Crossroads, Beaumont Heights Business Centre Greenhouse Gas Analysis, December 19, 2025.
Urban Crossroads, Beaumont Heights Business Center Noise and V ibration Analysis, October 2, 2025.

Urban Crossroads, Beaumont Heights Business Center V'ehicle Miles Traveled (1"MT) CEQ.A Alternatives
Assessment, December 18, 2025.

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Inventory of United States Greenhouse Gas Emissions
and Sinks 1990 to 2022, 2024, https:/ /www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2024-04 /us-ghg-
inventory-2024-main-text_04-18-2024.pdf, accessed November 13, 2024.

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA Economy at a Glance,
https://www.bls.gov/eag/cag.ca_tiverside_msa.htm#eag ca_riverside_msa.f.p, accessed
December 11, 2025.

US. Census Bureau, 2020 Census Demographic and Housing Characteristics File (DHC),
https://data.census.gov/ table?g=050XX00US06065_160XX00US0604758&y=2020&d=DEC+
Demographic+and+Housing+Characteristics, accessed August 26, 2025..

U.S. Energy Information Administration, Ca/ifornia State Energy Profile, last updated May 16, 2024,
https:/ /www.eia.gov/state/print.php?sid=CA, accessed November 18, 2024.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Acounting Tool to Support Federal Reporting of

Hydrofluorocarbon Ewissions: Supporting Documentation. October 2016,
https:/ /www.epa.gov/sites/default/files /2015-
09/documents/hfc_emissions_accounting_tool_supporting_documentation.pdf, accessed

December 13, 2024,

Weather  Spark,  Climate — and ~ Average ~ Weather ~ Year — Round — in  Beaumont,
https:/ /weatherspark.com/y/2098/ Average-Weather-in-Beaumont-California-United-States-
Year-Round#google_vignette, accessed November 11, 2024.

Wildan Financial Services, City of Beaumont Development Impact Fee Nexus Study Update, May 31, 2024.

Public Review Draft | June 2026 10-6 Bibliography





