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CITY OF BEAUMONT 
DRAFT INITIAL STUDY 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 

 
1. Project Title: Calvary Chapel Church Expansion Project – CUP2023-0074 

 

2. Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Beaumont, 550 E. 6th Street, Beaumont, CA 92223 

 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Melody Arechiga, (951) 769-8520 ext. 369 

 

4. Project Location: 1780 Orchard Heights Avenue, APN: 408-070-012. 

 

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: Calvary Chapel Beaumont, 1780 Orchard Heights Avenue, 

Beaumont, CA 92223. 

 

6. General Plan Designation: Low Density Residential 

 

7. Zoning: Residential Single Family (RSF) 

 

8. Description of the Project: The proposed Project includes a Conditional Use Permit for the expansion 

of the existing Calvary Chapel Beaumont institutional facility at the subject 5.49-acre parcel. The 

Project site is located at 1780 Orchard Heights Avenue (APN: 408-070-012), which is at the southeast 

corner of Orchard Heights Avenue and Brookside Avenue, and approximately 2,000 feet west of 

Highland Springs Avenue. The site currently operates as a church facility that features a 3,000 square-

foot sanctuary building, outdoor baptismal, outdoor picnic/patio area, one (1) modular restroom 

building, five (5) modular classroom buildings, landscaping, and parking improvements. There are 

portions of the site that remain undeveloped; however, those areas have been disturbed as a result of 

annual discing and other human activities. The proposed Calvary Chapel Beaumont Expansion will 

include a new 11,000 square-foot sanctuary building, a 5,000 square-foot children’s ministry center, a 

7,700 square-foot youth recreation center and multipurpose building, a new baptismal area, two (2) 

sports court facilities, and an outdoor barbecue area. No demolition is proposed as the project was 

designed to accommodate the existing parking improvements, and the structures that are to be removed 

are modular and do not require demolition. Vehicular access to the Project site is provided by a driveway 

approach on Orchard Heights Avenue and a second approach on Brookside Avenue. An internal drive 

aisle will allow adequate circulation for pedestrian, vehicular, and emergency access. A total of 216 

parking spaces are proposed and the new concrete and pavement area will total 118,000 square feet. 

The landscaping provided by the Project will total 76,357 square feet.  

 

The proposed Project will connect to existing infrastructure within Brookside Avenue and Orchard 

Heights Avenue, where all necessary utility mains are located. Potable water service will be provided 

by the Beaumont-Chery Valley Water District (BCVWD) through an existing 12-inch water line within 

Brookside Avenue that currently services the site through a domestic water meter, and the Project also 

proposes a new 2-inch line to distribute water to the new buildings as well as a separate line for newly 

irrigated areas. Fire protection will be provided through a dedicated line connected to the 12-inch main, 

circulating throughout the site beneath the drive aisle. Sewer service will be provided by the City of 

Beaumont, and it already services the site through an 8-inch sewer line in Brookside Avenue. Existing 

sewer improvements onsite include sewer inverts, a lift station on the southwest side of the property, 
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and a 6-inch sewer line extending from the existing worship center to the main line. The Project 

proposes a new 6-inch sewer line to connect the proposed Buildings A and B to the sewer system, 

running east to west onsite, and no off-site improvements are necessary. Electrical service is currently 

provided by Southern California Edison (SCE). No new connections to natural gas are proposed and 

telecommunications infrastructure is already in place that adequately service the site with no upgrade 

or extensions required. Stormwater will be managed on-site through a detention basin located at the 

southwestern corner of the property. The basin will detain and treat runoff in compliance with City’s 

engineering standards and the prepared WQMP before discharging into the existing public storm drain 

system, and all utility construction will occur onsite or within previously disturbed rights-of-way. 

 

  

Prior to the current Project proposal, the site that had been previously improved/disturbed due to the 

construction of the Calvary Chapel Beaumont church facility that concluded in 2014 and from ongoing 

maintenance of the facility since. The existing facility was approved with Conditional Use Permit 05-

CUP-01 and Negative Declaration No. 05-ND - a 3,000 square-foot sanctuary building, outdoor 

baptismal, outdoor picnic/patio area, landscaping, and parking improvements. According to historic 

aerials, prior to 2006 the subject property remained vacant with no notable land use activity. 

 

Operations for the proposed Calvary Chapel Beaumont Expansion Project will consist of worship 

services that are held throughout the week. One service is held on Wednesday nights at 6:30 pm and 

four services are held throughout Sunday at 8:00 am, 9:45 am, 11:30 am, and 1:30 pm. The youth 

recreation center will maintain the same hours of operation as the regularly scheduled worship services 

on Wednesdays and Sundays. Lifegroups, such as bible studies, are held at various times throughout the 

week in a small group setting. Each service and lifegroup session typically last an hour. In addition to 

worship services and lifegroups, the facility will employ at least two full-time staff and five part-time 

staff to be available for office hours as well as support general church functions. Staff members are 

present on site from 10:00 am to 4:00 pm Monday through Friday and during worship services. 

 

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: Surrounding uses are one- to two-story single-family residences 

within an urbanized area. 

 

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g. permits, financing approval, or participation 

agreement): None 

 

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the Project area 

requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan for 

consultation that includes, for example, the determination of the significance of impacts to tribal 

cultural resources, procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.?: The City of Beaumont, as Lead Agency, 

will initiate formal notification and consultation with traditionally and culturally affiliated California 

Native American tribes in accordance with Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1 (AB 52). As of 

the preparation of this Initial Study, tribal consultation has been completed and no further action is 

necessary beyond the established Mitigation Measures contained herein.  Further, the Project's Cultural 

Resources Assessment included a Sacred Lands File search, which returned no known sensitive 

resources within the Project site. To ensure adequate protection of potential tribal cultural resources, 

Mitigation Measures MM-CUL-1 thru 4 have been incorporated into the Project. These measures 

require the presence of Native American and archaeological monitors during ground-disturbing 

activities, appropriate treatment of inadvertently discovered resources, and proper consultation 

protocols. Implementation of these measures will ensure that tribal cultural resources are adequately 

protected, consistent with CEQA Guidelines and AB 52 requirements, and impacts are reduced to less 

than significant with mitigation. To be updated once consultation has been completed. 
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Figure 1. Regional Location 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Project Location 
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Figure 3. Site Plan 
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INTRODUCTION 

This section explains the background and purpose of this Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), which is 

the environmental review document prepared pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) for a Conditional Use Permit to expand the existing Calvary Chapel Beaumont 

institutional facility with 29,000 square feet of total building area including both new and existing 

structures.  

 

It establishes the context and scope for the MND and outlines the process for reviewing the Draft MND and 

issuing the Final MND. The City of Beaumont is the lead agency under CEQA. A “lead agency” is defined 

by Section 21067 of CEQA as “the public agency which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or 

approving a project which may have a significant effect upon the environment.” 

 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

This IS and Notice of Intent (NOI) to adopt a MND is being circulated for agency and public review and 

comment for 30 days beginning February 12th, 2026. All written comments must be received by 5 p.m. 

March 11th, 2026. Written comments or questions concerning this document should be directed to: 

 

City of Beaumont  

ATTN: Melody Arechiga 

Senior Planner  

marechiga@beaumontca.gov 

 (951) 769-8520 ext. 369 

City of Beaumont  

550 E. 6th Street 

Beaumont, CA 92223 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY 

AFFECTED: 
 

The environmental factors checked below (◼) would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one 

impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

 
 

Aesthetics 
 

Greenhouse Gases 
 

Public Services 

 
Agricultural Resources 

 Hazards & Hazardous 

Materials 

 
Recreation 

 
Air Quality 

 
Hydrology/Water Quality 

 
Transportation/Traffic 

 
Biological Resources 

 
Land Use/Planning 

 
Tribal Resources 

 
Cultural Resources 

 
Mineral Resources 

 
Utilities/Service Systems 

 
Energy 

 
Noise 

 
Wildfire 

 
Geology/Soils 

 
Population/Housing 

 Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 

 

DETERMINATION: 
(To be completed by the Lead Agency) 

 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will 

not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by 

the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 

X 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potential significant impact” or “potentially significant 

unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in 

an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation 

measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all 

potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

pursuant to applicable standards and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the 

proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 

 

 

 
Signature Date 

 

 

Printed Name For 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

 

1) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well 

as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts. 

 

2) A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the 

information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer is 

adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects 

like the one involved (e.g. the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained 

where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g. the project will not expose sensitive 

receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

 

3) Must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than 

significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be 

significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an 

EIR is required. 

 

4) “Negative Declaration: Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of 

mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Significant Impact.” 

The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than 

significant level (mitigation measures from Section 17, “Earlier Analysis,” may be cross-referenced). 

 

5) Earlier analysis may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has 

been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(d). In this case, a brief 

discussion should identify the following: 

 

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

 

(b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of 

and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether 

such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

 

(c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,” 

describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the 

extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

 

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential 

impacts (e.g. general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, 

where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 

 

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted 

should be cited in the discussion. 

 

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should 

normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever 

format is selected. 

 

9) The analysis of each issue should identify: (a) the significance criteria or threshold used to evaluate each question; 

and (b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance. 
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AESTHETICS 
 

Issues and Supporting Information Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

1. AESTHETICS. Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?    X 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to trees, 

rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 
   

X 

c) In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or 

quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those 

that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in 

an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other 

regulations governing scenic quality? 

   
 

 
 

 

X 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely 

affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

  
X  

a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

The Project site is located at the southwest corner of Brookside Ave and Orchard Heights Ave, which is generally south of 

Brookside Ave, east of Orchard Heights Ave, north of Norman Rd, and west of Maureen Dr. corner of Orchard Heights 

Ave. The Project site is improved with an existing church facility and is surrounded by one- and two-story residential 

dwellings to the north, east, south and west. The surrounding topography is generally flat and the subject property does not 

contain any significant or defining features. Additionally, per the Beaumont General Plan, the Project is not located adjacent 

to or within the vicinity of a designated scenic vista, viewshed, corridor, or any significant natural features. Therefore, the 

Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, and as such, no impact would occur.  

b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 

buildings within a state scenic highway? 

As stated above, the Project site is improved with an existing church facility and is surrounded by one- and two-story single-

family residential dwellings. The Project would generally be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood in both scale 

and visual attributes. Per the Caltrans Scenic Highway Program, there are no officially designated or eligible state scenic 

highways within the City of Beaumont. The closest State Scenic Highway is Route 243 located approximately 6 miles 

southeast of the Project site. Additionally, the Project site does not contain any notable visual features such as mature trees, 

rock outcroppings, or historic structures that would qualify as scenic resources; therefore, the Project would not result in 

any damage to scenic resources within a State Scenic Highway corridor and no impact would occur.  

 

c)  In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site 

and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the 

project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing 

scenic quality? 

 

The Project site is located within an urbanized area of the City of Beaumont and is zoned Residential Single Family (RSF), 

which allows single-family residential development and various institutional uses such as a church. The Project is compatible 

with the applicable zoning designation for the site, would not introduce structures that would contrast with existing development 

within the Project Vicinity in terms of scale, massing, architectural style, and land use intensity. Furthermore, both the site and 

architectural designs would comply with the City established design guidelines including landscaping, building materials, and 

visual screening where applicable. As a result, the Project would not degrade the visual quality of public views or conflict with 

applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. No impact would occur.  

 

d)  Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 
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Additional lighting would occur with the expansion of the existing church facility; however, all lighting associated with the 

Project would comply with the City of Beaumont lighting and performance standards and the City’s requirements to 

illuminate the Project site without compromising views or producing undue light or glare. Additionally, all lights used in 

conjunction with the Project would be shielded and/or hooded to direct light away from adjacent properties and public right-

of-way. The Project would comply with the City of Beaumont’s Municipal Code Chapter 8.50 Outdoor Lighting to reduce 

light pollution generated by outdoor lighting.  The proposed Project would not create a new source of substantial light or 

glare, which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area, and, therefore, the impact would be less than 

significant.   

 



8  

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
 

Issues and Supporting Information Potentially 

Significant 

Less than 

Significant 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Impact 

 Impact With Impact  

  Mitigation   

  Incorporated   

2. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, 

lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California 

Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts 

to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by 

the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and 

Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest 
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide 

Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency to non-agricultural use? 

   

 

X 

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

contract? 

   
X 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined 

in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 

Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as 

defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))? 

   

 

X 

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

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their 

location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural 

use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

   
 

X 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the 

maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency to 

non-agricultural use? 

The California Department of Conservation, Important Farmland Finder, identifies the Project site is as Urban and Built-Up 

Land (CDC, 2020), which includes areas occupied. The property is not designated as containing any Prime Farmland, Unique 

Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide importance. Further, the Project site had previously been developed for a church facility 

that is still in operation and there are no current or historical agricultural activities on-site. As such, the proposed improvements 

to the Project site would not convert farmland to a non-agricultural use, and no impact would occur.  

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

The Project site is not zoned for agricultural uses and is not identified in the City of Beaumont’s General Plan as a site 

designated for agricultural purposes. The subject property is zoned Residential Single Family (RSF), which allows for single-family 

residential and limited institutional uses, such as a church, and is not intended to facilitate broad-scale agricultural operations. Per 

Table 17.3-3 of the City of Beaumont Development Code, the RSF zone permits only limited agricultural uses as accessory 

activities such as accessory animal raising; however, in contrast, the Residential Rural (RR) zone permits broad range of 

agricultural uses both conditionally and by right that include, but are not limited to, commercial animal keeping, dairies, 

stables, and apiaries. This distinction highlights that the RSF zone does not support or encourage agricultural land uses at a 

commercial or production scale. Additionally, per the California Department of Conservation’s Williamson Act Lands Map 

there are no active Williamson Act contracts for the proposed Project site, and thus, no impact would occur from conflicts 

with existing zoning for agricultural use or conflicts with a Williamson Act contract.  

 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section 

12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 

Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))?  
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As described in the previous response, the Project is zoned Residential Singel Family (RSF) and developed for urban uses. 

The Project is not located within any known forest land or timberland, and would, therefore, result in no impact.  

 

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

 

As described in the previous responses, the Project area is not zoned for forest use and is void of any forest land. Thus, the 

Project would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use, and no impact would occur.  

 

e)  Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion 

of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

 

The subject property is currently improved with a church facility and is designated “Urban and Built-Up Land” with no 

portions of the property being used for agricultural purposes or subject to a Williamson Act’s contract. Further, no portions 

of the property or immediate area are located within a forest area. Thus, implementation of the Project would not result in 

the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use, and no impact would occur. 
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AIR QUALITY 

Environmental Setting  
 

Both the U.S Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) have established 

ambient air quality standards for common air pollutants including 6 criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), ozone 

(O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), lead (Pb), and suspended particulate matter (PM). Additionally, the 

state has set standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility-reducing particles. Ambient air quality 

standards are designed to maintain safe levels to avoid adverse health effects associated with long-term exposure to 

pollutants. CARB divides the state into air basins. Additionally, they are responsible for setting emission thresholds and 

designate areas as attainment, nonattainment, or unclassified for all state standards. The United States Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) requires areas that do not meet National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to prepare 

a State Implementation Plan (SIP), with the goal of reducing emissions as prescribed by the Clean Air Act (CAA).  
 

Issues and Supporting Information Potentially 

Significant 

Less than 

Significant 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Impact 

 Impact With Impact  

  Mitigation   

  Incorporated   

3. AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air 

pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project: 

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

  
X 

 

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 

pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable 

federal or state ambient air quality standard? 

  
 

X 

 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 

pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under an 

applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing 

emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

  

 

X 

 

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely 

affecting a substantial number of people? 
  

X 
 

 

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

 

The Project is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which is under the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District’s (SCAQMD) jurisdiction and is responsible for comprehensive air pollution control within the basin. The SCAB 

is designated as a federal and state non-attainment area for several criteria air pollutants such as ozone (O₃), carbon 

monoxide (CO), and suspended particulate matter (PM₁₀ and PM₂.₅). The SCAQMD and the Southern California 

Association of Governments (SCAG) are responsible for preparing the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), which 

addresses federal and state Clean Air Act (CAA) requirements. SCAQMD and SCAG use regional growth projections 

derived from General Plan and zoning information provided by local jurisdictions to prepare the AQMP. Per the CEQA 

Air Quality Handbook (1993), a project is consistent with the SCAQMD’s 2022 AQMP if the project would not increase 

the frequency or severity of an air quality standards violation or cause a new violation and is consistent with the growth 

assumptions in the AQMP. Projects consistent with the underlying General Plan designation used in the AQMP are 

presumed to not conflict with the Plan. 

 

An Air Quality Impact Report prepared by LSA demonstrates that although the Project would result in short-term 

construction and operational pollutant emissions, the Project would not result in the generation of criteria air pollutants 

that would exceed SCAQMD thresholds of significance. The Project’s construction and operational emissions are further 

described in response b, along with corresponding tables. The Project would not result in an increase in the frequency or 

severity of an air quality standards violation or cause a new air quality standards violation.  

 

Per the CEQA Air Quality Handbook, consistency with the AQMP growth assumptions must be analyzed for new or 

amended General Plan elements, Specific Plans, and regionally significant projects. Significant projects include airport, 

electrical generating facilities, petroleum and gas refineries, designation of oil drilling districts, water ports, solid waste 

disposal sites, and offshore drilling facilities; thus, the Project is not defined as a significant project. Furthermore, as 
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previously stated in the project description, the Project is consistent with the existing General Plan land use designation 

of Single Family Residential and Residential Single Family (RSF) Zoning. Per Section 17.03.060 of the Beaumont 

Development Code, the RSF Zone, “is intended to protect established neighborhoods of one-family dwellings and to 

provide space in suitable locations for additional residential, single-family development. To increase access to shopping, 

services, and amenities, the RSF Zone allows for limited, appropriately located neighborhood supporting uses I specific 

locations.” Church facilities are identified as a permitted neighborhood-supporting use within the RSF Zone subject to a 

Conditional Use Permit, and the Project does not require a General Plan Amendment or Zone Change or introduce growth 

beyond what was anticipated by the Beaumont General Plan or the AQMP. As such, the proposed Project would not 

conflict with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP, which should be considered a less than significant impact.  

 

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 

non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard? 

 

The Project is located in the SCAB, which is under SCAQMD jurisdiction and  is responsible for implementing air 

pollution control strategies within SCAB. SCAB is designated as a federal and state non-attainment area for air 

pollutants such as ozone, carbon monoxide, and suspended particulate. SCAQMD has established daily mass thresholds 

to assess the significance of regional area pollutants from individual projects. If a project’s construction or operational 

emissions exceed any of the thresholds would have both an individual and cumulatively significant air quality impact; 

conversely, any project whose daily emissions do not exceed any of the thresholds, would be considered to have less 

than a significant impact. on the analysis provided by the Air Quality Report Project’s construction and operational 

emissions thresholds are listed in Table AQ-1. 

 

Table AQ-1: SCAQMD Regional Daily Emissions Thresholds 

 

Pollutant 
Construction 

(lbs /day) 

Operations 

(lbs /day) 

VOC’s 75 55 

Nox 100 55 

CO 550 550 

SOx 150 150 

 

Construction activities would include site preparation, grading, building construction paving, and architectural coating. 

Furthermore, during construction activities, the Project would adhere to SCAQMD Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust, which 

requires the Project to implement appropriate dust control measures at each phase of construction. Per Rule 403, 

appropriate dust control measures include, but are not limited to, sufficient water spraying techniques to prevent dust 

plumes, utilize wheel sashing system – such as a shake plate – to remove dirt and debris from vehicles exiting the site, 

maintain cover over exposed areas, and the application to soil binders to exposed/uncovered areas. Further, the Project 

would be required to adhere to Project Conditions of Approval, the Uniform Building Code, Building Energy Efficiency 

Standards, and other applicable SCAQMD rules pertaining to criteria pollutants. As such, the impacts from the net 

increase of any criteria pollutant by the proposed Project would be less than significant. 

 

As shown in Table AQ-2, CalEEMod results indicate that construction emissions would not exceed SCAQMD regional 

thresholds. Therefore, emissions from construction activities would not be cumulatively considerable, and impacts 

would be less than significant.  
 

Table AQ-2: Short-term Regional Construction Emissions  

 

Construction Phase 

Maximum Daily Regional Pollutant Emissions (lbs/day) 

VOCs NOx CO SOx 
Fugitive 

PM10 

Exhaust 

PM10 

Fugitive 

PM2.5 

Exhaust 

PM2.5 

Site Preparation 1.2 39.9 29.7 <0.1 7.9 1.1 4.0 1.0 

Grading 0.8 24.0 19.1 <01. 3.1 0.8 1.4 0.7 

Building 

Construction 
0.7 19.2 15.5 <0.1 0.3 0.7 <0.1 0.6 

Paving 0.8 16.0 13.9 <0.1 0.3 0.7 0.1 0.6 
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Architectural Coating 4.3 1.1 1.2 <0.1 <0.1 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 

Peak Daily 

Emissions 
5.0 39.9 29.7 <0.1 9.0 5.0 

SCAQMD Threshold 75.0 100.0 550.0 150.0 150.0 55.0 

Significant No No No No No No 

 

Operation of the Project would result in long-term regional emissions of air pollutant emissions associated with mobile 

sources (e.g., vehicle trips), energy sources (e.g., natural gas), area sources (e.g., architectural coatings, landscaping 

applications), and off-road sources (e.g., forklifts). The majority of operational emissions would be generated from 

vehicular emissions. As shown in Table AQ-3, CalEEMod results indicate that long term operational emissions 

associated with the Project would not exceed the SCAQMD’s applicable thresholds. Therefore, operation of the Project 

would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant impact, and operational impacts 

would be less than significant.  

Table AQ-3: Operational Emissions 

 

Emission Type VOCs NOx CO SOx PM10 PM10 

Mobile Sources 0.4 0.6 4.9 <0.1 1.1 0.3 

Area Sources 1.2 <0.1 1.6 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 

Energy Sources <0.1 0.4 0.3 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 

Total Project Emissions  1.6 1.0 6.8 <0.1 1.1 0.3 

SCAQMD Thresholds 55.0 55.0 550.0 150.0 150.0 55.0 

Significant  No No No No No No 

 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?  

 

The SCAQMD’s Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology (SCAQMD 2008) recommends that all air 

quality analyses include the evaluation of air quality impacts to nearby sensitive receptors. Sensitive receptors can 

include residences, schools, hospitals, playgrounds, childcare centers, and athletic facilities. This evaluation is referred 

to as a localized significance threshold (LST) analysis which was used to analyze potential localized air quality impacts 

associated with construction of the Project. LST’s are based on the ambient concentrations of Nox, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 

pollutants within the Project Source Receptor Area (SRA). The Project is located in the Banning Airport (SRA-29). 

SCAQMD provides LST screening tables for 25, 50,100,200, and 500-meter source receptor distances. The closest 

sensitive receptors to the Project are the single-family residences located immediately east of the project site, 

approximately 16 feet away. When receptors are closer than 25 meters, buffer zones can be used. As such, 25 meters 

was used for the purpose of the LST assessment. Maximum daily disturbed acreage for the Project was calculated based 

on the anticipated construction equipment at 2.5 acres. The Project is 5.49 acres; therefore, the 5-acre thresholds were 

also used for operation of the Project. As shown in Table AQ-4 and Table AQ-5, the Project’s localized construction 

and operational emissions would not exceed the applicable SCAQMD LSTs for emissions of any criteria pollutant. 

Therefore, the Project would not result in a localized air quality impact and impacts would be less than significant.   

 

Table AQ-4: Localized Construction Emissions 

 

Source 
Pollutant Emissions (lbs/day) 

Nox CO Total PM10 Total PM2.5 

On-Site Project Emissions 39.9 28.3 8.8 5.0 

Localized Significance 

Threshold 
164.0 1,754.0 12.0 6.8 

Exceeds Threshold  No No No No 

     

  Table AQ-5: Localized Operational Emissions 

 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (lbs/day) 

Nox CO Total PM10 
Total 

PM2.5 
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On-Site Project Emissions 0.4 2.1 0.1 <0.1 

Localized Significance 

Threshold 
242.0 2,969 8.0 3.2 

Exceeds Threshold  No No No No 

 

  

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

 

The threshold for odor is identified by SCAQMD Rule 402 that states: “A person shall not discharge from any source 

whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance 

to any considerable number of persons or to the public or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any 

such person  or  to the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or 

property.” The proposed Project would not include any activities or operations that would generate objectionable odors. 

During construction of the Project there may be releases of odor and emissions resulting from asphalt/paving, 

architectural coating, and similar site or building improvements. However, these odors would be short term, intermittent 

in nature, and limited within the Project vicinity. Therefore, construction activities would not result in significant levels 

of odors or other emissions affecting a substantial number of people, and impacts generated by the Project in this regard 

would be less than significant. 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 

Issues and Supporting Information Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 

modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 

status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 X  
 

 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 

natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or 

by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service? 

   
 

X 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands 

(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

   
 

X 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory 

fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 

corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

 X  
 

 

 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 

resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 
   X 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 

Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or 
state habitat conservation plan? 

 X  
 

 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a 

candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

A comprehensive Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) and MSHCP Consistency Analysis was prepared by LSA Associates, 

Inc. for the proposed Calvary Chapel Beaumont Expansion Project. These studies were completed in accordance with CEQA 

Guidelines and the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) protocols. The 

approximately 5.5-acre project site is located in a disturbed and previously developed area, consisting of compacted dirt, non-

native grassland, landscaped surfaces, pavement, and various structures. Despite its urbanized character, the site was carefully 

evaluated for all applicable biological resources, including special-status wildlife, plant species, vernal pool and aquatic 

invertebrates, riparian and riverine habitat, and species-specific survey requirements under the MSHCP. The site was determined 

not to support habitat for the vast majority of special-status species considered. A focused review of vernal pool species and 

aquatic invertebrates concluded that the single on-site depression (Feature F-1) is a manmade water quality basin that does not 

exhibit the hydrology, vegetation, or soil characteristics necessary to support fairy shrimp species such as Branchinecta lynchi, 

Streptocephalus woottoni, or Linderiella santarosae, nor does it meet the criteria for vernal pool classification under MSHCP 

Section 6.1.2. Similarly, amphibian species were ruled out due to the absence of any natural hydrological features or moist 

microhabitats, and the site is not within an amphibian survey area. 

The project area also lacks any riparian or riverine vegetation, emergent wetland species, or linear drainage features, and therefore 

does not provide habitat for riparian or migratory bird species such as the Least Bell’s Vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), Southwestern 

Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), or Yellow-Billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus). The Delhi Sands Flower-

Loving Fly (Rhaphiomidas terminatus abdominalis) was ruled out based on the absence of Delhi series soils, which are required 

for its survival and reproduction. Additionally, the project site lies within the boundaries of the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat 

Conservation Plan (SKR HCP), but due to the heavily disturbed nature of the site and the absence of native shrubland or friable 

soils, no suitable habitat for Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi) was identified. While the species is not expected to 

occur, the applicant will nonetheless comply with the SKR HCP through the payment of required mitigation fees. 
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With respect to plant resources, the site is located within MSHCP Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area 8 (NEPSSA 8), 

which requires evaluation for Dudleya multicaulis (many-stemmed dudleya) and Allium marvinii (Marvin’s onion). The BRA 

confirms that the site does not support the clay soils or ecological conditions required for these species, and no individuals were 

observed during field surveys. As a result, focused surveys were not necessary. The site was also evaluated for potential impacts 

to MSHCP Table 9-3 species considered not adequately conserved, and while marginally suitable habitat was noted for 

Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi (Parry’s spineflower) and Calochortus plummerae (Plummer’s mariposa lily), both species are 

now designated as adequately conserved under the MSHCP and no further action is required. 

According to the California Natural Diversity Database Records, there are four (4) federal and/or state-listed species have been 

reported within three (3) miles of the Project site including Crotch’s bumble bee (Bombus crotchii), burrowing owl (Athene 

cunicularia), western spadefoot (Spea hammondii), and southern rubber boa (Charina umbratical); however, no critical habitat 

occurs on the Project site. The only species identified with potential to be impacted by the project is the burrowing owl a California 

Species of Special Concern as well as a state candidate endangered species under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). 

The site is located within the MSHCP burrowing owl survey area, and focused surveys were conducted by LSA in accordance 

with the County of Riverside’s 2006 Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions and CDFW’s 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl 

Mitigation. No individuals were observed during the four required survey visits in Spring 2025; however, one of the four burrows 

was assessed as suitable for owl use as it contained whitewash and a feather after being discovered on the third visit. Without 

direct observation of an individual, the Biologist conservatively classified the burrow as occupied, which triggers the need for 

mitigation under CEQA and MSHCP provisions. With implementation of appropriate mitigation measures (MM-BIO-1), impacts 

to burrowing owls will be reduced to a less-than-significant level as all other special-status species and sensitive biological 

resources were either determined to be absent, unlikely to occur, or not impacted. The project would not result in a substantial 

adverse effect on any species identified in local, regional, state, or federal conservation plans; therefore, the impact would be less 

than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or 

regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service? 

The project site was evaluated for riparian habitat and sensitive natural communities as part of the Biological Resources 

Assessment and MSHCP Consistency Analysis prepared by LSA Associates, Inc. The assessment included an on-site field 

investigation, review of aerial imagery, regional habitat maps, and California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) records to 

determine whether any riparian corridors or sensitive vegetation communities were present. Based on the results of this evaluation, 

the site is composed almost entirely of developed land, compacted dirt, disturbed non-native grasslands, and site landscaping. 

There are no identified natural drainage features, streambeds, or vegetation that would be associated riparian systems. The limited 

vegetation present on-site consists of ruderal species adapted to disturbed soils and no native or regulated riparian plant 

communities were observed or identified, and the site does not contain any sensitive natural communities recognized by the 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Natural Communities List or the California Native Plant Society’s Inventory of 

Rare and Endangered Plants. The one potential water feature identified as “F-1” is a manmade stormwater retention basin with 

no wetland or riparian value as it lacks surface water, wetland plant species, and the hydrologic characteristics necessary to support 

jurisdictional riparian or wetland resources. Since no riparian or sensitive natural communities exist on the site and no 

modifications to off-site habitat are proposed, the project would therefore not result in any direct or indirect impacts to such 

resources and, as such, the proposed project would result in no impact.  

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

pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

The Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) prepared by LSA Associates, Inc. included a field survey to determine whether any 

state or federally protected wetlands or jurisdictional waters were present on the project site. The assessment utilized criteria from 

the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), and the Regional Water 

Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to identify potential aquatic resources subject to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, Section 

401 of the Clean Water Act, and Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code. No natural drainage features, 

streambeds, seasonal watercourses, or hydrophytic vegetation were observed during field surveys with the only discernible low-
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lying area on-site being an artificial basin identified as Feature F-1. This basin was constructed as part of the site’s stormwater 

management infrastructure and is composed of compacted soils with no hydrologic connection to downstream waters, which 

lacks characteristics of sensitive wetlands, including saturation or inundation, and does not support hydrophytic plant species or 

hydric soils. The BRA confirms that F-1 does not qualify as a wetland under federal or state definitions and does not fall under 

the jurisdiction of the USACE, CDFW, or RWQCB. As such the proposed project would not have an impact on state or federally 

protected wetlands. 

d) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 

pool, coastal, etc.) through direct. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 

wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife 

nursery sites?   

The project site and surrounding area were evaluated for wildlife movement potential and corridor connectivity as part of the 

Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) prepared by LSA Associates, Inc. The site is located within a developed portion of the 

City of Beaumont and is bordered on all sides by existing residential uses. The area is characterized by high levels of disturbance, 

fencing, paved roads, and fragmented habitat conditions, none of which are conducive to supporting wildlife movement corridors 

or facilitating regional connectivity. The BRA confirmed that the site does not serve as a functional link between larger open 

space areas or conservation lands and the site is not identified in any regional wildlife corridors via maps prepared by the Western 

Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

Additionally, the site lacks any topographic, vegetative, or hydrological features that would support its use as a native wildlife 

nursery site. The only faunal activity observed during field surveys consisted of common urban-adapted species such as mourning 

dove, American crow, and house sparrow, which do not rely on intact corridors or native nursery habitat for reproduction or 

foraging. Although the site does contain limited open space, the surrounding urban neighborhood, lack of suitable habitat, and 

existing church activities and operations render the site unsuitable for meaningful wildlife movement. Furthermore, project 

implementation would not involve the removal of any natural linkages or the introduction of barriers (e.g., highways, sound walls, 

flood control infrastructure) that could impede regional wildlife flow. As a precautionary measure, the project includes Mitigation 

Measures (MM-BIO-1), which requires pre-construction burrowing owl surveys and implementation of avoidance and mitigation 

protocols in the event a burrowing owl is detected to ensure that no nesting or roosting owls are disturbed during construction. 

With the implementation of Mitigation Measures, the impacts from the proposed project would be less than significant.  

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 

ordinance? 

The Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) prepared by LSA Associates, Inc. confirmed that the project site does not support 

any native trees or locally protected vegetation typically subject to conservation, such as oak, sycamore, or cottonwood. The site 

is primarily disturbed and vegetated with non-native species, and because no sensitive or protected plant species are present and 

the project would not result in the removal of any vegetation that is regulated by local ordinances or conflict with any local 

biological resource policies, the proposed project would result in no impact. 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other 

approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

The project site is located within the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) area and, 

as such, a full MSHCP Consistency Analysis was conducted as part of the Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) prepared by 

LSA Associates, Inc. to determine compliance with MSHCP’s goals and criteria. The site is not located within a Criteria Cell, 

Core Area, or Public/Quasi-Public Conservation land, and is situated entirely outside of designated conservation areas nor does it 

support habitat linkages or other biological features prescribed by the MSHCP reserve system. The project site does fall within a 

Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area (NEPSSA 8), and species surveys were completed in accordance with the MSHCP 

guidelines. No narrow endemic plants were observed or identified on site, and the site does not contain the soil types or suitable 

habitat structure needed. The site also falls within a burrowing owl survey area, and as noted in Section 4(a), focused surveys 

were completed, and evidence of recent owl activity was documented at a single burrow. As required under the MSHCP, 

Mitigation Measure BIO 1 will be implemented, which calls for a pre-construction survey and the preparation of a Determination 
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of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) if burrowing owls are found. This measure ensures the project 

remains fully compliant with the species protection goals of the MSHCP. With the implementation of precautionary Mitigation 

Measures (MM-BIO-1), the project would have no impact to a resource protected by a Habitat Conservation Plan, natural 

community Conservation Plan, or other local, regional or state habitat conservation plan.  

 

Mitigation Measures:  

 

MM-BIO-1 Pre-Construction Burrowing Owl Survey and DBESP Implementation: Prior to any ground-disturbing 

activity, a qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction burrowing owl survey within 30 days of site disturbance. If active 

burrows or individuals are observed, a Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) shall be 

prepared and submitted to the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) and the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) for review and approval. The DBESP shall define measures to avoid, minimize, and 

compensate for direct and indirect impacts to burrowing owl, including but not limited to the establishment of appropriate 

buffer zones, seasonal restrictions, passive relocation if feasible, and compensatory habitat banking or in-lieu fees.  
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 

Issues and Supporting Information Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 

resource pursuant to § 15064.5? 
  

 X 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 

resources pursuant to Section 15064.5? 

 
X 

  

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 

cemeteries? 

 
X  

 

 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to § 15064.5? 

 

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15065.5(a), a “historical resource” is defined as a resource that meets one or more of the 

following criteria: (1) listed in, or determined eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources; (2) 

listed in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5020.1(k); (3) identified 

as significant in a historical resource survey meeting the requirements of PRC Section 5024.1(g); or (4) determined to be a 

historical resource by a project’s Lead Agency (PRC Section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[a]). The 

California Register of Historical Resources further defines a “historical resource” as a resource that are either associated 

with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns or local or regional history of the cultural heritage 

of California or the United States, associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national history, 

embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction or represents the work of a 

master or possesses high artistic values, or has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory 

or history of the local area, California, or the nation. Additionally, the California’s register considers all resources older than 

45 years (i.e. resources from the “historic period”) to be evaluated for California Register eligibility, or CEQA significance.  

 

The Cultural Resources Assessment conducted by BRC Consultants for the Project included a cultural resources records 

search, pedestrian field survey, Sacred Lands File search with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), and 

paleontological overview. Records search determined that 23 cultural resource studies have been conducted and have 

recorded 14 cultural resources within one mile of the Project site; however, from the 23 cultural resource studies conducted, 

no cultural resources have been recorded within the Project’s boundaries (Cultural Resources Assessment, 2025). 

Furthermore, the field survey conducted by BCR Consulting did not discover any cultural resources within the Project’s 

boundaries. 

 

The proposed Project is located on a site that had been previously disturbed with construction activities that concluded in 

2014 that consists of a worship building, several patio covers, six (6) portable trailers, parking improvements, street 

improvements, and landscaping. Before construction of the existing worship facility began in to 2006, the site was vacant. 

The Cultural Resources Assessment conducted for the Project concluded that the existing church facility is less than 45 

years old and as such, is not considered a historical building. There are no historic buildings or structures at the Project site 

and as such there are no “historical resources” are known to exist within or adjacent to the Project area. Should a historical 

resource be discovered during construction of the Project, then construction activity would be immediately halted, and a 

cultural records search/survey would be conducted. Thus, the proposed Project would have no impact related to a historical 

resource. 

 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resources pursuant to Section 

15064.5? 

 

As described in previous response, the records search and field survey conducted for the Project did not identify any cultural 

resources. Any archeological resources that may have been present on-site have likely been disturbed or destroyed by 
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previous human and/or construction activities. Prior to ground disturbing activities and in the event that field personnel 

encounter buried cultural materials, work in the immediate vicinity of the find should cease and a qualified archaeologist 

should be retained to assess the significance of the find. Furthermore, the city will initiate Assembly Bill (AB52) 52 Native 

Consultation for the Project, thus results are still pending. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-CUL-1 through 

MM-CUL-3, which represent standard protocols for identifying, evaluating, and preserving potentially sensitive cultural 

and tribal resources encountered during construction, would ensure impacts to significant archaeological resources would 

be less than significant.  

 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

A review of historic aerial photos and USGS Topographic maps along with the Cultural Resources Assessment prepared for 

the Project did not identify possible cemeteries or known burial sites within the Project area. Further, the site has been 

previously disturbed by construction activities related to the existing church facility, further reducing the likelihood that 

human remains could be uncovered during ground-disturbing activities. Additionally, human remains, would likely have 

been disturbed, destroyed, or uncovered from previous construction and human activities. In the event that human remains 

are uncovered, however, California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that disturbance of the site shall be 

halted until an investigation is conducted and recommendation has been made concerning the treatment and disposition of 

the human remains. In addition, if human remains are discovered, the Project would comply with CEQA Section 15064.5, 

which requires construction activities to halt and the area to be evaluated by a qualified professional, and Public Resources 

Code Section 5097.98, which requires notification of the County Coroner, and if the remains are determined to be of Native 

American origin, the involvement of the Native American Heritage Comission (NAHC). With the implementation of 

Mitigation Measure MM-CUL-4, which ensures appropriate procedures are followed if remains are encountered, would 

reduce potential impacts to less than significant.  

 

Mitigation Measures:  

 

MM-CUL-1 Inadvertent Cultural Resources Finds: For adequate coverage and the protection of possibly significant 

buried resources and tribal cultural resources, a qualified archaeologist and Native American Monitor provided by the 

consulting tribes shall be retained by the applicant to monitor all ground-disturbing construction activities, included but not 

limited to site preparation, grading and excavation. The applicant, archaeologist and consulting tribes would agree on a 

monitoring schedule based on the necessary days of ground-disturbance. In the event that Native American cultural resources 

are discovered during Project development/construction, all work in the immediate vicinity of the find shall cease and a 

qualified archaeologist meeting Secretary of Interior standards shall be hired to assess the find. Work on the overall Project 

may continue during this assessment period. If significant Native American cultural resources are discovered, for which a 

Treatment Plan must be prepared, the developer or his archaeologist shall contact Consulting Tribe(s) and shall, in good 

faith, consult on the discovery and its disposition (e.g., avoidance, preservation, return of artifacts to tribe, etc.). If avoidance 

is not possible, an avoidance plan would be prepared and implemented based on consultation between the archaeologist and 

tribes. If resources are found to be significant historical resources under CEQA then CUL 2 and/or CUL-3 shall apply. For 

the purposes of these measures, a Consulting Tribe is defined as a tribe that initiated the AB52 tribal consultation process 

for the Project, has not opted out of the AB52 consultation process, and has completed AB52 consultation with the City as 

provided for in Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.2(b)(1) of AB52.  

 

MM-CUL-2 Treatment and Disposition of Non-Tribal Cultural Resources: If significant resources are identified that 

are not identified by the qualified archaeologist and consulting tribe(s) as a Tribal Cultural Resources, and the resources is 

of scientific/historical value, recovered materials shall be deposited in a federal or state recognized curation facility. The 

curation of the recovered materials shall be identified and funded by the Applicant and approved by the City. The site record 

for the resource shall be updated to include the final disposition of the recovered materials and will be submitted to the South 

Coastal Information Center (SCIC).  

 

MM-CUL-3 Treatment and Disposition of Tribal Cultural Resources: In the event that Native American tribal cultural 

resources are inadvertently discovered during grading for this Project the following procedures will be carried out for 
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treatment and disposition of the discoveries: 1. Documentation: In conjunction with the qualified archaeologist, the tribal 

cultural resource shall be documented to the extent deemed appropriate by the consulting tribe(s) on the appropriate 

Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523-series forms. The final disposition of the materials shall also be included on 

the site form. 2. Temporary Curation and Storage: During construction, all discovered resources shall be temporarily curated 

in a secure location to be mutually agreed upon by the City, Project Archaeologist, and consulting tribes. The removal of any 

artifacts from the Project site will need to be thoroughly inventoried with tribal monitor oversite of the process; and 3. 

Treatment and Final Disposition: The landowner(s) shall relinquish ownership of all cultural resources, including sacred 

items, burial goods, and all archaeological artifacts and non-human remains as part of the required mitigation for impacts to 

cultural resources. The applicant shall relinquish the artifacts through one or more of the following methods and provide the 

City Planning Department with evidence of same: a. Accommodate the process for onsite reburial of the discovered items 

with the consulting Native American tribes or bands. This shall include measures and provisions to protect the future reburial 

area from any future impacts. Reburial shall not occur until all cataloguing and basic recordation have been completed; b. A 

curation agreement with an appropriate qualified repository within Riverside County that meets federal standards per 36 

CFR Part 79 and therefore would be professionally curated and made available to other archaeologists/researchers for further 

study. The collections and associated records shall be transferred, including title, to an appropriate curation facility within 

Riverside County, to be accompanied by payment of the fees necessary for permanent curation: c. If more than one Native 

American tribe or band is involved with the project and cannot come to a consensus as to the disposition of cultural materials, 

they shall be curated at the Western Science Center by default; and. d. At the completion of grading, excavation and ground 

disturbing activities on the site, a Phase IV Monitoring Report shall be submitted to the City documenting monitoring 

activities conducted by the project Archaeologist and Native Tribal Monitors within 60 days of completion of grading. This 

report shall document the impacts to the known resources on the property; describe how each mitigation measure was 

fulfilled; document the type of cultural resources recovered and the disposition of such resources; provide evidence of the 

required cultural sensitivity training for the construction staff held during the required pre-grade meeting; and, in a 

confidential appendix, include the daily/weekly monitoring notes from the archaeologist. All reports produced will be 

submitted to the City, South Coast Information Center and interested tribes:  

 

MM-CUL-4 Human Remains: If human remains are encountered, California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states 

that no further disturbance shall occur until the Riverside County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin. 

Further, pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98(b) remains shall be left in place and free from 

disturbance until a final decision as to the treatment and disposition has been made. If the Riverside County Coroner 

determines the remains to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission must be contacted within 24 

hours. The Native American Heritage Commission must then immediately identify the "most likely descendants(s)" for 

purposes of receiving notification of discovery. The most likely descendant(s) shall then make recommendations within 48 

hours and engage in consultation concerning the treatment of the remains as provided in Public Resources Code Section 

5097.98 and the agreement described in MM CUL-3. If the MLD fails to make a recommendation regarding the treatment 

or the recommendation is not feasible per the property owner, then the remains shall be reburied with appropriate dignity 

and respect on the property in a location not subject to further disturbance. In the event the MLD fails to make a 

recommendation - ESA should be set up to prevent further disturbance. The ESA should not indicate that remains are buried 

there. This should be conducted in coordination with the NAM/D63.
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ENERGY 
 

Issues and Supporting Information Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less than 

Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

6. ENERGY. Would the project: 

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

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

  
 
X 

 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 

efficiency? 

  
X  

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

of energy resources, during project construction or operation?  

 

The Project would increase the demand for energy during construction and day-to-day operations. During construction, the 

Project would require energy for activities such as, transportation of materials and equipment, grading, and building 

construction. The primary energy source during construction activities would be diesel fuel for construction equipment and 

gasoline fuel from construction workers traveling to and from the Project site. An Energy Report prepared by LSA calculated 

the projected diesel and gasoline fuel use on default construction equipment assumptions and trip estimates from CalEEMod 

and fuel efficiencies from EMFAC2021. As shown in Table E-1, the Project’s energy consumption during construction 

would be approximately 56,950.6 gallons of diesel fuel and approximately 8,959.9 gallons of gasoline. Fuel consumption 

obtained from EMFAC2021 estimated that approximately 302.4 million gallons of diesel and 730.6 million gallons of 

gasoline would be consumed from vehicle trips in Riverside County in 2025. Construction of the Project would increase the 

annual construction generated fuel use in Riverside County by approximately 0.02 percent for diesel fuel and by less than 

0.01 percent for gasoline. Therefore, the Project’s energy consumption during construction would have a negligible effect 

on local and regional energy consumption. Furthermore, energy consumption related to construction activities would be 

temporary in nature and limited in use, as gasoline and diesel fuel would be supplied by construction contractors who would 

conservatively use their supplies to minimize cost. Thus, the Project’s construction would not result in wasteful, inefficient, 

or unnecessary consumption of energy resources.    

 

Table E-1: Construction Energy Consumption 

 
Energy Fuel Type Total Fuel Consumption Percentage on Increase 

Countywide 

Diesel Fuel (total gallons) 56,950.6 0.02 

Gasoline (total gallons) 8,959.9 <0.01 

 

 

During the Project’s Operation, energy demands would increase from the use of electricity, natural gas, and fuel. The Energy 

Report prepared for the Project demonstrated that the primary uses of energy during the Project’s operations would result 

from electricity consumption and fuel from vehicle trips. Annual operational energy consumptions shown in Table E-2, 

estimate the potential annual use of approximately 106,000.0 kWh of electricity, 15,105.0 therms of natural gas, 20,517.1 

gallons of gasoline, and 3,113.3 gallons of diesel. Riverside County’s electricity consumption in 2022 was 17,780,573,271 

kWh. Therefore, the Project’s operational activities would result in a less than 0.01 percent annual increase in electricity 

consumption. Riverside County’s natural gas consumption in 2022 was 431.1 million therms. Thus, the Project’s operational 

activities would result in a less than 0.01 percent annual increase in natural gas consumption. 
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Table E-2: Operation Energy Consumption 

 
Energy Type Annual Energy 

Consumption 

Electricity (kWh/year) 106,000.0 

Natural Gas (Therms/year) 15,105.0 

Gasoline (gallons/year) 20,517.1 

Diesel Fuel (gallons/year) 3,113.3 

 

The Project’s energy consumption as a result of operational activities would have a negligible effect on local and regional 

energy consumptions. Furthermore, the Project would be required to comply with Title 24 energy efficient standards, which 

mandate energy-efficient design features such as insulation, use of energy efficient heating and ventilation, air conditioning 

equipment, and energy efficient indoor and outdoor lighting. Thus, the Project’s operation would not result in wasteful, 

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources and impacts would be less than significant.  

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

 

The Project would be required to comply with applicable federal, state, and local agencies that regulate energy efficiency and 

renewable energy. The Project would comply with the California Building Energy Efficiency Standards, including Title 24 

requirements for energy-efficient building design and appliance standards, as well as utility energy efficiency programs implemented 

by Southern California Edison and Southern California Gas Company. The Project would include an electric vehicle charging station 

ready to reduce potential fuel consumption of standard vehicles. The Project would also install rooftop solar photovoltaic (PV) panels 

to provide renewable energy generation. Both the inclusion of the EV ready charging stations and the installation of PV panels would 

also reduce Greenhouse Gas emissions. Additionally, the Project would not conflict with the City of Beaumont Energy Action Plan 

(EAP), which seeks to reduce community-wide energy consumption and increase the use of renewable energy sources. The EAP 

supports measures such as expanding local solar generation capacity, enhancing energy efficiency in buildings, and encourages 

electric vehicle infrastructure, which are all included features with the proposed Project. The Project’s rooftop PV system directly 

contributes to the EAP goal of increasing renewable energy generation, while the EV-ready infrastructure aligns with the EAP’s 

Transportation and Land Use strategies to reduce fuel consumption. Furthermore, the Project’s compliance with Title 23 standards 

supports the EAP’s Build Environment goals aimed at reducing energy demand through efficient building practices. As such, the 

Project would not conflict with the California Building Energy Efficiency Standards, including Title 24, or obstruct its 

implementation throughout the state; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 

Issues and Supporting Information Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project: 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, 

including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 
   X 

(i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist 

for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer 

to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

   

 

X 

(ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?   X 
 

(iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?   X  

(iv) Landslides?    X 

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

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 

unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

  X  

 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform 

Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or 

property? 

    

X 

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

disposal of waste water? 

    

X 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 

unique geologic feature? 

   
X 

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

involving: 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 

Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known 

fault?  

According to the City’s General Plan Figure 9.5 and the State of California’s Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map, 

the Project site is not located within the boundaries of a fault zone as defined under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 

Zone Act. However, the City of Beaumont’s General Plan recognizes the city is within a seismically active region. As such, 

seismic ground shaking and ground rupture due to movement of a fault are potential hazards in Beaumont. The Project would 

be required to comply with the Beaumont Municipal Code and the California Building Code (CBC), which includes specific 

provisions for seismic design of structures to mitigate earthquake hazards. Thus, the Project would not expose people or 

structures to potential substantial adverse effects from a rupture of a known earthquake fault that is delineated on an Alquist-

Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning map, and impacts would not occur.  

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 

The Project site is located in Southern California, which is a seismically active region and subject to ground shaking 

resulting from earthquakes on nearby faults, with the closest active fault being the Banning Fault north of the Project site. 

Movement along the Banning Fault could result in seismic ground shaking at the Project site. The intensity of ground 

shaking is dependent upon several factors including distance to the fault, magnitude of the earthquake, and subsurface 

conditions. As confirmed in the Soil and Infiltration Evaluation prepared by GeoTek, subsurface conditions at the site 

consist of sandy silts and silty sands to depths exceeding 30 feet, and these materials are generally not prone to the 
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amplification of seismic waves. The report recommends compliance with the Beaumont Municipal Code and the California 

Building Code (CBC), which includes specific provisions for seismic design of structures to mitigate earthquake hazards, 

which the Project will adhere to. Thus, the Project would result in a less than significant impact related to strong seismic 

ground shaking.  

 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

 

Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which loose, saturated, granular soils located approximately 50 feet of the ground surface 

lose strength due to cyclic pore water pressure or other large cyclic loading, which can result in ground deformation, including 

both horizontal and vertical movement. According to Figure 9.6 of the City of Beaumont’s General Plan, most of the city is 

within a low liquefaction susceptibility area the Project site. Additionally, the Soil and Infiltration Evaluation prepared by 

GeoTek indicates that the site is underlain by very stiff sandy silt and silt sand with generally low groundwater levels, and 

based on these subsurface conditions, the report concludes that the potential for liquefaction at the Project site is considered 

very low. Furthermore, as previously mentioned, the Project would comply with the Beaumont Municipal Code and the 

California Building Code (CBC) to maintain compliance with applicable seismic standards. Thus, the Project would result 

in a less than a significant impact related to seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction.   

 

iv. Landslides? 

 

As previously discussed, the Project site is improved with an existing church facility and is generally flat and does not contain 

any hillside areas or sloping features that would be susceptible to slope instability. Therefore, the Project would not be subject 

to landslides and no impact would occur.  

 

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

 

The Project site is not traversed by any identified drainage courses, USGS blue line streams or other observed onsite drainage 

features that could potentially cause substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil. Implementation of the Project would require 

ground disturbing activities, such as grading. During construction activities the Project would temporarily expose underlying 

soils, increasing the potential for topsoil erosion; however, the Project would be required to obtain a National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit which requires implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

(SWPPP) along with appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) to manage erosion and the loss of topsoil. Such BMPs 

may include, but are not limited to, perimeter silt fencing, stabilized construction, and temporary cover of disturbed soils.  

As such, the Project would not result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil and would have a less than significant 

impact. 

 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, 

and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

 

As described in the responses above, the topography of the Project site is generally flat with no hillside areas, and per Figure 

9.6 of the City of Beaumont General Plan, site is not located within an area designated as a high or moderate Liquefaction 

Susceptibility, thus eliminating the possibility of a potential landslide. Due to the property being located within a low 

liquefaction zone and the absence of potential landslide hazards, the potential for liquefaction or landslide would be 

minimal, and implementation of the Project would result in a less than significant impact.  

 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial 

direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

 

A review of the most recent soils data, including the 2023 Soils and Infiltration Evaluation by GeoTek and the 2008 

Preliminary Soils Report prepared by Geopac, confirms that the near-surface soils consist primarily of silty sands and silty 

gravels. These materials are granular and exhibit low plasticity, making them non-expansive. The Geopac report specifically 

states that the site soils are non-expansive, and no indicators of expansive soils, such as clay or silt of high plasticity, were 
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observed. Thus, the Project would be located on expansive soil and would not result in substantial direct or indirect risks to 

life or property, and as such, impacts would be less than significant.  

 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems 

where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? 

 

The Project would utilize its existing sewer connection along Brookside Avenue. The Project does not propose to utilize 

septic tanks or other alternative wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, there are no impacts related to soil capability as it 

pertains to the adequacy of supporting the usage of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. Thus, no impacts 

would occur.  

 

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

 

Overview was included as part of the Cultural and paleontological Resources Assessment prepared for the Project by BCF 

Consulting. According to the Overview, the Project site is located within mapped areas that have low paleontological 

sensitivity in the surface sediments, with high sensitivity at depths below five deet due to the potential presence of 

Pleistocene alluvial fan deposits. These older deposits have been known to yield significant vertebrate fossils in the region. 

Although no paleontological resources were observed during the pedestrian field survey, the potential to encounter 

subsurface paleontological resources remains. Through the implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-CUL-1 thru 4, 

which requires monitoring during ground-disturbing activities at depths greater than five feet and property treatment of any 

paleontological resources if discovered; therefore, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 

Issues and Supporting Information Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 
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Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project: 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may 

have a significant impact on the environment? 
  

X 
 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose 

of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

  
X 

 

 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 

environment? 

 

Atmospheric greenhouse gases (GHG) play a key role in the Earth’s radiation amount by trapping infrared radiation emitted 

from the Earth’s surface rather than being released into space. Prominent atmospheric greenhouse gases include carbon 

dioxide (CO₂), nitrous oxide (N₂O), methane (CH₄), ozone, water vapor, and chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs). These GHG’s 

create the Greenhouse Effect, which works to maintain a habitable climate. Human generated emissions of these greenhouse 

gases in excess of natural ambient concentrations are responsible for the enhancement of the Greenhouse Effect and have 

led to a trend of unnatural warming of the Earth’s natural climate, known as global warming or climate change. 

 

SCAQMD and the City of Beaumont have not adopted a threshold of significance to evaluate GHG impacts. However, 

SCAQMD has proposed interim numeric GHG significance thresholds that are based on a 90 percent emissions capture rate 

for all new or modified stationary source projects, which is 3,000 metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) per year 

(SCAQMD, 2008). Furthermore, SCAQMD does require construction GHG emissions to be amortized over the life of the 

project, defined by SCAQMD as 30 years, and then added to the project’s operational emissions, in order to determine if the 

project would exceed the 3,000 metric ton threshold.  

 
Construction 

During construction activities, the Project would produce temporary GHG emissions from the use of construction 

equipment, construction vehicles, transportation of materials to and from the site, asphalt paving, and motor vehicles from 

construction crew. Using CalEEMod, the Project would generate approximately 576.1 MTCO2e during construction of the 

Project and 19.2 MTCO2e annually over a 30-year life of the Project (Air Quality, Energy, Greenhouse Gas Impact Report, 

2025).  

 

Operation 

Daily operations from implementation of the Project would result in long-term emission from vehicle trips, energy 

consumption, water sources, solid waste disposal. Using CAlEEMod, GHG emissions for the Project would generate 

approximately 2,196.9 MTCO2e annually, which would be below the SCAQMD threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e year (Air 

Quality, Energy, Greenhouse Gas Impact Report, 2025).  

 

As shown in Table GHG-1, the Project would result in approximately 2,216.1 MTCO2e per year, which would be below the 

threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per year. Therefore, impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions would be less than significant.  

 

 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 

greenhouse gases? 

 

The proposed Project would expand the existing church facility and would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy or 

regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. The City of Beaumont 

adopted a Climate Action Plan (CAP) in 2015. The CAP presents the greenhouse gas (GHG) inventories, identifies the 
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effectiveness of California initiatives to reduce GHG emissions, and identifies local measures that were selected by the City 

of Beaumont to reduce GHG emissions under the City’s jurisdictional control to achieve the City’s identified GHG reduction 

target. The City of Beaumont participated in the Regional Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan which presents the collective 

results of all local efforts to reduce GHG emissions consistent with statewide GHG targets expressed in Assembly Bill (AB) 

32, the “Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006” and Senate Bill (SB) 375. At a net level of 474 MTCO2e per year, the 

Project's GHG emissions do not exceed the SCAQMD threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per year for residential and/or 

institutional land uses and would be in compliance with the reduction goals of the City’s CAP. Furthermore, the Project 

would comply with applicable Green Building Standards and City of Beaumont’s policies regarding sustainability, and, 

therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 

Issues and Supporting Information Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 
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Significant 
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No Impact 

9. 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? 
  

X  

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 

reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 

hazardous materials into the environment? 

  
 

X 
 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 

materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 

proposed school? 

  
 

X 
 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code § 65962.5 and, as a result, would it 

create a significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

  
 

 

X 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has 

not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 

would the project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing 

or working in the project area? 

  

 
 

X 

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

  
 X 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk 

of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires? 
  

X  

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

hazardous materials? 

Hazardous materials are defined as any substances or materials that by their chemical, physical, or biological nature, has the 

potential to cause harm to human health, safety, the environment, or property. During construction, the Project would require 

transportation, use, and disposal of hazardous materials such as paints, solvents, oils, grease, and caulking as well as fuels 

and lubricants for on-site construction equipment. However, these types of materials are not acutely hazardous, and all 

storage, handling, use, and disposal of the materials would be subject to and regulated by federal and state requirements. 

These regulations include: the federal Occupational Safety and Health Act and Hazardous Materials Transportation Act; 

Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations (CalOSHA), and the state Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials 

Management Regulatory Program. Compliance with these regulations would ensure the hazardous material discharged 

during construction of the Project is expected to be less than significant.  

During operation of the Project, potential hazardous materials would be limited to routine elements typically associated with 

landscape maintenance, including the use of such as yard fertilizers, herbicides, and other landscape-related chemicals. 

These types of materials are not acutely hazardous, and would be used in limited quantities, thus they would not represent a 

significant hazard. Therefore, the Project would not result in a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 

transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials, and impacts would be less than significant.  

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 

conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? 

As previously discussed, the Project’s transportation, use, storage and disposal of hazardous materials are regulated by 

federal and state requirements, and would not pose a significant hazard. While the potential exists for accidental spills or 

releases due to improper transportation, use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials, such incidents are considered  

unlikely with proper procedures in place. Through compliance with state and federal requirements as well as the use of best 

management practices (BMPs) through the implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and Water 
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Quality Management Plan (WQMP), impacts from the release of hazardous materials into the environment would be less 

than significant.  

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-

quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

The closest school to the Project site is the Starlight Elementary School, which is located approximately 1,000 feet south of 

the Project site at 1510 Cougar Way. As previously discussed above, construction and operation of the Project would include 

the transportation, use, storage and disposal of hazardous materials; however, these materials would be used in limited 

quantities, and handled in compliance with state and federal requirements, which would reduce the potential for accidental 

releases into the environment. Thus, impacts to the nearby school would be less than significant.   

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government 

Code § 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

The Project site is not included on the Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List (CORTESE) compiled pursuant to 

Government Code Section 65962.5. In addition, neither the Project site or the surrounding vicinity was not identified by the 

California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor as a hazardous materials site. Therefore, impacts 

related to hazards from the Project being located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites, pursuant 

to Government Code § 65962.5, would not occur.  

 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 

miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for 

people residing or working in the project area?  

 

The Project site is not within an airport land use plan nor within two miles of a public or private airport. The closest airport 

to the Project site is the Banning Municipal Airport located approximately 6.17 miles from the Project site. Therefore, the 

Project would not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area. No impact 

would occur. 

 

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

evacuation plan?  

 

Per the City of Beaumont’s General Plan Figure 9-2, designated evacuation routes include Interstate 10, Interstate 60, as 

well as several major roadways. Major roadways identified as evacuation routes include Brookside Avenue, Oak Valley 

Parkway, Highland Springs Avenue, and Beaumont Avenue. The Project site is located along Brookside Avenue which is 

designated as one of the evacuation routes, between Highland Springs Avenue to the east and Cherry Avenue to the west. The 

Project involves the expansion of an existing institutional facility within the Residential Single Family (RSF) zone, which 

allows for compatible institutional uses, and as such, the City of Beaumont’s General Plan considered the potential for this 

property to be developed into a church and its demand on the emergency roadway network.  Project improvements would 

occur entirely within the existing property boundaries and would not block or obstruct any public travel lanes or circulation 

routes once operational. Further, per the Trip Generation and Vehicles Miles Traveled Analysis prepared by LSA, the 

proposed Project will generate less than 100 trips during peak hours and is considered a low trip generator, and as such, the 

proposed Project does not represent an intensification from the existing land use that would impair an adopted emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation plan. As such, development of the institutional facility would not impair the 

implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and, 

therefore, no impact would occur. 

 

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

wildland fires? 

 

According to the State of California’s Fire Hazard Severity Zone Regulatory Map, the subject property is not located within 
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a high or very high fire hazard severity zone. Further, the proposed Project is located within an urbanized area surrounded 

by existing development. Potential fire hazard risks from future development are addressed through adherence to the City’s 

Conditions of Approval and adherence to the California Fire Code, which include provisions for adequate fire-fighting 

capabilities. Therefore, the Project would not expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk 

or loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, and thus, no impact would occur. 
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HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
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Significant 
Impact 

Less than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 
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10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or 

otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 
  

X  

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 

groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater 

management of the basin? 

  
 

X 
 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 

through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition 

of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would: 

  
 

X 
 

  (i) result in a substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;   X  

(ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner 

which would result in flooding on- or offsite; 

  
X  

(iii) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of 

existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff; or 

  
 

X 
 

(iv) impede or redirect flood flows?   X  

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to 

project inundation? 

  
 X 

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 

sustainable groundwater management plan? 

  
X  

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface 

or ground water quality? 

During construction of the Project, the use of heavy equipment and materials such as concrete, cement, asphalt, fuels, oils, 

grease, solvents, and paint are typically required. The use of these equipment and materials without proper control and 

measures have the potential to accidentally spill and release pollutants into surface waters or groundwater during construction 

activities; however, the Project will be required to prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 

and Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) to account for construction and operational activities in compliance with the 

Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB) water quality standards and NPDES permitting requirements. Both the 

SWPPP and the WQMP would identify site-specific Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize pollutant discharges 

during grading and construction activities. As such, construction of the Project would not violate any water quality standards 

or waste discharge requirements, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Operational activities of the Project have the potential to introduce pollutants from the use of various chemicals such as 

cleaners, yard fertilizers, pesticides, and oil and grease from vehicles. The use of these materials has the potential to 

accidentally release pollutants into surface waters or groundwater; however, a project-specific Preliminary WQMP has been 

prepared and is included as Appendix J. The Project would require the implementation of a formal WQMP consistent with 

the requirements of RWQCB and NPDES, and associated BMPs to limit the potential for pollutants to enter surface water. 

The Preliminary WQMP includes site design features and source control BMPs such as efficient irrigation systems, 

designated trash storage areas, and regular maintenance practices. Further the Project site does not contain high groundwater 

levels, and hydrologic design per the included Hydrology Report (Appendix K) confirms that runoff will be managed 

without causing erosion or degradation of surface or groundwater quality. Thus, the Project would not violate any water 

quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface water or ground water quality 

and impacts would be less than significant. 

 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the 
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project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin? 

 

The Project would not result in the direct in the direct taking of groundwater or otherwise decrease groundwater supplies. 

The Project site is currently developed with an existing church facility and receives its water services from the Beaumont 

Cherry Valley Water District (BCVWD), and according to the BCVWD Will Serve Letter dated July 25, 2024 (Appendix 

I), the proposed church expansion is within the District’s capabilities to accommodate the increase on services. As such, 

the Project would not place a new demand or constraint on local groundwater sources. Additionally, the Project would not 

interfere with groundwater recharge as the site is already developed and the proposed improvements include on-site low 

impact development (LID) features consistent with the Preliminary WQMP, which promotes adequate infiltration and 

stormwater retention. Therefore, the Project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere with 

groundwater recharge such that it would impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin. Impacts would be less 

than significant.  

 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the 

course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would: 

 

(i-iv) There are no drainage channels or waterways that traverse the subject property. The Project site is relatively flat, 

gently sloping from northeast to southwest that conveys water toward an existing basin. Upon construction of the Project, 

a substantial amount of impervious surfaces would be installed, particularly within the parking area, which would 

substantially increase the amount of onsite runoff; however, the site has been designed to maintain the existing drainage 

pattern from northeast to southwest and the existing basin would be redesigned/reconstructed to capture the necessary 

volume of water as to not exceed the rate of historical stormwater runoff. Furthermore, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 

Plan (SWPPP) and Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) would be required prior to the commencement of any 

construction activities to ensure both on- and off-site water are free of pollution, and the Project would also be required to 

implement Best Management Practices (BMP’s) as well as comply with NPDES permitting requirements. The proposed 

Project is not located within a known floodway and the proposed grading and drainage improvements would not impede or 

redirect flood flows. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.  

 

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

 

According to the City of Beaumont’s General Plan Figure 9.8, the Project site is not located within the 100-year or 500-

year flood plan or an identified floodway. The Project is located inland and approximately 50 miles from the Pacific Ocean; 

therefore, tsunami hazards are not a threat within the City of Beaumont. Additionally, no major surface water bodies are 

located within the City of Beaumont or directly adjacent to the Project site. As such, the Project site would not be subject 

to seiches and would not present a risk for the release of pollutants due to Project inundation. Thus, no impact would occur.  

 

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 

management plan? 

 

As previously discussed above, implementation of a SWPPP and use of BPMs during construction activities would ensure 

impacts associated with degradation of water quality and runoff would be less than significant. Additionally, prior to 

construction, the Project would need to be reviewed and approved by BCVWD to ensure the Project does not obstruct 

implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. Therefore, impacts related to 

water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan would be less than significant. 
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LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 

Issues and Supporting Information Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less than 

Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

11. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community?    X 

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use 

plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

  
 

X 
 

a) Physically divide an established community? 

The Project site is currently developed with a church facility and is surrounded by single-family residences to the north, 

east, south, and west. Some of the homes, particularly to the west of the Project site, were constructed after the existing 

church facility was constructed. The expansion of the existing church facility would not physically divide an established 

community as the proposed expansion is wholly contained within the subject property. Thus, no impact would occur.   

 

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted 

for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental factor?  

 

The Project site has a General Plan land use designation of Single Family Residential (SFR) and is zoned as Residential 

Single Family (RSF). RSF allows for single-family residences and institutional uses such as a church. The existing zone 

and land use district allow for the proposed institutional use subject to a Conditional Use Permit with no Variances or 

Change-of-Zones, or other special permitting requirements are required. Therefore, the Project does not conflict with any 

land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.; and no 

impacts would occur. 
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MINERAL RESOURCES 
 

Issues and Supporting Information Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less than 

Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

12. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of 

value to the region and the residents of the state? 
   

X 

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 use 

plan? 

   
 

X 

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

the state? 

The State Mining and Geology Board (SMGB) is responsible for managing mineral lands and establishing classification 

designations. There are 4 Mineral Resources Zones (MRZ):  

MRZ-1: An area where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is 

judged that little likelihood exists for their presence.  

MRZ-2: An area where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is 

judged that a high likelihood exists for their presence.  

MRZ-3: An area containing mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be evaluated.  

MRZ-4: An area where available information is inadequate for assignment to any other MRZ zone. 

 

According to the City of Beaumont General Plan EIR Section 5.11.1, the Project site does not contain any known mineral 

resources and is classified as MRZ-3. The Project site is not designated or zoned for the extraction of mineral deposits. In addition, 

the Project site is currently developed with a church facility and surrounded by urban uses, and no mining activities currently 

occur on or near the subject property. Therefore, the Project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 

resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state, and no impact would occur.    

 

 

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 use plan?  

 

Per the City of Beaumont General Plan EIR Section 5.11.1, the upper portion of the city is classified as MRZ-3, while 

the lower portion of the city is in an unstudied area. Additionally, there are no known significant amounts of mineral 

deposits found in the city nor within the Planning Area. Therefore, the Project would not 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 use 

plan, and no impact would occur. 
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NOISE 
 

Issues and Supporting Information Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less than 

Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

13. NOISE. Would the project result in: 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient 

noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

 
 

 
X  

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?   X  

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land 

use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a 

public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or 

working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

 

  
 

X 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project 

in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 

agencies? 

Existing Noise Environment 

The Project site is located within the City of Beaumont, which is on the south side of Brookside Avenue, west of Highland 

Springs Avenue and east of Cherry Avenue. The surrounding area has been developed with urban uses including single-

family residential on all sides of the development with some vacant land directly south of the Project site. The site is in a 

typical suburban environment with traffic along Brookside Avenue being the primary source of ambient noise in the 

vicinity. Although no direct noise measurements were conducted for this Project, existing noise conditions were estimated 

using the Federal highway Administration (FHWA) Construction Noise Handbook. This handbook utilizes traffic volume, 

speed, vehicle mix, and distance to estimate average noise levels for nearby roadways. The modeling was based on typical 

traffic conditions and is consistent with similar suburban land use settings. As a result, existing ambient noise levels in the 

Project area are expected to range from approximately 55 to 65 dBA CNEL, primarily due to local roadway traffic.  

Applicable City of Beaumont noise standards were used to evaluate potential impacts. Table N-1 provides the City’s exterior 

noise level compatibility standards, identifying acceptable levels for various land uses. For residential uses, noise levels up 

to 60 dBA CNEL are considered normally acceptable, while levels up to 70 dBA CNEL are conditionally acceptable. Table 

N-2 outlines construction noise standards, including allowable hours of operation, 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on weekdays, 8:00 

a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays, with no construction permitted on Sundays or federal holidays. 

Table N-1: Exterior Noise Standards 

 

Zone Use Time Decibels Exterior Noise Standards (dB(A)) 

L25 (15 min) L8 (5 min) L2 (1 min) Lmax (0 min) 

Residential  10:00 pm – 7:00 am 45 dB(A) 50 55 60 65 

Residential  7:00 am – 10:00 pm 55 dB(A) 60 65 70 75 

Table N-2: Construction Noise Levels 
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Land Use Direction 

Reference 

Noise Level 

at 50 ft 

(dB(A) 

Leq) 

Distance 

(ft) 

Distance 

Attenuation 

(dB(A)) 

Shielding(

dB(A)) 

Noise Level (dB(A) Leq) 

Exterior Interior 

Residence North 89.4 440 ft 18.9 0 70.5 50.5 

Residence East 89.4 215 ft 12.7 52 71.7 51.7 

Residence South 89.4 405 ft 18.2 0 71.2 51.2 

Residence West 89.4 285 ft 15.1 0 74.3 54.3 

 

Construction Noise 

During construction of the Project, noise would be generated by construction equipment, such as trucks, power tools, and 

concrete mixers. The City of Beaumont has established base ambient noise levels and exterior noise standards as shown on 

table N-1. Noise generated from the Project construction would be regulated by the City of Beaumont’s Noise Ordinance 

Section 9.02.110(F) , which states that when a construction site is within one-quarter of a mile of an occupied residence or 

residences, no construction activities hall be undertake between the hours of 6:00 pm and 6:00 am during the moths of June 

through September an between the hours of 6:00 pm and 7:00 am during the months of October through May. Project 

Construction shall not, at any time, exceed sound levels of 55 dB(A) for intervals of more than 15 minutes per hour as 

measured in the interior of the nearest occupied residence. Additionally, the person engaged in such activity is hereby 

permitted to exceed sound levels otherwise set for in Chapter 9.02 for the duration of the activity during the above described 

hours for purposes of construction.  

 

A Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis, prepared by LSA, calculated the interior noise levels that would be generated from 

the Project’s construction activities at the closest surrounding residential buildings from the center of the Project site, shown 

as Table N-1. As shown in Table N-2, the closest residential building is located east of the Project site would reach an 

interior noise level of 51.7 dB(A) Leq and would not exceed the City’s interior construction noise standard of 55 dB(A) for 

intervals of more than 15 minutes per hour. Although Project’s construction activities would exceed ambient noise levels, 

the noise generated would be short term and limited as to be in compliance with the City’s hours of construction pursuant 

to Section 9.02.11(F) of the City’s Municipal Code. 

 

Operational Noise 

Operational activities would include parking lot noise, such as engine sounds, car doors slamming, car alarms, and people 

conversing, heating, ventilation, and air conditioning equipment, and exhaust fans. The nearest sensitive receptors located 

approximately 30 feet from the proposed parking areas could be exposed to parking lot sounds. It is not expected that the 

parking lot activities would occur during the more sensitive nighttime hours and the potential noise levels would remain 

below the City’s exterior noise standard of 55 dB(A) Leq for residential uses, and also,, peak noise levels from parking lot 

noise would be intermittent when averaged over a one-hour period and would be much lower than the existing noise levels 

in the Project vicinity, which is dominated by traffic noise. In addition to on-site sources, the Project would generate vehicle 

trips that would contribute to roadway noise levels on nearby streets; however, additional traffic generated by the Project 

would increase by less than three (3) dB(A), which is imperceptible to the human ear in an outdoor environment.  Impacts 
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would be within the requirements of the Development Code and would be less than significant. 

Table N-3 summarizes the noise levels from the existing and proposed HVAC units and exhaust fans. As shown in Table 

N-3, noise levels generated from on-site HVAC units would not exceed the City’s daytime 15 minute noise standard of 55 

dB(A) except for the residential building to the east; however, the noise increase of 1 dB(A) is not considered to be 

perceptible to the human ear in outdoor environmental setting (Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis, February 2025). 

Therefore, noise generated by the Project’s operational activities would be less than significant. 

Table N-3: HVAC and Exhaust Fan Noise Levels  

 

Land Use Direction Existing HVAC 

 Noise Level (dB(A) 

Leq) 

Total Project HVAC  

Noise Level (dB(A) Leq) 

Daytime Noise 

Standard (dB(A) 

Leq) 

Residence North 42.9 50.7 55.0 

Residence East 54.1 55.1 55.0 

Residence South 43.3 45.0 55.0 

Residence West 44.0 50.2 55.0 

 

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

The Project would generate additional vibration noises from typical sources associated with construction, such as hammering 

of nails, grading machinery, etc. The City of Beaumont does not identify specific vibration level limits and thus relies on the 

Federal Transit Administration (FTA) methodology which provides guidelines for the maximum-acceptable vibration criteria 

based on the type of land use. The guideline for residential uses is 78 VdB for daytime and 72 VdB for nighttime. The Noise 

and Vibration Impact Analysis prepared for the Project calculated the projected vibration levels from construction related 

activities. As shown on Table N-4, the closest residential building from the center of the Project is approximately 215 ft and 

would experience a vibration level of up to 59 VdB, thus vibration levels would not exceed the FTA guidelines of 78 VdB 

for daytime residential uses.    

 

Table N-4: Construction Vibration Levels 

 
Land Use Direction Equipment/Activity Distance to 

Structure (ft) 

Vibration Level 

(VdB) 

Residence North Large bulldozers 440 50 

Loaded Trucks 440 49 

Jackhammer 440 42 

Residence East Large bulldozers 215 59 

Loaded Trucks 215 58 

Jackhammer 215 51 

Residence South Large bulldozers 405 51 

Loaded Trucks 405 50 

Jackhammer 405 43 

Residence West Large bulldozers 285 55 

Loaded Trucks 285 54 

Jackhammer 285 47 
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In addition to annoyance thresholds, the Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis also evaluated the potential for structural 

damage to neighboring structures due to ground borne vibration. According to Table N-5, Potential Construction Vibration 

Damage, the damage threshold for residential structures of wood-frame or masonry construction is 0.2 in/sec Peak Particle 

Velocity (PPV). The nearest sensitive receptors are residential uses to the east that are approximately 16 feet from the eastern 

property line and would experience a vibration level of up to 0.174 in/sec PPV, which is below the FTA vibration damage 

threshold of 0.20 in/sec PPV. As such, impacts from vibration produced by the Project would be less than significant.   

   

Table N-5: Potential Construction Vibration Damage 

 
Land Use Direction Equipment/Activity Distance to 

Structure (ft) 

Vibration Level 

PPV(in/sec) 

Residence North Large bulldozers 130 0.008 

Loaded Trucks 130 0.006 

Jackhammer 130 0.003 

Residence East Large bulldozers 16 0.174 

Loaded Trucks 16 0.148 

Jackhammer 16 0.068 

Residence South Large bulldozers 114 0.009 

Loaded Trucks 114 0.008 

Jackhammer 114 0.004 

Residence West Large bulldozers 64 0.022 

Loaded Trucks 64 0.019 

Jackhammer 64 0.009 

 

 

 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan 

has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people 

residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

 

The subject property is located approximately 6.17 miles away from the nearest airport, Banning Municipal Airport, and 

is not located within an adopted airport land use compatibility plan. Therefore, no impact could occur. 
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POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 

Issues and Supporting Information Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less than 

Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

14. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly 

(for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for 
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

  
 

X 
 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 

construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

  
 X 

 
a) substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 

businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

 

The Project site is currently developed with an existing church facility. The Project would be an expansion of the existing 

church facility and would include: construction of three (3) new buildings, Building A (approximately 11,000 square foot 

worship building with adjoining offices), Building B (approximately 5,000 square foot children’s center) and Building D 

(approximately 7,700 square foot teen center) on the property, along with associated drive isles, recreational area, baptismal, 

site utilities and adjacent street pavement improvements. Furthermore, the Project would not extend or construct any 

infrastructure outside of the Project area. The proposed expansion is necessitated by increased demand placed on the church 

by the City’s growing population and represents a natural and expected progression for an institutional facility to continue 

meeting the needs of its existing and future congregation. The Project would continue to serve the needs of the existing 

church facility and would not directly or indirectly contribute to unplanned population growth. Thus, would be less than 

significant. 

 
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 

housing elsewhere?  

 

As previously stated in the above response, the Project would be for the expansion of an existing church facility. No 

residential dwellings exist on the Project site, and no displacement of housing or people would occur that would necessitate 

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.  Thus, no impact would occur.  
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PUBLIC SERVICES 
 

Issues and Supporting Information Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less than 

Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

15. PUBLIC SERVICES. Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 

altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause 

significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives 
for any of the public services: 

a) Fire protection?   X  

b) Police protection?   X  

c) Schools?    X 

d) Parks?    X 

e) Other public facilities?    X 

a) Fire protection? 

Fire protection and emergency services for the City of Beaumont are provided by the Riverside County Fire Department in 

conjunction with the California Department of Forestry, which includes the Project site within its jurisdiction. The Project 

site is currently developed with an existing church facility and the closest fire station is the Riverside County Fire 

Department Sation No. 22, located approximately 1.50 miles northwest from the Project site. The Project’s internal 

circulation plan would be consistent with the Fire Department and Public Works standards and requirements and 

construction would be required to comply with California Fire Code regulations, with verification to occur during the City’s 

permitting process. There are no features of the Project that would create the need for unique or alternative fire protection 

services. The establishment of the proposed Project would result in incremental demands for fire protection services; 

however, the City of Beaumont assesses fees such as fire inspection fees, development impact fees, etc. to account for 

increased demands to fire protection services. Therefore, the Project would result in a less than significant impact to fire 

protection services. 

 
b) Police Protection?  

 

The Beaumont Police Department provides police protection services to the City of Beaumont, including the subject 

property. The construction phase may generate an incremental demand for police services; however, onsite security 

measures in concert with Project design features would serve as a deterrent to potential crimes such as theft or vandalism. 

Development-related fees, including Building Permit and inspection fees, would be assessed by the City to offset any 

increased demand on police services. Therefore, impacts in relation to police services would be less than significant. 

 
c) Schools?  

 

The Project site is located within the Beaumont Unified School District and is served by Starlight Elementary School, San 

Gorgonio High School, and Beaumont High School. The Project involves the expansion of an existing church facility and 

would not include construction of additional housing. Therefore, the Project would not generate any additional students that 

could potentially impact the local school district. Thus, no impact would occur.  

 
d) Parks?  

 

As previously stated in the above response, the Project would not involve the construction of new residential housing and, 

therefore, would not result in increased demand for parkland or recreational facilities. The Project would serve the existing 

community and would not generate new residents that might otherwise impact the City of Beaumont’s park system. 

Furthermore, the proposed expansion includes two (2) large open lawn areas and a tot lot that would provide recreational 

opportunities for visitors onsite, which may help reduce demand on public parks within the City.  Therefore, no impact to 
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parks or recreational facilities would occur.  

 
 

e) Other Public Facilities?  

 

The proposed Project involves the expansion of the existing institutional use located on a site zoned as residential single family 

(RSF). The RSF zone conditionally permits institutional uses, such as a church, and, therefore, the City’s General Plan 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) would have contemplated the potential services demands and impacts associated with 

such uses when establishing acceptable service level and development standards. Since the Project does not involve any 

residential development or substantial population increase, it would not generate additional demand on public services. The 

expansion is intended to accommodate existing and future demand generated, which is a natural progression for an institutional 

facility. Thus, no impact would occur to other public facilities. 
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RECREATION 
 

Issues and Supporting Information Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less than 

Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

16. RECREATION. 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 

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

  
 

X 

 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or 

expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect 

on the environment? 

  
 

X 

 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities 

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

As previously described, the Project would be for the expansion of an existing church facility, and would not involve the 

construction of new residential housing that would not generate population growth within the city. Additionally, the Project 

proposes open space and recreation facilities as part of the development, including two large open lawn areas, a basketball 

court, and a tot lot, which would serve the patrons of the church. Since the Project does not generate residential growth and 

provides additional recreational opportunities, it is not expected to increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 

parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. 

Thus, no impact would occur.  

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities 

which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

The proposed Project includes the expansion of an existing church facility and incorporates on-site recreational amenities, 

such as two large open lawn areas and a tot lot intended for use by congregants and visitors to the facility. These features 

are designed to serve the internal needs of the church community and are not public park facilities. The environmental 

effects associated with construction and operation of these recreational components have been analyzed as part of the overall 

Project throughout this Initial Study. These features are integrated into the Project’s site design and would not require the 

expansion or construction of off-sire recreational facilities. As such, the Project does not require the construction or 

expansion of separate recreational facilities that might result in additional adverse physical impacts on the environment; 

therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  
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TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
 

Issues and Supporting Information Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

17. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project: 

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation 

system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 
  

X  

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3, subdivision 

(b)? 

  
X  

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp 

curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

  
 X 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?   X  

 

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, 

bicycle and pedestrian facilities?  

 

The proposed Calvary Chapel Beaumont Expansion Project is consistent with the City of Beaumont General Plan land use 

designation and zoning for the site. The project consists of the redevelopment and expansion of an existing religious facility, 

which was considered a conditionally permitted use within the applicable residential district at the time of the General Plan’s 

preparation and associated Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The Circulation Element of the General Plan accounts for 

institutional uses, such as the Calvary Chapel Beaumont Expansion Project, and their traffic implications in its long-range 

planning and roadway capacity assessments. The project includes half-width frontage improvements along Brookside 

Avenue and Orchard Heights Avenue, consisting of new sidewalk, curb, and gutter that will be constructed in accordance 

with the City’s design standards and help implement the ultimate right-of-way. The site is not located along or adjacent to 

any designated bikeways with the nearest Class II bicycle facility located approximately 0.7 miles away. Since the project 

does not propose modifications to or removal of any existing or planned bicycle infrastructure, no impacts to bicycle facility 

safety or connectivity would occur. Pedestrian and transit access will be maintained and enhanced through upgraded 

frontage and site improvements; therefore, the project will not conflict with any plan, policy, or ordinance addressing the 

performance of the circulation system, and impacts are considered less than significant. 

 

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15064.3, subdivisions (b)?  

 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b), requires that transportation impacts be evaluated based on Vehicle 

Miles Traveled (VMT) rather than Level of Service (LOS). The City of Beaumont has adopted Traffic Impact Analysis 

(TIA) and VMT Guidelines, which align with the Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) Recommended 

Guidelines. These guidelines establish screening thresholds and methods for determining whether a project is expected to 

result in a significant VMT impact. A Trip Generation and Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis Memorandum was prepared 

by LSA Associates, Inc. to evaluate the Calvary Chapel Beaumont Expansion Project. According to the analysis, the project 

is anticipated to generate 94 daily trips on a typical weekday and 108 on a typical Sunday. These totals are below the 110 

daily trip threshold that would trigger a full VMT analysis under WRCOG and City of Beaumont guidelines. Additionally, 

the project is categorized as a “local-serving church,” which is identified by WRCOG as a limited trip-generating land use 

with minimal regional draw. Such land uses typically serve a nearby residential population and are presumed to generate 

low VMT. Based on its land use type, trip generation, and geographic location, the project qualifies for VMT screening and 

is presumed to result in a less than significant VMT impact. No unusual site or regional characteristics are present that 

would disqualify the project from this screening assumption; therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with or be 

inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, and the impact is considered less than significant. 

 

Although LOS is no longer the threshold of significance under CEQA guidelines, the City of Beaumont continues to apply 

LOS as a tool to evaluate local roadway capacity and operational efficiency. Based on the LSA Trip Generation and VMT 

Analysis, the proposed project would generate eight (8) AM and fifteen 15 PM peak hour trips with 94 average daily trips 
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(ADT), which is below the City’s 100 trip threshold for requiring further LOS analysis, and as such, potential impacts would 

be considered less than significant.  

 

 

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 

incompatible uses?  

 

The proposed project would be accessed via driveway approaches along Brookside Avenue and Orchard Heights Avenue. 

These streets form a standard four-way intersection at the project site’s northwest corner and provide direct, unobstructed 

routes to local and regional destinations. Both access points will be designed in compliance with the City of Beaumont’s 

design standards, including the provision to maintain at all times adequate sight distances, turning radii, and a Clear Sight 

Triangle at all driveways to ensure safe ingress and egress. The project’s internal circulation system includes appropriately 

sized drive aisles, turning areas, and parking spaces designed to safely accommodate passenger vehicles, ADA passenger 

vehicles, and emergency response vehicles. No oversized vehicles or incompatible land uses are associated with the project 

that would otherwise increase roadway hazards. Due to the site layout, circulation design, and vehicular access points 

adhering to City of Beaumont’s design standards and the proposed project not including an unusual design feature or an 

incompatible use, the project will not substantially increase hazards; therefore, impacts are considered less than significant. 

 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

 

The proposed Project is located along Brookside Avenue, a secondary street that connects approximately 2,000 feet to the 

east to Highland Springs Avenue, a four-lane arterial highway. Both streets are identified evacuations routes that are 

anticipated to have the capacity to handle an increase in traffic volume. Circulation throughout the Project site will have 

driveways, internal drive aisles, and parking areas, with adequate width and turning radius among other requirements, that 

will be designed consistent with the City’s Fire Department and Engineering Department requirements and will maintain 

consistency with the Conditions of Approval to always require adequate circulation throughout the project site. Further, per 

the Trip Generation and Vehicles Miles Traveled Analysis prepared by LSA, the proposed Project will generate less than 

100 trips during peak hours and is considered a low trip generator, and as such, the proposed Project does not represent an 

intensification from the existing land use that would result in inadequate emergency access. Therefore, the proposed Project 

will not result in inadequate emergency access, and will, therefore, have a less than significant impact. 
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TRIBAL RESOURCES 
 

Issues and Supporting Information Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less than 

Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

18. TRIBAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a Tribal cultural 

resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, 

feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the 

size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a 
California Native American Tribe, and that is: 

  

  

(i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 

Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public 

Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 

  
 

 

X 

(ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported 

by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 

subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code § 5024.1. In applying the criteria set 

forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code § 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

  

 

 

X 

 

AB 52 Consultation 

The Project would be subject to Chapter 532 of the California Statues of 2014, also known as Assembly Bill (AB) 52, which 

establishes that a formal consultation process for California Native Tribes be required as part of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). AB52 requires the lead agency to consult with tribes during the CEQA process. The 

City of Beaumont, acting as the Lead Agency under CEQA, is required to initiate notification and consultation the 

applicable California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area. Tribal consultation 

has been completed and no further action is necessary beyond the established Mitigation Measures contained herein (MM-

CUL-1 thru 4). Further, based on the records search and the Sacred Lands File (SLF) search conducted by the California 

Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) included in the Cultural Resources Assessment prepared for the Project, 

no Tribal Cultural Resources have been identified within the Project boundaries.  

a) i – ii. The Project is located on a site that has been previously disturbed with construction activities and day-to-day 

operations for the existing church facility. Previously, the Project site had remained vacant with no known cultural resources 

recorded within the Project boundary (Cultural Resources Assessment, 2025). A field survey was conducted as part of the 

Cultural Resources Assessment and did not find any evidence of cultural resources within the Project site. The Cultural 

Report also included a cultural resources records search at the South Coastal Information Center (SCIC) located at San 

Diego State University and determined that the Project site is not listed in the California Register of Historical Resources. 

In addition, a Sacred Lands Files search was requested from the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and 

concluded negative results. Tribal consultation was completed and was determined that no additional mitigation beyond 

was is contained in Mitigation Measure CUL-1 thru 4 is necessary. Therefore, the Project would not result in impacts to 

historic resources that are listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources or in a local register 

of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k). 

b) Locally, the City of Beaumont General Plan identifies that recorded and unrecorded tribal cultural resources exist along 

the 10-freeway, 60-freeway, and Beaumont Avenue/State Route 79. However, the Project site is not located within these 

areas and is approximately 6,500 feet east of the nearest identified location, Beaumont Avenue. Furthermore, the subject 

property does not feature any significant landforms, outcroppings, creeks, ravines, bluffs, or other significant, defining 

landscape features that could be of potential value. However, in the unlikely event that archaeological or tribal resources 

are discovered during grading, excavation, and or construction, mitigation CUL-1, as listed previously in the Cultural 

Resources Section has been included, herein. The Project would also include standard Conditions of Approval that would 

mandate appropriate measures be taken in the event something of significance is discovered. Further, tribal consultation 
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was completed and was determined that no additional mitigation beyond was is contained in Mitigation Measures CUL-1 

thru 4 is necessary. Therefore, with the inclusion of Mitigation Measure CUL-1, the Project impacts would be reduced to 

less than significant. 
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UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
 

Issues and Supporting Information Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less than 

Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project: 

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

wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 

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

  

 

X 

 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 

foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

  
X 

 

c) Result in a determination by the waste water treatment provider, which 

serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 

project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments 

  
 

X 

 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards, or in excess of the 

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

  
 

X 

 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and 

regulations related to solid waste? 

  
X 

 

a-c) Require the expansion, relocation, or construction of new utility systems or service infrastructure, such as water, 

wastewater, storm drainage, electricity, natural gas, or telecommunications, or would it result in insufficient water 

supply or wastewater treatment capacity to service the project? 

 

The proposed Project will connect to existing infrastructure within Brookside Avenue and Orchard Heights Avenue, where all 

necessary utility mains are located. Potable water service will be provided by the Beaumont-Chery Valley Water District 

(BCVWD). An existing 12-inch water line within Brookside Avenue currently services the site through a domestic water meter, 

and the Project proposes a new 2-inch line to distribute water to the new buildings as well as a separate line for newly irrigated 

areas. Fire protection will be provided through a dedicated line connected to the 12-inch main, circulating throughout the site 

beneath the drive aisle. BCVWD has issued a Will-Serve Letter confirming that sufficient water supply and infrastructure 

capacity exist to support the Project, even under dry and multiple dry year scenarios. Sewer service will be provided by the 

City of Beaumont and it already services the site through an 8-inch sewer line in Brookside Avenue. Existing sewer 

improvements onsite include sewer inverts, a lift station on the southwest side of the property, and a 6-inch sewer line extending 

from the existing worship center to the main line. The Project proposes a new 6-inch sewer line to connect the proposed 

Buildings A and B to the sewer system, running east to west onsite. The City’s wastewater system has adequate treatment 

capacity to accommodate the projected flows, and no off-site improvements are necessary. Electric service is currently provided 

by Southern California Edison (SCE), and while the expansion may require a service panel upgrade, this is a standard permitting 

requirement handled directly with SCE that does not require a special approval process beyond Edison’s standard permit review 

process. No new connections to natural gas are proposed and telecommunications infrastructure is already in place and 

adequately services the site with no upgrade or extensions required. The site does not contain a cell tower or mini-cell site that 

could be impacted by the proposed Project. Stormwater will be managed on-site through a detention basin located at the 

southwestern corner of the property. The basin will detain and treat runoff in compliance with City’s engineering standards 

and the prepared WQMP before discharging into the existing public storm drain system. All utility construction will occur 

onsite or within previously disturbed rights-of-way and, as such, the proposed Project’s impact to utilities and services systems 

would be less than significant.   

d-e) Generate solid waste in excess of local capacity or conflict with applicable federal, state, or local solid waste 

regulation or reduction goals? 

 

Solid waste generated by the proposed Project will be typical of institutional and church uses and is not expected to exceed the 

capacity of the regional waste management system. The City of Beaumont contracts with a franchised solid waste hauler, 
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Waste Management, to provide collection services in accordance with its Municipal Code and state mandates. As such, Waste 

Management already provides solid waste services to the subject property. Waste from the Project site will be collected and 

transported to permitted regional disposal facilities, including the Lamb Canyon Sanitary Landfill, which has sufficient 

capacity to serve the Project. The Project will comply with all applicable local and state solid waste management regulations, 

including California Assembly Bill (AB) 341, which mandates commercial recycling, and Senate Bill (SB) 1383, which 

requires organics diversion and edible food recovery. The Project will include trash enclosures that will be designed to the 

City’s standards and will consist of multi-compartment bins to separate waste into the appropriate bins. Accordingly, the 

Project will not conflict with any federal, state, or local plans or regulations related to solid waste and will have a less than 

significant impact. 
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WILDFIRE 
 

Issues and Supporting Information Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less than 

Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

20: Wildfire: Would the project:     

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 

evacuation plan? 

  
X  

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, 

and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire 

or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

  
 

 
X 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as 

roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that 

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

  

 

 
X 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or 

downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 

instability, or drainage changes? 

  

 

 
X 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

The Project site is located on the south side of Brookside Avenue, which is a secondary street that connects to Highland 

Springs Avenue, a designated four-lane arterial highway. Per the City of Beaumont’s General Plan, the City has an adopted 

Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) and Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS)/National Incident 

Management System (NIMS), which serves as an extension of the State Emergency Plan. The EOP’s intent is to facilitate 

multi-agency and multi-jurisdictional coordination and is consistent with the Safety Element goals and policies. The Project 

would provide access via two existing driveways along Brookside Avenue and Highland Spring Avenue, which are 

designated as emergency evacuation routes. As part of the Project, street frontage improvements along Brookside Avenue 

would be completed prior to operation of the expanded church facility, which would enhance both vehicular and pedestrian 

access along the designated evacuation routes. Additionally, the Project would be subject to review and approval by the 

Riverside County Fire Department to ensure adequate emergency access and compliance with applicable fire safety 

standards for evacuation routes. Further, per the Trip Generation and Vehicles Miles Traveled Analysis prepared by LSA, 

the proposed Project will generate less than 100 trips during peak hours and is considered a low trip generator, and as such, 

the proposed Project does not represent an intensification from the existing land use that would impair an adopted emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Therefore, the Project would not substantially impair an adopted emergency response 

plan or emergency evacuation plan. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.  

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants 

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

 

Pursuant to the Figure 9.3, “Fire Hazard Severity Zone Map,” of the City of Beaumont’s General Plan, the Project site is 

not located within an identified moderate, high, or very high fire hazard severity zone. The Project is currently developed 

and located within an urbanized area that is mostly built out. In addition, the Project would require compliance with the 

California Building Code (CBC) and the California Fire Code (CFC) to ensure necessary infrastructural improvements such 

as hydrants, fire sprinklers, use of fire rated materials where appropriate, etc. be constructed appropriately, which will 

reduce the potential for wildfire-related impacts to people or structures. The CBC also requires new structures to achieve a 

minimum wind rating, which reduces the possibility of panels or other building materials being torn off from prevailing 

winds and impacting the neighboring community. Therefore, the Project would not exacerbate wildfire risks due to slope, 

prevailing winds, or other environmental factors. Thus, no impact would occur.  

 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
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water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 

ongoing impacts to the environment? 

 

Per Figure 9.3, “Fire Hazard Severity Zone Map,” of the City of Beaumont’s General Plan, the Project site is currently 

developed as a church facility and is located within an urbanized area that is not identified as a moderate, high, or very high 

fire hazard severity zone. The Project does not propose any infrastructure improvements that would exacerbate fire risks. All 

proposed infrastructure improvements would be located entirely within the Project’s boundary or its immediate street 

frontage, and would be designed to comply with CBC and CFC, including fire suppression and fire access standards that 

would support life safety and fire prevention efforts rather than contribute to increased fire risk. Therefore, the Project would 

not require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in 

temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment, and no impact would occur.  

 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as 

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

 

As previously mentioned, the Project site is currently developed as a church facility and is located within an urbanized area 

that is not identified as a moderate, high, or very high fire hazard severity zone. The Project site is relatively flat with no 

significant or defining features such as drainage channels or hillsides that could be subject to slope instability or landslides 

caused by fires. The Project site has been designed to maintain the existing drainage pattern that flows from northeast to 

southwest. As part of the Project, the existing basin would be redesigned and reconstructed to capture the necessary volume 

of water consistent with pre-development conditions. Therefore, no impact would occur as a result of downslope or 

downstream flooding or landslides, runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes.



51  

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

Issues and Supporting Information Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less than 

Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the 

environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause 

a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 

eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or 

restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

 X 

 

 

 

 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 

considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects 

of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past 

projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future 

projects.)? 

 

 

 

X 

  

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial 

adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 
 X   

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce 

the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 

threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a 

rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history 

or prehistory?  

The Project site is located within an urbanized and previously disturbed area that has been developed with an existing 

church facility. A Biological Resources Assessment and a focused Burrowing Owl Survey were prepared for the Project by 

qualified biological consultants. These technical studies concluded that the Project site does not contain sensitive natural 

communities, jurisdictional waters, or suitable habitat for rare, threatened, or endangered species. Although indirect 

evidence of past burrowing owl activity was identified at one burrow location, no burrowing owls were present on-site 

during the four separate field surveys. Mitigation has been incorporated to require a preconstruction survey 30 days prior 

to ground disturbing activities and, if necessary, subsequent conservation to avoid impacts in the event Burrowing Owls 

are discovered. Therefore, the Project would not result in the loss or reduction of biological resources or sensitive habitat, 

and as such, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Further, a Cultural Resources Report, that 

included a records search and field survey, was completed for the Project and no historical or archaeological resources were 

identified or associated with the site. The search from the Sacred Lands File returned the same negative results. Although 

the records searches and field surveys yielded no positive results, ground-disturbing activities associated with the 

construction of the Project has the potential to uncover unknown cultural or tribal resources. Mitigation has been included 

to require monitoring by a qualified archaeologist, and, if requested, a representative of the consulting Tribe. The City of 

Beaumont, as the Lead Agency, conducted AB 52 consultation with the appropriate California Native American Tribes 

within the Project area, in accordance with State Law, and it was determined that no further action is necessary beyond the 

mitigation measures contained herein. Any significant tribal or cultural resources identified during the process will be 

evaluated, and appropriate measures will be imposed to avoid or mitigate impacts. Based on the technical studies prepared 

for the Project and the implementation of standards Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures identified in this 

Initial Study, the Project would not result in significant impacts to biological or cultural resources. The Project does not 

have the potential to substantially degrade the environment or eliminate important examples of the State’s natural or cultural 

heritage. Therefore, impacts related to this Finding would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 

considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with 

the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.)?  
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Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual effects that, when considered together, are considerable or that 

compound or increase other environmental impacts. The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the 

environment that results from the incremental impact of the development when added to the impacts of other closely related 

past, present, and reasonably foreseeable or probable future developments. Cumulative impacts can result from individually 

minor but collectively significant developments taking place over a period. CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130 (a) and (b), 

states:  

(a) Cumulative impacts shall be discussed when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable. 

 

(b) The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of 

occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided of the effects attributable to the 

project. The discussion should be guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness. The Project site 

is currently developed and is located in an urban area.  

 

The Project would be an expansion to the existing church facility, which is consistent with the General Plan Land Use 

designation, zoning designation, is surrounded by similar compatible development, and does not involve any unique or 

unusual elements. All other potential impacts related to implementation of the Project would be less than significant or 

reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of mitigation measures related to biological resources, cultural 

resources, and tribal cultural resources. Since the Project is an expansion of the existing church facility, is zoned for the 

proposed use, and can be accommodated by existing roadways, public services, and utilities, the Project would not result 

in cumulatively considerable impacts to environmental resources; and thus, impacts would be less than significant with 

mitigation. 

 

 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 

directly or indirectly? 

 

As previously described, the Project involves an expansion to the existing church facility, which is consistent with the 

General Plan Land Use designation, zoning designation, and surrounded by similar compatible development. The Project 

has been analyzed in accordance with CEQA guidelines and found that potential impacts related to implementation of the 

Project would be less than significant or reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of mitigation measures 

related to biological resources, cultural resources, and tribal cultural resources.  The Project, through adherence to all 

applicable state and federal guidelines and application of the City of Beaumont’s Conditions of Approval for the Project, 

would not result in substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. Thus, impacts would be 

reduced to less than significant with mitigation.  

 

 

Mitigation Measures:  

 

MM-BIO-1 Pre-Construction Burrowing Owl Survey and DBESP Implementation: Prior to any ground-disturbing 

activity, a qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction burrowing owl survey within 30 days of site disturbance. If 

active burrows or individuals are observed, a Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) 

shall be prepared and submitted to the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) and the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) for review and approval. The DBESP shall define measures to avoid, minimize, 

and compensate for direct and indirect impacts to burrowing owl, including but not limited to the establishment of appropriate 

buffer zones, seasonal restrictions, passive relocation if feasible, and compensatory habitat banking or in-lieu fees. 

 

MM-CUL-1 Inadvertent Cultural Resources Finds: For adequate coverage and the protection of possibly significant 

buried resources and tribal cultural resources, a qualified archaeologist and Native American Monitor provided by the 

consulting tribes shall be retained by the applicant to monitor all ground-disturbing construction activities, included but not 

limited to site preparation, grading and excavation. The applicant, archaeologist and consulting tribes would agree on a 

monitoring schedule based on the necessary days of ground-disturbance. In the event that Native American cultural resources 
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are discovered during Project development/construction, all work in the immediate vicinity of the find shall cease and a 

qualified archaeologist meeting Secretary of Interior standards shall be hired to assess the find. Work on the overall Project 

may continue during this assessment period. If significant Native American cultural resources are discovered, for which a 

Treatment Plan must be prepared, the developer or his archaeologist shall contact Consulting Tribe(s) and shall, in good 

faith, consult on the discovery and its disposition (e.g., avoidance, preservation, return of artifacts to tribe, etc.). If avoidance 

is not possible, an avoidance plan would be prepared and implemented based on consultation between the archaeologist and 

tribes. If resources are found to be significant historical resources under CEQA then CUL 2 and/or CUL-3 shall apply. For 

the purposes of these measures, a Consulting Tribe is defined as a tribe that initiated the AB52 tribal consultation process 

for the Project, has not opted out of the AB52 consultation process, and has completed AB52 consultation with the City as 

provided for in Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.2(b)(1) of AB52.  

 

MM-CUL-2 Treatment and Disposition of Non-Tribal Cultural Resources: If significant resources are identified that 

are not identified by the qualified archaeologist and consulting tribe(s) as a Tribal Cultural Resources, and the resources is 

of scientific/historical value, recovered materials shall be deposited in a federal or state recognized curation facility. The 

curation of the recovered materials shall be identified and funded by the Applicant and approved by the City. The site record 

for the resource shall be updated to include the final disposition of the recovered materials and will be submitted to the 

Eastern Information Center (EIC).  

 

MM-CUL-3 Treatment and Disposition of Tribal Cultural Resources: In the event that Native American tribal cultural 

resources are inadvertently discovered during grading for this Project. The following procedures will be carried out for 

treatment and disposition of the discoveries: 1. Documentation: In conjunction with the qualified archaeologist, the tribal 

cultural resource shall be documented to the extent deemed appropriate by the consulting tribe(s) on the appropriate 

Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523-series forms. The final disposition of the materials shall also be included on 

the site form. 2. Temporary Curation and Storage: During construction, all discovered resources shall be temporarily curated 

in a secure location to be mutually agreed upon by the City, Project Archaeologist, and consulting tribes. The removal of any 

artifacts from the Project site will need to be thoroughly inventoried with tribal monitor oversite of the process; and 3. 

Treatment and Final Disposition: The landowner(s) shall relinquish ownership of all cultural resources, including sacred 

items, burial goods, and all archaeological artifacts and non-human remains as part of the required mitigation for impacts to 

cultural resources. The applicant shall relinquish the artifacts through one or more of the following methods and provide the 

City Planning Department with evidence of same: a. Accommodate the process for onsite reburial of the discovered items 

with the consulting Native American tribes or bands. This shall include measures and provisions to protect the future reburial 

area from any future impacts. Reburial shall not occur until all cataloguing and basic recordation have been completed; b. A 

curation agreement with an appropriate qualified repository within Riverside County that meets federal standards per 36 

CFR Part 79 and therefore would be professionally curated and made available to other archaeologists/researchers for further 

study. The collections and associated records shall be transferred, including title, to an appropriate curation facility within 

Riverside County, to be accompanied by payment of the fees necessary for permanent curation: c. If more than one Native 

American tribe or band is involved with the project and cannot come to a consensus as to the disposition of cultural materials, 

they shall be curated at the Western Science Center by default; and. d. At the completion of grading, excavation and ground 

disturbing activities on the site, a Phase IV Monitoring Report shall be submitted to the City documenting monitoring 

activities conducted by the project Archaeologist and Native Tribal Monitors within 60 days of completion of grading. This 

report shall document the impacts to the known resources on the property; describe how each mitigation measure was 

fulfilled; document the type of cultural resources recovered and the disposition of such resources; provide evidence of the 

required cultural sensitivity training for the construction staff held during the required pre-grade meeting; and, in a 

confidential appendix, include the daily/weekly monitoring notes from the archaeologist. All reports produced will be 

submitted to the City, Eastern Information Center and interested tribes:  

 

MM-CUL-4 Human Remains: If human remains are encountered, California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states 

that no further disturbance shall occur until the Riverside County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin. 

Further, pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98(b) remains shall be left in place and free from 

disturbance until a final decision as to the treatment and disposition has been made. If the Riverside County Coroner 

determines the remains to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission must be contacted within 24 

hours. The Native American Heritage Commission must then immediately identify the "most likely descendants(s)" for 
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purposes of receiving notification of discovery. The most likely descendant(s) shall then make recommendations within 48 

hours and engage in consultation concerning the treatment of the remains as provided in Public Resources Code Section 

5097.98 and the agreement described in MM CUL-3. If the MLD fails to make a recommendation regarding the treatment 

or the recommendation is not feasible per the property owner, then the remains shall be reburied with appropriate dignity 

and respect on the property in a location not subject to further disturbance. In the event the MLD fails to make a 

recommendation - ESA should be set up to prevent further disturbance. The ESA should not indicate that remains are buried 

there. This should be conducted in coordination with the NAM/D63.
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