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Project, City of Beaumont, Riverside County, CA.

Chambers Group, Inc. (Chambers Group) is providing this Letter Report to the City of Beaumont documenting the results
of a cultural resources records search, literature review, and survey in support of the Beaumont Yard Project (Project,
Proposed Project) in the City of Beaumont (City), Riverside County, California. This assessment includes the results of a
pedestrian survey, a cultural resources records search, and a literature review of the Project site and study area (Figure
1). The purpose of the review is to gather and analyze information needed to assess the potential for impacts on cultural
resources within the Proposed Project site.

Project Description

The Proposed Project would develop a City Yard that would be utilized by multiple departments including Transit,
Vehicle Maintenance, Facilities, Parks and Recreation, and Public Works. The approximately 6.15-acre parcel
development would include the construction of an Administrative Operations Facility, Vehicle Maintenance Facility,
Hydrogen Fueling Station, Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Fueling Station, Electric Vehicle (EV) Charging Infrastructure,
an equipment storage building, an outdoor secured storage area, and designated parking with both uncovered and
solar-covered areas. The City of Beaumont is the lead agency for the Proposed Project.

Location and Setting

The Project Site is on approximately 6.15 acres and is located at the southwest intersection of 4t Street and Veile
Avenue within the City of Beaumont, California. It is surrounded by existing developments such as the City’s wastewater
treatment plant to the west, auto dismantling facility to the south, distribution center to the north, and an electrical
substation to the east. The Project site is zoned as Manufacturing and its land use designation is Industrial. The Project
is located on the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5" Beaumont Quadrangle, Township 3 South, Range 1 West,
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Regulatory Context

As the lead agency for the Proposed Project, the City of Beaumont must comply with the provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), which requires a lead agency to determine whether a project may have a significant
effect on historical resources (PRC Section 21084.1). In addition to State regulations, projects built in the City of
Beaumont are also subject to several policies relating to archaeological, historical, and paleontological resources.
Chapter 8 of the Beaumont General Plan pertains specifically to historic preservation within the city. The regulatory
framework as it pertains to cultural resources under CEQA has been detailed below.

Under the provisions of CEQA, including the CEQA Statutes (PRC §§ 21083.2 and 21084.1), the CEQA Guidelines (Title
14 CCR § 15064.5), and PRC § 5024.1 (Title 14 CCR § 4850 et seq.), properties expected to be directly or indirectly
affected by a proposed project must be evaluated for eligibility for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR, PRC § 5024.1).

The purpose of the CRHR is to maintain listings of the State’s historical resources and to indicate which properties are
to be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from material impairment and substantial adverse change. The
term historical resources includes a resource listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the CRHR; a resource
included in a local register of historical resources; and any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or
manuscript that a lead agency determines to be historically significant (CCR § 15064.5[a]). The criteria for listing
properties in the CRHR were expressly developed in accordance with previously established criteria developed for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP 1995:2)
regards “any physical evidence of human activities over 45 years old” as meriting recordation and evaluation.

California Register of Historic Resources
A cultural resource is considered “historically significant” under CEQA if the resource meets one or more of the criteria
for listing in the CRHR. The CRHR was designed to be used by State and local agencies, private groups, and citizens to
identify existing cultural resources within the state and to indicate which of those resources should be protected, to
the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change. The following criteria have been established for the
CRHR. A resource is considered significant if it:

1. isassociated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of California’s history
and cultural heritage;

2. s associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

3. embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents the
work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or

4. hasyielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

In addition to meeting one or more of the above criteria, historical resources eligible for listing in the CRHR must retain
enough of their historic character or appearance to be able to convey the reasons for their significance. Such integrity
is evaluated in regard to the retention of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.

Under CEQA, if an archeological site is not a historical resource but meets the definition of a “unique archeological
resource” as defined in PRC § 21083.2, then it should be treated in accordance with the provisions of that section. A
unique archaeological resource is defined as follows:

e An archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely
adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria:
o Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is a
demonstrable public interest in that information
o Has a special and particular quality, such as being the oldest of its type or the best available example of
its type
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o Isdirectly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person
Resources that neither meet any of these criteria for listing in the CRHR nor qualify as a “unique archaeological
resource” under CEQA PRC § 21083.2 are viewed as not significant. Under CEQA, “A non-unique archaeological resource
need be given no further consideration, other than the simple recording of its existence by the lead agency if it so
elects” (PRC § 21083.2[h]).

Impacts that adversely alter the significance of a resource listed in or eligible for listing in the CRHR are considered a
significant effect on the environment. Impacts to historical resources from a proposed project are thus considered
significant if the project:

(1) physically destroys or damages all or part of a resource;

(2) changes the character of the use of the resource or physical feature within the setting of the resource,
which contributes to its significance; or

(3) introduces visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of significant features of the
resource.

Assembly Bill 52

Assembly Bill (AB) 52 was enacted in 2015 and expands CEQA by defining a new resource category: tribal cultural
resources. AB 52 establishes that “a project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment” (PRC Section
21084.2). AB 52 also establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding those resources. The
consultation process must be completed before a CEQA document can be certified. AB 52 requires that lead agencies
“begin consultation with a California Native American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the
geographic area of the proposed project.” Native American tribes to be included in the process are those that have
requested notice of projects proposed in the jurisdiction of the lead agency. It further states that the lead agency shall
establish measures to avoid impacts that would alter the significant characteristics of a tribal cultural resource, when
feasible (PRC Section 21084.3). PRC Section 21074 (a)(1)(A) and (B) defines tribal cultural resources as “sites, features,
places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe” and
meets either of the following criteria:

e Listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in PRC Section
5020.1(k)

e 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 PRC Section 5024.1 (in applying the criteria set forth
in subdivision (c) of PRC Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe)

Local

In addition to State regulations, projects built in the City of Beaumont are also subject to the following goals and policies
outlined in the City of Beaumont General Plan Update (2020), Chapter 8: Conservation + Open Space. Specifically,
Chapter 8 of the General Plan outlines several policies relating to archaeological, historical, and paleontological
resources driven by Goal 8.11

Goal 8.11: A City where archaeological, cultural resources, tribal cultural resources, and historical places are
identified, recognized, and preserved.

Policies:

8.11.1 Avoid or when avoidance is not feasible, minimize impacts to sites with significant archaeological,
paleontological, cultural and tribal cultural resources, to the extent feasible
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8.11.2 Comply with notification of California Native American tribes and organizations of proposed
projects that have the potential to adversely impact cultural resources, per the requirements of
AB52 and SB18.

8.11.3 Encourage the preservation of historic (i.e., non-archaeological) resources, when practical. When
itis not practical to preserve a historic resource in its entirety, require the architectural details and
design elements of historic structures to be preserved during renovations and remodels as much
as feasible.

8.11.4 Require that any human remains discovered during implementation of public and private projects
within the City be treated with respect and dignity and fully comply with the California Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, California Public Resources Code Amended
Statutes 1982 Chapter 1492, California Public Resources Code Statutes 2006, Chapter 863, Section
1, CA Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 , Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, Public
Resources Code Section 5097.94, SB 447 (Chapter 404, Statutes of 1987) and other appropriate
laws.

8.11.6 Consider the establishment of an arts and culture district that encourages venues for the arts and
entertainment, protects historical buildings and cultural resources, and enhances the City image.

Open Space and Conservation Implementation Programs
C20: Cultural Resource Sensitivity Map. Develop a Cultural Resource Sensitivity Map based upon field and
literature surveys identifying the locations of known cultural resources and areas of archaeological
sensitivity within the City and its Sphere of Influence.

Environmental Setting

The Proposed Project is within the City of Beaumont, south of Interstate 10, north of Hwy 60, and east of Potrero Blvd.
This general area is associated with the San Gorgonio Pass, a relatively narrow valley located between the San
Bernardino Mountains (north) and the San Jacinto Mountains (south). As a portion of the southern extent of the Mojave
Desert and the western extent of the Colorado Desert, this area is characterized by the presence of decomposing
granite derived from the nearby hillsides and windborne or water-borne alluvial deposits. Native vegetation in the area
is generally limited to desert sage scrub, but riparian zones can be found along washes and intermittent streams.

The general area of the San Gorgonio Pass is characterized as having exposures of some Mesozoic-age granitic and
metasedimentary rocks and Quaternary Alluvium (middle and late Pleistocene) that are unlikely to contain significant
vertebrate fossils, at least in the uppermost layers. However, based on the review of the USGS geologic and geophysical
maps of the El Casco 7.5’ Quadrangle, and accompanying geologic-map database information, the Project site is situated
atop sedimentary units that represent “old” and “very old” alluvial fan deposits, from middle Pleistocene (USGS 2015).
Upon review of the associated geotechnical study for the current Project, the stratigraphic descriptions of the soils
observed during geotechnical testing match the physical descriptions of these older deposits as sandy, gravelly, and
locally including muddy sediments (Dibblee and Minch 2003; USGS 2015).

In Southern California, the middle Pleistocene is generally associated with a pre-human presence, although recent
research suggests early human exploration of North America earlier in the Late Pleistocene than previously
documented. Fossil specimens are also associated with the Pleistocene, particularly in areas where deposits are
referred to as “older Alluvium” (USGS 2015; Dibblee and Minch 2003). The Holocene is considered to be the most recent
geologic period and one that is directly associated with human activity. The Holocene is also generally associated with
“younger Alluvium” and not fossil-bearing, except in instances where fossils have been redeposited.
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Cultural Setting

Prehistoric Overview

During the twentieth century, many archaeologists developed chronological sequences to explain prehistoric cultural
changes within all or portions of Southern California (Moratto 1984; Jones and Klar 2007). A prehistoric chronology was
devised for the Southern California coastal region based on early studies and focused on data synthesis that included
four horizons: Early Man, Milling Stone, Intermediate, and Late Prehistoric (Wallace 1955, 1978). Though initially lacking
the chronological precision of absolute dates (Moratto 1984:159), Wallace’s 1955 synthesis has been modified and
improved using thousands of radiocarbon dates obtained by Southern California researchers over recent decades (Byrd
and Raab 2007:217; Koerper and Drover 1983; Koerper et al. 2003). The prehistoric chronological sequence for
Southern California presented below is a composite based on Wallace (1955) and Warren (1968) as well as later studies,
including Koerper and Drover (1983).

Ethnographic Overview

Various regional syntheses have been utilized in archaeological literature for southern California. The following
framework derives information from local studies to provide a useful overview for the Project site. The project area is
geographically associated with both the Serrano and Cahuilla of Southern California (Kroeber 1925:615-619 and 692-
708). Though near the territorial boundary separating these two populations, the area is more generally considered
part of the “Pass Cahuilla” territory, a reference to the San Gorgonio Pass (Strong 1929:88- 143). Cahuilla culture has
been described by several scholars, but most thoroughly by Bean (1972 and 1978). The “Pass Cahuilla” are one of the
three main Cahuilla populations associated with western Riverside County as well as Desert Cahuilla and Mountain
Cahuilla.

Cahuilla

The Cahuilla were hunter-gatherers of Shoshonean heritage who lived in small villages of 100 to 200 persons and who
were organized into clans and lineages owning village areas and associate gathering tracts (James 1969; Kroeber 1976;
Bean 1978; and Emanuels 1991). The Cahuilla produced skillfully manufactured pottery (believed to have been
introduced by Colorado River tribes) and basketry. They constructed brush dwellings and ritual structures; conducted
trade between the eastern desert and coastal populations, enjoyed games, music, and a rich ceremonial life. The
Cahuilla had relatively extensive exchanges and interactions with neighboring populations and maintained a wide range
of cultural traditions represented in the material remains recovered in archaeological sites throughout the area.
Population estimates for the pre-contact Cahuilla range from 2,600 to 10,000 individuals. These individuals maintained
extensive networks for trade, including contacts along the Colorado River and the Pacific Coast. Trails, small camp sites,
and other limited use areas have been recorded throughout the area and attest to the wide-spread use of the Valley
and Pass. Additional evidence of long-term occupation has been identified along the various shorelines of prehistoric
Lake Cahuilla. Trade routes (e.g. the Coco-Maricopa Trail) and encampments between known freshwater sites have
been identified through archaeological evidence and some have been recorded in historic records or on historic period
maps.

Wilke (1986:9) also emphasized that the Cahuilla did not rely heavily on stone tools but manufactured numerous tools
and utility items of wood (even projectile points, at times) and ceramic goods. Nets and traps were also used in hunting
and fishing. Ceramics, mainly Tizon Brown and Salton Buff wares, have been found throughout the area, represented
by a wide variety of vessel types. Basketry was used, but few examples have survived. Likewise, few examples of
wooden implements have survived. Recent archaeological investigations have suggested some Cahuilla practiced
limited agriculture (Wilke 1986:9).

The Cahuilla are also associated with a relatively complex social organization based on lineages and clans. Individual
clans occupied village sites and exploited specific clan-related territories. Interactions between clans provided exchange
in the form of trade, marriages, and ceremonial contacts (e.g., funerary practices). The Cahuilla practiced cremation
and often burned the residences of the deceased. Extensive grave goods have also been identified and associated with
the cremation practices. New residences were built some distance from the burned residence and the families
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reestablished themselves at the new locale. Analysis of ethnographic and archaeological data has resulted in the
development of various chronologies for the Cahuilla (Wallace 1962; Warren and Ore 1978; Weide et al. 1976; Hall and
Barker 1975; and Gallegos et al. 1979). Jertberg (1982:5-7) synthesized this data and proposed the following chronology
for comparative purposes:

e 10,000 - 6,000 B.C.: The Lake Mojave/San Dieguito Complex and/or Western Lithic Co-Tradition). Generally
characterized by the presence of projectile points, large knives, scrapers, chopping tools, and scraper planes
(Bettinger and Taylor 1974; Campbell et al. 1937; Rogers 1939; Davis et al. 1969). Items associated with vegetal
food processing and hunting.

e 6,000 B.C. - A.D. 500: Archaic or Pinto Armagosa periods (Wallace 1962: Bettinger and Taylor 1974; Weide et
al. 1976). This period is characterized by diagnostic projectile points, leaf-shaped blades, choppers, and scraper
planes. Some sites exhibit a small assemblage of milling stones. A shift in climate and vegetation leads to a shift
in exploitation with an emphasis on vegetal resources.

e A.D. 500 to Contact: (unnamed). Characterized by the presence of the bow and arrow projectile points (as
opposed to dart points), ceramics, and cremations. Milling tools increased, including mortars and pestles. There
is evidence of limited agriculture and the appearance of Shoshonean speakers displacing local Hokan-speaking
populations (Wallace 1962:176). Sites are associated with the presence of Lake Cahuilla and the exploitation
of resources directly associated with freshwater sources. This unnamed period is more directly associated with
the presence of Native Americans in the Indio/La Quinta area and surrounding Cahuilla territories.

Initial contact with the Cahuilla occurred in the early 1800s (ca. 1823) with the Jose Romero Expedition through the
Colorado Desert (Bean and Mason 1962). This expedition noted some agricultural activities conducted by the Cahuilla
including corn, beans, and squash. Wilke and Lawton (1975) suggest the presence of agriculture was a trait derived
from contact with populations in Mexico (or the Greater Southwest).

Historic Overview

Post-European contact history for the state of California is generally divided into three periods: the Spanish Period
(1769-1822), the Mexican Period (1822-1848), and the American Period (1848—present). Briefly, and in very general
terms, the Spanish Period encompassed the earliest historic-period explorations of the West, bringing colonization,
missionization, and proselytization across the western frontier, established a few major centers such as Los Angeles
and Monterey and a line of missions and presidios with attendant satellite communities, along with minor prospecting,
and a foundational economic structure based on the rancho system. The Mexican Period initiated with a continuation
of the same structures; however, commensurate with the political changes that led to the establishment of the Mexican
state the missions and presidios were secularized, the lands parceled, and Indian laborers released. Increased global
trade introduced both foreign and American actors into the Mexican economic and political sphere, both coincidentally,
and purposefully, smoothing the transition to the American Period. The American Period was ushered in with a
momentous influx of people seeking fortune in the Sierra foothills where gold was “discovered” in 1848. By the early
1850s people from all over the globe had made their way to California. Expansive industries were required to supply
the early mining operations, such as forestry products, and food networks to supply grains, poultry, cattle, and water
systems, which intensified the early Mexican Period structures of ranches and supply chains, as well as the development
and expansion of port cities to supply hard goods and clothes, animals, and people that moved across vastly improved
trail and road networks. California cycled through boom and bust for several decades until World War | when the
Department of the Navy began porting warships along the west coast. Subsequently, California has grown, and
contracted, predominantly around military policy along the west coast, and the Pacific Ocean. Following the industrial
expansion related to World War Il and the Cold War, technology and systems associated have come to the fore as
economic drivers.
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City of Beaumont

The origin of the City of Beaumont has been reported by Gunther (1984), who describes that it began modestly in 1866
as a mail stop called “Summit Station,” the highest point on the passenger stage route through San Gorgonio Pass. The
Summit Station mail stop became a railroad telegraph office for the Southern Pacific Company in 1876. The telegraph
office name was changed to “San Gorgonio” in 1884 to coincide with the newly named town site that was established
by George C. Egan in 1884. The Southern California Investment Company purchased Egan’s town site in 1886 and
headed by H.C. Sigler from Beaumont, Texas, renamed the station “Beaumont” (“beautiful mountain” in French). The
Beaumont town site was officially surveyed in 1886 by John Goldworthy and filed in San Bernardino County on March
15, 1887. When the County of Riverside was established in 1893, Beaumont was included within the Riverside County
boundaries and, therefore, records before 1893 would be in the San Bernardino County Archives and records following
1893 would be in the Riverside County Archives. The City of Beaumont was later incorporated on November 18, 1912.

Methods of Review

Chambers Group could not request arecord search from the California Historical Resources Information System
(CHRIS), due to the recent closure of the Eastern Information Center (EIC) at California State University, Riverside. Due
to this unforeseen closure and because the Office of Historic Preservation has not yet completed the transition of the
EIC records to another information center, new records searches for Riverside County are not available and may not be
available for many months. In the effort to supplement this study with recent records search data, Chambers Group
utilized relevant records search data from the supporting cultural resources study for the City of Beaumont General
Plan Update (Thomas and Mirro 2018). This same records search data was subsequently referenced in a cultural
resources assessment prepared by Dudek in 2021 for the development of the parcels directly adjacent to the east of
the current Project site (Dudek 2021). The previous records searches in support of the General Plan Update were
obtained from the EIC in April and July 2017 and encompassed all properties within the Beaumont city limits, including
the current Project site.

Additional records searches were requested in support of this study. These included a sacred lands file (SLF) records
search request from the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and a paleontological records search request
from the Western Science Center (WSC), both submitted on August 28, 2024. The NAHC SLF was requested to identify
if any documented TCRs or contexts important to the Native American Tribal groups in the region are present within
the Project site or study area. The WSC records search was requested to identify any potential fossil localities
documented in the Project site and any known geologic mapping and related paleontological sensitivity in the Project
site and study area.

An intensive pedestrian survey of the Project footprint was completed on September 18, 2024. The intensive-level
survey consisted of systematic surface inspection of all areas with transects walked at 10-meter intervals to ensure that
any evidence of surface-exposed cultural materials and/or evidence of paleontological resources could be identified.
The pedestrian survey focused efforts in areas where the ground surface was most visible. Ground surface was
examined for the presence of prehistoric artifacts (e.g., flaked stone tools, tool-making debris, stone milling tools),
historical artifacts (e.g., metal, glass, ceramics), sediment discoloration that might indicate the presence of a cultural
midden, roads and trails, and depressions and other features that might indicate the former presence of structures or
buildings (e.g., post holes, foundations). The Project development area was photographed using a digital camera and
data was recorded using a hand-held global positioning system (GPS) unit with sub-meter accuracy. All field notes,
photographs, and records related to the current study are on file at the Chambers Group San Diego office.

This review also included background research of publicly available sources including, but not limited to, the NRHP,
CRHR, California State Historic Property Data Files, California State Historical Landmarks, California Points of Historical
Interest, Office of Historic Preservation Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility, historic aerial imagery accessed via
NETR Online, Historic U.S. Geological Survey topographic maps, Built Environment Resource Directory (BERD), and
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) State and Local Bridge Surveys.
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Project Personnel

Chambers Group Cultural Resources Department Lead Lucas Tutschulte managed the Project and co-authored the
report. Chambers Group cultural resources specialists Eduvijes Davis-Mullens and Kellie Kandybowicz conducted the
background research and supported the preparation of the report. Additionally, Eduvijes Davis-Mullens completed the
pedestrian survey. Richard Shultz, MA, RPA, served as Principal Investigator for cultural resources and performed
quality control for the report.

Cultural Resources Reports within the Study Area

Results of the 2017 cultural resources records search indicate that 10 previous cultural resources studies have been
conducted within one mile of the Project site (Thomas and Mirro 2018). The studies were conducted between 1990
through 2014. None of these studies overlap or intersect the Project site. This indicates that the Project site has not
been previously studied for the presence of cultural resources and also indicates that no cultural resources have been
reported as present at the Project site. Table 1 provides a list of the previous cultural resources studies conducted
within one mile of the Project site.

Table 1: Previous Cultural Resources Studies within the One-Mile Study Area

‘ Year ‘ Author ‘ Title ‘ Resources

Powers, David W., Historic Study Report, State Route 79
James H. Cleland, Widening Project, Gilman Springs Road -
and Rebecca M. First Street (Lamb Canyon), 08-RIV-79,
Apple PM 33.9/40.1

Archaeological Survey Report, State

RI-03101 1992

Route 79 Widening Project, Gilman
RI1-03102 1992 Wahoff, Tanya Springs Road - First Street (Lamb
Canyon), 08-RIV-79, PM 33.9/40.1,
08214-465100

A Cultural Resources Reconnaissance of
RI-03606 1991 Becker, Kenneth the City of Beaumont Phase | Water 33-012548
Facilities, Riverside County, California

Appendix B - Cultural Resources

Measure A Program Project Alternatives

RI-04421 1990 LSA Associates, Inc.
Analysis-Environmental Component,
Technical Appendix Volume 1
33-003796,
33-013151,
A Phase | Cultural Resources 33-013152,
RI-04987 2003 McKenna et al. Invgstlgatlon for the Prop'osed WI||F)W 33-013153,
Springs Development Project Area in 33-013157,
Beaumont, Riverside County, California 33-013158,
33-013159,
33-013160,
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‘ Resources
33-013161,
33-013162
Cultural Resources Survey of a 29-acre
Parcel, Located West of Manzanita
RI-06256 2006 Ahment, Koran and
Evelyn Chandler Road Near the City of Beaumont,
Riverside County, California
Cultural Resources Records Search and
Wills, Carrie D., Site Visit Results for T-Mobile West, LLC
RI-09183 5014 Sarah A. Williams, Candidate IE04451A (CM451 33-009498,
and Kathleen A. Beaumont Civic Center), 550 East 6th 33-015720
Crawford Street, Beaumont, Riverside County,
California
Cultural Resources Assessment of the
RI-09309 2014 Brunzell, David Hertz Project, Beaumont, Riverside
County, California
Cultural Resources Search and Site Visit
Williams, Sarah A., Results for T-Mobile West, LLC
Carrie D. Wills, and )
RI-09139 2014 Kathleen A. Candidate IE0451A (CM 451 Beaumont
Crawford Civic Center), 550 East 6th Street,
Beaumont, Riverside County, California
Cultural Resources Assessment of the
RI-09612 2014 Brunzell, David Hertz Project, Beaumont, Riverside
County, California

Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within the Study Area
The 2017 CHRIS records search indicates that 26 cultural resources have been previously recorded within one mile of
the Project site (Thomas and Mirro 2018) (Table 2). None of these resources overlap with the Project site.

Table 2: Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within the One-Mile Study Area

Within Project

Primary Number Trinomial Resource Description Recorded Date

Boundary?

Remnants of railroad
P-33-003445 CA-RIV-003445 station including cement |, o0 No
foundation and historic
debris
P-33-003446 CA-RIV-003446 Historic debris related to | | 50g No
railroad
\\Q"{(- 10
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Within Project

Primary Number Trinomial Resource Description Recorded Date
Boundary?

Historic stage road linking

P-33-004715 CA-RIV-004715 Beaumont to San 1992 No
Jacinto Valley
Single-family residence

P-33-006169 built in 1937 in the 1983 No
Vernacular style

P-33-006170 Bogart house 1983 No

P-33-006191 Single-family residence 1983 No
552 Palm Avenue.

P-33-006200 Sin.gle-fam'!ly resid.ence 1983 No
built 1932 in Spanish
Revival style
556 Palm Avenue.

P-33-006201 Single-family residence 1983 No
built 1926 in Spanish
Revival style
Building built in 1928 in
Spanish

P-33-006215 1983 No
Eclectic/Mediterranean
Revival style

P-33-006223 Single-family property built 1983 No
1908 in Vernacular style
Single-family property built

P-33-006224 1908 in Vernacular style 1983 No
Single-family residence

P-33-006225 built 1908 in Bungalow 1983 No
style

P-33-006228 Ranch built 1908 1983 No

P-33-012548 Metate fragment, granitic | 1991 No

P-33-015243 Remnants of a collapsed 2005 No
livestock pen

P-33-020559 CA-RIV-010460 Road segment 2011 No

P-33-020562 CA-RIV-010463 Transmission lines 2011 No

P-33-020722 CA-RIV-010644 Road segment 2011 No

P-33-022386 CA-RIV-011438 Single-family residence 2012 No
built ca. 1950s

P-33-023493 Slnlgle—f.amlly residence 2013 No
built prior to 1967
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Within Project
Boundary?

Primary Number Trinomial Resource Description Recorded Date

Converted single-family
P-33-023494 residence to commercial; 2013 No
built prior to 1967

Single-family residence
P-33-023495 built prior to 1967 in 2013 No
Vernacular style

Single-family residence
P-33-023496 built prior to 1967 in 2013 No
Minimal Traditional style

Single-family residence
P-33-023497 built prior to 1967 in 2013 No
Vernacular style

Single-family residence
P-33-023498 built prior to 1967 in 2013 No
Vernacular style

Remnants of two concrete
P-33-026649 CA-RIV-012550 foundations and two wells | 2016 No

Background Research

The Cultural Resource Assessment for the City of Beaumont General Plan Update, City of Beaumont, Riverside County,
California (Thomas and Mirro 2018) was utilized for the current study and provides results of a cultural resources
investigation prepared in support of the City’s 2040 General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report. The study
included a CHRIS records search conducted in 2017, coordination with Native American tribal representatives, and a
desktop analysis of archival, ethnographic, and environmental data. Results of the CHRIS search identified 293
previously recorded cultural resources within the Plan area, which encompasses the entire City of Beaumont. This study
included a cultural resources sensitivity map of the Plan area (Thomas and Mirro 2018). The sensitivity mapping
indicates that the current Project site is within an area of High Sensitivity for cultural resources.

The study provided general management recommendations for areas of high sensitivity within the General Plan Area
that are reflected in the General Plan goals and policies pertaining to cultural and paleontological resources outlined
above, which have been carried forth for the current Proposed Project.

In addition to reviewing the 2018 cultural resources assessment supporting the Beaumont General Plan Update and
the completed pedestrian survey, Chambers Group archaeologists completed additional background research to
determine if any additional historic properties, landmarks, bridges, or other potentially significant or listed properties
are located within the Project footprint or surrounding study area. This background research included but was not
limited to, the NRHP and CRHR listings, California State Historic Property Data Files, California State Historical
Landmarks, California Points of Historical Interest, Office of Historic Preservation Archaeological Determinations of
Eligibility, historic aerial imagery accessed via Nationwide Environmental Title Research (NETR) Online, Historic United
States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps, Built Environment Resource Directory (BERD), and Caltrans State
and Local Bridge Surveys. Additionally, Chambers Group archaeologists reviewed the Riverside County Historical
Landmarks inventory, as well as the Riverside Historical Society and local historical newspaper clippings via
Newspapers.com, ProQuest Historical Newspapers.com, and the California Digital Newspaper Collection.

Based on the review of available historical photographs and aerial imagery, Chambers Group archaeologists observed
that the Project site has been open space with no built environment features visible from 1966 to 2012. Historic
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topographic maps show the area as open space from 1966 through 2022. The historic aerial imagery and topographic
maps indicate that the current alighment of 4" Ave and Veile Ave was constructed as a paved roadway between 2002
and 2005 (NETRonline 2024).

As a result of the archival research, no previously recorded resources or any other listed or potentially significant
properties are located within the Project site.

Paleontological Resources

On October 14, 2024, Chambers Group received the results of the paleontological records search from the WSC. The
results show that no fossil localities lie directly within the Project site or study area. However, records show fossil
localities have been documented from the same Pleistocene-age sediments that are present in the Project site, either
at the surface or at depth (McDonald 2024). The records search covered only the records of the WSC. The search
revealed that the Project site is located most immediately atop alluvial fan deposits dating from the Quaternary
(Pleistocene) comprised of sand and gravel (Dibblee and Minch, 2003). Quaternary alluvial units are considered to be
fossiliferous and highly paleontologically sensitive. Based on the available information, the paleontological sensitivity
could be considered high in the overall area considering the fossil localities recorded in similar fossil-bearing geologic
units mapped underlying the Project site.

In addition, the WSC paleontological record search findings are reconfirmed in the sensitivity mapping provided in the
Paleontological Resource Assessment for the City of Beaumont General Plan Update, City of Beaumont, Riverside
County, California (Clifford 2017). That study provides results of a paleontological resources investigation prepared in
support of the City’s 2040 General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report. The study included a paleontological
records search conducted in 2017 by the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County (NHMLA). Results of the
paleontological records search identified 17 previously documented fossil localities within the Plan area, which
encompasses the entire City of Beaumont. This study also included a paleontological sensitivity map of the Plan area
(Clifford 2017). The sensitivity mapping indicates that the current Project site is mapped within an area of High
Sensitivity for paleontological resources.

The study provided general management recommendations for areas of high sensitivity within the General Plan Area
that are reflected in the General Plan goals and policies pertaining to cultural and paleontological resources outlined
above, which have been carried forth for the current Proposed Project.

Field Survey

The Project site encompasses approximately six acres of disturbed land, divided into two main areas. The eastern
portion, roughly five acres, is currently used as a contractor’s parking and supply yard. This area contains battery storage
structures, parking spaces, portable facilities, building materials (such as fencing), and two large dumpsters. Around 80
to 90 percent of this section is covered with gravel, with exposed soil visible along the fence line perimeter and much
of the northern section.

The western portion, approximately one acre, serves as a storage yard for the City of Beaumont. The southernmost
part of this area contains mounds of soil mixed with debris and demolition rubble. Dozens of large trailer tires are
situated along the southwestern fence line, while several dozen city street signs, shopping carts, light posts, and fixtures
are stored along the western fence line. Around 90 percent of this section is also covered with gravel, with visible soil
along the perimeter fence line and northern section.

The soils across the site are predominantly disturbed, consisting of light reddish-brown silty sand to clayey sand
(Westwood 2021), with minimal vegetation. No evidence of prehistoric or historic archaeological resources was
observed within the Project site.

Native American Heritage Commission Sacred Lands File Search
On August 28, 2024, Chambers Group requested that the NAHC conduct a search of its Sacred Lands File (SLF).
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On September 5, 2024, Chambers Group received a response from the NAHC stating that the search of its SLF was
negative within the Project site and the surrounding study area.

The NAHC provided a list of 35 Native American tribal contacts that may have knowledge of cultural resources near the
Project site. The 16 Native American tribes identified by the NAHC include Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians,
Augustine Band of Cahuilla Indians, Cabazon Band of Cahuilla Indians, Cahuilla Band of Indians, Los Coyotes Band of
Cahuilla and Cupefio Indians, Morongo Band of Mission Indians, Pala Band of Mission Indians, Pechanga Band of Indians,
Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma Reservation, Ramona Band of Cahuilla, Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians, San Manuel
Band of Mission Indians, Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians, Serrano Nation of Mission Indians, Soboba Band of Luisefio
Indians, and Torres-Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians. The response from the NAHC and the list of tribal contacts is
included in Attachment A.

AB 52 Consultation

As the Lead Agency, the City of Beaumont is responsible for AB 52 outreach for the Project. As of the date of this report,
the initial outreach for AB 52 has not yet been engaged. All details and any results of the requested AB 52 consultation
will be captured in the appropriate section of the Project Environmental document.

Discussion

Chambers Group conducted a cultural resources records search, literature review, and pedestrian survey within the
Beaumont Yard Project site and surrounding study area in September 2024. The Project site was surveyed on September
18, 2024, by Chamber Group archaeologist Eduvijes Davis-Mullens. No cultural resources were identified during the
field survey.

Chambers Group found no physical evidence of archaeological or paleontological resources within the Project site. This
finding is based primarily on the visual examination of the ground surface observable at the surface level during the
pedestrian survey effort and the results of the records search data available to review. Background research into the
paleontological sensitivity of the area indicates that shallow deposits of fossil-bearing deposits have the potential to be
impacted by the Project. Similarly, while no surficial evidence of prehistoric or historic archaeological resources was
observed, the Native American community has identified the area of San Gorgonio Pass as sensitive for TCRs and related
contexts important to Native American Tribes in the region. Additionally, the area is associated with the early Beaumont
development and as such, has the potential to yield late historic archaeological materials, likely in a shallow context.
This conclusion is further supported by the results of the cultural resources assessment and sensitivity mapping
prepared for the General Plan Update (Thomas and Mirro 2018). The subsurface context within the Project site is
considered sensitive for buried resources, both archaeological and paleontological. As such, there is potential that
intact native sediments, that have higher potential for intact buried resources in the region, will be encountered during
the Project.

Recommendations

Based on the results of the records search review, background research, and pedestrian survey Chambers Group
archaeologists observed that the Proposed Project site was previously disturbed and is currently utilized as an active
storage area and parking lot. However, background research supported the General Plan Update cultural resources
sensitivity mapping that indicated a high level of sensitivity for buried resources in the Project site and surrounding
vicinity. Although the NAHC SLF search results were negative, the overall area is documented as sensitive for Tribal
Cultural Resources.

Chambers Group recommends the following measures and related protocols, per the City’s General Plan Update Goal
8.11 and related policies, to be further outlined and incorporated into a Cultural Resource Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program for the associated Project construction activity. If any cultural resources are identified, they would
need to be evaluated for eligibility for the CRHR. Evaluation for archaeological sites consists of an archaeological testing
program. Similarly, evaluation for paleontological resources will require evaluation by a qualified paleontologist. If
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determined eligible by the CEQA lead agency or the State Historic Preservation Office, mitigation, consisting of the
appropriate treatment for archaeological sites or paleontological resources and documentation for historical
structures, would be required if avoidance is not feasible.

Chambers Group recommends the following mitigation measures to be implemented as part of Project approval to
ensure that potential impacts to cultural and paleontological resources are less than significant.

MM CUL-1 The Applicant shall retain the services of a Qualified Archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the
Interior Standards, for the duration of ground-disturbing construction activity. All construction-related
ground disturbing activity that includes cutting into native intact soils shall be monitored by a cultural
resources specialist proficient in construction monitoring settings. The Qualified Archaeologist or
cultural resources specialist working under the direction of the Qualified Archaeologist shall provide
training to inform all construction personnel prior to construction activities about the proper
procedures in the event of an archaeological discovery. The training shall be held in conjunction with
the Project’s initial on-site safety meeting and shall explain the importance and legal basis for the
protection of significant archaeological resources.

In the event of an inadvertent discovery of potential archaeological resources (artifacts or features)
during ground-disturbing activities, construction activities within a 50-foot radius of the discovery shall
be halted while the Qualified Archaeologist assesses the find. If the resource is determined to be
significant or unique through significance evaluation, and site avoidance is not possible, appropriate
site-specific mitigation measures shall be established and undertaken. These might include an
archaeological mitigation and monitoring plan, treatment, or data recovery programs. All monitoring
or associated plans would be prepared and implemented under the direction of a qualified
archaeologist. All required close-out reporting would be completed in accordance with the Office of
Historic Preservation’s Archaeological Resource Management Reports (ARMR).

MM PAL-1 The Applicant shall be required to obtain the services of a Qualified Paleontologist to remain on-call
for the duration of the ground-disturbing construction activity. If requested by the City, a
paleontological mitigation plan (PMP) outlining procedures for paleontological monitoring and/or data
recovery shall be prepared for the Project and submitted to the City for review and approval. The
development and implementation of the PMP shall include, but not be limited to, additional research
and further assessment of paleontological sensitivity in the Project site, consultations with the
Applicant's engineering geologist, as well as a requirement that the curation of all specimens
recovered under any scenario shall be through an appropriate repository agreed upon by the City. The
PMP shall also include developing a multilevel ranking system, or Potential Fossil Yield Classification
(PFYC), as a tool to demonstrate the potential yield of fossils within a given stratigraphic unit. The PMP
shall outline the monitoring and salvage protocols to address paleontological resources encountered
during Project-related ground-disturbing activities. As well as the appropriate recording, collection,
processing, curation, and reporting protocols to appropriately address any monitoring conducted or
resources discovered.

HUMAN REMAINS — LEGAL REQUIREMENTS. In the event that human remains are discovered during ground-disturbing
activities, then the Project would be subject to California Health and Safety Code 7050.5, CEQA Section 15064.5, and
California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. If human remains are found during ground-disturbing activities, State
of California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the County
Coroner has made a determination of origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. In the
event of an unanticipated discovery of human remains, the County Coroner shall be notified immediately. If the human
remains are determined to be prehistoric, the County Coroner shall notify the NAHC, which shall notify a most likely
descendant (MLD). The MLD shall complete the inspection of the site within 48 hours of notification and may

W= s
=X Est
“\ 1979 www.chambersgroupinc.com



Cultural Resources Study Results Letter Report for c H AMB E RS

the Beaumont Corporate Yard Project

City of Beaumont GROU P

recommend scientific removal and nondestructive analysis of human remains and items associated with Native
American burials.

Chambers Group is available to assist with any further support or document preparation related to Cultural Resources,
including tribal consultation. Please contact the Cultural Resources staff at the contact information below if you have
any questions or comments regarding this report.

Sincerely,

CHAMBERS GROUP, INC.

!LUJ;’ \(Qvolu\lb‘l)w\'ﬁ,% _———

Kellie Kandybowicz Richard Shultz, MA, RPA
Cultural Resources Specialist Cultural Resources Principal Investigator
kkandybowicz@chambersgroupinc.com rshultz@chambersgroupinc.com

Attachments
Attachment A: NAHC SLF Records Search Results Letter

Attachment B: Project Sensitivity Mapping (Cultural & Paleontological)
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Attachment A: NAHC SLF Records Search Results Letter

STATE OF CALIFORNIA Gavin Newsom_ Governor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

September 5, 2024

Kellie Kandybowicz
Chambers Group Inc.

Via Email to: kkandybowicz@chambersgroupinc.com

Re: Beaumont Corporate Yard {21500) Project, Riverside County

To Whom It May Concern:

A record search of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File (SLF)
was completed for the information you have submitted for the above referenced project. The
results were negative. However, the absence of specific site information in the SLF does hot
indicate the absence of cultural resources in any project area. Other sources of cultural
resources should also be contacted for information regarding known and recorded sites.

Attached is a list of Native American tribes who may also have knowledge of cultural resources
in the project area. This list should provide a starting place in locating areas of potential
adverse impact within the proposed project area. | suggest you contact all of those indicated;
if they cannot supply information, they might recommend others with specific knowledge. By
contacting all those listed, your organization will be better able to respond to claims of failure to
consult with the appropriate tribe. If a response has not been received within two weeks of
notification, the Commission requests that you follow-up with a telephone call or email to
ensure that the project information has been received.

If you receive notification of change of addresses and phone numbers from tribes, please notify
me. With your assistance, we can assure that our lists contain current information.

If you have any questions or heed additional information, plecse contact me at my email
address: Andrew.Green@nahc.ca.dov.

Sincerely,

M/@—me

Andrew Green
Cultural Resources Analyst

Attachment
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Tribe Name

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians

Augustine Band of Cahuilla Indians

Cabazon Band of Cahuilla Indians

Cahuilla Band of Indians

Cahuilla Band of Indians

Cahuilla Band of Indians

Los Coyotes Band of Cahuilla and
Cupefio Indians

Morongo Band of Mission Indians

Meoronge Band of Mission Indians

Pala Band of Mizsion Indians

Pala Band of Mission Indians

Pala Band of Mission Indians

Pechanga Band of Indians

Pechanga Band of Indians

Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma
Reservation

Native American Heritage Commission
Native American Contact List

Lacy Padilla, Director of Historic
Preservation/THPO

Trikal Operations,
Doug Welmas, Chairperson
BobbyRay Esparza, Cultural

Director

Antheny Madrigal, Tribal Historic
Preservation Officer

Erica Schenk, Chairperson

Ray Chapparosa, Chairperson

Robert Martin, Chairperson

Ann Brierty, THRO

Christopher Nejo, Legal
Analyst/Researcher

Shasta Gaughen, Tribal Historic
Preservation Officer

Alexis Wallick, Azsistant THPO

Tuba Ebru Ozdil, Pechanga
Cultural Anafyst

Steve Bodmer, General Counzel
for Pechanga Band of Indians

Jill McCormick, Historic
Preservation Officer

Riverside County
9/5/2024

5401 Dinah Shore Drive
Palm Springs, CA, 92264

84-001 Avenue 54
Coachella, CA, 92235

84-245 Indio Springs Parkway
Indio, CA, 92203

52701 CA Highway 371
Anza, CA, 52539

52701 CA Highway 371
Anza, CA, 92539

52701 CA Highway 371
Anza, CA, 92539

P.0. Box 189
‘Warner Springs, CA, 92036
0189

12700 Pumarra Road
Banning, CA, 52220

12700 Pumarra Road
Banning, CA, 92220

PMB 50, 35008 Pala Temecula
Road
Pala, CA, 92059

PMB 50, 35008 Pala Temecula
Road
Pala, CA, 92059

PWMB 50, 35008 Pala Temecula
Road
Pala, CA, 92059

P.0. Box 2183
Temecula, CA, 52593

P.O. Box 1477
Temecula, CA, 92593

P.0. Box 1899
“uma, AZ 85366

(760) 333-5222

(750) 398-4722

(760) 342-2593

(951) 763-5549

(951) 763-5549

(951) 590-0942

(780) 782-0711

(951) 755-5110

(951) 755-5259

(760) B91-3564

(760) 891-3515

(760) 891-3537

(951) 7T70-6313

(951) 770-8171

(928) 261-0254

ACBCHTHPO@aguacaliente.net

info@augustinetrive-nsn.gov
jstapp@cabazonindians-
nsn.gov
besparza@cahuilla-nsn.gov

anthonymad2002@gmail com

chair@cahuila-nsn.gov

abrierty@morongo-nsn.goy

abrierty@morongo-nsn.gov

cnejoi@palatribe.com

sgaughen@palatribe.com

awallick@palatribe.com

eozdili@pechanga-nsn.gov

sbodmer@pechanga-nsn.gov

Cahuilla

Cahuilla

Cahuilla

Cahuilla

Cahuilla

Cahuilla

Cahuilla

Cahuilla
Serrano

Cahuilla
Serrano

Cupeno

Luiseno

Cupeno
Luiseno

Cupeno
Luiseno

Luiseno

Luiseno

historicpreservation@quechantr Quechan

ibe.com



Native American Heritage Commission
Native American Contact List

Riverside County

9/5/2024
Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma Jordan Joaguin, President, P.0.Box 1899 (760} 919-3600 executivesecretary@guechantri Quechan
Reservation Quechan Tribal Council uma, A7, 85366 be.com
Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma Manfred Scott, Acting Chairman - P.O. Box 1855 (928) 210-8735 culturalcommittee@guechantric Quechan
Reservation Kw'ts'an Cultural Committee uma, A7, 85366 e.com
Ramona Band of Cahuilla John Gomez, Environmental P. 0. Box 391670 (951) 763-4105 jgomez@ramona-nsn. gov Cahuilla
Coordinator Anza, CA, 92539
Ramena Band of Cahuilla Joseph Hamilton, Chairperson  P.O. Box 331870 (951) 7634105 admin@ramena-nsn.gov Cahuilla
Anza, CA, B2535
Rincon Band of Luizeno Indians Denize Turner Walsh, Attorney  One Government Center Lane | (760) 638-5727 dwalsh@rincon-nsn.gov Luiseno
General Valley Center, CA, 52082
Rincen Band of Luisene Indians Laurie Genzalez, Tribal One Government Center Lane  (760) 484-4835 Igonzalez@rincon-nsn.gov Luizeno
Council'Culture Committee Valley Center, C&, 52082
KMemher
Rincon Band of Luisene Indians Cheryl Madrigal, Cuttural One Government Center Lane  (760) 848-3000 cmadrigal@rincon-nsn.gov Luizeno
Rezources Manager/Tribal Valley Center, C&, 52082
Hiztarir: Preservatinn Officer
Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians Jeseph Linton, Tribal One Government Center Lane | (760) 803-3548 jlinten@rincon-nsn.gov Luiseno

Council’Culture Committee
Memher

Valley Center, CA, 92082

San Manuel Band of Mission Indians Alexandra McCleary, Senior 285689 Community Center Drive | (303) §33-0054 alexandra.mccleary@sanmanue Serranc
IManager of Cultural Resources Highland, CA, 92345 l-nsn.gov
Mananemeant
Santa Roza Band af Cahuilla Indians Vanesza Minott, Tribal P.0O. Box 391820 (951} 658-2700 vminott@zantaresa-nsn. gov Cahuilla
Administrator Anza, CA, 82535
Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians Stewven Estrada, Tribal Chairman P.0. Box 391820 (951) 659-2700 sestrada@santarosa-nsn.gev  Cahuilla
Anza, CA, 82535
Serrano Nation of Mizsion Indians Mark Cochrane, Co-Chairperson P. O. Box 343 (909) 578-2558 serranonation1@gmail.com Serrano
Patton, C&, 32359
Serrano Mation of Migsion Indians Wayne Walker, Co-Chairperson P. O. Box 343 (253) 370-0167 serranonation1@gmail. com Serrano
Patton, CA, 92369
Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians Joseph Ontiveros, Tribal Historic P.O. Box 487 (951) 863-5279 jontiveros@soboba-nsn.gov Cahuilla
Preservation Officer San Jacinte, CA, 52581 Luiseno
Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians Jessica Valdez, Cultural P.0O. Box 487 (951) 6636261 jvaldez@=soboba-nsn.gov Cahuilla
Resource Specialist San Jacinte, CA, 52581 Luiseno
Torres-Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians  Gary Resvaloso, TM MLD P.0. Box 1160 (760) 777-0385 grestmtmi@gmail.com Cahuilla
Thermal, CA, 52274
Torres-Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians  Alesia Reed, Cultural Committee P.O. Box 1160 (760} 357-0300 lizareed%30@gmail.com Cahuilla
Chairwoman Thermal, C&, 82274
Torres-Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians  Mary Belardo, Cultural P.O. Box 1160 (760} 357-0300 belardomi@gmail. com Cahuilla
Committee Wice Chair Thermal, CA, 92274
Torres-Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians  Thomas Tortez, Chairpersen P.0O. Box 1160 (780) 397-0300 thoemas tortez@tmdeiorg Cahuilla
Thermal, CA, 92274
Torres-Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians  Abraham Becerra, Cultural P.0. Box 1160 (760} 397-0300 abecerra@tmdci.org Cahuilla

Coordinator Thermal, C&, 52274

This list is current only as of the date of this document. Distribution of this list does not relieve any persoen of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety
Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resource Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is onlv acolicable for contactino local Native Americans with recard to cultural resources assessment for the orooosed Beaumont Corporate Yard (215000 Proiect. Riverside
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Attachment B: Project Sensitivity Mapping (Cultural)
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Project sensitivity map.




Attachment B: Project Sensitivity Mapping (Paleontological)
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